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MAR 2 61982

MEMORANDUM FDR: Valeria H. Wilson
Management Analysis Branch =
Planning and Program Analysis Staff NRR

FROM: Ashok Thadani, Chief
Reliability and Risk Assessment Branch
Division of Safety Technology, NRR

SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF DOCUMENTS REQUESTED UNDER FOIA 82-145
.

Enclosed, as requested in your memo dated 3/23/82 to me, are: (1)the
documents requested under FOIA 82-145 (Curran), (2) a listing of those
documents, and (3) the completed FOIA time record form documenting staff
time spent in connection with this FOIA request. If we can be of fur-
ther assistance in this matter, please contact me or Jim Conran, x27111.

.

< '

Ashok Thadant , Chief
Reliability and Risk Assessment Branch
Division of Safety Technology, NRR

Enclosures : *

As stated )
'
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S. Hanauer, DST
RRAB RDG f
A. Thadani C - *.

F. Coffman *
'

J. Conran I
[, Central file *

;'

,e

5

/ $

/ '%
y

/' 9
8208260554 820715 3
PDR FOIA

38 ELLIS82-202 PDR
g

RRAB :DS RRAB
~

RRAB :DS :!
. ..,.,.g.g.gf( .. .. g... . p ..

e ,,,a > -
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

LUXNAME)

./82 E/fM82 ..[/823p, .. -- .. . ------ -- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... ..... . ....... . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
mwsv-ez - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --.- - ~dL.



'

- -

o .

,_
' '

' ' , , RECOR OF FOIA PRO ESSItiG TiltE'
*'

, ,

'

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete this form to establish the time associated with the
processing of this FOI A request. Record the time in man-hours, rounded to

i' the nearest IS minutes, ' or all actions taken. Include.the number of pagesf

reproduced.
-

.

Your clerical overhead factor will be added by the FOIA/PA Branch.
. .

.

Negative restilts time will be reported to this office by telephone.

RETURN FORM TO: . Director, Division of Rules and Records,' Room l'WBB-4210. * '
.

.
,

Form Date 3/24/82 .

,
Name of Requester DIANE CURRAN

,

-
.

FOIA Request Number FOIA-82-145
.

,

~

DIRECT TIME FOR SEARCH (
*

.

(ORGANIZATION Clerical i Professional ALL OTHER ACTIVITY./2

RRAB/ DST -- 2 hours
.

..

.

. .

,

'
.

c. ,

"(
~

.

s

.

'

. . .
-

.
- :..

'

COPY REPRODUCTION ,,

. :-

ORGANIZATION NUVaER OF PAGES I

REPRODUCED ;
. .

RRAB - 20
'

.

. .. .

- '

,

-
. :

'

.

b
:.

COMPUTER SEARCH $.

- .
,

f
Report actual machine time and applicable cost rate for machine used. [

~= - h.

( . . |-
-

1/ Includes only the time actually spent in searching for or locating documents. {
''

' ' >
2] Includes the time spent reviewing document's for exempt information, conferring a,

with the staff, reproduction, et'c.
'

.
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LISTING OF DOCUMENTS PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO_s

FOIA 82-145 (CURRAN)
.,

1. Memo, dated 10/13/81, Murley (DST)to Denton (NRR), entitled
" Safety Classi fication Terminology -- Proposed Standard ,

Definitions", and attachments as follows:

Enclosure 1 - Excerpts (pages 3-10) from staff testimonya.
on Contention UCS #14 in the THI-l P.estart

. Ilearing.

b. Enclosure 2 - Memo, dated 10/30/80, Ross (DSI) to All DSI
Personnel, entitled " Safety Terminology Used.

in THI-1 Rest rt Hearing Testimony" (no en-
closure included).

c. Enclosure 3 " Definition of Terms" (2 pages).

d. Enclosure 4 - Proposed (draft) letter, Denton to All NRR
Personnel, entitled " Standard Definitions
For Commonly-Used Safety Classification Terms",
and proposed enclosure " Definition of Terms" -

, " " (2 pages). -

~' '

t

e. Enclosure 5 " Safety Classifications - NRC vs. I AEA",'-

(2 pages).
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A. Thadani iCUT 131931m
II. Ernst |

- Ernst RDG
'

. T. [1urley

MEMORANDUM FOR: ' Harold R. Denton. Director
:turley RDG

IOffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation '-

E se ut
R o1

THRU: Edson G. Case. Deputy Director. NRR
C n =

FROM: Thomas E. Murley, Director CCon
*

Conran R GDivision of Safety Technology, NRR.

SUBJECT: SAFETY CLASSIFICATION TERMIll01.0GY--PROPOSED STANDARD.

DEFINITIONS .

Enclosure 1 attached is excerpted from testimony developed by the DSI staff
'

in connection with the litigation of Contention #14 in the TMI-1 Restart
Hearing. That testimony set forth definitions for two safety classificat; ion
terms (i.e. "important to safety" and " safety-grade") used frequently in
the conduct of the agency's safety regulation activities. These definitions
were endorsed explicitly by the Director. DSI (see Enclosure 2); and you will
recall that this testimony.was d.iscussed. specifically with you and Ed Case at
a meeting just prior to the argument of Contention 14 in the hearing last -

"

December.

Since that time efforts have continued to achieve consistency within allc '

elcrents of the NRR staff in the usage of those two terms; and that effort has
expanded to include development of a standard definition for yet a third

*

frequently used term, i.e., " safety-related." These efforts have included: ,

(1) review of a large nt=ber of Reg. Guides and SRPs in conjunction with ..

'

review of the regulations on which they are based, for consistency in the .

iapplication of safety classification terminology; (2) extensive discussions
among cognizant NRR, RES (Standards Development), and El.D personnel regarding ,, * *

safety classification teminology (including consideration of possible i
alternative " standard" definitions) in a number of different contexts (e.g., Y

'

development of a graded Q.A. approach; SRP revisions in connection with the
Bingham Arendment effort); and (3) full discussion of the safety classification f
and safety classification teminology question with the cognizant ACRS sub- !
cor.raittee and subsequent consideration of these me;tters by the full ACRS. p

t-
| ~

| As a result of these effcrts we are proposing for your endorsement formally j
standard definitions for the terms "important to safety," " safety-grade," and *

" safety-related" as set forth in Enclosure 3. As a first step in implementing |
your endorsement, we are proposing for your signature a (draft) letter to all
HRR staff members (see Enclosure 4), inforcing them of your endorsement and p

prescribing adherence to the definitions in Enclosure 3 in all future NRR L
bactivities. As a follow-on to this action consideration is being given to *

issaance of a Reg. Guide and/or SRP section addressing definition and appli- I
''cation of these terms. It cay be useful in that context to develop as further
5.

..

. Contact: Jim Conran, HRR |
.

-
*

s;
49-28983 . g

-
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Harold R. knton- -2-
,

|
'

guidance fa the . application of these tems a listing of plant structures,
systems, and components that are "important to safety," but are not " safety-
grade" (or " safety-related"). This was a question that recurred frequently
during the extensive inter-staff discussions of these matters referred to
above. -

. . . .
-

.....:.. ii.: ..;.. . . . . ... . . . .

. q
In the longer. tem, in connection with efforts to develop means of~ ranking. .. ''

plant systms with respect to degree of 1mportance to safety, and in connection
with related efforts to develop.a graded Q.A. approach, we inten'd. to' reexamine. - .- c

completely the suitability of the existing safety classification teminology
scheme.. - ACRS was particularly critical of the existing scheme. with regard to . --
its lack of clarity and precision, and of the confusion that seems to result

| frequently in its day-to-day application. It should also be noted that the
- existing lac scheme is not consistent with international (i.e.. IAEA) standard

'safety classification teminology (see Enclosure 5). It is possible.: therefore.
that in the longer tem further modification of the definitions set forth in
Enclosure 3 could occui*; or a completely new classification scheme and associated
teminologies might be developed. In the interim, however, until the longer

,

tem efforts can be. completed, we believe that there is a genuine need for
standardizing safety classification teminology at least to the extent reflected .

in Enclosures 3 arid 4; and we strongly-recommend endorsement and promulgation . }
of the standard definitions as we have proposed.

,

.
*

By concurrmce in'this letter all NRR Division Directors indicate agreement ';
''[. regarding the acceptability and utility of the proposed standard definitions *

.

N set forth in Enclosure .3, with the express understanding that in the formu- {,
'l lation and statement of those definitior.s there is no attempt by DST to r:odify '

.

technical _ requirements to be applied in areas under the technical purview of *

the other IRR Divisions; or to broaden the scope of thei.e licensing review ~

activities. It is recognized that minor editorial changes may have to be made' ;
to some Res. Guides and SRPs in order to make their wording consistent with the * r

rdefinitions set forth in Enclosure 3; but our interest here is only in estab "
lishing cassistency in the language used by all cognizant groups within NRR f

|
in expressing whatever technical requirements they consider appropriate. p

h
~

Original signed by:
~ 'Thomas E. Eurley

1
~

Thomas E. Murl'ey, Director i
+

-

.

Division of Safety Technology -

i
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/ -Q.4 What is the purpose of your' testimony?

A. .The purpose 'of my t'estir.iony is to res' pond to UCS Contention il4, which states:
.

"The accident demonstrated th,at there are systems and ccmponents present1,y.
, , ,

classified a,s non-safe,ty-relate,d which can have an adverse effect ,on the., *
, ; , ,

.

integrity of. the cgre, because, they can directly or indirectly . affect temperature,
, , , ,

pressure, . flow and/,or r,eactivity.. This issue..is discussed at length in Section
, ,

,

3.4, " System Design Requirements," of NUREG-0578, the TMI-2 Lessons learned

Task Force Report (Short Term). The fallowing quote from page .18 of the

report describes tfie problem: . . .

, ,,

'There is another perspective on this question provided by 'the TMI-2 accident. At TMI-2, operational problems with the
'

condensate purification system led to a loss of feedwater and '
-

initiated the sequence' of.'e' vents that eventually resulted in
damage to the core. Several nonsafety systems were used .at. .

. , , , . - . .
various times in the ' mitigation of the accident in ways not

I considered in the safety analysis; for example, long-term
~

'-

.

slaintenance of core flow and cooling with the steam generatorsx

and the reactor coolant pumps.. The present classification. '

system does not adequately recognize either of these kirids of
effects that nonsafety system can have on the safety of the

~
,

pl ant. Thus, requirements for nonsafety systems may be needed ;
'

to reduce the frequency of occurrence of events that initiate" t

or adversely affect transients and accidents, and other require- {
"

-

~

ments may be needed to improve the current capability for use .
'
:

of nonsafety systems during transient or accident situations.
In its work in this area, the Task Force will include a more (
realistic assessment of the interacticn between operatcrs and [,

systems. ' j
,,

..

The- Staff proposes to study the problem further. This is not a sufficient [
i

- answer. All systems and canponents which can either cause or aggravate i
1

an accident or can be called upon to mitigate an accident must be identified {
and c,las,sified as caaponents important to s'afety and required to meet all

safety-grade design criteria." -

h-

8
,

. -
.

_

[. The Board limited the scope of this contention to the core' cool'ing system.(..
~

(First Special Prehearing Conference O'rder, December'18,1979).~

.i
- -

.

*.

ENCLOSURE 1. . .
,

.
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'
f Q.5 How is the tenn "... canponents important-to safety ..." defined in the

Caanission's regulations?

A. .The term "... structures, systems, and components important to safety ..."
,

is defin'ed in the ' introductory paragraph to the General Design Criteria ~ I '

- <
(Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50) as those "... structures, systems, and ,-

conponents that' provide' reasdnable assuranc'e that the facility can be
~ ~

operat[d without undue r'isk 'to the health and safety of the public."
''

~

Fran this context, it is clear that the expression "... important to -

safety ..." is me' ant.to ' apply generally to all structures, systems, '

and camponents addressed in the General Design Criteria (GDC). The. -
'

' '

term is used consistently in that sense throughout the GDC, and in j~
- - ji

~ ..

other parts of the regulation's as well '(e.g. , see dicussion bel'ow) .'' ~ ~ -
,

i

.. . .. . i

Q.6 Is the tenn "... safety-grade ..." defined in the regulations? }. . .

--(
-

.. ,
s A. That tenn is not defined explicitly in the regulations. The tenn is j

~

!
widely-used, however, in the context of the safety review process. The '.
meaning of the tenn, as most cormionly used by the staff in that context, {

*

.e gis inferred from the language of the regulations, as follows: a

<g
.

_

(a) General Design Criterion 1 introduces the notion of different f,
c
#quality levels for plant features with differing safety rol es and
I-

varying degrees of importance to safety. Specifically, GDC-1 requires t
b| application of "... quality standards connensurate with the importance g

l of the safety function to be performed ..." for structures, systems,
3

and caaponents important to safety.
'

I

(b) Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 implements the concept established j

in GDC-1 (i.e., gradations in quality levels corresponding to *

relative safety importance) .by identifying explicitly a select,

v
e

*
*

.

~ ~ *
-

. ENCLOSURE 1, ,
1 - - ..

. ,



.

.
.

- + o.

. " c.- .

1 |

-5- J
.

sub-class of structures,. systems, and components (out of the broad~

class "important to safety") that. are required for the perfomance

,
of specific, critical safety functions (e.g., safe shutdown, accident

,

previntion and consequence mitigation, etc.). Specifically, Sec. III.c 2

: .- - :. i . . i : : ' : . :- . : .: .-: - :: .:: .:.. !
*of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100 defines the Safe Shutdown Earthquake.

: - :-. . r a:- :: . :: 1.
-

. . :: ..- .. . : - ;-:: . ;
- (the ,most severe seismic event analyzed fo'r a nuclear power plant),

'

,

.: .- .. : : -i: :- . : ::- - .- :--. .:- -

*

and requires that "... certain structures systems, and components
-. : ;- - -

7(important. to safety) ..." be desi.gned to remain functional for that. . .- . . . . .;- ,

-
. . . . . .. . .. . . . . .

, ,

event. Those "certain" plant features, and the critical safety i
. . $

' functions they must perfonn, are further identified in Sec. III.c as: |- .:.. - t..

... those necessary to assure: I
"

:'i- .. = :- :. :: . . 1.. .. :- g.. .
"(1) The integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, :

. ... ... .. . g
,

(2). The capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a '

._
.

. . . . . . . ;. y, -
. ._;. ...- . . . . ,

Isafe shutdown condition, or
'

}--
' '

f(3) The capability to' prevent or mitigate the consequences of -

-- .- : . .

jaccidents which could result in potential offsite exposures -

.
comparable to the guideline exposures of this part."

'

.,

* - :
Very high quality standards must, of course, be applied to plant features

required for such purposes, in order to assure their availability when
.

called upon and very high reliability in service., such considerations a
.

~are the origin of the term " safety-grade"; and the staff applies that
d

tem only to the structures, systems and canponents recuired to perform .

the specific critical safety functions identified above. (Frequently, ;
'

the_tenn " safety-grade, systems or canponents" is shortened to " safety
~

a
systems or ctopenents." These two terms are used interchangeably

'

"

('; in the following testimony).
,

C' . .

. .

'

ENCLOSURE 1
-

. . . .

.
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.

,m Q.7 Would yci; sunn2rize from the preced.ing, the relttionship between
.

/

the terms "important to safety" and "saf ety.3rade"?
'

A. '. (1) The term "impcrtant to safety" applies generany to the broad ' class

! : of 'structurcs, systems, and components addressed in the General Dcsign
.. . .. . ..

.
. ... .....

Criteria.
. .. 3, '

.

(2) * Safety-grade" structures, s9it, ems and compobents arba'sub-c
~

ss
.. .. . . ,. .. .....

. . . ' ~ '' ~~ '
.

all those "important to iafety."

(3) All structures, sysNms, and components enccapass'ed by the teru --
r : . .

'iimportant to safety" (inchding the " safety-grade" sub-class) are

necessary to meets the broad safety goal articulated in Appendix A
,

ta 10 CFR Pi5 50 oh'*he regulations (i.e. , provide' reasonable
. ,, .

avuiance frw a facility can be operated without unoce risk ,to the '

.

s
.

. .
>' '

. s
< s ,

- ' health and safety df. the public). /
~

.

- -. ., , . . . .1

.,.(
,

(4) Only ' safety-gh5[ie" '.tructures,' systems and components are]ecuired
s

for the critical ~ accident prevention, safe shutdcwn, and accident

consecuence mitigatkon safety functions identified in Sec. III.c S .

g ei

*

. c.C) Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100.~ j,

-
-

,,
! ,- . .,

0.8 Has'the staff identified thdse siiructures, ' systems and cegonents
'

' 'which must be safety-gr7de? . ' , .

6 -

r i .

'
A. Yes. They are liste'd in detail in Regulatory Guide 1.29. .The specific

1 i: ,
,

pgrpose of Reg. Guide 1.29 was to identify all strt tures, sy:.Ur.s and
,

'
1

corganents of nuclear power plants that Jould be de' signed to withstand
.

the effects of the Safe Shutdown Earthquak'e (designated Seismic Category I). i
S

-
t, t,

Becau.se of the manner in which the tern safety-grade was derived in the l'
'

y

apreceding discuss on, hoewer, the list of isn.ic Category I plant .

i!. -

fcatures identified in Reg. Guide 1.29 shouM a?so be the listing. '

d! , s .

f of all " safety-grade" structures, systems, an.d conesonents in a plant. / - s,- .

f\ .
- .i .

I

| . ENCLOSURE 1
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Q.9 Is the term "... core cooling system ..." defined in the regulations?'

A. To my knowledge, that term is not defined explicitly in the regulations.

"From the context in which it'is applied in the specification of this !

,

'
~ ~

coiitention,. however,'the staff considersihat term to encompass th6se- '
,

priinary, sec~o'n'd?ry', aid! 'aukifiIr 'systiins used' to r'emove heat- frbdi the :b;y

coie and'tiaiisEer-it to the heat sink; both in normal opeiatioil and und'er
' ~

ac'cident condN. ions.
'

~

.10' -Referring' noY 't'o the first s'eItence of the contention, ' '-

Q

'

(a) Can non-s'afety. systems and cmponents directly or indirectly affect -

.

the' temperature, pressu're flow and/or reactivity, and -

(b) Can no's 'a'fety ' systems ad cm'ponent's, therefore, have an ad've'rse:
-

- -ns .
,,

~ effect on the integrity of the core?' ~ '
"

-

,

('a) The staf'f -s't' pul'ates that ncn-s' fety systems and cmponents cani ~'a'
"

- .A . . -
..

,

directly or indirectly affect core reactivity and primary coolant

~ -

temperature, pressure and flow. It follows , therefore , th'at (ai "
,

.|least in ' gen'e'ral) ' fail'ure' or "off-nonnal operation of non-safetyl - .*!

~
| q

systems and ccaponents can cause or aggravate an accident, but -

-

,

(b) That does not establish that failure or off-nonnal operation of
,

*I
j

non-safety systems and ccm;:onents alone can have an ' adverse effect-
.

.

on 'the integrity of the core, as strongly implied by' the wording of ~

-

the contention. (In the TMI-2 accident sequence, failure of non-
.

safety cQmponents, ceuoled with imoroper coeration of installed D
I {{

safety systems, led to core damage.) t.,

| . - - . i

e
t
.i.

-

6.. ..
t-

,.

G- . ?-

*:. .

.

-
.

'

,

ENCLOSURE 1
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,

| Q.ll Do you have any clarifying or amplifying cort:nents regarding the second
-

. .

paragraph of the contention, i.e., the quote excerpted from NUREG-05787 -

A. 'The staf,f acknowledges .that non-safety systems and components were used*

in the mitigation of the THI-2 accident;- but it is important to n' te ---o ,

and emphasize..in the discussion of this contention, that resort ' asw

made to usa of non-safety systems and components in the acci' dent miti-
. .= .. . . ... . .- . . . . .- . . .

, , _ ,

gation role, only after improper operation of installed safety systems-
"

. .- . . . . .

had resulted in severe c. ore damage and other outside-design-basis
.

conditions (e.g. , voiding in the primary cool ant and hyd'rogen generation,
~

which may have' blocked natural circulation, thus creating the need for
. ..

- forced cooling) .
,

,. 3 .-..
. .. . .

, , ,
'

..
, ,,

.
. ,,

. .:
Q.12 Referring now to the last sentence of the contention, what is the staff's

-

. . . . : .:. :.- "
-

. .
.

position regarding the statement that "All systems and canponents .- x ,.

'
, which can either cause or aggravate an accident or can'be called on to~

-

mitigate an acciaent must b'e identified and classified as conpenents~

.
- . . ..

important to safety and requireito meet' ail safety-grade design, criteria"? .
:-

-
- ,,,

A. We believe that, in the sense that the tenn "important to safety? is defined ',;
.

and used consistently in the regulations (see response to Q.5 above), -

such systems and canponents would already be regarded (i.e., classified) .

as important to safety. But, as further established in the respo'sesn

to Q.6 and Q.7 above, all canpanents important to safety need not be

sa fety-grade. Only cenponents recuired for the specific critical safety .

b*
.

functions delineated explicitly in the response to Q.6 above need to |
.

meet safety-grade design criteria. 's,

3
..

. ..
- y

;-

,

: t
I. f..

%J }
. ..

}- .
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Q.13 More specifically, if a given non-safety system or component is'known to

have contributed to an accident, or is known to have been relied upon to

recover from an accident (as was the case at THI-2), how does the staff
.

decide whether:or.not thi safet'y classification of 'thedy' stem ~or compon'ent
-

-2 -~

,.. .. ..- ,

should be changed, and whether-or-no_t that , system or component , shou.ld be
. ..

,
.- . ..

cade safety-grade? -

- A;' The test applied by the staff, .in deciding whether a given non-safety sy tem

or component shou,ld be upgraded to safety-grade, is not just whether it could

. cause or aggravate or be called upon to mitigate an accident. The final

detennination (regarding whether-or-not to upgrade) is based u' on considerationp
- - -

.:. .

cf the following questions (decision criteria), which derive directly from

,.
. the definitions and discussions developed in the responses to Q.5 through

-
. . ,.

Q.10:

- (a) will the failure or off-normal operation of the non-safety system
.

or component in question, in and of itself, degrade the capability
"

of installed safety systems such that those safety systems 'cannot.

mitigate accident consequences and assure adequate safety,*

(b) will the effects of failure or off-normal operation of the' non-safety,

system or ccm;:onent in question alone exceed th'e capability of installed

safety systems to mitigate accident consequences and assure adequate
.

safety, if installed safety systems are operated properly so that full

credit can be taken fer their functioning to design capability throughout

thr accident secuence,*
,

'Assu .ing single failure in the installed safety systems in accordance with
the Single Failure Criterion.

'

. . .

ENCLOSURE 1
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[ f (c) is a non-safety system or component that may be called uponfactually

recuired to mitigate accident consequences and assure adequate safety,

if installed safety systems are operated properly so that full credit
*

~

can be taken for their functioning to design capability throughout' ,

. . .E3 .

the accident; sequence.*
~

If the staff determines, either by careful analysis or actual experience, that

the answer to any of these questions, in all of its aspects, is yes, then:

(i) the system or component in question would be upgraded to safety-grade, or
' (ii) the design of the facility and/or the capability of the instal. led

safety systems would be improved such that the answer is no to all three
-

.

questions.

-In some instances (as has been the case for some of the non-safety components

which were involved in the TMI-2 accident sequence and recovery process),j

even though none of the decision criteria above that would require upgrading

are met, the staff may decide as a prudent measure to require upgrading of

the system or component in question, but not to full safety-grahe. This.-

might be done, for example, in order to improve the availability and

reliability of the component in question, and thereby provide increased safety

margins or greater flexibility for dealing with potential future accident

situations (either within the current design basis or like TMI-2, and

irrespective of how such conditions might come about).
,

.

~
~

e* Assuming single failure in the installed safety, systems in accordance with
the Single Failure Criterion. -

,

,

(J'1
~ -

. ;
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MEMORANDUM FOR: All DSI Personnel , , . . , - ......, . .
. . . . .... . -

' ' '

FROM: .
Denwood F. Ross'- Jr.', 61reci:or; Division of Sistems~ . .__ "-

,

-- - Integration, NRR -

' SUBJECT: ' SAFETY TE'RM'IN0i.dGY dSED [N 'TMI-l RESTART HEdR$NG TESNIMONY
"~ '

. ..
.

. =_ ,__

-
-

-

_

One contention by intervenors in the TMI-l Restart Hearing ilould re' quire that'

- all .non-safety components that could cause or aggravate an acciden't, 'or that
cod 1d be called upon' to mitigate the consequences of an accident, should be'

made safety-grade. Specific examples focused on by the intervenors in this
i regard, include the PORY and block valves, pressurizer heaters, and reactor

-coolant pumps, in view of the roles played by those components in the TMI-2
accident sequence and recovery process. In addressing this issue, it was

I necessary to focus.on, the defini. tion, application,.,and comma,n us, age, o_f. the -

tenninologies employed by the staff in this regard. The attached testimony -

establishes the definition for two of the most frequently used tenns of this
kind, i.e., "important te safety" and " safety-grade." -:- --,e -

'

It should be noted that another fre'quently us'ed t' nn, i .e. , "'s'afety-related," -( e

L. '! is not treated'in the attached testimony. Office of Standards Development has
prepared a Commission Paper that is intended to resolve the definition of that-

term. The thrust of the OSD effort is to establish that the tenus " safety-
,

related" and "important~ to safety," as they are defined and used in- the regu-
lations, are synonymous (at least in the context of application of the quality

|
! assurance criteria of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50). At this point, however, 3

the definition of the term " safety-related" is not yet fully resolved; and, "
because the 050 effort involves a proposed change to the language of Appendix
B, the Commission will have the final word in that regard.

To the extent that definitions for conrnonly-used safety terminologies have been
established (as in the attached . testimony), our goal should be consistency in
their usage and application in all of our activities. More to the point, in
the context of immediate concern, I expect all DSI personnel involved in the
TMI-l Restart Hearing to give particular emphasis to consistent usage and
application of the terms "important to safety" and " safety-grade" in accordance
with the definitions established in the attached testimony.

k .O < /1

0
,

- - r <yx,

d " ~f (||(j/ 0 T Denwood'F. Ross, Jr., Director )./
Division of Systems Integration -e

Office,of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

). Enclosure: -

'- As stated . .

cc: See next page
,

,
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( cc: H. R. Denton, DIR, NRR
R. B. Minogue, DIR, OSD
V. Stello, DIR, IE
H. Shapar. DIR, ELD
All NRR Division Directors

~"- :

~

H. Silver, DOL
. '

- - - - - --

S. Richardson,'050 - - -
,

J. M. Cutchin, IV, ELD -

~ T. F. Dorian, ELD
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

Important to Safety
. _ .

Definition - From 10 CFR 50, Appendix A (General Design Criteria) - see firste

paragraph of " Introduction."
'

.._

- - -.
*

. . .. . . - .. .... . . . - . . .

"Those structure's,: systems, and components that provide reasonable assurance
*that the facility can be. opera.ted without undue risk to the health and safety

, ,' of ' he' public!" T ~i! 'l- -''.:: .:'-u- -.'' ' - - "
-

'

. t

Encompa'sse's 'the b'rca'd class- of plant 'fe'atu'res~, cove' red (not n'e'ces'sar.ily: :"e
explicitly) in the General Design Criteria, that contribute in important way

~ - to safe operation and ' protection of the pt;blic in''all phases and. aspects -
'

.
,, of facility opera. tion-(i.e., normal oepration and transient control as well

as accident ' itigatlo'n).' ~ - '+
~~ :" . ~ : :::. ' -m

s' '' Includes Safety-Grade (or Safe'ty-Related) as a subset. -

Safety-Rela ted
- ' ' -- ~ -

- -

V Definition - From -10 CFR 100,- Appendix A' : see sections III.(cj_,' Yf.r.0 ), and
''VI.b.(3). ' . .

-

..
-

- .- _- . . :.
- :_-: ...

"Those structure, systems, or components designed to remain functional for
~ ~2'the SSE (also termed ' safety features') necessary to assure recuired safety,m

( functions, i.e.:

'

'"(IT the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary;- :- :

~'(2) the capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a _ safe
'

,

shutdown condition; or
- --.

.

-
. . . .

"(3) the capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents
' which could result in potential off-site exposures comparable to the

guideline exposures of this part.

e Subset of "Important to Safety"
'

e. Regulatory Guide 1.29 provides a LWR-generic, functioneoriented listing of
" safety-related" structures, systems, and components needed to provide or
perform ~ required safety functions. Additional information (e.g., NSSS type,
B0p design A-E, etc.) is needed to generate the complete listing of safety-
related SSC's for any specific facility.

Note: The term " safety-related" also appears in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B
(Q.A. Program Requirements); however, in that context it is fraced

"in somewhat different language than its definition in 10 CFR 100,
Appendix A. That difference in language between the two appendices a

has contributed to confusion and misunderstanding regarding the exact
meaning of " safety-related" and its ' relationship to "important to,-,

(
safety" and " safety-grade." A revision to the language of Appendix'

i s./ B has been proposed *to clarify this situation and remove any acbiquity
'

in the meaning of these terms.
'

Enclosure 3.
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Safety-Grades
,

i .
.

. .

: e Term not used explicitly in . regulations but widely used/ applied by staff -
| and industry in' safety review process.

-
,

.
. .-

_e Equivalen't to " Safety-Related," 1.e., both tems apply to the same, subset,'

of the broad class "Iniportant to Safety." - - *- ~-
..
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MEMORANDUM FOR: All NRR Personnel
~ '

*

FROM: ilarold R. Denton, Director I

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
~

SUBJECT: - STANDARD DEFINITIONS FOR COMMONLY-USED SAFETY CLASSIFICATION
TERMS

~~ ~ -~ ~ '

. . .:. .: . . . .
'

m

Litigation of one of the principal issues in the TMI-l Restart Hearing brought .

to : light the fact that the're is:60t' complete consistency among all eleme'5ts of
. . . - _ . ...

. ,. ,
. . . . . . _ _

, ,

the NRR staff in the application of safety classification terms used frequently-

-

.., . .

~ in the conduct of NRR.'s safety review and licensing activities. More specifi-
.

cally, it appears that terms "important to. safety," " safety grade," and " safety-

~related" have been used at times interchangeably, or in ways not completely

consistent with the- definitions,and: usage of-such terms in the regulatiods,' and :
... ,

which do not fully reflect the intent of the regulations or current licensing
~ :-.. - - .: .:. - - *

.-.: . .

practice. -
-

-
. ,,

(
'

. .

Efforts have been underway for some months now to develop guidance for the
,

consistent usage of these' terms. These efforts have included: (a) review of ,

. ._. .

a large number of Pag Guides and SRP's, in conjunction with parts of the- *

regulations upon which they are based, for consistency in the application of

safety classification terminology, (2) extensive discussions among cognizant

NRR, RES (Stds. Devel.) and ELD representatives regarding proper i~nterpretation

and application of such terms, including consideration of alternative "' standard"

definitions and. (3) consultation with the cognizant ACRS Subcomittee regarding '

these matters, and consideration by the full ACRS as well.,

As a result of these efforts, I am endorsing and prescribing for use by all
e

NRR personnel the standard definitions set forth in ,the enclosure to this
,

i.
letter. It should be noted that in connection with,long-tem efforts to develop

~ : . .

- .

- Enclosure 4
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means for ranking reactor plant systems with respect to degree of importance

to safety, and in connection with related efforts to develop a graded Q.A. approach.

in riactor licensing, the general question of safety classif,1 cations and safety
.

classification terminologies will be reexamined; and this could result in changes

to the definitions set forth in the enclosure or perhaps in development of a

completely new scheme in this regard. For the time being, hcwever, the definitions.

in the enclosure should be considered " standard" and should be applied consistently

by all NRR personnel in all aspects of our safety review and licensing activities

and should be appropriately reflected in our regulatory guidance documents.

It is expected that minor editorial Tevisions will have to be made to some . ..

existing Reg Guides and SRP's in order to make their wording consistent with
,

' ' these definitions. You shculd' review the regulatory guidance documents within
's :

your purview in this regard and recommend the necessary changes; it is not

expected that this will involve extensive revision efforts. I want.to make
,

clear that my interest here is only in establishing consistency in the language
..

used by all cognizant groups within NRR in expressing our technical requirements.

| It is not my intention by this action to dictate new technical requirements,

to modify existing technical requirements, or to broaden the existing ~ scope of

NRR licensing review.

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS.

.

I Important to Safety
~

Definition - From 10 CFR 50, Appendix A (General Design Criteria) - see firste

paragraph of " Introduction."
..

"Those structuresj systems, and components that provide-reasonable assurance i-

that the facility can be operated without undue risk to the health} and safety ] =

! -

of the public'"

. d _- 1 5 '

: I
>

Encompasses the bFoad class of plant- features, covered (not necessarily -

-e

explicitly) is the Generhl Design CFiter.ia, that contribute in important way
to safe operation and protection of Jthe_ ptblic in all phases and aspects
of facility operation-(i.e., normal -oepration and transient control as well

I- as accident mitigation). '

..

Includes Safety-Grade (or Safety-Related) as a subseI.- e
_

'Sa fe ty-Rela ted

eN Definition - From 10 CFR 100, Appendix A - see sections III.(c), VI.a.(1), and
~VI.b.(3). -

-

:- c~
"Those structure, systems, or components designed to remain functional for .

- the- SSE (also termed (safety features') necessary to assure reauired safety. _

/ .- functions, i.e.: -

( C - :,

4 (1) the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary;
~ =~

'- (2)-- the capability to' shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe !
_ .

- shutdown condition; or
-:: ..

''(3) the capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents
which could result in potential off-site exposures comparable to the
guideline exposures of this part. ;

e Subset of "Important to Safety"
.

-

.. ..

. Regulatory Guide 'l .29 provides a LWR-oeneric, function-oriented listing ofe

" safety-related" structures, systems, and components needed to provide or
perform ~ required safety functions. Additional infomation (e.g., NSSS type,
B0P design A-E, etc.) is needed to generate the complete listing of safety-
related SSC's for any specific facility.

Note: The tem " safety-related" also appears in 10 CFR 50, Appendix B '

! (Q.A. Program Requirements); however, ih that context it is framed
iWTomewhat different language than its definition in 10 CFR 100,

'
Appendix A. That difference in language between the two appendices
has contributed to confusion and misunderstanding regarding the exact

,

-se::ing of " safety-related" and its relationship to "important to

C-
safety" and " safety-grade." A revision to the language of Appendix

/ B has' been proposed *to clarify. this situation and remove any ambiquity|

in the meaning of these tems. :

- Enclosure.
.
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Sa fety-Gra de -

e Term not used explicitly in regulations but widely used/ applied by. staff4

and industry in safety review process.
~ '

e Equivalent to " Safety-Related," i.e., both terms apply to the same subset
of the broad class "Ir6portant to Safety." __
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SAFeTYCLASSIFICATIONS
'

ilRC vs IAEA .

.n

i w-
.

-
.g

IMPORTAtlT TO SAFETY - IMPORTAtlT TO SAFETY '8
d

(EtlTIRE CIRCLE) (EtlTIRE CIRCLE) 5
1

--
.

-

,
,

-

,.
.

,

N0tiSAFETY-RELATED
SAFETY-RELATED

'

,

, SAFETY-GRADE SSC ',

' SAFETY FEATURES
| OROR.

/
I SAFETY-RELATED SAFETY SYSTEt4S'

~ .

N0flSAFETY-GRADE
-

.

.

. .

,

.

.

. .
flRR IAEA__;

r . .
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