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Wesningten, D.C. 20006 .
Dear Mr. MWar1d:

Thank you for your August 13 letter providing additional

Forur corments on replication and our statement on the

"Policy and Procetures for the Replication of Custom

Plant Cesigns™ which has :ust been published. 1 am

enclosing & copy of this paper fer your information.

As vou can see, the conzept of replication of portions

of a particylar plant design 18 not precluded by this
. policy statement In foct, it 1s cur intention to

m2el with you and your comittes to 015Cuss Lits conme

stderation in cetarl. walter Haass, our Special Assistant

for Standardization, wil 52 in touch with You to arrange

this ~eeting.

Sincerely,
/7
/

/

//.1/ () -

Edson G il.(?/
Acting Directar of Licensing

Enclosyre:
As stated




POLICY AND PROCLDURES FOR THE REPLICATION QF CUSTOM PLANT DESIGHS
’

introduction

Replication of plant designs previously approved by the Regulatory
staff 15 considered ¢ be a transitional step towards the standardi-
zation of nuclear power plants. This licensing approach involves
submission of an application by & utility for license. for a nuclear
power plant utilizing a plant desion that was previously submitted by
the same ulility or by another utility as part of a construction
permit application Its witimate objective would be the duplication
of plants through the detailed design and construction phases.
Replication was discussed in the Regulatory Staff Study which
sccompanied and formed the basis for the Commission's policy
statement on stancardization of March 5, 1973. This staff study
stated that these kinds of license agpitcations could be given an
acce.erated revicw 1f the plant designs were duplicates of those

that had received construction permits subsequent to June 30, 197¢

In impiecenting this approack to standardization, as in the other
aporoaches, the Reguiatory staff will estabiish specific requirements
to by mel to assure that acceptable Teve's< o safety and envirommental

protection arc maintained. The replicate plant design must satisfy

the site-related design criteria required for the new site. [n general,

only relatively recent plant designs are likely candidates for

replication.
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T™he potential ddvantages that &CCrue to , vtility Wplicant whe chooses
this Ilcau!q route are Substantial sSavings in mq'hccrmg W Doy -
and 1n the overa!) design and Construstion Scheduie, and o reduction

in the potential for Construction Telays by &llowing ear)fer Procurenen :
of components sng Nterial, and by he dcootion of brevious!y ysed
procedu e, drawings ang other Constryztion do:u-_nut\on. in ediilion,
¢ Cecreaze In the Period of tize RECOSSATY for the SEAfT safery revicw

wiil resylt.

Tha Regulatory stars expects t&: A3 aporosch ¢ Standeriization
will serve & weder of utilities Prizarily during the transitior
Phise from Custom plane Pplications ta Wwelications that Lse
reference SYSIED Cesigng, It is herefare fxpected to MNve jrg

greatest utilization UVET the next twn to four years,

Zezlication Poly, and Procedurs
=010y and |

existys

at the Coxpletion of the Mqﬂllory siaff’y technicy) Feview it the

Constru.tion PerRIt slige of chsmg. A used in Subsequent




discussions, the plant being replicated (1.e., the plant for which
the staff review is completed) s called the "base plant”™, and the
new plant which uses tha base plant design is called the “replicate

plam*

Polfcy

The following policies are established for the Ticensing of nuclear

power plants that are reslicates of custom plant designs:

A. The base plant selected by the utility for replication mus t

have received the original issue of its staff Safety Evaluation
Report (SER) subsequent to January 1, 1974,
All plants meeting requirement "A* above are considered as
candidates for replication.
The duration of availability (f.e., period of time during which
¢ Dase plant design may be used in 4 replicate plant appiication)
for use as 2 base plant is nomally 2 172 years, cormencing
from the date of the orfginal SER issuance for the Dase piant.

with regard to regulations and Regulatory Guides

T. Codes and standards requirements shell Le satisfied by

the replicate plant, as stated in 10 CFR Part 50.55s.
Regulatory Guides, adopted by the base plant 4s of the date
of 1ts original “ER issuance, are mandatory for the replicate
plant. Those applicadle Reoulatory guides 1ssued for use

subsequent to that date should be considersd for incorporation




in the replicate plant. The staff wil) IVCcuss these with

the appiicant on & case-by-case basis

Items consicered By the staff 1o be oPEn 1n  he SER for the

base plant or {n the ACRS letter, or Pecified vy the staff

5 be open as o resuit of the "qualificat on revicw” of the

base plant (See tem 8 below under Procedurg) will pe Included .

8% Open items on the replicate plant aWplication

Tose port 1ons Of the dese plant design that were determined

to be iCCeptable and that erc not affected by the open items
ied during th§ Qualification Feview uf the base plant,

will nnt be Fe-reviewed on the replicate plant dpplication.

The replicate plang pplicat®n muse demonstrate COmPALibility

of the repiicate plant with the Site-re'ated design Parameters
of the proposed site,

The starr views the dase Plant to be accepladie a4 approved,
unless significant New safety issues arise. No further regui e
BNty will be '"Posed on the Sase plant solely as & resylt of

staff Consideration of the replicate plant application

of replicate plant applications
A A vEtility applicant would select one or rore Candidate base

plants that ™mel the applicadle reqQuirements listeq ove, ang




notify the Regulatory staff of its ir*ent to tuomit 3 replicate
plant application by letter at least 17 months in advance of the
tendering date, unless a previously approved designaled site

s vsed in which event six month 5 advam & notice is adequate
"his correspondence will be Placed 11 the Public Document Rous
The Regulatnry staff would perform an independent "qualification
review” of the proposed base plant docket(s) to determine the
acceptabiifity of the base plant(s) for replication, and to
fdentify ftems considered to be open In the original S$EP and
ACRS letter report for the base plant(s) and other ftom: that
hMve arisen subsequent to the fssuance of *hose documents
including those resulting from the puolig hearing process fur
the bose plant.

At the conclusion of the Quaitfication review, g meeting

wuld be held between the staff and applicant to estadiish

Guidance for the presaration of the replicate plant application

The results of the staff's ualification review would e
provided to the utility apslicant in writing no later then

3 months following the notification cf intent and pliced in
the Public Document Room

The repiicate plant application woula be ‘enderes arng include

the foliowing:




A reorint of the base nlant P5AR addressing those norticm

of the ~lant design to be replicated, as Imended uwp 3 "

date ¢f issuance of Lhe base glant construction permil

; The necessary PSAR informetion that concerns the remaining
’
. site-specific and utility specific roquirements as 14 9% 4¢
$ {rn "Standard Format 2nd Content of Safely Analysis Tedorts
. far Nuclcar Powe= Plants”, and that addruLics the open
A = ftess identified during the qualification review. This

{inforration should be submitted in 3 form easily distinguishab.e

fror ne reprinted nformation disCusied 'n Tlem | above

The other require~e~ts for license apzlcaliuns

‘ £ A1l portians 0”7 the lendered appl-cation, exciDL those - icatec

portiors dete~ained to be icceptable Juming “he quali,‘cat-on

review, would be subjected to a compleL2ness review for

acceptadility, and docheted when judged to be sufficrant

the staff ‘echnica. reviaw L0 DoI"

oplete for

The review of the replicate plant epplicaticon 5y tHe statf

including anti-trust, f'nsncial. and env: ron®ental aspects,

would pe performed in & manrer similar 19 trat for othar 'icerie

applicaticns  MHowever, tnase teortfons of the cesign, previowi,

jeterzined to De 8c eltedle on: nat cffected by the oper 'lem

fdentified during tha cualification review, would not T re-

2 ewed The technical review woola v iude Consideriticn

of any 1 stgnificart safcly t1asues reentiflod sudiei

the gual ff'cation review



