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BACLOSURE 1 8005140377

PROCEDURE FOR DOCUHENTATION
OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE SIARDAKD REVIEW PLAN

Introduction

The staff review of nuclear plant designs cescribed ° Safety Analysis
Reports is performed within the éuidelines estadlisned by the Standarg
Review Plan (NUREG-75/VE7), i;;uea in Septemder 1575, and as since
amenced. Use of the acceptance criteriz of the Standard Review Plan as
& measure of the acceptanility of plant design features assures both a
consistent evaluation of proposed plant designs and an acceptasle leveiA
of safety for all plants licensed. The Standarl Review Plan also Ge-

scribes and documents the acceptadility of specific design 2pproaches

to satisfy certain of the acceptance criteria. we recognize, however,

that alternate design approaches may sabvisfy these ecceptance criteria
equally well. Further, we recognize that, with preper justification,
applicants may pe aole to Cemonstrete that particular provisions of the

acceptance criteria need not be met at all,

Currently, significant cifficulties arise when the Stznéa:d Review Plan
is useo during the operating license review of 2 plant de ign. These
cifficulties stem from the fact tha' the plant design at its construc-
tion permit stage of licensing was reviewed and approvec against differ-
ent guidelines due to the lack of the Standard Review Plan at that
earlier stage cf -review; some future reviews will encounter the same '
wifficulties cue to tne sahe reason or to chanves to the siancerd Review

Plan that have occurrec curing the intervening perioc. 1In either event,
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ceviations will exist in the plant design relative to the then current
Standard Review Plan, and the staff is or will pe faced with licensing

Gecisions regarding the acceptacility of the cesicn descrivec in the

Pinal Safety Anclysi$ Report.

In the past, applicants have expenceé consideradle efforts justifying,
and the staff has spent consideracle time evaluating, particular plant
Gesign features to assure an acceptaple level of safety. Often these
£forts have not been properly documented to clearly indicate the pases
for acceptarility of the design. To improve the usefulngss of our
Saﬁéty Evaluation Reports as a recoré of such decisions and to minimize
the need for future reassessments of gperating plants to cdemcnstrate
ececuate levels of safety relative to current criteria, it is cesiradle
that the bases for such licensing cecisions de clearly cocumentec in the
Safety Evaluation keports that summarize the staff review of the Final
Safety Analysis Report. To this end, any deviaticns from current
Stancarc Review Plan acceptance criteria will neec to dDe listec and
justified in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to completion of
the operating license stage of review. Further, such cdeviations will
also need to be listed and justified in the licensee's Final Safety
Analysis Report for any facility reviewed to the reguirements of the

Stancard Review Plan at the construction permit stage of review,

A proolem of similar type but of much less magnitude may exist with re-
spect tO some construction permit anc stancarc cesign applications anu

associated staff reviews. Since all new gpplicaticns for construction
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permits or for preliminary design approval of stancard cesigns nmus: ac-
dress the information needs identified in Revision 2 to the Stansard

Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports, deviations from the
acteptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan are expected to be non-
existent or minimized. However, ‘. .¢.nate design approaches may be proposed
by the applicant, and it it possible that deviations may arise ocuring the
course of the review. In any event, any deviations or alternate design
approaches, whetner initially proposed or developed curing the course of e
the staff review, will need to be listed and justified in the Preliminary
Sefety Analysis Report and in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to

completion of this stage of review.

This cocument presents.tne procecdures thet shoulc pe followec (1) by appli-
cants and (2) Dy staff reviewers anc Licensing Project Manacers to assure

that adeqguate cocumentation of ceviations and alternate zpproaches in plant
designs relative to the Standard Review Plan is provided in Safety Analysis

Reports and in Safety fvaluation Reports, respectively.

Definition of Deviation

Fer the purposes ¢f this procecure, & deviaticn is defined as a lack of con-

formance of a plant cesign feature to one or more previsions of the accept-

ance criteria given in the Stancard Review Plan. An azlternate anc acceptanle

cesign approach to satisfying the Stancard Review Plan acceptance criteria
is not considered to be a deviation, but the bases £or acceptanility must
&lso pe documented in the Safety Analysis Report &nc, 2s approprizte, in the

Safety Evaluation Report.
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Procecure For Constructicn Permit Apolications

Tne procedure for cocumenting deviations from the Stancarc Review Plan

for construction permit applications reguires the applicant inigially to
igentify the deviation and provice the bases for acceptability. This
information snould be included in the Safety Analysis Report anc reviewed
by the staff as a part of the normal review process. The results of the
review snould be described in the Safety Evaluation heport to provide clear
Gocumentation of all ceviations, including the bases for acceptability.
The same procecure snould be followed for alternate design appreaches.
The procecure ‘s based on the implicit assumption that & program will be
established whereoy plants licensed for operation will be maintained
continuously up~to-date with‘regard to changes in licensing requir ts
(i.e., at the time a new staff ;osi:ion is’ develcped, & decision regarding
its.a;plicabili:y on & generic casis or on each plant, on a case-Dy-case
"

pesis, will also be mace and implemented).

The specific steps in the procecure for & construction permit application

1 The applicant will identify ana provide bases for all deviations
from tne acceptance criteria given in the Stancard Review Plan.

. The information should be contzined in those Safety Anzlysis
Re?o:t sections that describe the systems, COTDOnents, Or struc-
tures in which the deviations exist. In aédition, the applicant
should provide in Chapter 1 2 summary listing of the deviations
and an i“entification of the sections in the Szfety Analysis

Report wherein the deviations are described and justifiec.
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2. During the acceptancé review of the Safety Analysis Report, the
staff should cetermine that this information has peen proviced

and should inform the applicant of any oovious ceficiencies,

3 Following docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff
" shoulc perform a review of the deviations anc their bases, icden-
tify other deviations that shoulé be discussed in the Safety

Analysis Report, and reguest accitional information 2s necessary

at the first round reguest for acditional information (Q-1) stage

of review.

4. At the second round reguest for aoditional intormation (Q-2)
stage of review, the staff should inform the epplicant of its
‘ !

positions on the deviations anc their bases.

e S. Following review of the 2pplicant's response, draft Safety
- Evzlypation Report inputs shoulc be presarec that descride each

geviation and the results of the staff review 0f the pases for

it tneir acceptability; the Safety Evaluztion Report inputs should
e also inciuce 2 general statement cencting acceptadility ¢f the
3 applicant's cesign relative to the grouping of accegtance criteria
: given in the Standard Review Plan sections. The Safety Evaluation
T Report inputs should also incluoe ciscussions of any alternate
ke , approaches to staff positions that have been adopted oy the apblicant
Lt |
- anc the bases for acceptapility.
'z
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6. The Licensing Project Manager snouls incluoce a section in the

| Safety Lvaluatiorn Report that notes that the review has peen mave
using the Standard Review Plan criteria as of the agplication
docket cate, tabulates all deviations from'those criteria, and
iventifies the location in the Safety Evaluation Report where

the ciscussion may be found.

The procedural steps given above relate to future construction permit
epplications. Some slight modificztions to these procedural steps will
be Zace in order to implement the procedure for construction permit
epplications docketed after Septemoer 1, 1876, and currently in the

licensing process.

M 8 " o
gfocecure For Ooeratinc License Az-clications

Tne procecure for aocumenting Geviztions from the Stancard Review Plan
for operating license applicaticns docketed zfter January 1, 1877, anc
for wnich the construction permit review was conducted in accorcance

with the Standard Review Plan is to be identical to that described asove
for a new construction permit application. The fellowingc procecure shall
be followed for other operating license zpplications docketed after
Januvary 1, 1877:

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

SO as to identify any deviations from the Standard Review Plan.

- The Safety Evaluation Report inputs providec by the technical

review groups should describe each deviatien ané the bases
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not pe requireu to justify its oesign oy comparing it to an

 aiternate oesign cevelopeu Dy the applicant utilizing tne

acceptance criteria currently in tne Stancarc Review Plan,

4. Ine Licensing Project rmanager snoulc inéluue & section in tne
Safety bvaluation Report that notes that tne review nas been
maue ﬁsing the Stanuarc Review Plan criteriz 2s of the 2ppli-
cation cocket cate, tabulates all ceviations from tnose criteriz,
anc icentifies tne location in tne safety Evetuation Report

wnere tne ciscussicn nay oe found.

As with tne procecure for construction permit epplications, specific

steps will De taken to assure that tne Lnplementztion will ve con-

!

sistent witn wne Conmission's stancarcization anc replication Policies.
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ENCLOSURE 2

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

I.  PLANT INVOLVEMENT

1.

Plants Currently Under Review for Operztinc Licenses

Plants for which applications for an cperating license have been
docketed but for which we will not 1mp1ement the policy estab-

lished in Office Letter No.

D. C. Cook 2

Salem 2

Davis Besse 1

North Anng 1 & 2
Farley 1 & 2

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

Plants With Construction Permits end Which Will Applv for Operatine

Arkznsas 2
McGuire 1 & 2
Fermi 2
Zimmer 1
Hatch 2
Shoreham 7

Bzar 1 & 2

Licenses

A1l plants with construction permité which were not reviewed in
accordance with the Standard Review Plen &nc for which appli-

cations for operating licenses are to be docketec after January 1,
1877, will be included in those for which we will impiement the

po?icy established in Of

LzSalle 1 & 2

San Onofre 2 & .
Summer 1

Hanforcd 2

South Texas 1 & 2
Susquehannz 1 & 2
Weterford 3
Brzidwood 1 & 2
Byron 1 & 2
Catawbza 1 & 2
Comanche Peak 1 & 2
Midland 1 & 2
Grand Gulf 1 & ¢
Bellefonte 1 & ¢
Clinton 1 & 2

fice Letter No. €. Such plants are:

North Anne 3 & &
Forked River 1
WPPSE 1

Callewey 1 & 2
Seebrook 1 & 2
Millstone Point 3
Beaver Velley 2
Pelo Verde 1, 2 & 3
Nine Mile Peint 2
"imerick 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 includad
in this 1ist 2s they are issued construction permits.
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3. Plants Currently Under Review for Construction Permits

The oniy plants for which applications for e construction
permit were docketed after September 1, 1976, and for
which we will implement the policy estzblished in Office
Letter No. S are: :

New England 1 & 2

Plants for which applications for & construction permit have
been docketed, for which our review is complete, nearly com-
plete, or significantly in process, znd for which we will
not implement Office Letter No. ¢ ere:

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 & ¢ - Clinch River 1
Wolf Creek ) Ft. Celhoun 2-
Cherokee 1,2 & 3 Merble Hi11 1 & 2
Perkins 1, 2 & 3 Greene County 1
Tyrone 1 : " Phipps Bend 1 & 2
terling 1 Black Fox 1 & 2
Montague 1 & 2 - Yellow Creek 1 & 2

WPPSS 3 & 5

Plants for which applications for & construction permit have
been docketed, for which & significant portion of our review
has been completec, for which 2 long deiay in the need for
construction permits has occurred, for which the Safety
Evaluation Report or & substantive updzie of that report

is expected to be issued zfter Jznuzry 1, 1678, but for
which we will not implement the poiicy established in Office
Letter No. 9 are:

Aliens Creek 1 & 2 Barton 1 & 2
Montague 1 & 2 Greenwood 2 & 2

Douglas Point 1 & 2



Future Construction Permit Applications

The policy established in Office Letter No. ¢ will be imple-
mented for 211 future construction permit zpplications. The
applications currently listed to be tendered during 1877 include:

Erie 1 & 2 . Sears Island 1 & 2
Sundesert 1 & 2 Central lowz 1

Summit 1 & 2 San Joaquin 1, 2, 3 & &
Carroll 1 & 2 5. -

Construction Permit Applications Referencing Approved Standard
Desions or Replicztino Base Plants

The policy established in Office Letter No. 2@ will be imple-
mented only for those portions of the Pre]1n1nary Sefety Analysis
Report that require 2 de novo review in accordance with the
Standardization Policy or the Replicztion Policy, 2s applicable.
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- 6. Desion Approval and Manufacturinc License Applicztions

i~ The policy established in Office Le ter No. ¢ will be imple-
YT mented for &11 design zpprovel and menufacturin 71cense appnw-
______ cations docketed after September 1, 1¢76. On ;n1< basas it is
2 expected that the policy will be implemented for RESAR 414,
T GIBBSAR, and 21) later subm} ted applications.

nal 11. IMPLEMENTATION METHODS

Construction Permit and Preliminarv Desion Approval Apolicaztions

~oFg ¥t

. New Englend 1 & 2, 2 replicate pient, will be the first construction
e permit plant to be subjected to this review. Although the appli-
7ot cation has been docketed, the review was mot scheduled to begin
" 81, until January 1877. We will discuss the Office Letter No. ©
kit requirements with the applicent s soon as practical and will
peet formzlize our informaztion needs in 2 letter signed by the appro-
ot priate DPM Branch Chief. Until six months after the Standard
i Format is changed to require the needed informztion in the Safety
st Anzlysis Report, all subseouen. construction permit and prelimi-
i nary design approval applications will be hancled in 2 similar
f manner. The discussions with the zpplicants will be held in
2s timely & manner as practicz] in order to provide the zppli-
cants with as much time as possible to respond to our needs.
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Operating License and F{na1 Desion Approval Applications

In order to fully inform the first severz] applicants in this
r,voup of the basis of the requirements that we will impose upon
*yom and ‘to try to assuage their concerns as to tie extent of
th: information we will require from them, we will arrange
discussions with them 2s 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, LaSelle 1 & 2, Summer 1,
Hanford 2, Comanche Peak 1 & 2, Midland 1 & 2, and Grand Gulf

1 & 2. Our information needs will be formelized in 2 letter

to the applicant. The letters will be signed by the appropriate

DPM Branch Chief.

Modification of the Standard Format will roquire the needed
information in the Fina)l Safety Anzlysis Reports for plants
having construction permits based on & review in accordance
with the Standard Review Plan.

Conduct of Discussions

The discussions referred to in Sections 11.1 &nd 21.2 zbove
are to be conducted by the DPM Assistant Director ¥or Light
Water Rezctors. '

Standard Format

The Office of Standards Development will be reguested to modify
the Standard Formzt to require the Szfety Anzlysis Report to
include the informztion needed to conform to the poliicy estab-
1ished in Office Letter No. €.

Chanoces Reouired in the Stendard Review Plan

The Directors of DPM, DSS, and DSE eare to provide to the Director,
NRR, by Mey 1, 1977, & list of items in the Standard Review

Plan that should be modified to assure that 211 reguirements
therein are necessary, rezlistic, and practiczl of achievemen'.
The Directors will 2t thet time recommend 2 program to develop

" the required changes to the Standard Review Plan 2nd obtzin

the necessary management approvel for such changes.



