
Introduction to the tool
This tool (Guidelines for Documenting Leveraged Information) is intended to support implementation of Step 6 of the process introduced in 
the IAEA TECDOC-2098, Collaborative Reviews and Effective Leveraging [1].

It is the responsibility of the Recipient Regulator (Regulator B in Ref. [1]) to document their regulatory decision(s) and to demonstrate that an 
appropriate level of due diligence has been exercised in leveraging the work of other regulatory body(-ies) (Source Regulator, or Regulator A 
in Ref. [1]).

The purpose of documenting information is for the Recipient Regulator to create a reliable record showing how information from the 
Source Regulator was incorporated into its decision-making process. It also ensures future access and security of information, supporting 
knowledge management and transparency.

Every regulatory body documents their information; this step, however, addresses additional documentation required when leveraging 
information, including the main challenges and how these can be addressed. This process can be seen as an extension of the regulatory 
body’s regular information documentation to ensure accountability. 

The objectives of documenting leveraged information are to: 

•	 Demonstrate sovereign independence in safety-related decision making and show that an appropriate level of due diligence has been 
performed during leveraging;

•	 Maintain control of the exchange of information;

•	 Ensure traceability of the decision making;

•	 Ensure accountability and transparency to the public (scope and level of detail of the published information is dependent on the national 
legal framework).

Furthermore, the Recipient Regulator needs to incorporate the leveraged information into their own regulatory decision-making process. The 
information needs to be documented in a way that enables the Recipient Regulator’s autonomy in future activities without requiring further 
input or support from the Source Regulator. 

This tool provides guidelines on how the Recipient Regulator can document their use of leveraged information. Two types of documentation 
are considered: (1) internal documentation of information; and (2) published (external) documentation of information. 

Considerations for agreements about documenting and publishing  
between the Recipient Regulator, the Source Regulator, applicant and vendor
The IAEA TECDOC-2105, Information Sharing Framework for Regulatory Reviews of Advanced Reactors [2], outlines guidance on the 
administrative arrangements that regulatory bodies need to establish for effective information sharing in support of leveraging reviews. 
This includes the types of agreements required to share controlled information, such as proprietary data and information subject to export 
controls. Good practices for the Recipient Regulator to help ensure these agreements are established in a timely and effective manner are 
listed below.

Good practices:

•	 Identify the scope of the agreement: pre-application, license application safety evaluation report, etc.

•	 Establish the licensing steps that the agreement will be focused on: siting, construction, operation, etc. Agree on a common statement 
about collaboration/leveraging.

•	 Ensure that any agreements involving the transfer of controlled information — such as proprietary data or technical details subject to 
export controls — are supported by the appropriate export control licences.

•	 Consider that having common positions on safety criteria is helpful in working together/leveraging.

•	 Establish who has access to internal documented information (list of users). Agree on what information leveraged from the Source 
Regulator by the Recipient Regulator can be published.

•	 Decide on how to manage the publishing process, e.g. whether the Source Regulator and/or vendor (Design Information Owner) wish to 
see the text before publishing or whether informing them in advance is sufficient.

•	 Decide on how to manage the responsibility for public participation, including queries related to the information from the Source Regulator 
(e.g. whether the Source Regulator is to be consulted by the Recipient Regulator with respect to such queries, especially if information is to 
be made public).

•	 Consider that use of information sharing tools (e.g. SharePoint) may facilitate information sharing and be helpful in determining what 
information the Recipient Regulator wishes to document/publish.

•	 Have a clear understanding of the legal differences pertaining to documentation and archiving (e.g. differences in security level, archive 
requirements). During certain phases of assessments, having documentation on a SharePoint site may be sufficient, but when licenses or 
decisions are published, information usually has to be archived at the national level. 

•	 Consider the expected duration of the assessment and establish a schedule for activities and collaboration, as well as measures to 
mitigate the risk of discontinuation.

•	 Agree on the final product and the use of the information. 

While implementing the necessary agreements and applying the good practices outlined above, the Recipient Regulator may encounter 
challenges in documenting and publishing the leveraged information, as described below.

Possible challenges impacting documentation and publishing of the information:

•	 Timely determination of what information needs to be documented or published and with what objective (to agree and avoid delays later);

•	 Timely determination on where to document the necessary information (for example, within the text of the license or decision, which is 
public, or in the Recipient Regulator’s internal documentation system); 

•	 Determination of the level of detail necessary for fulfilment of the objective;

•	 Consideration of the conclusions from the Recipient Regulator in areas of divergence between the regulatory bodies;

•	 Documentation of the opinion by the Recipient Regulator on the work done by the Source Regulator, recognizing the presence of sensitive 
or challenging topics and treating them with appropriate consideration, while still ensuring overall accountability;

•	 Differences in the legal frameworks regarding publishing information; for example, this may occur when the Recipient Regulator is legally 
required to publish certain information, whereas the Source Regulator is prohibited from making that same information public;

•	 Disagreements on information sharing between the different stakeholders, particularly when the Source Regulator has agreed to provide 
information, but the vendor wishes for the information to be accessible only (not ‘owned’ by the Recipient Regulator);

•	 Ensuring, prior to the formal agreement, that the level of detail of the work is sufficient for the Recipient Regulator to leverage, in order to 
avoid situations where key technical aspects cannot be properly verified/understood due to a lack of detail; 

•	 Accounting for the need to ‘prove’ operating experience where a regulatory body is not allowed to share operating information, which is 
also important for other regulatory bodies licensing these installations; 

•	 Recognizing that the steps used for leveraging (as presented in TECDOC-2098 [1]) are not linear, as this is  an iterative process, and that, 
although initially the information may  appear clear, traceability concerns or gaps may later arise, potentially requiring updates to the 
documented information to accommodate new insights; 

•	 Documenting the work by the Source Regulator in a manner that facilitates its use by other regulatory bodies, including ensuring the 
quality of recorded information, traceability of sources and judgements, and accessibility to external readers and an international 
audience;

•	 The establishment of an appropriate balance between independent decision making (due diligence) and giving due credit to the work 
performed by other regulatory bodies.

Guidelines on documenting leveraged information
The table below provides guidelines on what information to document and/or publish along with an example of its use. 

The table is to be completed as follows: commence with the preparatory work, documenting how the preconditions for leveraging are 
fulfilled (see Appendix I of IAEA TECDOC-2098 [1]), and subsequently proceed through Steps 1 to 5 as presented. This process is intended to 
determine the information to document or publish by:

•	 Considering the objectives of documenting and/or publishing information;

•	 Determining the appropriate level of detail;

•	 Being as specific as possible;

•	 Applying the checklist provided for each step.

Table 1. Examples of issues to be considered during the identification of relevant Source Regulator documentation

Topic Objective and description Comments Level of detail  
to be published

STEP 1 

Documentation 
on the choice of 
relevant Source 
Regulator

Early in the process the parties need to discuss 
what information can be shared by the relevant 
Source Regulator and for how long the Source 
Regulator can make themselves available for 
assistance.

The discussion needs 
to take place before any 
leveraging activities begin.  

Information should 
explain how documents 
will be shared and what 
confidentiality, export 
control restrictions, and 
publicity measures apply. 
These elements may be 
determined by the national 
legal framework of the 
regulatory bodies.

Objective 1 — Internal: Substantiating the chosen 
approach

The Recipient Regulator may document why it 
is beneficial to leverage information from the 
Source Regulator. This includes documenting the 
following:

1.	 What design information is leveraged;

2.	 Describing any gaps in knowledge, time, or 
capacity of the Recipient Regulator, as well 
as the types of support needed through the 
collaboration;

3.	 Implementation of the checklist developed 
in Step 1 of Regulatory Cooperation Toolkit: 
Resources for Leveraging Regulatory Reviews [3], 
with particular focus on experience of several 
regulatory bodies in licensing newbuilds, nuclear 
plants and sites, international involvement, 
and outcomes of Integrated Regulatory Review 
Service (IRRS) missions and other international 
missions or reviews;

4.	 Evaluation of availability of regulations and 
procedures relevant for leveraging;

5.	 Comparison with the Recipient Regulator to 
determine the ‘fit’ and decide on collaboration 
with the Source Regulator. 

The perceived benefits of 
leveraging can influence 
the allocation and 
development of human 
resources, acquisition of 
tools and definition of a 
schedule for the review.  
It is also important to 
consider what the Recipient 
Regulator can offer within 
the partnership, especially 
where experience or 
knowledge on specific 
issues may be limited.

To facilitate the release of 
information, a commitment 
to transfer information can 
be elaborated to support 
future improvements of 
the internal processes of 
both regulatory bodies and 
identification of possible 
obstacles/gaps.

Internal documentation 
only

Objective 2 — External: Ensuring external 
accountability for the chosen approach

It is expected that the 
public is informed of the 
reasons for leveraging 
information from the 
specific Source Regulator.

Public facing information 
may remain high-level 
(conclusion), while 
internal accountability 
documentation will be 
more detailed and may 
include sensitive content.

High-level external 
explanation only

STEP 2

Documentation 
on understanding 
divergences 
between regulatory 
frameworks

Objective 1 — Internal: Substantiating the chosen 
approach

The documentation may include a comparison 
of the regulatory frameworks of the Source and 
Recipient Regulators. This includes:

1.	 Identification of the topics being compared;

2.	 List of the commonalities (e.g. IAEA Safety 
Standards are applied);

3.	 List of main differences (e.g. in laws, 
procedures, design, safety criteria, safety 
demonstrations, goal-oriented or detailed 
requirements);

4.	 Whether the differences are qualitive or 
quantitative;

5.	 The differences in assessment approaches;

6.	 The gaps in the framework of the Recipient 
Regulator; 

7.	 The approach used in the comparison, including 
the references used;

8.	 The consideration of non-nuclear systems, 
structures and components required in the 
design, including non-nuclear regulations that 
are not necessarily enforced by national nuclear 
regulatory bodies. For example, environmental 
safety and chemical regulations may include 
bans on certain materials used in components, 
such as chrysotile asbestos in gaskets and 
breakers and fluoroalkyl (PFAS) substances 
used in seals and lubricants.

It is important to stress 
common requirements 
because they form the 
basis for the leveraging 
activities and associated 
conclusions.

Iterative processes may be 
necessary, as the analyses 
may change when moving 
to the next steps.

Joint products, reports, 
and other outputs 
developed by collaborating 
regulatory bodies are 
generally published and 
discussed. Information 
that is leveraged as part of 
a licensing decision may 
not be widely publicized 
but needs to be credited 
appropriately.

Internal documentation 
only

Objective 2 — External: Ensuring external 
accountability for the chosen approach

A description needs to be provided of how the 
analyses of divergence were conducted and what 
general conclusions were. A summary of the 
divergences may also be included.

Confidentiality and 
publicity measures need to 
be determined in advance, 
based on the national 
legal framework of the 
regulatory bodies involved.

High-level external 
summary only

STEP 3

Documentation 
on the impact of 
divergence on 
leveraging

Objective 1 — Internal: Substantiating the chosen 
approach

The implications of the divergences on safety and 
their impact on the project may be documented. 
This includes:

1.	 The approach adopted to determine the impact;

2.	 The categories of impacts that are applied and 
how are the topics categorized;

3.	 The impact of the divergence on possible design 
changes;

4.	 The effort required to leverage the information;

5.	 The scope of the review needed to ensure 
alignment between the scope of assessment 
sought by the Recipient Regulator and that 
provided by the Source Regulator.

Divergences may lead to 
design changes or require 
modifications to certain 
requirements or standards. 
Additional analyses may be 
necessary, and an iterative 
approach is recommended. 
Impacts may differ 
between the pre-licensing 
and licensing phases. 
The flow chart of Fig. 3 in 
TECDOC-2098 [1] may be 
used to document these 
considerations.

Internal documentation 
only

Objective 2 — External: Ensuring external 
accountability for the chosen approach

Statements regarding the 
impact of divergences may 
be sensitive and need to be 
communicated carefully. 

High-level information only

STEP 4

Assessment of the 
information quality

Objective 1 — Internal: Substantiating the chosen 
approach

The Recipient Regulator may document the 
compatibility of their quality assurance processes 
with the Source Regulator’s processes. This 
includes:

1.	 Considerations applied when assessing the 
quality of the information (see Step 4 in Ref. [3]);

2.	 Additional information requested and sources 
used (see example of the template for request 
for information to the Source Regulator in 
Appendix III);

3.	 Conclusions reached regarding the need 
to adjust the Recipient Regulator’s own 
assessment processes, licensing procedures, or 
other regulatory practices.

The Recipient Regulator 
needs to assess whether 
the quality assurance 
process of the Source 
Regulator meets their 
own requirements. A clear 
definition of the specific 
basis for the quality 
assessment needs to 
be documented (i.e. the 
criteria and standards 
forming the foundation for 
assessing quality).

Internal documentation 
only

Objective 2 — External: Ensuring external 
accountability for the chosen approach

Communicating regarding 
the information quality 
assessment may be 
sensitive, and external 
communication needs to 
be limited to high-level 
information. 

High-level external 
statements only

STEP 5

Categorization of 
information

The objective is to document the justification for 
categorizing information as Type 1 or Type 2 and 
associated leveraging approaches.

The documentation of this categorization and 
associated justification needs to consider both 
the obligation to protect sensitive information 
and the need to ensure transparency to the public, 
maintaining an appropriate balance between 
different levels of sensitivity.

Step 5 in Ref. [3] proposes considerations for the 
categorization of information, including the impact 
on nuclear safety and the impact of divergences 
among regulatory frameworks. Key aspects to 
document include:

1.	 Considerations for categorizing the information 
as Type 1 or Type 2;

2.	 Description of the approaches used to leverage 
information under Type 1 and Type 2;

3.	 Conclusions of the leveraging process;

4.	 Summary of the entire leveraging process and 
conclusion on how sovereignty is maintained.

This summary may also be used to inform the 
public.

While publishing relevant 
information, it is important 
to consider the national 
legal framework; examples 
of types of controlled 
information are provided in 
TECDOC-2105 [2]. 

It is important to document 
the actions of the 
Recipient Regulator, both 
to complement the work 
of the regulatory body and 
to record any new findings 
or additional experience 
gained.

Given the volume of 
documentation involved, 
providing a clear and 
comprehensive summary 
is crucial.

High-level external 
summary and detailed 
internal justification

Appendix I. 
Examples and good practices for documenting leveraged information
Examples and good practices for agreements on information sharing

Scope and objectives of the regulatory cooperation

This section introduces the main elements that help the Source Regulator and the Recipient Regulator establish a clear and shared 
understanding of what the cooperation agreement covers and how the information will be used and documented, together with illustrative 
examples [4]. Main elements include:

•	 Identification of the scope of the agreement (e.g. pre-application, license application, safety evaluation report);

•	 Establishment of the licensing steps covered under the arrangement (e.g. siting, construction, operation); 

•	 Agreement on the final product and the use of the information;

•	 Agreement on a common statement on collaboration/leveraging;

•	 Establishment of common positions on safety criteria to facilitate collaboration/leveraging;

•	 Consideration of the expected duration of the leveraging review and regulatory assessment, including scheduling of activities and 
cooperation, as well as measures to mitigate the risk of discontinuation of the agreement.

Example of scope of the agreement

Unclassified technical information exchange

To the extent permitted under the laws, regulations, and policies of their respective countries, the Parties may cooperate and exchange 
unclassified technical information relating to: ...<fill in the scope>.

Examples of such information include:

-	 …

-	 …

Example of a common statement on the cooperation framework

Cooperation in ...

The terms of cooperation for joint ... under which activities are divided between the two Parties, including the use of ... owned by either 
Party, shall be considered on a case-by-case basis and may be the subject of a separate agreement.

Example of common positions on safety criteria

A common position on safety criteria can be established by referencing the IAEA safety requirements and guidance documents.  

Example of common statements on controlled information

Definitions

•	 The term ‘information’ means unclassified technical information relating to: <scope>. It also includes scientific or research data, 
assessment methodologies, and any other knowledge or information provided, created, or exchanged under this Arrangement.

•	 The term ‘proprietary information’ means information provided, created, or exchanged under this Arrangement that contains trade 
secrets or other non-public commercial information.

•	 The term ‘other confidential or privileged information’ means non-public information, other than proprietary information, that is 
protected from public disclosure under the laws, regulations, or policies of the country of the Party transmitting the information 
under this Arrangement.

Documentary proprietary information

•	 A Party receiving documentary proprietary information shall respect the confidential or privileged nature of such information.

•	 Marking procedures is applied for documentary proprietary information.

Other confidential or privileged information of a documentary nature

•	 A Party receiving other confidential or privileged information of a documentary nature shall respect the confidential nature of such 
information.

•	 Marking procedures is applied for other confidential or privileged information of a documentary nature.

Non-documentary proprietary or other confidential or privileged information

•	 Non-documentary proprietary or other confidential or privileged information provided, obtained, or transmitted under this 
Arrangement shall be treated by the Parties according to the principles specified for proprietary information in Article XXX, and as 
specified for other confidential or privileged information in Article XXX of this Arrangement; provided, however, that the transmitting 
Party has placed the receiving Party on notice as to the character of the proprietary or other confidential or privileged information 
disseminated.

•	 Either Party may ask the other Party in writing to delay publication or public disclosure of such documentation or information for the 
purpose of protecting its rights.

Example of common statements on publication and dissemination of information

General

The Parties support the widest possible dissemination of information exchanged under this Arrangement, subject to the requirements 
of each Party’s national laws, regulations, and policies, and the need to protect proprietary and other confidential or privileged 
information. However, consistent with these national laws, regulations, and policies, the Parties reserve the right to impose, on a case-
by-case basis, additional restrictions on the dissemination of information beyond those identified in this Article. 

The treatment of intellectual property furnished, created, or exchanged under this Arrangement is provided for in the Intellectual 
Property Rights [5], which shall apply to all activities conducted under this Arrangement unless agreed otherwise by the Parties in 
writing.

Dissemination of documentary proprietary information

•	 The receiving Party may disseminate documentary proprietary information received under this Arrangement without the prior 
consent of the transmitting Party to employees of the receiving Party, and to other agencies and departments of the government of 
the receiving Party, provided that …

•	 The receiving Party may only disseminate documentary proprietary information more widely than otherwise permitted under the 
terms set forth in this Arrangement, including to contractors and consultants of the receiving Party, and to permittees or licensees 
of the receiving Party, with the prior written consent of the transmitting Party. The Parties shall endeavour to grant such approval to 
the extent permitted by their respective national laws, regulations, and policies, and provided that ...

•	 Each Party shall ensure the public’s right to participation and, for that purpose, commits to implement open and inclusive 
participation in decision-making processes based on domestic and international normative frameworks.

Controlled information

This section focuses on main elements on how controlled information is handled with illustrative examples. Additional information can be 
found in the IAEA TECDOC-2105 [2]. Main elements include:

•	 Ensuring that any agreements involving the transfer of controlled information — such as proprietary data or technical details subject to 
export controls — are supported by the appropriate agreements and export control licences;

•	 Having a clear understanding of legal differences pertaining to documentation and archiving (e.g. differences in security levels and 
archiving requirements). During certain phases of assessments, having documentation on a SharePoint site is sufficient, but when 
licenses or decisions are published, information usually has to be archived at the national level; 

•	 Establishing who has access to internally documented information (e.g. establishing a list of authorized users).

Publication and dissemination of information

This section outlines the key considerations to guide the Parties in determining how information exchanged under the cooperation 
arrangement may be disseminated or published, including:

•	 Deciding on how to deal with the publishing process. For example, whether the Source Regulator and/or the vendor (Design Information 
Owner) would review the text before publishing, or whether prior notification is sufficient;

•	 Agreeing on what information leveraged from the Source Regulator by the Recipient Regulator can be published;

•	 Using information-sharing tools, e.g. SharePoint, to facilitate information exchange and support decisions on what information the 
Recipient Regulator wishes to document or publish;

•	 Determining how responsibility for public participation will be addressed, including how to manage public comments that reference 
information from the Source Regulator (e.g. whether the Recipient Regulator needs to consult the Source Regulator in such cases).

Regulatory Cooperation Toolkit

Resources for Leveraging Regulatory Reviews
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Example of good practices for how leveraging is undertaken and documented in UK GDA reports

Leveraging as part of the BWRX-300 GDA in UK

The UK Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) concluded the fundamental assessment of the BWRX-300 SMR design through a 2-step Generic 
Design Assessment (GDA) and issued a GDA statement on 11 December 2025. The GDA summary report [6] documents the judgements on 
fundamental adequacy of the design (see approach in Ref. [7]), and is underpinned by reports from 21 technical disciplines.

A good practice in the documentation of GDA judgements has been to report, in dedicated sections, how work undertaken by other 
regulatory bodies (in this case the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) and the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(U.S. NRC) under a Memorandum of Cooperation (MoC) [8]) was leveraged by ONR, and how the MoC was used to plan future joint work.

Section 3.4 of the GDA summary reports outlines how the UK ONR took credit for:

•	 The U.S. NRC and CNSC’s joint report on diaphragm plate steel composite (DP-SC) advanced construction techniques;

•	 CNSC’s insights into additional demonstration on break exclusion zones, supporting the judgment that limitations in the UK GDA 
Safety, Security, Safeguards and Environment (SSSE) case are not a fundamental shortfall at this stage (as credible solutions are being 
progressed elsewhere and can be incorporated in the UK in the future).

The GDA summary report also outlined how ONR shared findings from interventions on the vendor’s integrated quality arrangements 
and management during GDA with the U.S. NRC and CNSC and benefited from similar exercises in the United States and Canada. It also 
highlights the NRC, CSNC and ONR’s joint regulatory plan to develop common regulatory expectations for assessing the adequacy of the 
BWRX-300 C&I design in future, seeking to minimize the potential for regulatory differences to arise and impact the design. 

The assessment reports from individual technical disciplines [9] mirror these practices, as illustrated in Appendix 3 of the Fault Studies and 
Severe Accident Analysis Report [10]. The report acknowledges how the U.S. NRC’s review and acceptance of the ‘containment evaluation 
method’ addressing loss of coolant accidents (LOCAs) into containment meets expectations in ONR’s Technical Assessment Guides on 
Design Basis Analysis [11].

Example of good practices for documenting leveraged reviews in the United Arab Emirates

The following is an example of a good practice used by the Recipient Regulator, the Federal Authority for Nuclear Regulation (FANR) of 
the United Arab Emirates (UAE), to leverage the regulatory review, categorized as Type 2 (see Step 5 in Ref. [3]), completed by the Source 
Regulator, the Korea Institute of Nuclear Safety (KINS) of the Republic of Korea.

The KINS provided Safety Evaluation Reports (SERs) in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding between the UAE and the 
Republic of Korea. The SERs were translated, as necessary, as was foreseen in the agreement. After careful review, ‘steam and power 
conversion system’ in the SER provided by KINS was leveraged by FANR during the review process of the licensing application. It was 
determined that it provided an adequate basis for accepting the KINS’s review in line with Type 2 categorization.

The review performed by the KINS did not relieve the FANR of the responsibility to reach their own regulatory conclusions or to ensure that 
their regulatory requirements were met. The conclusions of the FANR were based on an understanding of the regulatory requirements 
applied by the KINS and of the reviews supporting acceptance of the reference facility.

The FANR documented their findings in the SER using the Type 2 categorization template (provided in Appendix II), completing the dedicated 
sections relating to the KINS’s regulatory basis and technical basis (see example below — Type 2 categorization template completed by the 
FANR for the steam and power conversion system). For the specific area under review, the KINS’s SER was referenced in the FANR’s SER, 
together with additional supporting documents.

Example of Type 2 categorization template completed by the FANR for the steam and power conversion system

10	 Steam and power conversion system

10.3	 Main steam system

10.3.6	 Steam and feedwater system materials

10.3.6.1	 Area of review

Emirates Nuclear Energy Company (ENEC) addressed this area of review in Barakah Units 1 and 2 Preliminary Safety Analysis Report 
(PSAR) Section 10.3.6, summarized here in part, as follows.

The application describes material selection, fabrication, and fracture toughness for materials used in the steam and feedwater 
systems.

The application discusses materials that are used and that are not used throughout various sections of the steam and feedwater 
systems.

Cleanliness requirements and acceptance criteria for secondary system piping are also addressed.

The application also discusses non-destructive examination procedures for tubular components.

KINS addressed this area of review in Shin Kori Units 3 and 4 SER Section 10.3.6, which is the reference plant for Barakah Units 1 and 2.

10.3.6.2	 SER review interfaces

This section of the SER interfaces with the following other sections of the PSAR:

1.	The review of the adequacy of programmes for assuring the integrity of bolting and threaded fasteners is performed under Section 
3.13.

2.	The systems and components discussed in Section 10.3.6 are reviewed in Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 for consistency with seismic 
design and quality group requirements.

3.	Dynamic effects associated with pipe rupture are reviewed in Section 3.6.1.

10.3.6.3	 Regulatory basis

The applicable FANR regulations for this area of review are provided below. In addition to UAE Federal Law by Decree No. 6 of 2009, 
these regulations provide the legal basis of acceptance.

FANR regulatory guides provide:

•	 Guidance to applicants on acceptable means of compliance with specific articles of FANR regulations;

•	 Insights into the review methodology used and data required by FANR staff in its review of licence applications.

The FANR regulatory basis for PSAR Section 10.3.6 is provided below.

10.3.6.3.1	 Applicable FANR regulations

The following FANR regulations are applicable to this area of review:

1.	FANR-REG-03, “Regulation for the Design of Nuclear Power Plants,” Articles 11, 16, 20, and 21;

2.	FANR-REG-06, “Regulation for an Application for a Licence to Construct a Nuclear Facility,” Article 6.

10.3.6.3.2	 Review guidance and industry standards to meet FANR regulations

The following regulatory guidance documents and industry standards can be used to meet the applicable FANR regulations for this 
area of review:

1.	FANR-RG-001, “Content of Nuclear Facility Construction and Operating Licence Applications”;

2.	NUREG-0800, “Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants:  LWR Edition,” Section 
10.3.6, “Steam and Feedwater System Materials”;

3.	U.S. NRC Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.37, “Quality Assurance Requirements for Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated Components 
of Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants” (2007);

4.	U.S. NRC RG 1.71, “Welder Qualification for Areas of Limited Accessibility” (2007);

5.	American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Code, Section III, NC-2000 for Class 2 Materials.

10.3.6.3.3	 KINS regulatory basis

The following references for this area of review were cited or incorporated by reference in the SER for the Shin Kori Units 3 and 4 
construction permit (KINS/AR-881, July 2008). The Korean Regulations on Technical Standards for Nuclear Reactor Facilities referred 
to below is part of the Nuclear Laws of the Republic of Korea enacted by the Korean Ministry of Education, Science and Technology.

1.	Article 21 (Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary) of the Korean Regulations on Technical Standards for Nuclear Reactor Facilities, 
etc.;

2.	ASME Section III Subsection NC, ND;

3.	ASME Section II Part A, B, and C;

4.	U.S. NRC RG 1.37, “Quality Assurance Requirements for Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated Components of Water Cooled 
Nuclear Power Plants”;

5.	U.S. NRC RG 1.50, “Control of Preheat Temperature for Welding of Low Allow Steel”;

6.	U.S. NRC RG 1.71, “Welder Qualification for Areas of Limited Accessibility”.

It is noted that these are the same criteria as in the APR1400 Standard Safety Analysis Report (SSAR).

10.3.6.4	 Technical review

FANR Review Category 2 has been designated for this SER section in accordance with the guidance provided in FANR CP.2, Revision 
No. 1, “Licensing Management Procedure,” dated 04 November 2010.  As specified in CP.2 Section 7.4, the FANR staff reviewed the 
evaluation performed by KINS SER Section 10.3.6 for the reference Shin Kori Units 3 and 4, and by ENEC for this section in the Barakah 
Units 1 and 2 PSAR.

10.3.6.4.1	 Regulatory requirements

FANR has evaluated KINS SER Section 10.3.6 to determine if the KINS regulatory requirements associated with this area of review are 
consistent with those of FANR. The FANR evaluation is documented below.

The review included comparing the KINS and FANR regulatory requirements. Four articles from FANR REG 03, “Regulation for the 
Design of Nuclear Power Plants,” are specified for the steam and feedwater system materials. While there is not an exact correlation to 
articles in the Korean Regulations on Technical Standards for Nuclear Reactor Facilities, there are comparable regulations described 
as follows.

FANR Article 11 (Safety Classification) and Article 20 (Design Rules) specify that structures, systems, and components (SSCs) 
must be designed according to internationally recognized codes and standards. The SSCs that are important to safety should be 
identified and classified as to their significance to safety. These requirements are consistent with KINS Article 12 (Safety Classes and 
Standards) of the Korean Regulations on Technical Standards for Nuclear Reactor Facilities.

FANR Article 16 (Other Internal Hazards) describes internal hazards, such as flooding, missile generation, and pipe whip, and specifies 
that these items should be taken into account in the design. This is consistent with KINS Article 15 (Environmental Effects Design 
Bases).

FANR Article 21 (Design Limits) states a set of design limits consistent with the key physical parameters for each SSC shall be 
specified for operational states and design-basis accidents. This requirement is consistent with KINS Article 22 (Reactor Coolant 
System), paragraph (2).

It should be noted that the KINS SER Section 10.3.6 lists KINS Article 21 (Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary) as a requirement. This 
does not appear to be directly related to materials for steam and feedwater systems as these systems do not see primary coolant 
pressures. However, FANR Article 51 (Reactor Coolant System) is consistent with the requirements of KINS Article 21 (Reactor 
Coolant Pressure Boundary).

While KINS Articles 12 (Safety Classes and Standards), 15 (Environmental Effects Design Bases), and 22 (Reactor Coolant System) 
are not specified in KINS SER Section 10.3.6 as review requirements, it is assumed that the requirements must still be met. Therefore, 
based on the above, FANR concludes that the KINS regulatory requirements associated with this area of review are consistent with 
those of FANR.

10.3.6.4.2	 Technical basis

FANR has evaluated KINS SER Section 10.3.6 to determine if the technical basis for the KINS SER review and evaluation of this area is 
clearly described and acceptable to FANR. The FANR evaluation is documented below.

The areas of KINS review included:

1.	Selection and manufacturing of materials;

2.	Fracture toughness;

3.	Assessment of impact of erosion and corrosion.

KINS concluded that materials for the steam and feedwater system comply with relevant technical standards and reflect results of 
erosion and corrosion assessments, thereby ensuring suitability.

Specifically, KINS concluded that:

1.	The materials of which the steam and feedwater system is manufactured meet the characteristics specified in ASME Section III, 
Appendix I, thereby meeting relevant criteria. Preheating requirements for low allow steel and carbon steel welding will apply RG 
1.50 and ASME Section III, Appendix D criteria; and, the welding in limited accessible areas will follow RG 1.71, thereby meeting KINS 
requirements.

2.	Fracture toughness requirements for carbon steel and low alloy steel comply with ASME Section III NC 2300, thereby meeting KINS 
requirements.

3.	Erosion and corrosion impacts were assessed to ensure that the erosion and corrosion of carbon steel pipes or in areas highly 
vulnerable to erosion and corrosion, low alloy steel (SA335, Gr. P22, etc.) is used, thus ensuring suitability.

It is noted that Section 10.3.6 of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 PSAR is almost identical to Section 10.3.6 of the APR1400 SSAR.  Super 
stainless steel has been added as a tube material for fluids containing high concentrations of dissolved solids or chlorides. This is 
considered as acceptable, since there are super stainless steels that are the equivalent of titanium. Carbon steel has been replaced by 
low allow steel (SA335, Gr. P22 or A335, Gr. P22) to reduce erosion/corrosion, which has been accepted by KINS.

Based on the above, FANR concludes that the KINS review forms a sufficient technical basis to accept these aspects of the Barakah 
design as described in PSAR Section 10.3.6.

10.3.6.4.3	 Plant design or operational changes

FANR has evaluated PSAR Section 10.3.6 to determine if sufficient information was provided by the applicant to confirm that there 
are no plant design or operational changes identified in the application that have significant impact on nuclear safety. The FANR 
evaluation is documented below.

There are no plant design or operational changes identified in the application that have significant impact on nuclear safety.

10.3.6.4.4	 Safety issues and operating experience from Supplement 2 of the PSAR

There are no Safety Issues from Supplement 2 of the PSAR applicable to this area of review for Barakah Units 1 and 2.

There is no Operating Experience from Supplement 2 of the PSAR applicable to this area of review for Barakah Units 1 and 2.

10.3.6.4.5	 SER interface evaluation

FANR has determined that this area of review interfaces with other sections of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 PSAR, as identified in the 
above SER Section 10.3.6.2.  FANR has reviewed these interfaces for consistency and potential safety implication. FANR’s findings on 
the key interfaces with potential safety implication are evaluated below.

The interfaces with PSAR Section 3.2 regarding seismic and safety classification and Section 3.13 regarding threaded fasteners are 
consistent.

Dynamic effects associated with the postulated rupture of piping for high energy line breaks due to rupture of main steam piping 
and feedwater piping (interface with PSAR Section 3.6.1) were determined to not damage essential systems to an extent that would 
impair their design function nor affect necessary component operability. The design features that enabled this conclusion included 
separation, physical barriers or shields, and piping restraints.

10.3.6.5	 ENEC conditional acceptance items

No commitments to be completed after issuance of the construction licence were made by the applicant related to this area of review.

10.3.6.6	 Conclusions

The FANR staff reviewed PSAR Section 10.3.6 of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 construction licence application, subsequent application 
material, and the KINS SER Section 10.3.6 for Shin Kori Units 3 and 4 related to steam and feedwater system materials.  

The FANR staff has determined that KINS regulatory requirements associated with this area of review are consistent with those of 
FANR and that the technical basis for the KINS SER review and evaluation of this area is clearly described and acceptable to FANR. 
In addition, FANR has determined that the application does not identify any plant design changes or operational changes that have 
significant impact on nuclear safety.

On this basis, FANR has determined that PSAR Section 10.3.6 of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 construction licence application has been 
appropriately categorized as Review Category 2 and that the KINS SER review of the reference plant forms a sufficient basis for FANR 
to determine the acceptability of Barakah Units 1 and 2 in the UAE.

10.3.6.7	 Open items

There are no Open Items to be addressed prior to issuance of the construction licence.

Appendix 1 to SER Section 10.3.6  
Request for additional information status

There were no requests for additional information (RAIs) for this section of the SER.

Appendix II. 
FANR template for documenting leveraged information for Type 2 categorization

X Chapter title

X.Y.Z	 Title   

X.Y.Z.1	 Area of review

ENEC addressed this area of review in Barakah Units 1 and 2 PSAR Section ___, summarized here in part, as follows.

[PROVIDE INPUT]

X.Y.Z.2	 SER review interfaces 

This SER section interfaces with the following other sections of the PSAR:

[PROVIDE INPUT]

1.	  

2.	  

3.	

OR

This SER section does not interface with any other section of the PSAR.

X.Y.Z.3 Regulatory basis

The applicable FANR regulations for this area of review are provided below. In addition to UAE Federal Law by Decree No. 6 of 2009, 
these regulations provide the legal basis of acceptance.  

FANR regulatory guides provide: 

•	 Guidance to licensees and applicants on acceptable means of compliance with specific articles of FANR regulations;

•	 Insights into the review methodology used and data required by FANR staff in their review of licence applications.

The FANR regulatory basis for PSAR Section ___ is provided below.

X.Y.Z.3.1 Applicable FANR regulations 

The following FANR regulations are applicable to this area of review:

[PROVIDE INPUT]

1.	

2.	

3.	

X.Y.Z.3.2 Review guidance and industry standards to meet FANR regulations

The following regulatory guidance documents and industry standards can be used to meet the applicable FANR regulations for this 
area of review:

[PROVIDE INPUT]

1.	  

2.	   

3.	  

X.Y.Z.3.3 KINS regulatory basis 

The following references for this area of review were cited or incorporated by reference in the SER for the Shin-Kori Units 3 and 4 
construction permit (KINS/AR-881, July 2008).

[PROVIDE INPUT]

1.	

2.	   

3.	  

X.Y.Z.4 Technical review 

FANR Review Category 2 has been designated for this SER section in accordance with the guidance provided in FANR CP.2, Revision 
No. 1, “Licensing Management Procedure”, dated 04 November 2010. As specified in CP.2 Section 7.4, the FANR staff reviewed the 
evaluation performed by KINS SER Section ___ for the reference Shin-Kori Units 3 and 4 and by ENEC for this section in the Barakah 
Units 1 and 2 PSAR. 

X.Y.Z.4.1 Regulatory requirements

FANR has evaluated KINS SER Section ___ to determine if the KINS regulatory requirements associated with this area of review are 
consistent with those of FANR. The FANR evaluation is documented below.  

[PROVIDE INPUT]

X.Y.Z.4.2 Technical basis 

FANR has evaluated KINS SER Section ___ to determine if the technical basis for the KINS SER review and evaluation of this area is 
clearly described and acceptable to FANR. The FANR evaluation is documented below. 

[PROVIDE INPUT]

X.Y.Z.4.3 Plant design or operational changes 

FANR has evaluated PSAR Section ___ to determine if sufficient information was provided by the applicant to confirm that there are no 
plant design or operational changes identified in the application that have significant impact on nuclear safety. The FANR evaluation is 
documented below.  

[PROVIDE INPUT]

X.Y.Z.4.4 Safety issues and operating experience from Supplement 2 of the PSAR 

FANR has determined that the following Safety Issues from Supplement 2 of the PSAR are applicable to this area of review and are 
evaluated below.

[PROVIDE INPUT]

OR

There are no Safety Issues from Supplement 2 of the PSAR applicable to this area of review for Barakah Units 1 and 2.

AND

FANR has determined that the following Operating Experience from Supplement 2 of the PSAR is applicable to this area of review and 
is evaluated below.  

[PROVIDE INPUT]

OR

There is no Operating Experience from Supplement 2 of the PSAR applicable to this area of review for Barakah Units 1 and 2.

X.Y.Z.4.5 SER interface evaluation 

FANR has determined that this area of review interfaces with other sections of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 PSAR, as identified in the 
above SER Section X.Y.Z.2. FANR has reviewed these interfaces for consistency and potential safety implication. FANR’s findings on 
the key interfaces with potential safety implication are evaluated below.

[PROVIDE INPUT]

OR

There are no safety significant interfaces with other sections of the SER for this area of review of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 PSAR.

X.Y.Z.5 ENEC conditional acceptance items

The following items have been evaluated by FANR and are conditionally accepted based on the commitments made by ENEC. 

[PROVIDE INPUT]

OR

No commitments to be completed after issuance of the construction licence were made by the applicant related to this area of review.

X.Y.Z.6 Conclusions

The FANR staff reviewed PSAR Section ___ of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 construction licence application, subsequent application 
material, and the KINS SER Section ___ for Shin-Kori Units 3 and 4 related to [topic of review].  

The FANR staff has determined that KINS regulatory requirements associated with this area of review are consistent with those of 
FANR and that the technical basis for the KINS SER review and evaluation of this area is clearly described and acceptable to FANR. 
In addition, FANR has determined that the application does not identify any plant design changes or operational changes that have 
significant impact on nuclear safety.

On this basis, FANR has determined that PSAR Section ___ of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 construction licence application has been 
appropriately categorized as Category 2 and that the KINS SER review of the reference plant forms a sufficient basis for FANR to 
determine the acceptability of Barakah Units 1 and 2 in the UAE.

OR

The FANR staff reviewed PSAR Section ___ of the Barakah Units 1 and 2 construction licence application, subsequent application 
material, and the KINS SER Section ___ for Shin-Kori Units 3 and 4 related to [topic of review].

Upon satisfactory resolution of the Open Items provided in SER Section X.Y.Z.7 below, the FANR staff can determine that KINS 
regulatory requirements associated with this area of review are consistent with those of FANR and that the technical basis for the 
KINS SER review and evaluation of this area is clearly described and acceptable to FANR.  In addition, FANR can determine that the 
application does not identify any plant design changes or operational changes that have significant impact on nuclear safety.

X.Y.Z.7 Open items

The following Open Items must be satisfactorily addressed prior to issuance of the construction licence.

[PROVIDE INPUT]

OR

There are no Open Items to be addressed prior to issuance of the construction licence.

Appendix 1 to SER Section X.Y.Z 
Request for additional information status

Provided is a complete listing of the requests for additional information (RAIs) and their status for this section of the SER.

RAI # RAI subject Status ENEC action Due date/event

OR

There were no RAIs for this section of the SER.

Appendix III. 
Template for request for information
The following template is provided to support consistent documentation of requests from Recipient Regulators to Source Regulators, as 
well as the correspondences to the requests for information (RFIs) on regulatory assessments to facilitate the sharing and leveraging of 
information between regulatory bodies.

Reactor design name — Preliminary Safety Analysis Report [Rev. X, Date]

Request for Information (RFI) [RFI to Source Regulator]

RFI number [chapter/section-sequential number]

RFI originator Recipient Regulator

SAR chapter Section Date sent to  
Source Regulator

RFI topic

Enter a description of the information or clarification requested from Source Regulator:

Source Regulator response to RFI:

Source Regulator 
reference document

Date
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