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MEMCRANDU FOR: R. Bovd, Director, Division of Project Management
R. Heineman, Director, Division of Systems Safe tv
Y. Stello, Director, fivision of Operating xeactors
H. Denton, Director, Division of Site Safetv and

Env1rounnntal Analysis

FROM: Ban C. Rusche, Director, Officc of Muclear Peactor
Pequlation
SUBJECT: REVISED PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMERTATION OF DEVIATIONS

FRO' THE STANDARD REVIEN PLAN
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1% Office Letter No. 2, issued on Auaust 12, 1375, directed the staff
to use the Standard Peview Plan to assure consistent evaluation of

all applications. It also directed that, oxcent for clarification

and correctiow of errors, the Standard Review Plan would remain fixed
until any proposed change of substance was considercd Ly the Division
Directors, reviewed by the Negulatory Requirements Yevicw Commitizs,
and then authorized by the Director, NER.

HRR Office Letter No. 29, issued on June 18, 157G, addressed the special
problem associated with implementation of Office Letter ol 2 in
onerating licans: reviews vlien the construction permit rﬂv1 2IS vere
rot conducted on the basis of the Standard Reviaw Plan ouvidalines.

+ noted the necessity to document dacisions mades on :asas other than
those definad in the Standard Feview Plan and, of coual irportance,
the roasons for the accentability of such bases., It then dirscted
the staff to ;ev*lor, for nv an~roval, orecedurce for docun:ntire
the haces for deviations fror the Standard Neview Plan in each oner-

- ting licens2 Safaty Evaluation, and to imrlement these aracodures
for 211 onératine license Safetv [valuatien Roner

ts issuzd aftar
‘ .v premorandus of Santembap 27, 18
¥

- - 4 A2l ",
375, atnmved an
¥ -~ e T L " Yoer fa s ¥ YA R R th i Lol ol s
codurs recomanuss Lo ng / A ; TPrECLErS.
,.

e ’ o | e e e K
drassed Soth gaarating

i
Jasuary 1, 1477 S
fmelomanting ar
Tiis ~rocodure
nit auﬂ1icat101s.

p(‘\-
2
—t
o
s
n
'
»
3
-
4
i
)

Tae exverionce gained in attermting (o usc the dmmlenantine nrocecure
far onsrating Micanga revicee naring cormlotion fas gaon font,
contrary o ocur oxpactation at L ti=s tha spocedyre vas develard,
b 2eaff fe ynatidc at tide tims to eanfom @ the pouly i ]
san Sl saentinn aracdure vithout fneuvring ¢ sucees 1=

300 y THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS
POOR QUALITY PAGES

fahnretee 49



ro

Lultinle fddressces -

complctinn the reviews for these apolications. iile there is no
concern as to the safety level established by the staff review, the
fact remains that a sianificant effort would Le roouired at this
+ime for the staff to identify, for an oncoing operatine licensc
revien, all deviations from the acceptance criteria set forth in
the Standard Review Plan and to document the bases for the acceota-
hility of these deviations. T2 Division Diractors haye now recom-
menced that 1 withdraw the directive set forth in my memorandum of
September 20, 1976, and in its stead issue a superseding directive
establishing an alternate progrem that would:

(1) G“eauire the staff to assess the Standard Rovier Plan, datermine
any changes neaded to assure that all reouircments therain are
roalistic and nractical of achievement, anc initiate the actions
nanded *0 imolement those changes in accordance with tha nolicy
esteblished in WAR Nffice Letter lo. 2.

(2) keouire the staff to implement the policy established in NAR
affice Lotter No. 9 for all construction permit applications
docioted after Scptember 1, 1376,

(3) Require the staff to implament the pelicy estazblished in ¥XR
nffice Letter No. 9 for all oneratina license annlications
docketed after Januarv 1, 1877,

The Division Directors have indicated that approval of the oroposed
alternate program would permit the staff to conduct its review of
ozerating iicense applications, almost from the start of such reviews,
sith the Lnowledge that confomance to Office Letter "o, % would Le

a recuisite for licensing. Such tim2ly knovledas stould Timit the
imnact of this recuirement on the schedule for cemnletion of the staff
revies. 1 hava also been informad that if the alterrate oroaran is
araroved, tien four operating license anplications that vould have
athapsics Leen renuired to conforia to Office Letter Vo, o will not

e ponuired o se conform,

1 save decided to anorove th2 racormendnd alternates rroaran., T3¢
5 ie

d 3
3 Y $i-a 5424 2 A $ & L onrens ¥ = Seevean 1
anaraval is hased on (1) the convieticn that tic sincular decus As
4

ane of documrntation and not safety, (2) tho nodindes LAl b
altapaats nreacran will normit 3 Tinited numbor af noritinag Mennse
annlications (four) to Le added to the numbar revioso) without th

A
acad +o comletly conforn to tho procodurs, and £3) Siis staff f15e1T
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§s not nrenared to implement the procedure in 2 tirely manner for
the four annlications invoived. fccordingly, mv memorandum of
S?ﬁtcvher 29, 137¢, i vithdraun and is sunerseded in its =ntirety
bv thie meaorandun, In essonce, the nrocedure for cocuﬂ'ﬁtatiqr
(r“ClOQWFL 1) ramains uncaences for construction Derm it reviews but
rodified so that only limited particiration will be requircd of
licensces involvad in operating license reviews, and tho imnlemen-
tation proorain (Enclosure 2) has been modified so that the aporo-
oriate Safetv Cvaluation Reports, including tlose associatod with
ow;ratirq license, construction nermit, end desion apnroval annli-
cations, w111 document deviations from the Standzrd Revic: Plan and
the hases for the acceptance of such Hdeviation,

Ordginal Signed by
Ben C, Rusche

Cen C. Nuschz, Dirsctor
Cffice of liuclzar “eactor Reculation

Enclosurcs:

1. Procedure for Docunzintation
of Noviations from the
Standard Tzview Plan

2. Implanentation Prooranm
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ENCLOSURE 1

PROCEDURE FUR DOCJMENTATION

JF DEVIATIONS FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

Introauction

The =taff review of nuclear plant designs aescrioea in Safety Analysis
Reports 13 performed within the guidelines estanlished by the Standara
Review Plan (WUREG-75/U87), issueu in Septerwer 1975, and as since
amenged. Use of the acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan as
a measure of tne acceptapility of plant design features assures both a
consistent evaluation of proposed plant gesigns and an acceptaole level
of safety for all plants licensed. The Standara Review Plan also de-
scribes ana documents the acceptapility of specific design approaches
to satisfy certain of the acceptance criteria. wWe recognize, however,
that alternate design approaches may satisfy these acceptance criteria
equally well., Further, we recognize that, with proper justification,
applicants may oe aole to demonstrate that particular provisions of the

acceptance criteria need not be met at all.

Currently, significant difficulties arise when the Standard Review Plan
1s usea during the operating license review of a plant design. These

ai ficulties stem from the fact that the plant design at its construc-
tion permit stage of licensinc was reviewed ana approved against differ-
ent guidelines due to the lack of the Standard Review Plan at that
earlier stage of review; some future reviews will encounter the same
uifficulties aue to tne sawe reason or to changes to the Standard Review

Plan that have occurred during the intervening perioa. In either event,
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geviations will exist in the plant design relative to the tnen current
Standard Review Plan, and the staff is or will be faced witn licensing
decisions regarding tne acceptapility of the design descrioea in the

Final Safety Analysis Repurt, f

In the past, applicants have expenued considerable efforts justirfying,
and the staff has spent consideraple time evaluating, particular plant
design features to assure an acceptacle level of safety. Often these
efforts have not been properly documented to clearly indicate the pases
for acceptapbility of the design. To improve the usefulness of our
Safety Evaluation Reports as a record of such decisions and to minimize
the need for iuture reassessments of operating plants to demonstrate
acequate levels of safety relative to current criteria, it is gesiraple
that the bases for such licensing aecisions pbe clearly dgocumented in the
Safety Evaluation Reports that summarize the staff review of the Final
Safety Analysis Report. To this end, any deviations from current
Stanaard Review Plan acceptance criteria will need to pe listed and
justified in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to completion of
the operating license stage of review., Further, such deviations will
also need to pe listed and justified in the licensee's Final Safety
Analysis Report for any facility reviewed to the requirements of the

Stancard Review Plan at the construction permit stage of review.

A proolem of similar type out of much less magnitude may exist with re-
spect to some construction permit and standara design applications anu

associated staff reviews., Since all new applications for construction



permits or for preliminary design approval of standard gesigns mus* aa-
daress the information needs identified in Revision 2 to the Standurd

Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports, deviations from the
acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan are expected to be non-
existent or minimized. However, alternate design apprciches may be proposed
by the applicant, and it is possible that deviations may arise ouring tne
course of the review. 1In any event, any deviations or alternate design
approaches, whether initially proposed or developed auring the course of

tne staff review, will need to pe listed and justified in the Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report and in the statf's Safety Evaluation Report prior to

completion of this stage of review.

This cocument presents tnhe procedures that should oe followed (1) by appli-
cants and (2) by staff reviewers ano Licensing Project Managers to assure

that adequate cocumentation of deviations and alternate approaches in plant
designs relative to the Standard Review Plan is provided in Safety Analysis

Reports ana in Safety cvaluation Reports, respectively.

Definition of Deviation

For the purposes of this procedure, a deviation is defined as & lack of con-
formance of a plant aesign feature to one or more provisions of the accept-
ance criteria given in the Stancard Review Plan. An alternate ana acceptaple
gesign approach to satisfying the Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria

is not considered to be a aeviation, but tne bases for acceptapility must
also be documented in the Safety Analysis Report and, as appropriate, in the

Safety Evaluation Report.
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Proceaure For Construction Permit Applications

Tne proceaure for documenting deviations from the Standara Review Plan

for construction permit applications requires the applicant initially to
igentify the deviation ana provide tue bases for acceptability. This
information snoild pe included in the Safety Analysis Report and reviewed
by the staff as a part of the normal review process. The results of the
review should pe described in the Safety Evaluation Report to provide clear
aocumentation ¢f all geviations, including the bases for acceptability.
The same proceaure snoulid be followeu for alternate design approaches.

The proceaure is based on the implicit assumption that a program will be
estaplished whereoy plants licensed for operation will be maintained
continuously up-to-date with regard to changes in licensing requirements
(i.e., at tne time a new staff position is developed, a decision regaraing
its applicability on a generic oasis or on each plant, on a case-Dy-case

vasis, will also be made and implemented).

The specific steps in the proceaure for a construction permit application

are:

: 38 The applicant will identify ana provide bases for all deviations
from tne acceptance criteria ¢’ /en in the Standard Review Plan.
Tne information should be contained in those Safety Analysis
Report sections that describe the systems, components, or struc-
tures in which the deviations exist., In addition, the applicant
should provide in Chanter 1 a summary listing of the deviations

ana an identification of the sections in the Safety Analysis

Report wherein the deviations are described and justified.




During the acceptance review of the Safety Analysis Report, the
staff should determine that this information has been proviaed

and should inform the applicant of any oovious deficiencies.

Following docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff
should perform a review of the deviations ana their bases, iden-—
tify other deviations that should be discussed in the Safety
Analysis Report, and reguest acaitional information as necessary
at the first round reguest for aaditional information (Q-1) stage

of review.

At the second round reguest for adaitional intormation (Q-2)
stage of review, the staff should inform the applicant of its

positions on the deviations ana their bases.

Following review of the applicant's response, draft Safety

Evaluation Report inputs should be prepared that descrioe each
deviation and the results of the staff review of the pases for

tneir acceptability; the Safety Evaluation Report inputs should

also inciuce a general statement denoting acceptability of the
applicant's aesign relative to the grouping of acceptance criteria
given in the ftandard Review Plan sections. The Safety Evaluation
Report inputs shoula also incluce aiscussions of any alternate
approaches to staff positions that have been adopted oy the applicant

ana the pases for acceptability.
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6. The Licensing Project Manager should incluce a section in the
Safety Lvaluation Report that notes that the review has peen mage
using the Standard Review Plan criteria as of the application
docket aate, tabulates all deviations from those criteria, and
iventifies the location in the Safety Evaluation Report where

the aiscussion may e found.

The procecural steps given above relate to future construction permit
applications. Some slight modifications to these procedural steps will
be rade in order to implement tne procedure for construction permit
applications docketed after Septemoer 1, 1976, and currently in the

licensing process.

Procegure fFor QOperating License Applications

Tne procecure for aocumenting deviations from the Standard Review Plan
for operating license applications docketed after January 1, 1977, ana
for wnich the construction permit review was conducted in accordance
with the Standard Review Plan is to be identical to that described abpove
for a new construction permit application, The following procedure shall
be followea for other operating license applications docketed after
January 1, 1977:

1. The staff shoula perform its review of the Safety Analysis Report

S0 as to icentify any deviations from the Standard Review Plan.

ds The Safety Evaluation Report inputs provided by the technical

review groups should describe each deviation and the bases



estaolisnea vy tne statf rfor its acceptapility; tne sarety Lvalua-
tion keport inputs should also incluace a general statement uenoting
acceptaoility or the applicant's aesign reiative to tne grouping

Oof acceptance criteria given in the Stanuard Review Plan sections.
ine safety Lvaluation Report inputs snoula also include uiscussions
of any aiternate approacnes to starf positions tnat nave been

agoptea oy tne appliicant anu tne pases for acceptavility.

he assistance Or tne applicant snoula not bDe reguirea witnh respect
to igentification of ueviations troa tue Stanuara review rlan,

If specific acceptance criteria now in the Stanuara Review pPlan
were usea for evaiuating tne application at tne construction perait
pnase of review, even tnough tne 3tanuara Review Plan either aia
not exist as such at the time or that review, Oor was not useu at
tnat time, then applicaole requests for information may ve made

of tne applicant proviged tnat tne use of tne specific acceptance
criteria at that stage of review 1s cocumented in the recora of

the construction permit review anu geviations from tnose criteria
are icentiriea oy the starf ouring its operating license stage

of review. In aaaition, for alli otner acceptance criteria useu

in tne cesign of tne facility, applicaple reguests tor infor-
mation may De inaue Or the applicant to tne extent needeu to per=-
mit the stalf to inuepenuently juage tne current acceptaoility

Of tne aesign wnicn was pased upon sucn criteria. In twnese

Latter instances, however, tne appiicant, wnile it may, snoula
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not oe requirea to Justify its aesign oy comparing it to an
aiternate aesign aevelopeu by tne applicant utilizing tne

acceptance criteria currently in tne Stanuara Review Plan.

4. ine Licensing Project manager snould incluce a section in tne
sSarety tvaluation Report that notes tnat tne review has been
maue using tne Stanuara meview rlan criteria as ot the appii-
cation cocket aate, tapulates all aceviations from tnose criteria,
ana icentiries tne location 1n tne safety Evaluation Report

wnere tne daiscussion way oe founa.

As with tne proceaure ror construction permit applications, specific
steps will oe taken to assure that tne iLinplementation will pe con-

sistent witn tne Conmission's stancaraization ana replication policies,



ENCLOSURE 2

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

I.  PLANT INVOLVEMENT

¥e

Plants Currently Under Review for Operating Licenses

Plants for which applications for an operating license have been
docketed but for which we will not implement the policy estab-

lished in Office Letter No. 9 are:

D. C. Cook 2

Salem 2

Davis Besse 1

North Anna 1 & 2
Farley 1 & 2

Diablo Canyon 1 & 2
Sequoyah 1 & 2
Three Mile Island 2

Arkansas 2
McGuire 1 & 2
Fermi 2

Zimmer 1

Hatch 2
Shoreram 1
Watts Bar 1 & 2

Plants With Construction Permits and Which Will Apply for Operating

Licenses

A1l plants with construction permits which were not reviewed in
accordance with the Standard Review Plan and for which appli-
cations for operating licenses are to be docketed after January 1,
1977, will be included in those for which we will implement the
policy established in Office Letter No. 9. Such plants are:

LaSalle 1 & 2

San Onofre 2 & 3
Summer 1

Hanford 2

South Texas 1 & 2
Susquehanna 1 & 2
Waterford 3
Braidwood 1 & 2
Byron 1 & 2
Catawba 1 & 2
Comanche Peak 1 & 2
Midland 1 & 2
Grand Gulf 1 & 2
Bellefonte 1 & 2
Clinton 1 & 2

North Anna 3 & 4
Forked River 1
WPPSS 1

Callaway 1 & 2
Seabrook 1 & 2
Millstone Point 3
Beaver Valley 2
Palo Verde 1, 2 & 3
Nine Mile Point 2
Limerick 1 & 2
Hope Creek 1 & 2
Surry 3 & 4
Vogtle 1 & 2
Bailly 1

In addition, those plants listed in items 3.b. and
3.c. on page 2 of this enclosure should be included
‘n this list as they are issued construction permits.



- Plants Currently Under Review for Construction Permits

The only plants for which applications for a construction
permit were docketed after September 1, 1976, and for
which we will implement the policy established in Office
Letter No. 9 are:

New England 1 & 2

Plants for which applications for a construction permit have
been docketed, for which our review is complete, nearly com-
plete, or significantly in process, and for which we will
not implement Office Letter No. 9 are:

Harris 1, 2, 3 & 4 Pebble Springs 1 & 2
St. Lucie 2 Davis Besse 2 & 3
Perry 1 & 2 Koshkonong 1 & 2
River Bend 1 & 2 Jamesport 1 & 2
WPPSS-4 Hartsville 1 & 2
Pilgrim 2 Skagit 1 & 2
Atlantic 1 & 2 Clinch River 1
Wolf Creek 1 Ft. Calhoun 2
Cherokee 1, 2 & 3 Marble Hill 1 & 2
Perkins 1, 2 & 3 Greene County 1
Tyrone 1 Phipps Bend 1 & 2
Sterling 1 Black Fox 1 & 2
Montague 1 & 2 Yellow Creek 1 & 2
WPPSS 3 & 5

Plants for which applications for a construction permit have
been docketed, for which a significant portion of our review
has been completed, for which a long delay in the need for
construction permits has occurred, for which the Safety
Evaluation Report or a substantive update of that report

is expected to be issued after January 1, 1978, but for
which we will not implement the policy established in Office
Letter No. 9 are:

Allens Creek 1 & 2 Barton 1 & 2
Montague 1 & 2 Greenwood 2 & 3
Douglas Point 1 & 2



Future Construction Permit Applications

The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple-
mented for all future construction permit applications. The
applications currently listed to be tendered during 1977 include:

Erie 1 & 2 Sears Island 1 & 2
Suncesert 1 & 2 Central Iowa 1
Summit 1 & 2 San Joaquin 1, 2, 3 & 4

Carroll 1 & 2

Construction Permit Applications Referencing Approved Standara

Designs or Replicating Base Plants

The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple-
mented only for those portions of the Preliminary Safety Analysis
Report that require a de novo review in accordance with the
Standardization Policy or the Replication Policy, as applicable.

Design Approval and Manufacturing License Applications

The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple-
mented for all design approval and manufacturing license app11-
cations docketed .fter September 1, 1976. On th1s basis it is
expected that the policy will be 1mp1emented for RESAR 414,
GIBBSAR, and all later submitted applications.

I1. IMPLEMENTATION METHODS

1.

Construction Permit and Preliminary Desian Approval Applications

New England 1 & 2, a2 replicate plant, will be the first construction
permit plant to be subjected to this review. Although the appli-
cation has becn docketed, the review was not scheduled to begin
until January 1977. We will discuss the 0“fice Letter No. ¢
requirements with the applicant as soon as practical and will
formalize our information needs in a letter signed by the appro-
priate DPM Branch Chief. Until six months after the Standard
Format is changed to require the neeced information in the Safety
Analysis Report, all subsequent construction permit and prelimi-
nary design approval applications will be handied in a similar
manner. The discussions with the applicants will be held in

as timely a manner as practical in order to provide the appli-
cants with as much time as possible to respond to our needs.



Operating License and Final Design Approval Applications

In order to fully inform the first several applican:s in this
group of the basis of the requirements that we will impose upon
them and to try to assuage their concerns as to the extent of
the information we will require from them, we will arrange
discussions with them as soon as practical. These will be
arranged in the order of their docketing, which is expected to
be Watts Bar 1 & 2, San Onofre 1 & 2, LaSalle 1 & 2, Summer 1,
Hanford 2, Comanche Peak 1 & 2, Midland 1 & 2, and Grand Gulf

1 & 2. OQur informaticn needs will be formalized in a letter

to the applicant. The letters will be signed by the appropriate
DPM Branch Chief.

Modification of the Standard Format will require the needed
information in the Final Safety Analysis Reports for plants
having construction permits based on a review in accordance
with the Standard Review Plan.

Conduct of Discussions

The discussions referred to in Sections II.1 and 11.2 above
are to be conducted by the DPM Assiscant Director for Light
Water Reactors.

Standard Format

The Office of Standards Development will be requested to modify
the Stand ~d Format to require the Safety Analysis Report to
include .e information needed to conform to the policy estab-
l1ished in Office Letter No. 9.

Changes Required in the Standard Review Plan

The Directors of DPM, DSS, and DSE are to provide to the Director,
NRR, by May 1, 1977, a list of items in the Standard Review

Plan that should be modified to assure that all requirements
therein are necessary, ealistic, and practical of achievement.
The Dire:tors will at that time recommend a program to develop

the required changes to the Standard Review Plan and obtain

the necessary management approval for such changes.



