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Hr. William H. Rasin
Director Technical Division * J

Nuclear $anaguent and Resources Council )Suite 300 '

1776 Eye Street W.W. !
Washington,DC 20006 1496

Dear Mr. Rasin:

We have reviewed the ' Design Basis Pro ram outdelines' develo
Management and Resources Counct) (NUMAkC) forwarded to us by ked by the NuclearUMARC's letters j

of May 16 July 2, and October 17,he dev61opment of the guidelines.We appreciated the opportunity to
'1990.

interface with your staff during t We note ,that
U.S. your staff was responsive ",o the cessents and conceras that the

,

Nuclear Regulatory Cosmission (kRC) staff expressed during the development
of the guidelines.

We believe that NUMARC's approach will provide a useful framework and worth-
while insights to those utilities undertaking design basis programs of various
scopes. We share your view that no single best approach exists for a design
basis program. We understand that utilities must often address unique situa-
tions. Therefore a variety of approaches can satisfy the basic need to develop
a centralized loca, tion for design bases infomation that emphasfaes the design
intent and provides an index to important design documentation. It is taportant
to stress t1at a facility should not be modified unless sufficient information
is available to demonstrate that adequate design margins will be maintained.

,

We believe that Section VI of the guidelines regardinn validation of the
facility against current design information is of particular tamrtance. The
goal of any design reconstitution progran should be to establis) confidence
that the existing facility is in accordance with the current design documents
and that'.any deviations are reconciled.

The Enclosure sunnarizes our thoughts on several areas that the NIMARC
suidelines-do not address extensively. You may want to consider issuing
further NUMARC guidance in these areas as you receive responses from utilities
on use of the guidelines.

'

In the near future, the NRC will issue a NUREG document containino perspectives
on utility design control programs and design document reconstitution programs
gained from a survey of the programs of afx licensees and one nuclear steam

.sipply system vendor. The NURE6 document will contain factual infomation
recarding programs as they were being implemented at that time and will des.
cribe program strengths and weaknesses and problems encountered by att11 ties.
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Hr. W1111er H. Rasia -2-*

! Ke view your developrent of th6 * Design Besis Prograe Guidelines' to be 6
' positive step in an tren th6t will continue to b6 of great importance,

Sincerely,
*

Original signed by:

William T. Russell, Associate Director
for Inspection and Technical Assessment

Offict cf Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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ENCLOlURI

NRC Cossents on'

Design Document ketonstitution Prog n rs.

i

(1) Template Actroschi

The design document reconstitution (DDR) process should result 4 conf t.
'

dence that sufficient design documentation is available (a) te verify the
implementetionofthedesignbases,(b)toprovidejustificationthatkey i

design parameters such as the pump het p9sitive suction head, are ade- |

tuttely accounted,for in the design}orm its intended safety function.and (c) to ensure that a structure
system, or component (850) will per 6ne l

'

approach to develop p a system or topical design bases document is to
first identify a to ate of dests parameters. Such a template would'

( ) establish and de ine the functionality and openbility requirements

o )$$Cs, (b) demonstrate the confomance of $5Cs to the design bases, and( demonstrate that 85Cs will perform their intended safety functions.

A review cogid then be performed to establish the degree to which the e

available design documents support the parameters de'ined in the template.
This process would identify anas th6t require additional designF
docus.entation.

(2) Design Document Technical Review 3

. '

The design document reconstitution program should include a technical*

n parameters d uign es1culations, and
review o" the supporting desikew would verify that the design documentsanalyses. This technical rev
are technically sound and consistent with tae as. built fact lity. The
available design documents should be reviewed to identify areas where
design inforntion is technically inadequate or not consistent with the
es. built facility.

(3) Concect of tssential Desian Documents- ,

In performing a design document reconstitution trogne certain design
docueents will probably be unretrienble or will conta(n inconsistencies.

a

While the WRC does not advocate the regeneration of the complete set of
'

design documents, it is important that certain design documents are

will be referred to as the 'peration. The design docuents in this setessential design documents * and are furtheravailable to support plant o

defined as Category I herein. All Category I design documents must be
accurate, and those that are unretrievable need to be regenerated.
Category I design documents are those ducumsnts that are necessary to
support or des.cnstrate the conservatism of technical specification values,

-

suci as pump flow calculations or setpoint calculations. Additional
docusients included in Category I would be those necessary for

Lb1 the operators to use in quickly responding to events. Exsiggineering organizations to use in supporting plant operations andles of
Category I documents include, but tre not limited to, electrica load

9
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;

fuse Itsts, breaker
setroint lists, valve lists instrumnt lists,ing and instrve,ents-lists, Q lists, diesel generster lo,ad sequencir.g piplists,

tion.disgrus flow diagram, electrical single.line diagrar.s and schaut-
its,andbreabrandfusecoordinationstudies.

(4) Prioritiration of Missinc or Inadecutte Docu N nts
Use of a prioritization methocology in considering whether to regenerate
missing or deficient documnts can ensure that the licensee focnes
resources on the ecre Safety significant itats in a timly manner. An (

initial screenirg process would enable the licenset to determine the |

significance, effect on plant operability, and reportability requirements
related to the sissing or inadequate documentation.

One way to rant the importance of design documents according to safety
significance is as follows:

Category I . Design documentation that supports or defines technical
specification safety limits, limiting conditions for operation, lititing
safety syster setpoints or surveillance requirements. These documrits

a

cescr. strate that the $$Ct addressed by technical specifications will
perforr their acthe safety futetions.

Category 11. Design docuuntation that defines contro11 tog parameters or
deinenstrates the active functionality of safety-related $$Cs that are not l
explicitly addressed by the technical specifications, but that support the
$$ts addressed by technical specifications such as heating, ventilating,
af.d air conditio ing syster.s,

Category !!! Design documentation that defines contro11 fog paramters or
;

!

demonstrates tetive functionality of safety related $$Cs not included in
Categories 1 or 11.

Category !Y - Design docua ntation that defines controlling parameters or
derenstrates the functionality of safety related $5Cs with regard to
passiveconsiderattor.s(e.g.,seismicconsiderations).

Category Y - Design documntation that descnstrates the design ofir the
non safety $5ts is such that its f ailure would not isp/1 consideraticns).
functionality of safety.related $$Cs (e.g., seissic 11

(6) Desion bases vs. Desien Document Reconstitution
Reestablishnent of the design bases without reconstitution of the support-
inn essential design documents may not provide a sufficient amount of
in"orr.ation to support future modifications and current plant operaticn.
The objective of a DDR program is to establish a continuity among the
various levels of desitn information (e.g.,t characteristics of thedesign cliculations and design
bases documnts) and WLth the physical plan
facility. The DDR program should ensure that the design bases dccuments
accurately reflect the source design documents, the design output docu.
mnts accurately reflect the design bases, and the plant configuration is

z.9tr,accordance with the design output documents.
-
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This inferration requiring document reconstit9 tion can be evaluated in
'

reistion to the document categories, as defined herein. The NRC considers'

I that all Category I essential docussents that are insecurate, unretrievable,
or not yet produced should be regenerated in an expeditious sainner.

a licensee say be able to gener6te test date or vle othkr means
However,lish a high level of confidence that the systet can fulfill itsto estab
safety functions. If 60, then the licensee say be able to schedule the
regenerttion of the Category I document in a period of time temensurate
with its evalutted safety significanet.

A licensee r4y not need to regenerate design documents for Categories !!

through Y if other sup: porting inferration or test data is available todemonstrste that an $5 can perform its intended safety function. For
exteple, it ray not be necessary to regenerate til missing pipe support

it cAn becalculations if, based on reanalysis of a sufficient sar;16,f adeetonstrated that adeqVate design mergins exi8t. However,i
rodificatico is proposed th6t would 4ffect a pipt support, it would have
to be reanalyzed if a valid entlysis did not exist.

It is important to stress that a f acility should not be sodified unless
'

sufficient inferr.ation is aval)able to denenstrate th6t adequate design
Therefore all tissing calculations or designrargins will b1 reintained.

documents necessary to support a e>odifIcation sost be regenerated to
establish a point of departure for the proposed ecdification and to
066tify the cesign margin available following the proposed installation
of the redification,
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