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,
Dear Mr. Ward:

,

I Thank you for your August 13 letter providing additional
Forum ccnents en replication and our statement on the .

" Policy and Procedures (cr the Replication of Custom
Plant Designs" which has just been published. I am
enclosing a copy of this paper (cr your information.
As you can see, the con: tot of rCplication of portions
of a particular plant design is not precluded by this

8 policy statement. In fact, it is c:,r intention to
meet with you and your ctmittee to Ciscuss this con-
sideration in detail. Inalter Haass, our Special Assistant
for Standardization, wil: ta in touch with you to arrange
this .eeting.

Sincuely.

a/ ,
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EdsonC. cam
Acting Directar of Licensing,

Enclosure:
As stated *
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g Pot 1CY AMD PROCED'JRES FOR THE REPticAT 010F CUSTOM PLANf 0[$!G?.$

,

Introductio_n

Replication of plant designs previously approved by the Regulatory

staff is considered tc be a transitional step towards the standard 1-

zation of nuclear poner plants. This licensing approach involves

submission of an app 1tcation by a utility for license: for a nuclear
~

power plcnt utilizing a plant design that was previously submitted by

the sa:ne utt11ty or by another utility as part of a construction

permit application, its ultimate objective would be the duplication .

of plants through the detailed design and construction ' phases.

Repitcation was discussed in the Regulatory Staff Study which

accoganied and formed the basis for the Conssission's policy *

6 statemnt on standardization of March 5,1973. This staff study

stated that these kinds of license applicattens could be given an

acce.erated review if the plant designs were duplicates of those

that had received constri.ction permits subsequent to June 30, 1974

In implecenting this approach to standardization, as in the other

approaches, the Regulatory staff will establish specific requirements

to bs met to assure that acceptable levata o' safety and envirorsnental
.

protection are maintained. The replicate piant design riust satisfy

the site related design Criteria required for the new site. In general,
,

only relatively recent plant designs are likely candidates for

replication.
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The potsattal advantages that accrue to a ottitty appli
cant une chooses

this licensing routs are substantial savings in engin
eering manpower

and in the overa!! design and cor.str4tica schedule and a reductio,

In the potential for construction delays by allowing
n

earlier procurement .

of components and asterial, and by the adootton of previo sl
u y used

proceduies, erswings and other coa.str4 tion documentation. In edcition.a decrease in the period of time necessary for the staff
safety reviewwill result.

.

Tim Regulatory staff expects that this approach to'sta d ?

n trdization
will serve a nurect of utilities pri=artly durin

'

g the transittor,
phne from custom plant applicattens to spolicatio

ns tnat usereference system designs. *

It is therefere espected to have its
;

.

greatest utilization over the next two to four years
The staff

does not intend that replication suoplant
.

, detract from, or in any I
way Afader the progress of, the reference system app i

roach to standard. -!12ation.
The reference system standard 1 ration concept is e1

te the dominent licensing route ishen a sufficie t lib
xpected to

n

system designs has been accumstated. rary of reference v

(
.

Re-lication Policy a,nd prjtsedury,e
,

tie replication of custas plant designs is enco .

to standardfle nuclear power plants uraged as another method
f

purposes as the dupIfcation of a plant preliminarPepilCatton is defined for %14 tory
.

{ I

y desten as it entsts
O at the completion of the Regulatory st4ff's technical r i

eview at theconstrur.tfee perett stage er iteensing. ,
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discussions. the plant being replicated (i.e.. the plant for which

the staff review is completed) is called the " base plant". and the

new plant which uses"the base plant design is called the " replicate

plant".

/
Policy

The following policies are estabitshed for the licensing of nuclear

power plants that are res11 cates of :Ustom plant designs:
1,

1A. The base plant selected by the utility for replication must
i,

have received the original issue of its staff Safety [ valuation ).

a

Report (SER) subsequent to January 1.1974.

8. All plants meeting requirement "A" above are considered as
O

candidates for rep 1(catio.1.

C. The duration of availability (i.e.. period of time during which

a base plant design may be used in a replicate plant application)

for use as a base plant is normally 21/2 years. cocrwncing
.

a

from the date of the original SER issuance for the base plant. I

, D. With regard to regulations and Regulatory Guides: f
! Codes and standa'rds requirements shall t,e satisfied by1.

the repiteate plant. as stated in 10 CFA Part 50.55a. f.
2. Regulatory Guides. adopted by the base plant as of the date f

of its original CER issuance. are rundstory fer tne replicate f
plant. Those appitcable Regulatory guides issued for use

substquCnt to that date should be considered for incorporation
O

i~-r.. *
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in the replicate plant.
The staff w111 discuss these with

the applicant on a case-by case basis..
E.

Itans considervd by the staff to be open in the $[R for the
base plant or in the ACR$ letter. or specified by the

staff

to be open as a result of the " qualification review" of th
e

base plant ($ee item 8 below under beedurg) will be incl d due .
as open items on the ruplicate plant app 1tcation.

F.

These portions of the base plant design that were determi
ned

to be acceptable and that are not affected by the open iteen
Identified during the quellfication review of the base pl

'
-

ant,

g will not be re-reviewed on the replicate plant appiteatio
G.

The replicate plant applicatdn must denonstrate comp tibil
n.

a ity

of the replicate plant with the site related deLign parameters
of the prcposed site.

H.

The staff views the base plant to be acceptable as appro
ved.

unless signiflCant new safety issues arise.
No farther regatri.

ments will be imposed on the base plant solely as a res ltu of
staff consideration,0f the repitcate plant application '

.
-

procedure e
1

* The following procedure i i.

s established for the submittal and gracessing5of replicate plant applications:

!A.
A utility appitcant would select one or rore candidat

e base i

e plants that meet the applicable requirtments listed atev
;
6

e,and
.!

!w. A-
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notify the Regulatory staff of its irtent to tutoit a rep 11ute

plant appifcation by letter at least 12 months in aJvance of the

tendering date. unless a previously approved designated site

is used in woich event six renth's advance notice is adequate.
,

This correspondence will be placed in the Public Docunent Roo.1. I

i
8. The Regulatnry staff would perfom an independent " qualification I

review" of the proposed base plant docket (s) to detertaine the

acceptability of the base plant (s) for replication. and to

identify items considered to be open in the original $[P. and.

ACA$ letter report for the base plant (s) and other itee; th'ta

have arisen subsequent to the issuance of those doc'.rier.ts
h including those resulting from the pubile hearing process fur

the base plant.

C.
At the conclusion of the qualification review. 4 meeting

would be held betweto the staff and applicant to establish

guidance for the preparation of the replicate plant appifCation.

The results of the staff's qualification review would be

provided to the utility applicant in writing no later than
.

-

3 months following the notification cf intent and placed in

the P6blic Document Foom.

D.
The repitcate plant application woola be tendered ar.d include
the following:

,
.
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1. A reprint of the base nlant PSAR addressing those portien

of the aiant design to be replicated, as amended up a tne

date of issuance of the base plant construction pertant.
*

2. The necessary PSAR inforntion that concern, the remaining

site-specific and attlity-specific raqstrmnts as id*Y.ified

in " Standard Format and Content of Safety Analysis ?.coorts

for Macicar Power Plants", 4r.d that addre ,$c; the oce's

itets identified dariftg the qualification review. This

inforration shculd be sutriitted in a forn easily distinguishable

fror ne reprinted information discussed in item I above.

3. The other requirevts for license s;;;licat'sns.

h E. All portions o* the terverts applicatien, enccet those re;11catec

portior,5 dette.sined to be acceptable juriaq 'he qualtiitat en

review, would be subjected to a cor;1ciecess review for

acceptability, and docketed when judged to ts suf ficientiy

coTlete for the staff technica; review to b?tia.

F. T5e review of the replicate plant appitestics by tM staf f, j

including anti-trust. . tin:ncial and envirvestal aspects,

would oe performed in a .ianrer sirilar to tr.at for other li;erse

applicaticns. Hawever, tnsse certions of tre cesign, prevuutis

deter': ired to oe ac< c '. cole an: n3t ef fected bf the cDee 'te"ts

identified during tha qualificatten review, wculd not te re-

rtviewed The tcCMical review woulo irslude cons tde*&;1c'i

of any 't.N significart safcif is%ues 1E0"LificJ sutsee.cf.*. to

the r.Jsl t f f C4 tion review.
,
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