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- 1 UNITED STATES

g j NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.c. 20565-0001

(*****
June 25,1999

MEMORANDUM TO: Document Processing Services Section
Records Management Branch
Information Management Division
Office of the Chief information Officer

FROM: James W. Shapaker
Events Assessment, eric Communic tions and

Non-Power Reacto ranch
Division of Regulatory improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: DOCUMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH NRC GENERIC LETTER 83-11,
SUPPLEMENT 1, LICENSEE QUALIFICATION FOR PERFORMING

SAFETY ANALYSES (TAC NO. MA4540)

J

The Reactor Systems Branch (SRXB) in the Divisison of Systems Safety and Analysis prepared
the subject generic letter, which was issued on June 24,1999, and given accession number
9906210103. There is material related to th'a subisct generic letter that should be placed in the
NRC Public Document Room and made available to the public. Therefore, by copy of this
memorandum, I am providing the following documents to the NRC Public Document Room: (1)
a copy of the published version of the subject generic letter, (2) a copy of the information paper
(SECY-99-149) that was sent to the Commission, (3) a copy of each letter received in response
to the notice of opportunity for public comment on the proposed generic letter that was
published in the Federal Register on October 25,1995, and (4) a cooy of the staff's resolution
of public comments.

I request that you provide me with the Nuclear Documents System accession number for this |
memorandum. This information may be provided by telephone (415-1151) or by e-mail (JWS). I

in addition, please modify the appropriate NUDOCS entries to reflect the fact that the i

Idocuments identified herein are related to Generic Letter 83-11, Supplement 1.

Attachments:
As stated
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OMB Control No. 3150-0011

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
WASHINGTON, DC 20555-0001 I

June 24,1999

NRC GENERIC LETTER 83-11, SUPPLEMENT 1: LICENSEE QUALIFICATION FOR
PERFORMING SAFETY ANALYSES

Addressees

All holders of operating licenses for nuclear power piants, including those who have
permanently ceased operations and have certified that fuel has been permanently removed-
from the reactor vessel.

Purpose

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is issuing this supplement to Generic Letter
(GL) 83-11 to notify licensees and applicants of modifications to the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR) practice regarding licensee qualification for performing their own safety
analyses. This includes the analytical areas of reload physics design, core thermal-hydraulic
analysis, fuel mechanical analysis, transient analysis (non-LOCA), dose analysis, setpoint
analysis, containment response analysis, criticality analysis, statistical analysis, and Core
Operating Limit Report (COLR) parameter generation. It is expected that recipients will review
the information for applicability to their facilities. However, suggestions contained in this
supplement to the generic letter are not NRC requirements; therefore, no specific action or
written response is required.

'

Backaround '

Over the past decade, substantially more licensees have been electing to perform their own
safety analyses to support such tasks as reload applications and technical specification
amendments, rather than to contract the work out to their nuclear steam supply system (NSSS)
vendor, fuel vendor, or some other organ;zation. The NRC encourages utilities to perform their
own safety analyses, since doing this significantly improves licensee understanding of plant

. behavior. GL 83-11 presented guidance on the information that NRC needs in order to qualify
licensees to perform their own safety analyses using approved computer codes.

Descriotion of Circumstances

NRC's experience with safety analyses using large, complex computer codes has shown that
errors or discrepancies discovered in safety analyses are more likely to be traced to the user
rather than to the code itself. This realization has led the NRC to place additional emphasis on
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assuring the capabilities of the code users as well as on assuring the codes themselves. In the
past, NRC obtained this assurance by reviewing the code verification information submitted by
the licensee. The reviews focused primarily on the licensee's quality assurance practices and
the technical competenco of the licensee with respect to their ability to set up an input deck,
execute a code, and properly interpret the results. The information which was reviewed
generally included comparisons (performed by the user of the code results) with experimental

'

data, plant operational data, or other benchmarked analyses, as well as compliance with any
j

restrictions or limitations stated in the generic NRC Safety Evaluation Report (SER) that 1

approved the code.

1
Since GL 83-11 was issued, many licensees have submitted information in the form of topical
reports demonstrating their ability to perform their own safety analyses, such as reload
analyses using NRC-approved methods and codes. Preparation and review of a qualification
topical report is resource intensive on the part of the staff and the licensee, and because the

1

review is usually assigned a low priority, it is difficult to schedule the review for timely '

completion.

Discussion

To help shorten the lengthy review and approval process, the NRC has adopted a generic set
of guidelines which, if met, would eliminate the need to submit detailed topical reports for NRC
review before a licensee could use approved codes and methods. These guidelines are
presented in the Attachment to this Generic Letter. Using this approach, which is consistent
with the regulatory basis provided by Criteria || and 111 of Appendix B to Part 50 of Title 10 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR Part 50), the licensee would institute a program (such as
training, procedures, and benchmarking) that follows the guidelines, and would notify NRC by
letter that it has done this and that the documentation is available for NRC audit.

Summary

The revised guidance on licensee qualification for using safety analysis codes is intended for !

licensees who wish to perform their own licensing analyses using methods that have been
reviewed and approved by the NRC, or that have otherwise been accepted as part of a plant's
licensing basis. ;,

Backfit Discussion

This supplement does not involve a backfit as defined in 10 CFR 50.109(a)(1), since it does
nothing more than offer guidance as to an acceptable means by which a licensee may verify to
the NRC its qualifications to use approved codes and methods for performing safety analyses.
Therefore, the staff has not prepared a backfit analysis.
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'

FederalReaister Notification

A notice of opportunity for public comment was published in the FederalRegister (60 FR
54712) on October 25,1905. Comments were received from 13 licensees,3 fuel vendors, and
3 industry interest groups. Copies of the comment letters received and the stCf's evaluation of 1

these comments are available in the NRC Public Document Room. Because of concurrent
issues that arose at the Maine Yankee nuclear power reactor facility regarding the improper
application of approved methods, the NRC decided to withdraw the issuance of the supplement
to GL 83-11 pending a complete review of these issues. Subsequent review of the lessons
loamed from Maine Yankee indicated that the issues involved were adequately addressed in
the GL 83-11 supplement as published for public comment. Therefore, the NRC decided to
proceed with the issuance of the supplement.

In addition to the proposed supplement to GL 83-11, the staff also requested comments on
modified procedures for reducing the resource effort for acceptance of new or revised licensee
or vendor analysis methods. These comments will be addressed in a future staff action.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This generic letter contains a voluntary collection that is sut' ject to the Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1995 (22 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). This information collection was approved by the Office of
Management and Budget, approval number 3150-0011, through September 30,2000.

The public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 100 has
per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources,
gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of
information. The NRC is seeking public comment on the potentialimpact of the collection of
information contained in the generic letter and on the following issues:

1

-(1) is the proposed collection of information necessary for the proper performance of the !
functions of the NRC, including consideration of whether the information will have i
practical utility? !

(2) is the estimate of burden accurate?

(3) is there a way to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be
collected?

(4) How can the burden of the cc,llection of information be minimized, including
consideration of the use of automated collection techniques?

,
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Send comments on any aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for
reducing this burden, to the information and Records Management Branch, T-6 F33, U.S.
If Jclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555-0001, and to the Desk Officer,
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, NEOB-10202, (3150-0011), Office of Management
and Budget, Washington, D.C. 20503.

The NRC may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a collection
of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number.

This generic letter requires no specific action or written response. If you have any questions
about this matter, please . contact the technical contact or the lead project manager listed below.

6
David B. Matthews, Director
Division of Regulatory Improve ent Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Technical contact: Laurence 1. Kopp, NRR
(301) 415-2879
E-mail: lik@nrc.aov

Lead project manager: Steven Bloom, NRR
(301) 415-1313
E-mail: sdb1@nre.aov

Attachments:
1. Guidelines for Qualifying Licensees to

Use Generically Approved Analysis Methods
2. List of Recently issued NRC Gener'c Letters

s
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GUIDELINES FOR QUALIFYING LICENSEES TO USE
GENERICALLY APPROVED ANALYSIS METHODS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This attachment presents a simplified approach for qualifying licensees to use NRC-approved
analysis methods. Typically, these methods are developed by fuel vendors, utilities, national
laboratories, or organizations such as the Electric Power Research Institute, Incorporated,
(EPRI). To use these approved methods, the licensee would institute a program (e.g., training,
procedures) that follows the guidelines below and notify the NRC that it has done so.

The words " code" and " method" are used interchangeably within this document, i.e., a
computer program. In many cases, however, an approved method may refer not only to a set
of codes, an algorithm within a code, a means of analysis, a measurement technique, a
statistical technique, etc., but also to selected input parameters which were specified in the
methodology to ensure conservative results. In some cases, due to limitations or lack of
appropriate data in the model, the code or method may be limited to certain applications. In
these cases, the NRC safety evaluation report (SER) specifies the applicability of the
methodology.

2.0 GUIDELINES

A commitment on the part of a licensee to implement the guidelines delineated in this document
is sufficient information for the NRC to accept the licensee's qualification to use an approved
code or method to perform safety related evaluations such as reload physics design, core
thermal-hydraulic analysis, fuel mechanical analysis, non-LOCA transient analysis, dose
analysis, setpoint analysis, containment response analysis, criticality analysis, statistical
analysis, and Core Operating Limit Report (COLR) parameter generation. To document its
qualification in this manner, the licensee should send the NRC a notification of its having
followed the guidelines at least 3 months before the date of its intended first licensing
application.

2.1 Eliaibility -

The only codes and methods that are addressed by this process are those that NRC has
reviewed and approved genericMiy, or those that have been otherwise accepted as part of a ;

plant's licensing basis. The use of a new methodology or a change to an existing methodology !
is not applicable to this process. I

2.2 Aoolication Procedures |

In-house application procedures, which ensure that the use of approved methods is consistent l
with the code qualification and, in most instances, with the approved application of the
methodology, should be established and implemented. Because of the bounding nature of

.
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restrictions, including any defined in the licensing topical report, correspondence with the NRC, and the SER.
The applicability of a particular method to either a specific fuel design or to a core which contains a mixture of
fuel types is important. For example, the use of one vendor's hot channel analysis code with a different
vendor's transient codes may not necessarily yield conservative results and, in fact, may not be consistent with
the NRC-approved reload analysis package. Therefore, in-house application procedures should have the
proper controls to preclude such a misapplication but should also include the flexibility to allow comparison
tests between the different methodologies to show that a conservative assessment can be made.

2.3 Trainina and Qualification of Licensee Personnel

A training program should be established and implemented to ensure that each qualified user of an approved
methodology has a good working knowledge of the codes and methods, and will be able to set up the input, to
understand and interpret the output results, to understand the applications and limitations of the code, and to
perform analyses in compliance with the application procedure. Training should be provided by either the
developer of the code or method, or someone who has been previously qualified in the use of the code or
method.

2.4 Comoarison Calculations

Licensees should verify their ability to use the methods by comparing their calculated results to an appropriate
set of benchmark data, such as physics startup tests, measured flux detector data during an operating cycle,
higher order codes, published numerical benchmarks, analyses of record, etc. These comparisons should be
documented in a report which is part of the licensee's quality assurance (QA) records. Significant,
unexpected, or unusual deviations in the calculations of safety-related parameters should be justified in the

J
r: port. All comparisons with startup test data should agree within the acceptance criteria defined in the plant i
st rtup test plan.-

2.5 Quality Assurance and Chance Control

All safety-related licensing calculations performed by a licensee using NRC-approved codes and methods
should be conducted under the control of a QA program which complies with the requirements of Appendix B
to Part 50 of Title 10 of the Code of FederalRegulations (10 CFR Part 50). The licensee's QA program should
clso include the following:

(1) a provision for evaluating vendor (or other code developer) updates and implementing those
updates, if applicable, in codes, methods, and procedures; and

1

(2)' a provision for informing vendors (or code developers) of any problems or errors discovered ;

while using their codes, methods, or procedures.

l
1
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LIST OF RECENTLY ISSUED GENERIC LETTERS

GENERIC DATE OF
LETTER SUBJECT ISSUANCE ISSUED TO
99-02 Laboratory Testing of Nuclear- 6/3/99 All holders of operating

Grade Activated Charcoal Licenses for nuclear power
)reactors, except those who
!

have permanently ceased 1

operations and have certified
that fuel has been
permanently removed from

;

the reactor vessel.

99-01 Recent Nuclear Material Safety 5/3/99 All materials licensees.
and Safeguards Decision on
Bundling Exempt Quantities

' 98-01, Supp.1 Year 2000 Readiness of Computer 1/11/99 All holders of operating li
Systems at Nuclear Power Plants licenses for nuclear power

Plants, except those who
have permanently ceased
operations and have certified
that fuel has been
permanently removed from
the reactor vessel.

98-05 Boiling Water Reactor Licensees 11/10/98 All holders of operating
Use of the BWRVIP-05 Report licenses (or construction
To Request Relief From Augmented permits) for BWRs, except
Examination Requirements on Reactor those who have permanently
Pressure Vessel Circumferential Shell ceased operations and have
Welds - certified that fuel has been i

permanently removed from !
the reactor vessel, i

98-04 Potential for Degradation of the 07/14/98 All holders of operating
Emergency Core Cooling System licenses for nuclear power
And the Containment Spray System reactors, except those who
After a Loss-of-Coolant Accident have permanently ceased
Because of Construction and operations and have certified

i

Protective Coating Deficiencies that fuel has been j
and Foreign Materialin Containment permanently removed from i

the reactor vessel.
"

OP = Operating License
CP = Construction Permit
NPR = Nuclear Power Reactors 4

!
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June 4; 1999 SECY-99-149

f.QR . The Commissioners
i

FROM- William D. Travers i

!

- Executive Director for Operations
.

SUBJECT: PROP'OSED NRC GENERIC LETTER 83-11, SUPPLEMENT 1, !
" LICENSEE QUALIFICATION FOR PERFORMING SAFETY i

ANALYSES"

|

PURPOSE:

To inform the Commission of the staffs intent to issue the subject generic letter supplement.
|

The generic letter supplement notifies licensees and applicants of changes in the process by
which the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) qualifies licensees to perform their own
safety analyses. A copy of the proposed generic letter supplement is attached (Attachment 1).

.

|

DISCUSSION:

On February 8,1983, NRC issued Generic Letter (GL) 83-11, "Ucensee Qualification for
Performing Safety Analyses in Support of Licensing Actions." The generic letter presented
guidance on the information that NRC needs to qualify licensees to perform their own safety
analyses using approved computer codes.

The NRC encourages utilities to perform their own safety analyses, since such performance
significantly improves licensee understanding of plant behavior. However, NRC's experience
with licensee use of safety analyses involving large, complex computer codes shows that
errors or discrepancies discovered in safety analyses are more likely to be traced back to the
user rather than to the code itself. This realization has led the NRC to emphasize assuring the
capabilities of the code users as well as the validity of the codes themselves. In the past, NRC
has obtained this assurance by reviewing the code verification information submitted by the

-licensee. The NRC focused its reviews primarily on the licensee's quality assurance practices
and the licensee's technical competence in setting up an input deck, executing a code, and
interpreting the results. The information that was reviewed generally included comparisons

'

.

Contact: '

Laurence Kopp, NRR
-301-415-2879

. _ --
..
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| (performed by the user of the code results) with experimental data, plant operational data, or
, other benchmarked analyses, as well as evidence of compliance with any restrictions or
limitations stated in the generic NRC safety evaluation report (SER) that approved the code.

Since GL 83-11 was issued, many licensees have submitted information in the form of topical
reports demonstrating their ability to perform their own safety analyses, such as reload
analyses using NRC-approved methods and codes. Preparing and reviewing a qualification
topical report can be resource intensive for both the licensee and the staff, and the reviews,
usually having a low priority, are difficult to schedule for timely completion.

To help shorten the lengthy review and approval process, the NRC has adopted a generic set
of guidelines which, if met, would eliminate the need to submit detailed topical reports for NRC
review before a licensee could use approved codes and methods. These guidelines are
presented in the attachment. Using this approach, which is consistent with the regulatory basis
provided by Criteria || and lli of Appendix B to Part 50 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR Part 50), the licensee would institute a program (such as training,

_ procedures, and benchmarking) that follows the guidelines, and would notify NRC by letter that
it has done this and that the documentation is available for NRC audit. The staff will incorporate
oversight of this GL supplement into the NRC inspection program.

The revised guidance on licensee qualification for using safety analysis codes is intended for
licensees who wish to perform their own licensing analyses using methods that have been
reviewed and approved by the NRC, or that have otherwise been accepted as part of a plant's
licensing basis.

This supplement does not involve a backfit as defined in 10 CFR 50.109(a)(1), since it only
offers guidance on how a licensee may verify to the NRC its qualifications to use approved
codes and methods for periorming safety analyses. Therefore, the staff has not prepared a
backfit analysis.

A notice of opportunity for public comment was published on October 25,1995, in the
Federal Register (60 FR 54712). Comments were received from 13 licensees,3 fuel vendors,
and 3 industry interest groups. Copies of the comment letters received, as well as the staff's
evaluation of these comments (see Attachment 2), will be made available in the NRC Public
Document Room. Because of concurrent issues that arose at the Maine Yankee nuclear power

'' reactor facility regarding the improper application of approved methods, the NRC decided to
withdraw the issuance of the supplement to GL 83-11 pending a complete review of these

' issues. The specific issue that arose concerned the licensee's failure to comply with some of the
restrictions and conditions stated in the staff's SER for proper application of a loss-of-coolant-
accident (LOCA) code. Subsequent review of the lessons learned from Maine Yankee has
indicated that the issue involved was adequately addressed in the GL 83-11 supplement as
published for public comment since the supplement requires that licensees adhere to all
limitations and restrictions defined in the staff's SER. Further, this supplement to GL 8311 does
not apply to LOCA codes. Therefore, the NRC has decided to issue the supplement. In addition
to the proposed supplement to GL 83-11, the staff also requested comments on modified

- - -
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procedures for reducing the resource effort for acceptance of new or revised licensee or vendor
- analysis methods. These comments will be addressed in a future action.

The proposed generic letter does not involve a backfit and does not constitute a significant
relaxation of safety and thus the Committee To Review Generic Requirements decided it did not
warrant its review.

- The Office of the Genera: Counsel reviewed this generic letter supplement and has no legal
' objection to it.

. The staff intends to issue this generic letter supplement approximately 5 working days after the -|
date of this information paper. !

i

I
i

.

IWilliarp. v
/ Executive Dire or |

\ for Operations
i
'

Attachments:
1. Fioposed Generic Letter 83-11, !

Supplement 1, " Licensee Qualification
for Performing Safety Analyses" i

2. NRC Staff Resolution of Public Comments ;

DISTRIBUTION:
Commissioners
OGC
OCAA
OIG.
OPA
OCA
ACRS'
CIO
CFO
EDO
REGIONS ;

SECY
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' NRC STAFF RESOLUTION OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

Comments were received from 13 licensees,3 fuel vendors, and 3 industry interest groups.
Following are the staff responses to the comments received on the proposed GL 83-11
supplement:

Stadavik of America. Inc.
|

Comment: Clarify that " safety analysis" includes the physics parameters and codes used to
generate them.

.

Response: Clarification has been made in both the Purpose section and 2.0 Guidelines section.

' Comment: ' For physics codes, approval of code should be separate from the application
method.

Response: Section 2.2 has been modified to clarify that in some instances the approval of the
code is separate from the application method. -

Comment: Clarification of what constitutes NRC approval of a code and/or method would be
helpful.

Response: Section 2.1 has been modified to clarify the eligibility of codes and methods for this I
process.

Comment: Clarify what constitutes a significant code and/or methodology update that must be
reviewed by the NRC. .

Response: What constitutes a significant code or methodology update that must be reviewed by 1
the NRC is too complex a topic to fully address in a generic manner at this time. i

' However, as mentioned in the Federal Register notice (October 25,1995 (60 FR
54712)), the NRC is also investigating modified procedures for reducing the
resource effort for acceptance of new or revised licensee or vendor analysis
methods. Therefore, it is anticipated that this topic will be addressed at a future
date.

Westinohouse Electric Corooration

Comment: Reemphasize that NRC's experience has shown that a large percentage of all errors |
or discrepancies discovered in safety analyses can be traced to the user rather than
the code itself. |

1Responsa: The fact that NRC's experiencc .tss shown that many times errors or discrepancies
discovered in safety analyses can be traced to the user rather than the code itself is
stated in the Description of Circumstances section.

,

.
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Florida Power & Liaht Comoany
!

i

!- Comment: NRC should allow licensees to modify the Core Operating Limit Report (COLR)
without specific NRC review so long as the methods and codes have already been j
approved by the NRC.

Response: The issuance of this supplement would allow this modification as long as the
approved methodology is referenced in the technical specifications. The
introduction and Section 2.0 have been modified to address this.

Duke Power Company

!
Comment: NRC should generically lift restrictions included in topical report SERs that restricted

application of the methodology to the plants operated or supported by the licensee
.

of the methodology.
' ~

I
Response: The issuance of this supplement would generically lift these restrictions. However, j'

any other limitations stated in the SERs should be adhered to. j

!

Comment: The introduction should state that the codes are developed by vendors, utilities, |

national labs, or organizations like EPRI. j
Response: The proposed statement has been added to the introduction.

Comment: The scope of ssfaty analyses should be defined to cover any analytical areas
including reload physics design, core thermal-hydraulics, fuel mechanical analysis,
transient analysis, dose analysis, setpoint analysis, containment analysis, criticality j

analysis, statistical methods, and any other analytical area for which top' cal reports
have been approved by the NRC.

Response:' The suggested clarification has been incorporated in the Purpose and 2.0
Guidelines sections, with the exception of LOCA analysis codes. !

!

Nuclear Energy institute

Comment: Recommends deletion of last two items in Section 2.5.
Response: The NRC believes that the two items emphasized are of sufficient significance to be

explicitly stated.

Comment: Recommends rewording of Section 2.4 so as not to imply all of the suggested set of
benchmark data is required.

.
_

Response: The wording in Section 2.4 has been modified to clarify that these are examples of
- appropriate benchmark data and are not all required.

,

Commonwealth Edison Company

; |

Comment: , Terminology and criteria are open to interpretation. For example, in Section 2.4,
'

what the licens9e may think is appropriate justification for an observed deviation in
comparison calculations may satisfy one reviewer but not another.

Response: Suggested rewording for benchmark deviations has been added to Section 2.4 to
eliminate ambiguity.

,
..
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Comment: The intent of the term " application procedure" in Section 2.2 could be;

misinterpreted. -'-

Response: Section 2.2 has been revised for clarification.

C$rnment: Section 2.4 should be revised to read "Significant, unexpected, or unusual
' deviations should be..."

Response: The suggested rewording has been added to Section 2.4.

Comment: Vendor update implementation in Section 2.5 should be clarified so as not to imply
that all changes that a vendor makes must be implemented.

Response: Section 2.5 Item (1) has been modified to allow an evaluation of updates to
determine if implementation is required.

Electric Power Research Institute )
Comment: Questions whether a licensee must base the methodology on a previously approved

plant SER or can develop a "new" topical based only on the generic code SER?
Response: By adhering to the guidelir,es in the supplement, a licensee can perform its own

analyses using any approved code or method.

Comment: For clarity, the words " application of the" should be deleted from Section 2.2.
Response: The in-house application procedures should be consistent with the code qualification

,

and approved application of the methodology. Therefore, this has been retained in i

Section 2.2.

Comment: Training should be performed by either the developer or someone who has been
previously qualified.

Response: The proposed wording has been added to Section 2.3.

Comment: " Vendor" analysis should be changed to " analysis of record."
Response: The proposed rewording has been added to Section 2.4.

Comment: An appropriate set of benchmark data should include analysis of events, using
,

higher order codes or published numerical benchmarks.
Response: The proposed wording has been added to Section 2.4.

Comment: In Section 2.4, "Any deviations * should be explained.
Response: A revision has been made to Section 2.4 to more clearly define deviations that must

- be explained.
,

Southern Nuclear Operatina Comoany
|

Concurs with NEl comments.
|

-a,, -
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GPU Nuclear Corooration

Comment: 'It seems appropriate to identify existing codes and methodologies that have been
developed by national labs for the NRC that can be considered NRC approved ]
codes and methods. i

Response: The identification of existing codes and methodologies developed by nationallabs
that can be considered as NRC approved codes and methods, even though formal
NRC review and approval has never been performed, is beyond the seg of this
proposed supplement.

Comment: Suggests that the terms " codes", " methods", and " applications" be clearly defined.
Response: A definition of codes, methods, and applications has been added to the Introduction. |

Siemens Power Corporation -

Supports the approaches described in the proposed supplement.

Virainia Power.

Endorses the proposed supplement.

Pacific Gas and Electric Comoany i

i

Comment: Concept should not be limited to core analyss.
Response: -The specific analytical areas that the GL refers to have been added to the Purpose ,

- Section.

Comment: NRC should allow the training requirement to be met by on the-job training.
Response: A new user can be qualified by on-the-job training as well as by formal classroom

instruction. In many cases, user qualification will be accomplished by a combination
of both

,

:

Yankee Atomic Electric Comoany (YAEC)

Comment: It is YAEC's understanding that the supplement will only apply to licensees who use
another organization's methods and codes, and not to an organization that receives
approval for its' own codes and methods, and conducts safety analyses using those |

codes and methods.
Response: YAEC's interpretation is correct.

Comment: Recommends that the supplement also note that other organizations such as
.

utilities and engineering service companies have developed codes and methods.i

' Response: The example of possible code developers has been modified to include utilities and '
nationallabs.

- -
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Indiana Michiaan Power Comoany
I

Comment: ~ Suggests that different versions of previously approved codes should be applicable
as long as the calculational methodology is not changed.

Response: Section 2.1 has been modified to clarify code eligibility. What constitutes a
significant code or methodology update that must be reviewed by the NRC is too
complex a topic to fully address in generic terms at this time. However, as
mentioned in the FederalRegisternotice (October 25,1995 (60 FR 54712)), the
NRC is also investigating modified procedures for reducing the resource effort for

'

acceptance of new or revised licensee or vendor analysis methods. Therefore, it is
anticipated that this topic will be addressed at a future date.

Enterov Operations. Incoroorated

. Comment: The applicability of a particular method to either a specific fuel design or to a core
which contains a mixture of fuel types is important. Use of one vendor's hot channel
analysis code with another's transient codes may not necessarily yield conservative
results and may not be consistent with the NRC-approved reload analysis package.
In-house application procedures should have proper controls to preclude such a
misapplication, and should be permitted to include the flexibility to perform

. comparison tests between the different methodologies to show that a conservative
assessment can be made.

Response: Section 2.2 has been modified to incorporate this application procedure.

Comment: NRC should consider issuing an inspection procedure concurrently with the
supplement so that licensees would know what questions and documentation
requests might be needed to support audits.

Response: The NRC will incorporate oversight of this GL supplement into the NRC inspection
, rogram following the issuance of this supplement.p

Comment: NRC should consider providing licensees the flexibility to conduct their own
assessment of a third party reviewer similar to what is currently allowed in NRC
Inspection Module 40501.

Response: lasuance of this supplement would eliminate the need to submit a qualification
topical report for NRC review and thus eliminate the need for a third party reviewer.,

Arizona Public Service iAPS)

Comment: - The "first licensing application" is interpreted by APS as being the first proposed
license amendment or other licensing basis change requiring prior NRC review and
approval that was supported by safety analyses performed by the licensee instead
of a vendor. ;

Response: The "first licensing application" may not necessarily be a licensing basis change
requiring NRC approval before implementation, but may be a revision to a COLR
parameter, for example.

,

. _ _.. - - ;
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Comment: APS would interpret " eligibility" in Section 2.1 to mean that code packages
previously approved in topical reports or license amendments for other plants would
be generically approved.

- Response: The only codes and methods that are eligible for this process are those that have
been generically approved, or those that have been otherwise accepted as part of a
plant's licensing basis. Section 2.1 has been modified to clarify this.

Comment: APS suggests that plant specific uncertainties could be used without additional NRC
review, even if these uncertainties are less than the generically approved
uncertainties.

Response: As a general rule, plant specific uncertainties may be used without additional NRC
review provided that they are derived with previously approved methods. However,
NRC review is required for modifications to uncertainties that were generically
approved to cover uncertainties due to codes and methods, correlations, etc.

Comment: APS states that they would control changes to methodology by design control
- procedures and that the changes would be subject to 10 CFR 50.59 evaluations, if
appropriate.

Response: As stated in Section 2.1, the use of a new methodology or a change to an existing
methodology is not applicable to this process. However, as mentioned in the

- Federal Register notice (October 25,1995 (60 FR 54712)), the NRC is also
investigating modified procedures for reducing the resource effort for acceptance of
new or revised licensee or vendor analysis methods. Therefore, it is anticipated that
this topic will be addressed at a future date.

Comment: APS considers an appropriate set of benchmark data to include other acknowledged
industry standard data or criteria.

Response: ~ The examples of appropriate benchmark data has been expanded to include APS's
suggestions. -

Comment: APS suggests that Section 2.5 be revised to allow a provision for evaluating vendor
updates and implementing those updates, if applicable.

Response: The proposed rewording has been incorporated into Section 2.5.

Centerior Enerav

Comment: The guidance should be explicit enough to allow for utilities to reference topical
reports submitted by non-NSSS vendors.

Response: Utilities have been added to the example of organizations that develop methods.
1

Comment: The proposed guidance should be sufficiently flexible to allow substitution of
computer codes within an approved analytical methodology.

Response: The Application Procedures have been modified to allow this, but should contain
proper controls to preclude misapplications or inappropriate use of an application.

1
5
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Comment: NRC should maintain a listing of the codes or methods it has approved.
- - Response: The NRC is currentty developing a data base of approved codes as a separate

action.
'

Comment: NRC should define the point at which reappioval of updates is necessary. !

Response: What constitutes a significant code or methodology update that must be reviewed by
the NRC is too complex a topic to fully address in generic terms at this time.
However, as mentioned in the Federal Register notice (October 25,1995 (60 FR
54712)), the NRC is also investigating modified procedures for reducing the
resource effort for acceptance of new or revised licensee or vendor analysis
methods. Therefore, H is anticipated that this topic will be addressed at a future
date.

!
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Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U.S.- Nuclear Regulatory Commission
. Mail Stop T-6D-69 -
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Subject: Studsvik of America Comments on Proposed Generic
Communication; Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety
Analyses (M91599) Federal Register NoticeNol. 60, no. 206/
-Wednesday, October 25,1995

Dear Sir:.

The following are the comments of Studsvik of America, Inc. on the
above referenced Federal Register Notice. Studsvik of America's
business area is software for BWR and , PWR reactor physics
calculations. Our primary. software packages are CASMO-3 (and
recently released .CASMO-4), and' SIMULATE-3. The CASMO-3/
SIMULATE-3 package is being used by approximately twenty U.S.
utilities for activities such fuel management, core follow, core data a

books, start-up predictions, physics data for safety analyses and spent
fuel pool criticality analyses. To date CASMO-3/ SIMULATE-3 has been
submitted by seven utilities and approved for use by the NRC seven

' times.

All Studsvik of America, Inc. comments are restricted to codes and the
associated methods 'used in the~ calculation of physics parameters for
safety analyses.

- Comments on reducing the resource effort for acceptance of
~

new or revised licensee or vendor analysis methods:

1. To what extent can an organization other than the NRC (a third party) review
a new methodology or a significant change to an existing methodology?

Third ' party reviews of new or rJgnificantly changed codes or i

methodologies could be obtained from independent technically ;

!

qualified - individuals or organizations. The requirements
i

- ~ ~

Studsvikof America,Inc.
.

Telephone Telefax !
.

.
.. .

-1087 Beacon Street, Suite 301 617 965-7450 617-965 7549 |

. Newton, Massachusetts 02159 - g{'}
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Studsvik of America, Inc.:

,

associated 'with the use of a third party.could be defined via a
company program that implements the guidelines defined by the
NRC in - a generic. communication s! 1ilar to the proposed -
Supplement te Generic Imtter 83-11.

- a. What capabilities should be required of a third-party reviewer?,

O / The third-party should be 'a technical expert in the area, as
defined by educational background and work experience. Also,
the third-party reviewer shall be independent of the
requesting organization and have no commercial interest in
the approval or disapproval of the code or methodologies being
reviewed. Reviewer requirements could be defined by the
company's program.

b. What is the safety significance of not having the NRC pe' form ther
review?

For physics parameters associated with the safety analyses
the safety significance should be none for two reasons: 1) For a
number of ye'ars technicitl reviews of this type were
successfully subcontracted out to third parties by the NRC,
and 2) A technical review of the codes and/or methods used in
the calculation of physics parameters does not require a
detailed knowledge of the particular plant or reactor being
analyzed.

c. What documentation should be submitted to the NRC by the third-party
reviewer and/or by the licensee?

The vendor or licensee should submit an informaQn copy of
the report documenting the new or updated code or method
and the associated third party report documenting the review
and the results of the review. The report should define the
scope of application of the code and/or methods documented.

. d. What type of acceptance should be issued?

The NRC should issue an acceptance letter indicating that the
licensee or vendor followed a program that is in compliance
with their guideline.

e. How would approved references (e.g., Core Operating Limits Report
(COLR) parameters in technical specification reponing requirements)
be handled?

No comment

IJ.S. Nuci Regulatory Commission , Chief Rules Review and Directives Branch,12/6/95, Page 2
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StudsvikLof- America, Inc.
'

If. What information, if any, should be available for NRC audit?

Work performed in support of the report or review should be i

available for NRC audit. Additionally, the licensee's or
vendor's program should be available for NRC audit. .

2. What other viable approaches can be used for accepting new or revised
- methods?.

'

'For physics parameters, if the licensee or vendor can
document that a new or updated code or method produces the
same or higher level of accuracy as the previously approved
method or code then the' licensee should not be required to
submit any reports to the NRC. As long as the licensee or

. vendor is not changing any uncertainties used in the safetyc

analyses. 1

a. Should a regulatory guide be developed?

A generic letter similar to the one being commented on could ;

be an effective way to address this area.
1

b. Can a set of criteria, as proposed in the generic letter supplement for pre- !
i

viously approved generic methods, also be developed for new methods?

We believe that; a generic letter similar to the generic
supplement for' previously approved methods ~ could be -
developed. The only additions would be that the licensee must

i
Rsubmit the report and the results of the review by an

independent third-party to the NRC. No approval would be
required from the NRC the submittal is provided to keep the
NRC informed.

3. To wh$t technical disciplines should this process apply?'

:We believe that this process should apply to the generation of,

. physics parameters for safety analyses.

:
Comments-on' Supplementary 1 to NRC Generic Letter 83-11: '

i

1. Please' clarify that," safety analysis" includes the physics parameters and
codes used to gene' ate them.r

2. For physics codes, approval of the code should be seperate from the ,

application method. We believe that this letter can be interpreted this way
but a clarification would help licensees and vendors.

3. The only codes and methods that are addressed by this process are those that

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission . Chief. Rales Review and Directives Branch.12/6/95. Page 3 j
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Studsvik of America, Inc.
'

the NRC has reviewed and approved. CASMO 3 and SIMULATE-3 has
been reviewed and approved seven times for use by individual utilities for
all types of reactors in the . United States but a clarification of what
constitutes NRC approval of a code and/or method would be helpful.

4. A clarification of what constitutes a significant code and/or methodology
update that must be reviewed by the NRC would add clarity.

Regards, ;

I

w $, e L

Jerr A. Umbarger I

U.S. Business Manager

!
!

4
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|

|

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission , Chief. Rules Review and Directives Branch.12/6/95. Page 4
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NTD-NRC-95-4604

Westinghouse Energy Systems haanahnaar Division
Electric Corporation son 355

Prttsburth Pennsylvania 15230 0355

December 7,1995

Mr. David L. Meyers
Chief, Ruis Review and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,

11545 Rockville Pike N

Rockville, MD 20852 .

A'ITENTION: Docketing and Service Branch | -

,

*
:

1 i |..

Dear Mr. Meyers: ;
.

.J_

Subject: | Proposed Generic Communication; " Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety "OC
Analyses" (60 FR 54712, October 25,1995) *

The attached comments are submitted by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation (" Westinghouse") in
response to the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC") request for public comments
on the proposed generic communication, " Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety Analyses."

Westinghouse supports the NRC's proposed Supplement I to Generic Letter 83-01, Licensee
~ Qualification for Performing Safety Analyses in Support of Licensing Actions, which provides a
- simplified approach for qualifying plant licensees to use NRC approved analysis methods and codes.
. Westinghouse also supports the NRC's initiative to investigate possible procedural modifications to'

reduce the resource effort for review and acceptance of previously approved new or revised licensee
and vendor analysis methods and codes. Such modifications could significantly reduce the review

' costs :md resources without diminishing NRC oversight and controls. Westinghouse alone, spends
hundreds of thousands of dollars each year on NRC reviews.

New and revised analysis methods and codes provide the plant licensees with substantial benefits,
such as, increased fuel performance, higher plant availability, increased safety margins, and lower
plant operating costs. 'Ihe quicker these new and revised methods and codes can be reviewed and
approved by the NRC, the quicker the plant licensees can realize these benefits. Westinghouse
believes that the NRC can improve the review process for new and revised analysis methods and

'

codes through increased use of third party reviewers.

Westinghouse appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments. Should you wish to discuss our
comments in greater detail, please contact me at (412) 374-5169.

Very ly yours,

A. T~ -
-

-

N.1 Sparu , Manager
Nuclear Safety Regulatory and Licensing Activities

AS # iM W=(T
cc: J. Eaton/NEls

lee 7C-lWV l:13DMS
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RESPONSE TO NRC QUESTION ON 'I11tRD PARTY REVIEWERS

Westinghouse has extensive experience with third party reviewers. He reviews are generally very
thorough and performed in a timely manner. However, in some cases, the scope and cost of the
review has substantially increased with little or no in6. case in safety. Since the review cost is paid by
the vendor or licensees, neither the NRC nor the third party reviewers have any incentive to control
the scope, schedule or cost of the review. Overly detailed reviews also extend the revi-w cycle and
in some cases the review cycle time has exceeded the development cycle time. Increased review costs
and longer review periods erode Westinghouse's competitive advantage of being first to the market
place with a new or revised analysis method or code. If these conditions continue, Westinghouse will
have difficulty justifying future investments in new or improved analysis. However, Westinghouse
believes that these issues can be corrected through a more streamlined process as suggested in the
NRC proposal provided that the process is properly controlled.

'

,

1) To what extent can an organization other than the NRC (third party) review a new
methodology or a significant change to an existing methodology?

A third party reviewer, such as a national laboratory, research institute or outside consultant must
have the expertise and ability to provide an in-depth independent review of the new or revised
methodology and codes. He third party reviewer also must have previous experience with the review

' topic with sufficient knowledge of the results of previous NRC reviews and acceptance criteria. He
NRC should maintain a listing 01 qualified reviewers and their areas of expertise. De vendor or
licensee should have input into the selection of the third party provided that the appropriate NRC
oversight and controls are in place to ensure a level playing field.

He third party reviewer should not have a conflict of interest with respect to the analysis or methods
and codes being reviewed. De third party reviewer should not be developing or participating in the
development of similar analysis, participating in the sale and or endorsement of similar methods and |

codes or analysis, or providing services using similar analysis or methods and codes. Such activities )
could create a conflict of interest.

(a) What capabilities should be required of a third party reviewer?

ne following reviewer capabilities should be required:

o Qualified / approved by the NRC
Capability to perform review with minimal NRC directiono
Experience and knowledge of the review topic and the associated regulatory requirementso
(acceptance criteria, guidelines, standard review plan)
Technical expertise to provide an independent interpretation, calculation and verificationo

o Appendix B Quality Assurance program

In addition to these basic capabilities, the third party reviewers should be able to agree to the
following requirements:

Sign Proprietary Agreements with vendor or licensee if requestedo
Dedicate the necessary resources to perform the review in a timely mannero
Provide resume's of personnel and alternates to be used in the review processo

. Provide a commitment to the specific review scope, cost and schedule (including penalties if theo
review is not completed on-time or if the review costs are exceeded)
Effectively communicate with the vendor or licensee during the review processo

1961C-KN3.lWNS
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(b) 'What is the safety significance of not having the NRC perform the review?

From a regulatory standpoint the NRC has the resources and expertise to ensure that all safety
regulations, guidelines, standard review plans, etc. are adhered to, and that " regulatory effectiveness"
is maintained. Derefore, there is no safety significance by not having the NRC perform the reviews. j_

lt should be pointed out that the NRC has historically used third party reviewers to perform reviews I

of highly technical and complex methods and codes. When a third party performs a review
" regulatory effectiveness" is preserved by virtue of NRC oversight of the review and the interactions
between the vendor or licensee and the third party reviewer. De NRC must still ultimately approve
or disapprove the new or revised analysis methods and codes. Dis ultimate responsibility cannot be
delegated to a third party. De NRC technical overview must concur that the review of the new or
revised analysis method is technically correct and provides adequate public safety. However, NRC
overview can exist without the loss in cycle time that is currently experienced due to the significant
time delay between the third pany TER and the NRC SER, due to low NRC priorities currently
assigned to these activities. One possibility is that the SER can be combined into one document,
developed by the third party w}th NRC approval. De NRC overview in this case would consist of
maintaining " regulatory effectiveness" and assuring a " level playing field", i.e., all reviews of

. equivalent methodologies are consistent in depth, scope it is extremely imponant that a " level
playing field" is maintained throughout the industry to assure that no vendor or licensee is unfai.ny or
adversely affected by inconsistencies between reviewers or by any one reviewer.

.(c) What documentation should be submitted to the NRC by the third party reviewer or the
licensee?

Prior to starting the review, the licensee or vendor should submit to the NRC a copy of the topical
report to be reviewed. Den, during the course of the review process, the third pany reviewer should
provide the NRC and licensee or vendor periodic repons as to the status of the review, schedule and
cost. During the course of the review process, the third pany reviewer should provide the NRC with
a copy of all review questions sent to the licensee or vendor. De vendor or licensee should also
provide the NRC with a copy of all responses sent to the third party reviewer.

At the conclusion of the review, the third party reviewer should provide the NRC and licensee or
vendor with a summary report of the review detailing their conclusions, explanation of any
differences between the calculational results and the comparison data, and any recommendations.
Information such as calculations, documentation, review guidelines, personnel qualification, and
proprietary agreements,~ should not be submitted to the NRC, however, this information should be
available for NRC audits.

(d) What type of acceptance (e.g., safety evaluation report) should be issued?

The third party reviewer could prepare a combined TER and SER for NRC management review and
approval. :His process could be used for new and revised methods and codes without any

'
compromise of the NRC regulatory responsibility which the NRC, could adequately discharge through
its review and approval of the SER.

- In addition, minor changes in methodology should t>e allowed to be made by the vendor or licensee
without NRC or third party review, if a specific set of criteria, previously approved by the NRC, are .
satisfied.: Dis would be similar to the 50.59 determination, i.e., the methodology change meets the
NRC licensed criteria, no prior review and approval is required. De NRC would be informed as to
the specific methodology changes and documentation that these changes fall within the NRC approved
criteria.- De licensee or vendor would retain the necessary documentation and have it available if
requested by the NRC.

1981C IUV 4:13Ht5
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(e) How would approved references, e.g. Core Operating umits Report (COLR parameters in
Technical Specification reporting requirements) be handled?

His could be handled by referencing the document transmitting the approved new or revised method
from the third party to the NRC. He documentation .hould be labeled in some unique manner that is
identified as being identified as to the extent approved and found acceptable for reference in license
applications by the NRC. His endorsement can then be referenced in documentation such as
COLRs, etc.

(f) What information, if any, should be available for NRC audit?

Information, calculations, and documentation supporting the guidelines and criteria established for the
third party review and approval should be available for the NRC audit. Also information,
calculations, memos, and documenution generated as pan of the review process. In addition, the
training and qualification records of the reviewers, Appendix B Quality Assurance guidelines,

_ proprietary agreements, time cards, plus travel and materials costs records should be available for
NRC audits. His information, with the erception of the training / qualification records of the
reviewers his information should also be available for audits by the vendor or licensee. Training and
qualification records should also be available for such audits subject to appropriate protection of
individual privacy rights.

2) What other viable approaches can be used for accepting new or revised methods and
codes?

i

The Westinghouse licensed Fuel Criteria Evaluation Process (FCEP) (WCAP-12488-A) has been used
successfully to streamline the licensing process for fuel design changes, his process has been used
in a limited way for methodology changes. It is proposed to have a Methodology Criteria Evaluation
Process (MCEP) that would extend the same process as FCEP but to changes in methodology. By 1

this process the vendor or licensee could license a set of methodology criteria. Once these criteria are f
approved, individual methodology changes which meet the criteria would not have to be submitted to |
the NRC for prior review and approval. )

Another viable approach is to have the NRC specify benchmarking problems and criteria for the new
or revised methods and codes. Acceptance of these nes or revised methods and codes would be

'

based on the vendor or licensee meeting the NRC criteria and demonstrating compliance to the
methods and codes.

A similar approach to that being proposed by the NRC would be to have the vendor or licensee
directly contracting with the NRC qualified third party reviewers. With this approach the vendor or ]
licensee would submit a description of the new or revised analysis methods and codes to the NRC.
The NRC would review the description and determine which of the third parties would qualify as
suitable reviewers, ne NRC could provide a list of qualified third party reviewers to the vendor or
licensee, ne vendor or licensee could then independently contract with one or more of the qualified j
reviewers. Depending on the number of qualified reviewers, this process may be open to competitive

. bidding, ne final contractual arrangements, compensation, review process, conflict of interest,
personnel assigned, reporting process, and proprietary information controls would be available for );

NRC audit. During this process, the NRC would maintain an oversight position and would be able to i

provide input as to the scope and completeness of the review, schedule, and to the reasonableness of
review comments and questions. As with the NRC approach, the third pany reviewer would provide
a TER to the NRC. If requested by the NRC, the third party reviewer could develop the SER as

- mreuzm
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well. This approach would provide the vendor or lice:: :: with more control over the review cost
and schedule.

(a) Should a regulatory guide be developed?

A regulatory guide should be developed to define acceptable approaches by providing a consistent set
of third party reviewer, vendor / licensee, and NRC responsibilities, reviewer qualification standards
(technical and regulatory experience), NRC qualification process, level of independent verification of
analysis results, and Quality Assurance requirements.

(b) Can a set of criteria, as proposed in the generic letter supplement for previously approved
generic methods and codes, also be developed for new methods and codes?

Yes, a set of criteria similar in detail to that provided in the proposed generic letter supplement can
be developed for review of new and revised methods and codes by the vendors or licensees.

3) To what technical disciplines should this process apply?

The use of third party reviewers can be applied to any of the major technical disciplines listed below:

o Nuclear Analysis
o Thermal Hydraulic
o Fuel Performance
o Seismic, Equipment Qualification
o Transient or non-LOCA
o LOCA/ECCS Performance
o Containment Response
o Risk Assessment / Reliability Engineering
o Radiation Protection
o Instrumentation and Controls
o Equipment Engineering
o Stiuctural Engineering
o Electrical Engineering |
o Systems Engineering I

o Technical Specifications
o Decommissioning / Decontamination

i
j

|
!

l

.
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COMMENTS ON PROPOSED SUPPLEMENT TO GENERIC LETTER 83-11

@ This proposed supplement contains basically the same information that Westinghouse previously
provided in their submittal to the NRC, NTD-NRC- 3-4419. 'Ihe submittal informed the NRC that
Westinghouse agreed with a GE recommendation simplifying the NRC process necessary to review a
utility's request for licensing of vendors' methodology and proposed that this same approach be used
by our utility customers. In addition, our approach ir, consistent with the guidelines presented in
proposed Supplement 1. Overall, Westinghouse is in agreement with the proposed Supplement with
the following suggestions.

01
Westinghouse encourages the NRC to reemphasize the original intent of Generic Letter 83-11 which
was that NRC's experience with safety analyses has shown that a large percentage of all errors or
discrepancies discovered in safety analyses can be traced to the user rather than the code itself.

|

|
l

I

1

l
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Chief, Rules Review and Duectives s$randt ;

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ;!

1
-

Washingttan, DC 20555-0001 *

. .

Subject: Propased Generic commwdcadon, Ucensee
. . . '.'

'

.

Qualficationfor Performing Sqfety Analysts i 1~

. ~ - :'

60 FR 54'112 -

._- ,;;amoueu rm e m... _ ,, 9 g
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission published for public co$nent,25, 1995,On October

" Proposed Generic Comtnunication; Ucenwc Qualification for Performing Safety Analyses,"
a proposed supplement to NRC Generic Leuer 83-11. nese ountments are submitted on behalf
of Florida Power & Light (FPL), a licensed operator of two nuclear power plant units in Dade
County, Florida and two units in St. Lucie County, Florida.

FPL supports NRC's proposal to stranulhe the lengthy proomes for review and approval of
inpical reports to allow a licensee to use approved codes and methods. Additionally, we
propose that the NRC allow the licensee to modify the Core Operating Limit Report (COLR)

|

,

without specific NRC review, no long as the methods and codes have already been approved by
|

the NRC. t

De
he following responds to NRC's request for comments on the review of topicai reports
responses are numbered consistently with the questions and do not apply to ococric 1 cater 83-11

;
'

Supplement 1.

(1) A third party is capable of canducting an adequate review of a vendors' topical report.

(a) h third party reviewer must have expertise in the subject natter, a qualified quality
assurance program, and rm conflict ofinterest.

(b) There is no safety significance in not having the NRC perform the review.
4

(c) W third party reviewer must provide a full report documenthig dw independent assessment
of the Topical Report and the qualifications of those individuals who performed the
assessment.

(d) A Safctf valuation Report must still be assued by the NRC.E

en FPt Group anapesy
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(c) Changes to she COLA must be handled administratively, without requiring NRC renew.

(0 'Jhe third party reviewer must make all relevant calculadons and exchanges available for
audit by the NRC.

Q) With respect to sltematives for accepdng new or revisions to enethods. FPL concurs with
the NRC that guidatinas shotM he developed to specafy NRC's requirements fDr IWYiGW Of
topcal reports and to strealaline the proces.

(3) PPL recommends that this process be applicable for the review of new topcal repnrts or
maisting topical reports with signdirmt modifications to physics, safety and fW1
Performance aWyses. ;

i

We appoJde 11 wt olly to nnut en tMa propeood generio letter rupplement |
|

Very auty youn, .

1

==

W. H. Pahlb-
Vice Pstsident
Nuclear q:-lag and Licensin6a

MV

.

Ax
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Mr. David L. Meyers .
.

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch j q
Mail Slop T-6D-69 ,

NU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Conunission
Washington. D. C. 20555-INXil ,-

Subicct: Pniposed Gencric Conununication: Licensee Qualification for Perliirming Safety Analyses
Federal Register Vol. 60. No. 206. October 25.1995

Dear Sir:

Vic following ounments an'submined in respinse to the Federal Register Notice of Oppirtunity
for Public Comment dated October 25,1995. Duke Power Company has teen acuvely involved in
submitting topical repins for NRC review and approval since 1979 in the areas of reload design
and safety analysis. We suppin the NRC's pnipised initiatives related to impniving the pnicess of 1

lopical repin licensing as tiescribed in the draft Supplement I to Generic Letter H3 11. Based on f
our experience to date atal our expectationis liir a coittinuing need for liccitsing of upgrades to 9

current analytical methinlologies, the liillowing comments arc offered for your consideration.

l

Supplement I to G.1,.U-11: I,icensing Qualification lier Performing Safety Analysis

Duke Power suppins the ameept of climinating the need to submit detailed topical repons before
a licensee can apply previously appnived oxles and methtnis. The pniposed guidelines in
Attachment I are a reasonable appniach for qualdying a licensec. The liillowing aspects are
offered for your consideration:.

l. The NRC has often included language in topical repin SER's that restricted the
application of khe melluulology to the plants operated or suppined by the licensec of the
metluslology, it is reasonahic to restrict application of the licensed melluxiology to similar
plant designs. but it is not trasonable to restrict application to the original liecnsec or to a
specific plant or plants. The NRC should generically lift these restrictions to facilitate 4

implementation of the pniposed licensine appmach.

2. In Attachment 1. Paragraph 1.0 Intnnluction. it should state that lie axles arc developed
by vendors. utilities, national laimratories, or organizations like EPRI arkt that metixxis
are licensed by vemlors, utilitics, and initustry groups.'

_ CC , U n n ITh *
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3. The scope of " safety analyses" sluiuhl be defined or the language broadened to cover any
analytical areas including reload physics design. core thennal-hydraulic analysis, fuel
mechanical analysis, transient analysis, dose analysis. setpiint analysis, containment
respuise analysis, criticalily analysis, statistical methods, arnt any other analytical area lbr
which topical repons have been subn,.Iled :ual approved by the NRC.

Propomi Generic Communication: I.icensee Qualification A>r Perfbrming Safety Analyses

(1) To what extent can an organization other than the NRC (a thini pany) review a new
mcllu nlology or a significant change to an existing melluxiology?

Connnent: A qualified third pany could provide the review function, similar to the
contractors that have been used by the NRC in the past. The NRC would perfonn its
regulatory function by auditing the resuhs of the melluxiology application including the
details of the thini pany review. I

l
(a) What capabilities siniuld be required of a third-pany reviewer?

)

Comment: The thini pany reviewer shoulti be a hohler of a licensed mellunlology which is
similar to shal w hich is lo be reviewed. As a minimum, the thini pany must be a
recogni/ed expen in the specific subject maner to be reviewed. Tie thini pany must be
iixleiw ndent of the computer axle (s) being applied in the melluxiology (not the unic

,

vciklor). Tie licensee should tuitify the NRC of the organization that it intends to use as a j

thini pany prior lo implementation. The NRC should express any concems reganling the
third pany within a reasonable timeframe following notification.

(c) What documenlation should be submitled to the NRC by the thini party reviewer aml/or
by the licensee?

Comment: The licensee should submit a description of the new meth(xiology at least 90
days in advance ol its intended application. This will enable the NRC to identify any
concems prior to implementation and to initiate an audit. The licensee will maintain ;

documentation of the thini pany review. The licensec will also maintain (but not submit)
teclutical documentation necessary to f acilitate an NRC audit, such as an intcmal topical
repon. computer code manuals, aial calculation files.

(d) Wiial type 01 acceptance (e.g. a salcty evaluation repin) should be issued?

Comment: The licensec will maintain documentation of the third pany review. Bic NRC
will issue a repin (safety evaluation repin or inspection repin) following any audit.

(c) liow wouhl approved rrferences (e.g., Core Operating Limits Repon (COLR)
parameters in technical specification repining requirements) be handicd?

Comment: The list of approved references needs to be moved out of Technical
Specifications anal into the Teclinical Specilication bases or the COLR. The licensec will
uplate this list whenever a new reference is applied to a reload design, in this maimer the

-
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NRC will be pnivided with an up-lo-dale list of appnived melluniologies that are in use.
and since the list will be in she bases or COLR only,it will not require NRC review and
appnival.

1

(f) What infonnation, if any, should be avail;,,,1c liir NRC audit?

Comment: Tic topical repin that was prepared but not submitled for review,
documentation detailing the third pany review, and all documents detailing the
methixiologies, onupuler axles, and analyses perlimned.

(3) To what lechnical disciplines should this pn> cess apply?
l

Comment: All areas fier which topical repons were previously sulanitled for NRC review
and approval can utilite this pnicess. Biese areas would include computer axles, reload
physics design, core thennal-hydraulic analysis, fuel mechanical analysis, transient
analysis, dose analysis, setpoint analysis, statistical melluxis, containment respmse )
analysis, and criticality analysis. I

l
|

Need For imprmed Guidance For Licensing Minor Topical Report Resisions

Anolher relateilissue that is not being addressed per the Federal Register notices of October 25.
1995 is the pnicess for regulatory oversight of minor revisons to appnwed topical reports. Tiis
issue has been a omiinuing pniblem in the past. Duke Power requests the NRC establish sinne |
Fuidelines liir wiien a revision must be submitted for review, and when submittal is unnecessary.
Biis pniblem will carry over into the pnipised thini pany review pnicess, since it will remain
unclear as in w hen the thini pany review is nectled. Bic liillowing air exampics we base ;

encountered: |
!

Application of an NRC-appnived CliF correlation in an NRC-approved aire thennal- i*

hydraulio design melluxlology when the CliF correlation is not included in the
appnwed melluxiology repon :

Revision of NRC-appnived topical repons duc in a change in fuel assembly design,*

such as a change in the fuel nxi diameter, grid design. or addition of integral absorbers

Revision of NRC-appnwed hipical topons due to replacement steam generators which.

tiiffer in design

Revision ol NRC-appnwed topical repons due to a change in nalalitation*

Revision of NRC-appnwed topical repons to implement a new version of an NRC-e

appnwed annputer o xic. Vic new version could include crnir corrections,
refinements to existing nuxlels which result in appnwed accuracy anwor execution
speed, aiki user convenience features.
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Duke Power would like to pn>pisc the hillowing pnicess for haikiling miiker revisions to NRC-

approved topical repins. if a licensee considers that a change to an NRC-appnived lopical report
is minor in nature, tion the licensec will notify the NRC of the inteixleti change anal request that the
NRCinfonn the licensec within 911 days if the NRC requires fonnal review ut the revision. If tie
NRC requires review prior to implementation, it can initiate review, ask clarifying questions.
request Ihini party review, or andil lhe licensec, if the NRC does not respitalIo lhe licciisec, then
the licensec can implement Ihe misker revisiori without NRC review or a documented Ihird pany
review. . The NRC can audit such minor changes at its discrclion.

In summary. Duke liswer suppins the initiatives in the October 25.1995 Federal Register
im>Illicalions. De above conunents, including the suggestions in sie area oflicensing minor
revisions to NRC-appnived topical rep >rts, will serve to clarify aixl ski value to the regulatory
pnicess.11e iixlustry will he well-served by these initiatives, and both itulustry arxl NRC
resourecs will he more efficiently utili/cd upm impicmentation. Any questions related to these
comments can he akiressed to Scott Gewehr (71M) 382-7581 in our licensing organization or
Gregg Swiinlichurst (714) 382-5176 in our Nuclear Engircering Division.

;

-

! 7
/..

K. S. Canady. Maiiager '
Nuclear Engineering Division

{Nuclear Generation Dept.
|
)

GBS/

cc: G. B. Swiskilehurst
'

R.11. Clark :
- R. M. Gribble
R. R. St. Clair
R. Van Namen
G. A. Copp
S. A. Gewehr
Z. L Taylor (CNS)
J. E. Burchlicitl. Jr. (ONS)
J. E. Snytler (MNS)

]
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December 8,1995

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Mail Stop T-6D-69
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Dear Sir:

COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED SUPPLEMENT I TO GENERIC LETTER 83-11:
LICENSEE QUALIFICATION FOR PERFORMING SAFETY ANALYSES ,

i

We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments for your
consideration. ;

1

1. - A regulatory guide and review criteria should be developed to ensure a consistent
application of the proposed rule. A standard criteria will maintain auditability of the
product.

2. Third-party reviewers should be documented on an approved reviewer list to ensure
that reviews performed by them are accepted by NRC during the audit phase.

3. The process for implementing a new methodology should be streamlined to facilitate
the latest technology available in the industry.

. We support and applaud the NRC efforts to reduc t the resource burden on licensees and hope
you will find these comments useful.

Sincerely,

- .

Patrick P. Carier
Manager
Corporate Licensing

k F 11 W r% N LN,Ys .> r m . ,v-~
__
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Mr. David L. Meyers
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Mail Stop T-6D 69
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch

SUBJECT: Proposed Generic Communication; Licensee Qualification for
Performing Safety Analyses (60 Federal Register 54712,
October 25,1995), Request for Comments

Dear Mr. Meyers:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the nuclear power industry by the
Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)'in response to the October 25,1995, Federal
Register Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment concerning the Proposed
Generic Communication transmitting for public comment draft Supplement I to
Generic Letter 8311, Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety Analyses.

NEI supports the concept of eliminating a licensee qualification topical report for
performing core reload safety analyses. The guidelines proposed for generic use
appear to be reasonable to implement and may result in significant savings to NRC
staff and licensees in both time and resources. Currently, some licensees have in
place many of the elements of these guidelines, such as having a proceduralized
process and performing comparison calculations.

Having licensees notify the NRC by letter that they have implemented the
guidelines by program, and having the program documentation available for NRC
audit at the site or utility to ensure compliance is a more efficient use of both NRC
and licensee resources.

INEI is the organization responsible for establishing unified nuclear industry policy on matters
affecting the nuclear energy industry, including regulatory aspects of generic operational and
technical issues. NEI's members include all utilities licensed to operate commercial nuclear power
plants in the United States, nuclear plant designers, major architect / engineering firus, fuel
fabrication facilities, materials licensees, and other organizations and individuals involved in the
nuclear energy issue.

1776 1 5fdEff NW $Ulf f 400 W A SHINGT ON DC 20000 3708 PHONI 202 730 8107 FAs 202 ?85 1898
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@ The discussion in Section 2.5," Quality Assurance and Change Control" duplicates
existing QA program activities embodied in Criteria II, III, XVI, and XVII of

- Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50. Specifically, the last sentence of the section,
beginning with "The licensee's QA program should also include the following: ..."is

: redundant to the previous statements in Section 2.5 and is a level of detail not
needed in the supplement. We recommend this sentence be deleted.

OA In addition, the first sentence in Section 2.4," Comparison Calculations," would
imply that all the suggested set of benchmark data is required to satisfy the
comparison review. We recommend that the sentence be revised to state " Licensees
should verify their ability to use the methods by comparing their calculated results
to an appropriate set of benchmark data, such as physics startup tests, measured
flux detector data during an operational cycle, gr. vendor results."

In regards to the request for comments concerning modified procedures for
reviewing and accepting new or revised analysis methods, NEI supports the concept
of an independent third party review of new or revised methodologies. The major |
architect / engineering firms, fuel vendors, and major technical organizations such as
the Electric Power Research Institute, that develop and use safety codes and
methods, have the experience and technical ability to perform this function.

The specific issues the NRC staff raises in the Federal Register relative to third
party review appear to be primarily ones of NRC interaction and control and not
easily addressed in the abstract. ' Rather, they can be more efficiently addressed by
direct interaction with the interested parties. Therefore, we see little value in
' developing a regulatory guide.

We support the effort to reduce the resource burden on lionsees and NRC staff and
encourage the NRC to move forward with similar reviews and improvements.

Sincerely,

QT | $b .C.-

Thomas E. Tipton

JHE/rs

c: Laurence I. Kopp, NRC

l<
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Chief
|

Rules Review and Directives Branch
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T-6D 69
Washington, D. C. 20555-0001

,

Subject: Commonwealth Edison Company
Comments on Proposed Supplement 1 to Generlo Letter 83-11: Licensee
Qualification for Performing Safety Analysis

|

Reference: 60 FR 54712 dated October 25,1995

Enciosed in Attachment 1 are Commonwealth Edison Company (Comed) comments
on the proposed Supplement 1 to Generic Letter 83-11: Ucensee Qualification for
Performing Safety Analysis, in addition, the NRC also requested comments on reducing
the resource effort for acceptance of new or revised licensee or vendor analysis methods.
Comed's comments to the NRC questions listed in the Referenced Federal Register Notice
are also included as Attachment 2.

Commonwealth Edison believes that streamlining initiatives like these are very
worthwhile and we strongly support the NRC's efforts in this area. To be fully effective in
reducing unnecessary resource burdens associated with changes in safety analysis
methods or user qualifications, the current practice of listing the approved methods for
establishing core operating limits in the Technical Specifications administrative section
should be changed to allow relocation of the references to the Core Operating Limits
Report (COLR) Because these references are, by definition, only for previously approved
methods (i.e. for which an SER has already been issued), this would clearly be safety
neutral and would eliminate numerous licensing amendments that are purely administrative
and add little, if any, value to the regulatory process. This comment has been previously I

submitted in response to the request for comments on the id93 NRC Regulatory Review
Group's report conceming burden reduction.

,

Com5d appreciates the opportunity to comment on this matter which we believe is
very worthwhile, and would welcome any further interaction deemed necessary by the

lNRC Staff,
i

GB w t

Ga . Bones
Nuclear Ucensing Administrator

? h\Qif b~

-
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ATTACHMENT 1

\
-

Comments on Prooosed ru 8311 SL nt

i
1) The supplement is a significant improvement and provides needed flexibility in the

'

methods review and approval pmcess. As indicated in the NRC's 1993 Regulatory
' Review Group's report, there have been significant delsys in review and approval of
licensee Topics i Reports for several reasons including Staff insufficient resources
and priority, lac k of clear and consistent guidance on the content and level of detail
expected in such Topicals, etc. The delayed approvals have resulted in utility costs
to support parallel vendor efforts, delayed realization of savings associated with in-
house analyses, and delayed realization of the improved in-house capabilities and
technical expertise that comes with performance of safety analyses of record.
Elimination of a Topical submittalin the case of a technology transfer of NRC
approved methods is appropriate as long as documentation is comprehensive and
available. CECO therefore strongly endorses the Staff plans to issue further
guidance on ways that the licensee can accelerate the implementation of safety
analysis methods which have previously been approved by the NRC.

.

2) The terminology and criteria set forth in the supplement are general and open to
interpretation. This can be beneficial or detrimental, depending on the specific
reviewer. For example in Section 2.4, what the licensee may think is appropriate
justification for an observed deviation in comparison calculations may satisfy one
reviewer but not another. Training adequacy may also be somewhat subjective.
Some of the questions stated in the Notice regarding new or revised methods are
also relevant and may result in helpful clarifications.

3) Secdon 2.2 Application Procedures - The intent of the term " application procedure" i

could be misinterpreted. Because of the bounding nature of many licensing-grade
{

transient analyses especially those which allow applicability to multiple reloads, it
{

should not be necessary to have formulated application (transient by transient)
specific procedures. This is often the case, for example, with PWR non-LOCA

{
safety analyses performed for FSAR Chapter 15 events. In such cases, it should be l
sufficient to rely on:

a) a very thorough and pioscriptive training program, |

b) detailed calculation notebooks and documentation, i

c) use of comprehensive independent reviews as part of a rigorous and
proceduralized controlled worr. process, and

d) extensive use of references such as EPRl's RASP guidelines and/or fuel
vendor safety analysis standards.

,

'

The code limitations and any NRC restrictions can still be included in appropriate
licensee procedures in lieu of event specific procedures. The use of a more i

general form of * application procedure", in c'onjunction with the above program
elements, ensures that the use of approved methods is consistant with the code

~ ualification., and approved applications of the methooology.q
1

7
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Attachment 1 (cont'd) . -

.

4) Section 2.4 Comparison Calculations - These comparisons are essentia! to
assuring that the lloonsee has property implemented the methods. Such
comparisons willinherently indicate some magnitude of differences (i.e. perfectly
precise agreement would not be expected due to measurement uncertaintles, testing
and analysis methods differences). The statement "Any deviations in the calculations
of safety-related parameters should be justified in the report" should therefore be
quellfied to read "Significant, unexpected, or unusual deviations should be..." This {
would avoid extensive justification efforts for trivial differences that might otherwise
result from a literal application of the proposed Supplement 1 wording.

5) Section 2.5 item (1) - Vendor update implementation should be clarffled to refer
specifically to updates that are necessary to correct errors or deficiencies that
adversely affect (or could affect) the quality of the analysis. The currently proposed !
wording oould imply that the licensee must implement all changes that the vendor
makes including purely discretionary enhancements or options that have no impact
on maintaining acceptable quality in those analyses performed by the licensee. An
attemate suggested wording for "(if applicable)" is therefore: "If necessary to correct
deficiencias which are potentially adverse to the quality of licensee safety analyses".

Section 2.5 could also appropriately reference 10 CFR Part 21 reporting.

1

|
l

I

1

i

8
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ATTACHMENT 2
.

Potential Anoroval Prar=?? Chanoan for New or Rev8-d *.'.d.sds

Comments in items 1 through 3 below address the correspondingly numbered
questions in the Notice that concem the potential for similar streamlining of the review
and approval process for new or revised methods. Items 4 and 5 also relate to issues
associated with this part of the Notice.

I
1. Third party feviews are appropriate for many proposed methodologies and

methods changes. Third party reviews can be effective in assuring safety while
easing NRC Staff resource burdens and should be allowed provided that they
have the attributes noted below:

a) The third party reviewer should provide evidence of a good understanding of
the code in questions (or a similar code) AND experience in code use similar
to that of the intended application. See additional discussion under item 4.

b) Adequate reviews (by either the NRC or third party acting on behalf of the
NRC) should provide assurance that the codes and methods are appropriate
for the proposed applications. There should be no safety significance of third
party reviews. Also see item 4.

|

c) The documentation submitted should include an audit or svaluation report I

(third party) and a topical report (vendor or licensee) If truly "new" methods are
involved . The topical report for new methods could be significantly reduced
in scope compared to current practice if an analogous approach is developed
to that proposed in the Supplement. For evolutionary changes in existing,
approved codes, the topical report should not be needed at all, i.e. an approach !

fully consistent with the Supplement should be possible that relies on a letter
!

which confirms that acceptance criteria (established by the NRC) have been !
met, with subsequent audits as needed. !

!

d) An approval letter should be issued which describes the intended application
along with any limitations or restrictions deemed necessary.

e) References for approved methodology should be included in the licensee's
|

documentation of any application of that methodology. Sufficient documentation I
.

of the intended use of the methodology should be availab% for public comment
via correspondence available in the public document roo .. The NRC approved ;
rnethods which form the basis for establishing core operating limits should be 1

IIsted in the cycle-specific COLR rather than in the administrative section of the
Technical Specifications (TS). The benefit would be a reduction of unnecessary |

administrative license amendments which add no value (as discussed in the
transmittal letter for these comments). Relocation of the applicable methods
references to the COLR would be safety-neutral because the methods must i
already be NRC approved, by definition, per Generic Letters 83-11 and 8816.

4-

._
'
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Attachment 2(cont'd) -

The list of references in TS section 6 could be replaced with a statement that
only the NRC approved methods listed in the COLR can be used for determining
core operating limits. The amendment to accomplish this relocation abould

_

therefore constitute a Cost Beneficial Licensing Action and be given appropriate
priority when submitted by a lioenees.

f) Licensee information such as procedures, training accords, w.mpaiison
calculation reports, calculation documentation, error reports and corrections and
other rr.dhads related documents and correspondence should be available for
audit. The third party reviewer should maintain training and qualification records,
documentation of review activities, and documentation of expenses associated
with the review.

2. Methodology extensions (evolutionary changes) should be allowed without the
j

need for extensive prior NRC Staff reviews as discussed in comment 1.c above. ~

a) A regulatory guide, because of the wide range of the subject areas needed to be
addressed, would likely be fairly general in nature. However, a standard review
plan approach would, at a minimum, prescribe what is expected in a submittal to
support a request for methodology approval. Based on reviews of previous
Topicals submitted by various utilities, their content esems to vary widely. There
should be guidance established as to the benchmarks required for the different
classes of codes, i.e. so there is some uniformity as to what is needed and not
left to the individual desirea/ opinions of the various reviewers.

b) Yes, a similar set of criteria could (and should) be developed for new and
I

revised methods. Such criteria should allow elimination of prior NRC reviews
for revisions to approved methods and at least a scope reduction should be
possible for prior reviews of new methods.

3. Neutronics, thermal hydraulic and transient analyses are the primary areas the
process should address. Areas which have not required NRC prior reviews of i

;-

methods in the past should remain unaffected by implementation of process !
changes in these traditional (FSAR Chapter 15 and reload licensing) areas .

4. A knowledaeable third party review of a new methodology or significant change
to an existing methodology would be efficient and beneficial. NRC has often
relied on the national labs or other consultants to perform these reviews. In many
cases these reviewers are not necessarily knowledgeable about the current
licensing bases or lasues related to reactor operations. A more beneficial third
party review could be obtained by contracting these reviews to fuel vendors or

s
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Attachment 2 (cont'd)

even other lloonsee organizations if they have considerable expertise obtained
i

through years of worldng closely with operating reactors, developing independent
methodology and actually performing design (licensing) analyses. Between these I

sources it should be possible to obtain services fiorn an organization that has
more directh relevant experience while still assuring an unbiased review which is

. free of possible conflicts of interest. There should be no safety significanos
issues related to the NRC not having performed a detailed review assuming that
they accept the results of the third party review after a general overview by the
NRR Staff. -

5. A clarification of "new or revised methods" may be needed as it could be unclear
whether the intent includes a new way of applying the codes as opposed to an
actual change in the codes / algorithms. This is also irnportant to clarify from the
standpoint of changes to code inputs associated with plant changes. In an SER
on Commonwealth Edison safety analysis methods (C. Y. Shirakyi to D. L Farrar,
dated Feb. 9,1994 " Zion Station Units 1 and 2 Safety Evaluation Report for
Transient Analysis Methodology), the NRC Staff has previously provided a
clarification that may be useful in this respect:

" Changes in assumptions and related parameters used in the safety analysis
which are' not covered by the technical specifications, but which reflect changes
in design or operation of the facility or procedures, as described in the safety
analysis report, should be addressed in accordance with 10CFR 50.59. In a!!
cases, individual changes which reduce conservatism in the results of the analysis
are acceptable as long as they are appropriately justified and the overall model
continues to contain conservatism to compensate for calculational uncertainties.'

4

'

This type of discussion should also apply to very minor code changes.
Incorporation of such a clarification in any future guidance on the process for
implementing "new or revised methods" would therefore be helpful in assuring that

,

staff and industry resources are not diverted to small changes that do not warrant or
j
i

require NRC (or third party) review and approval.
i

-
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'

1

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

;, ,

MailStop T-6D-69
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

'

Dear Sir: 'E -

t
EPRI appreciates this opportunity to comment on the USNRC's " Proposed ,-

Generic communication: Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety Analyses 3

(M91599)" which appeared in the Federal Register Vol. 69, Number 206,. g
October 25,1995, p. 54712. Overall, we are in accord with the thrust of the
proposal to allow third party review of licensee or vendor analysis methods.
This would be a cost effective way to proceed in the future.

As a general comment, we note that the phrase " analysis methods" is not
explicitly defined, and that it is not clear whether methodologies or computer
codes, or both, are being included in this phrase. A clarification of intent would
be helpful. Additionally, more specific comments are included in the
attachment. For your convenience, these comments have been identified
according to the questions asked within the text of the notice.

Sincerely,

l
V. K. Chexal
Director
Nuclear Power Group

782L/VKC/kel

c: R. Jones
J. Haugh
A. Singh

_ b. \h D-k-N ~
Headquarters: 3412 HilMev' * rwe, Post ofTce Box 10412, Palo Alto, CA 94303. USA + (415) 85s-2000

Washington office: 2000 L Street, NW, uite SOS, Washington, DC 20036. USA + (202) 872 9222 e Fax: (202) 293-2697

,
. ._
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p Attachment

.

Comments on " Proposed Generic Communication; Licensee Qualification for

Performing Safety Analyses (M91599)":

. i
1. The term, " insignificant change to an existing methodology" is not well

defined.

Ia. a) Any organization that has an approved methodology on a similar plant
or equivalent expertise should be qualified to perform a review of an
application methodology.

. b) Any organization qualified to review a code should have the capability
to develop a code similar to that being evaluated.

)
Ib. If the reviewer is qualified and there's no conflict of interest, there is no

safety significance.

Ic. Documentation: A report summarizing (1-f below) and all significant
i

findings, including key criteria validation and benchmarkings, i.e. the
'

basis of the approval.
1

Id. Acceptance should be handled in a similar manner to current practice
. (e.g., NRC letter of approval).

,

le. Any third party reviewer must have access to all applicable information.

This may require non-disclosure agreements. Obtaining such agreements

would be the responsibility of the reviewer prior to accepting the work.

- If. ' A review history would detail a description of who performed the review,

the minimal technical requirements of the code or method, the acceptance

criteria of each requirements, all supporting calculations, and the

application bases. This should be performed under App B QA.

<

867G/LJA/tli 1
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2. A group of independent experts in the appropriate areas could be

commissioned in lieu of the " third party organization". q
i

'

2a. Written guidance should be available.

2b. Yes, good code development, practice, applicable V&V, qualification, and

- review for specific applications can be developed.

3. Any code or methodology that requires NRC approval should be covered
by this process.

I

1
|
I

i
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Comments on Attachment 1 " Guidelines for Qualifying Licensees to Use
Generically Approved Analysis Methods":

@ Does the licensee who applies under the attachment base the methodology on a

previously approved plant SER or can they develop under these regulations a
"new" topical based only on the generic code SER? )

i

g Sect. 2.2: For clarity, the words " application of the" should be deleted in the
lfollowing,"In-house application... and approved application of the

methodology,..."

l

Sect. 2.3: Training in code or method should be performed by either the .

developer of the code or method. or someone who has been

previously qualified in the use of the code or method.

i

h Sect.2.4: "During an operating cycle and vendor...". The " vendor"

analysis should be changed to " analysis of record" which may nat '

have been performed by a " vendor" (Vendor is not well defined as
,

it could be the plant, fuel , or code vendor). i

Sect. 2.4: "An appropriate set of benchmark..." should include analysis of

events, (when adequate plant data does not exist), using higher
order codes or published numerical benchmarks. '

!

Sect 2.4: "Any deviations..." must be explained. It should be changed to
"any deviation of engineering significance".

867G/LJA/tli 3
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GE Nuclear Energy )~'

hRJR 95-ll5
MFN-269-95

' December 7,1995

<

~

Chief. Rules Review and Directives Branch
. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

c Mail Stop T-6D-69 '-
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Subject: Response to Request for Comments

Reference: Federal Register Volume 60, No. 206, Page 54712/3, Dated 10/25/95

In response to your request for comments on NRC Generic Letter 83-11, Supplement I as
it appeared in the referenced volume of the Federal Register, GE's Nuclear Energy
Production Facility is providing the following comments.

We concur that the submittal of detailed topical reports by the licensees for codes and
methods which have already been licensed by the vendor is indeed resource intensive for
both the licensee and the staff. Additionally, it is redundant. Therefore we are in complete

agreement with the approach which is set forth in the referenced article which would
shorten the lengthy review and approval process. ;

!We strongly encourage the acceptance of this supplement as written which states the
same criteria as the GE document NEDO-32362, Utility Licensing of Vendor Methods,
submitted July,1994 for information as a joint GE/ Utility suggestion for this approach.
Any reduction in rcdundant requirements is a step in the direction of reduction in cost
burdens for the licensees as well as an increase in time available for both the licensee and
the staff to concentrate on issues of significant safety value.

In addition, we would like to comment on other viable approaches for accepting new or
. revised methods; specifically, item 2(b) of the reference article. The item states,"Can a
set ofcriteria, as proposed in the generic letter supplementfor previously approved
generic methods, also be developedfor new methods? " First of all, GE believes that there

. needs to be a clear definition of both " methods" and "significant changes" to existing ,

methodology. We do believe that a set of criteria can be developed for new methods and |
for revisions to existing methods. We strongly believe that an improved process is

- urgently needed, whether this is in the form of a criteria approach, or controls on the
timeliness and scope of the traditional approach.

i

'

.
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GE has no problem making available any proprietary and technical information for NRC ,

review. We do, however, have some difficulty with the timeliness and scope of these I

reviews. Based on recent GE experience, prolonged holdups of approvals regularly occur
in the management chain after the technical res ':w is completed. Also, the scope of the
review frequently becomes expanded in the process of" educating" staff members. We
would like to propose an approach to the review and approval process which would
include the following-

1

The submitter suggests the scope of review. A two week period is allotted for the.

NRC staff to accept or reject the suggested scope.

The NRC issues the review schedule..

Following the scheduled end of techni review, a 30-day period is allocated for. ,

Imanagement approval. If no communLation is forthcoming, the submittal will be
considered approved.

1
GE will, in the next few months, be formulating a set of criteria which they will submit |
for consideration as an approach to licensing new methods and revisions to existing
methods. We will also suggest definitions for " methodology" and for "significant |

changes" to methodology. GE appreciates the opportunity to participate in the review |

and to present our comments. If you have any questions, please contact me on (910) 675-
5889.

Sincerely,

GE NUCLEAR ENERGY

~

9
R. J. Reda, Manager
Fuels and Facility Licensing

cc: Laurence I. Kopp, NRC
P. Hecht
S.P.Congdon -

J. F. Klapproth

.

_m.
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N I''' Southem Nuclear Operating Ccmpany
1' Post Othce Box 1295

'

~

j
Birmingham. Alabama 35201
T;lophone (205) 868 5131

. ;

a

Southern Nudear Operating Companyo. . uerey
Vce President
Farley Pro}ect the Southern electrtC System

December 8, 1995
,

10'
\

Docke' Nos. 50-348 l

50-364

I!. S. b uclear Regulatory Commission j
'

ATfN: Document Control Desk
Washington, D. C. 20555

l
Comments on

i

" Proposed Generic Communication; Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety 1

Analyses" !

(60 Federal Reninter 54712 Anted October 25.1995)

Dear Sir:

Southem Nuclear Operating Company (Southem Nuclear) has reviewed the proposed
Supplement I to Generic Letter 83-11," Licensee Qualification for Performing Safety
Analyses," published in the Federal Register on October 25,1995. In accordance with
request for comments, Southem Nuclear is in total agreement with the NEI comments
which are to be provided to the NRC. In particular, Southem Nuclear supports the l
concept of eliminating the need for detailed licensee qualification topical reports to
demonstrate their ability to perform safety analyses using NRC-approved methods and
codes. This process is resource intensive and unnecessary as well as redundant.
Adoption of the alternative guidelines in the proposed supplement will reduce this burden 1

to the licensees as well as the Staff which would allow more time to concentrate on issues
of significant safety value. Additionally, GE Nuclear Energy and Westinghouse are

1providing comments on this document which we believe to be appropriate and beneficial.

Should you have any questions, please advise.

Respectfully submitted,

1

Dave Morey

DNM/JDB

3-.'.:'I32 ;

'M Dp
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Page Two

Southern Nuclear Oneratino Comnanycc:
_

R. D. Hill, Plant Manager

U. S. Nuclear Rennlatory Commiccion. Wachinatnn. DC

B. L. Siegel, Licensing Project Manager, NRR

U. S. Nuclear Reaulatnry Commiccion. Region U
S. D. Ebneter, Regional Administrator
T. M. Ross, Senior Resident Inspector

|
1

.

S
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Ilh'
OPU NuclearCorporation f

' .,. Np a un One Upper Pond Road '
~~ w GE Parsiopany, New Jersey C7054

201 316-7000 '

TELEX 136-482
Wnte/s Direct Dial Nurpbec

(201) 316-7334

1

December 11, 1995 )
6700-95-2171 l

'

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .

Mail Stop T-6D-69
Washington, DC 20555-0001

' Dear Sir:

Subject: Draft NRC Generic letter (GL) 83-11, Supplement 1 " Licensee Qualification
for Performing Safety Analyses" |

1

|

The commission published the subject draft generic letter supplement in the Federal Register on
October 25,1995 concerning licensee qualification for performing their own safety analyses.

'

GPU Nuclear respectfully submits the enclosed comments based on our review of the draft generic ;

letter supplement, as well as comments in response to the questions identified in the Federal
'

Register (FR 54712) concerning acceptance of new or revised licensee or vendor analysis methods.

On behalf of the commercial nuclear industry, Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) is providing
comments on the draft generic letter supplement. GPU Nuclear reviewed and fully endorses the
NEI comments and supports this NRC initiative to conserve NRC and licensee resources. We
believe that the NRC initiative to allow implementation of the Core Operating Limits Report has
substantially conserved NRC and licensee resources and that the draft GL 83-11, Supplement 1
guidance will provide similar efficiencies in this area. ;

Sincerely,

'

1
,

J. p. Fornicola :

Director, Planning & Regulatory Affairs
Enclosure
DJD/ pip

- 6 R _ghCTDj '

M[''dc: NEI f ,

Inon u. a., c,,,~ ..;~, i. . .. .w.m a n.~...i . .+ % c_...
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ENCLOSURE I
{

i i

GPU NUCLEAR COMMENTS ON FEDERAL REGISTER GR 54712) |
OUr.STIONS CONCERNING ACCEFTANCE OF NEW OR REVISED '

j
LICENSEE OR VENDOR ANALYSIS METHODS I

-

;

I
1. To what extent can an organization other than the NRC (a third party) review a new

methodology or a significant change to an existing methodology?
|
;

Comment: !'

i I

We would suggest that a list of authorized third party reviewers be issued by NRC if
this concept is implemented, in order to avoid potential re-reviews. Selected !
independent, third party reviewen could certainly perforrr. qualified technical and | |'
safety reviews of new methods or significant changes to existing methods and provide
the results of such reviews to the NRC. Reviews of such changes may be completed I
sooner, however, use of third party reviewers in lieu of NRC review would most ! I

likely not result in any licensee resource savings.

!-

It would also seem appropriate to identify existing codes and methodologies that have
been developed by national laboratories (such as LANL, INEL, Sandia, etc.) for the
NRC, that can be considered as NRC approved codes and methods. i

,t

Guidance or criteria to determine if a change to an approved code or method is |
significant or not would be of value for defining when NRC prior approval would be
required.

j\
a. Third party reviewers should have demonstrated expertise in core reload |

design, nuclear criticality and thermal / hydraulic analysis, and design basis |
accident analysis. !

i

b. The safety significance of not having NRC p:rform the review would be i
negligible, as long as qualified, independent reviewers were identified and |
selected. '

!

c. The third party reviewer should produce a safety evaluation report (SER) I

which would document the basis for acceptance of a new method or a
j

significant change to an existing method, and identify any criteria or
,

prerequisites to its use. 'Ihis SER would then be provided to NRC for ,

information and use, and to licensees for use. The licensec, upon use of a j
new method or significant change to an existing method, could identify by i
reference in Technical Specifications or Core Operating Limits Report (COLR) -

that a new or revised approved methodology is being utilized. |
| ;

d. See "c" above.

i
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!
i

Approved analysis methods to *0e referenced in the Technical Specifications fore.

COLR could be listed directly in these documents as presently done. New or

revired references, if approved by NRC or a qualified third pany, could be [ J
incorporated into the Technical Specifications via an smendment request from j,

the licensee, or incorporated into the COLR by the 10 CFR 50.59 process. [ !

The COLR is submitted to NRC for information and use qpon issuance. Thhs,
NRC would be notified of the use of a new or revised analysis methods,

i

! 4

f. The requirements of draft GL 83-11, Supplement 1, Sections 2.2,2.3,2.4,;
and 2.5 should be auditable by NRC. The licensee's 10 CFR 50.59 i
evaluations supporting use of a new or revised method would be available far j

NRC review, as well as the evaluations and analyses supponing a specific i
reload effort.

,

!
>

What other viable approaches can be used for accepting new or revised methods? j2.

a. The development of a standard review plan type of review criteria would ',

establish a uniform set of criteria and requirements for acceptance of new or.
revised codes and methods. We do not believe a new regulatory guide would
be needed to support implementation of the above aspects regarding use of "
new or revised codes or methodologies. The regulatory process would be ;
essentially identical to the process presently in place for the COLR.

.

!

b. We believe the proposed criteria as stated would apply to new or revised i-
. methods. ;-

i

!

?. To what technical disciplines should this process apply?

'

This process involves the following technical disciplines:

Nuchar Fuel - fabrication and fuel design-
.

Safety Analysis
.

-

'
Thermal-Hydraulic / Criticality Analysis-

Nuclear Licensing-

We believe that the GL 83-11, Supplement I should specify that th' guidance applies
to core reload analyses as well as plant safety analyses. !

,

l
I

i

!

,



iLEC-12-1995 09112 FROM' GPUN NUCLEiR SERV 1CES DIV TO 913014153577 P.05
'

,.

Enclosure I !

Page 3 - |
'

GPU NUCLEAR COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERIC LETTER 83-11. SUPPLEMENT 1 1

!
n

1. Proposed GL 83-11, Supplement 1, Section 2.1, " Eligibility." It would seem appropriate to
identify existing codes and methodologies that have been developed by national laboratories-
(LANL, INEL, Sandia, etc.) for the NRC, that can presently be considered as NRC

,

approved codes and methods. |
|
|

2. We suggest that terms such as codes, methods, and applications be clearly defined since they
can be interpreted differently, especially in scope of meaning. !

l

.

.

i

,

e

*
i

* 4

4

5

i

i

l'
!

|
..

;

!

:
:
J
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!
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!. . - November 21,1995
RAC:95:145

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T-6D-69 '
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Dear Sir:

Comments on Proposed Generic Communication: Licensee Qualification for Performing
Safety Analyses

Reference: Federal Reaister. Vol. 60, No. 206, " Proposed Generic Commudcation: Licensee
Qualification for Performing Safety Analyses," Wed., October 25,1995,
pp. 54712-54713.

Siemens Power Corporation supports the approaches described in the referenced proposed
generic communication. Currently, when licensees adopt a previously approved methodology,
either from EPRI or a vendor, the NRC review requires additional NRC and licensee resources to i

support the review. Because of the priority of these reviews and the shrinking resources, both |

in the industry and at the NRC, the time to acceptance may be long. This delay prevents the
licensee from using the methods which are beneficial to an understanding of the behavior of the j

plant. Also, these reviews are to demonstrate that the licensee can use the methods |

appropriately. The safety significance, consistent with the review priority, is much smaller than
many other issues facing the industry and the NRC. Therefore, the diversion of industry and |
NRC resources may actually hurt the resolution of these more safety significant issues, because |

'

both the industry and NRC resources are limited. HaVing guidelines established to assure the
valid and controlled application of the approved methods, addresses the issue about the user
capability. The audit requirement for these qualification records provides the documentation
that the guidelines have been properly implementec. With these guidelines in place, an
additional NRC review of the capability, as is currently done, has marginal benefit and because
of the resource diversion, may actually have a negative benefit.

Siemens Power Corporation also supports the use of modified procedures for reducing the
review resources required for the acceptance of new or revised licensee or vender analysis
methods. The neutronic and safety analysis methodologies are well established and
understood. The new and revised methodologies are primarily focussed at using more
sophirticated calculations consistent with the i.mproved computer capaoilities that were not

^

available when the codes and methods were originally developed. For instance, the newer

Siemens Power Corporation
Nuclear civision 2101 Horn Rapids Road Tel (509) 375 6100
Engineenng & Manuf actunng Po Box 130 Fax: (509) 375-8402

RacNand. WA 99352 0130

'
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Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch RAC:95:145
November 21,1995 |

. Page 2

'

safety codes have multi-dimensional capabilities. However, the basic correlations continue to
be used. Similarly, the newer neutronics methodologies continue to use nodal expansion )
methods, but these methods have been extended to multi-dimensional capabilities, again to take j
advantage of the computer capabilities. By using the more sophisticated methods, the
approximations and empirical corrections to account for the lack of computing capability are
reduced. This reduction is important to appropriately evaluate the more complicated neutronic
designs and to evaluate operation and transients that were not originally envisioned. With the
current review procedures, the incorporation of the more sophisticated analytical capabilities is
delayed. These more sophisticated methods generally improve the accuracy and reliability of

,

the evaluations. The delay forces the plant licensing analyses to be performed with less than {
state-of the-art techniques.

There were some specific comment requests in the referenced notice. Our responses to these
comments are:

1. "To what extent can an organization other than the NRC (a third party) review a new
methodology or a significant change to an existing methodology?"

Currently for a large number of the code and mcthodology reviews, the NRC uses contracts
with technical experts to provide a review of the technical adequacy of the proposed methods.
This review is limited to the technical adequacy, the regulatory issues are retained by the NRC
and addressed in the safety evaluation which uses the technical evaluation as input. Thus the
use of a third party for a review of the technical adequacy of a submittal has been previously
established. The modification for the submitter to include the third party technical review would
be beneficial for both the NRC and the applicant. For the NRC, the resources required for the
review would be to address the regulatory issues, using the independent technical review as
input, analogous to today's process of using the technical evaluation report as input to the
safety evaluation report. The NRC resources to establish and follow the technical review
contracts would not be needed. Also, the NRC turnaround time would be reduced because the
independent technical review would be completed when the NRC received the topical report.
The industry would benefit because the cost of the review and the schedule for the review then
becomes part of the program to develop the submittal and can be adjusted consistent with the j

isubmitter's needs. ,

a. "What capabilities should be required of a third party reviewer?" j

The third party reviewer should be knowledgeable in the technical area of review and
independent of the utility or vendors. The reviewers used by the NRC, currently, to perform the

.

technical reviews would be a good starting list of potential third party reviewers. One possible
approach would be for the NRC to establish a list of qualified third party reviewers that the
submitter could arrange the review with. Additional reviewers on the list could be added by the
NRC, or by NRC approval of a request from a reviewer directly to the NRC, or from NRC {

i

|

!
|

|
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'

approval of a reviewer nominated by the submitter. The NRC acceptance of a third party
reviewer should be based on both the technical competence and the independence.

b. What is the safety significance of not having the NRC perform the review?""

'

As stated earlier, the neutronics and safety analyses methods are mature and understood.
Therefore, there is minimal safety significance in not having the NRC perform the technical
review. This approach is consistent with current practices and has been demonstrated to be
acceptable by the NRC's use of technical consultant::. The difference between the proposed
use of third party reviewers and the current practice is who establishes the contract with the -

third party reviewer. Having the submitter establish the contract results in a reduction in the j
NRC review scope, they do not have to manage the review contract, but does not result in a
reduction in the control the NRC has over the acceptance. The third party review provides an ,

input to the safety evaluation, similar to the current technical evaluation. I

c. "What documentation should be submitted to the NRC by the third-party reviewer and/or
by the licensee?"

For NRC reviews that include independent third party technical reviews, the suggested submittal
package to the NRC should include the topical report describing the proposed method or revision

'

and the independent review report. This independent review report could then be treated as a
technical evaluation report to be used by the NRC to support their SER. l

d. "What type of acceptance (e.g., a safety evaluation report) should be issued?"

For the reviews described above, a normal safety evaluation report, using the independent
review as input is suggested. As will be presented in the response to Question 2, alternative
approaches may be available for some specific modifications that can rely on previously
approved criteria or benchmark cases such that an additional NRC review is not required, and
the documentation package would then be submitted to the NRC for information only. Then no
additional NRC acceptance documentation would be required. j

e. "How would approved references (e.g., Core Operating Limits Report (COLR) parameters
in technical specification reporting requirements be handled?" |

With the SER for the modifications with supporting third party reviews, the documentation for ,

the'COLR could continue in the same manner' as is currently used. An (A) version of the report I

would be available to be referenced in the Technical Specification. With the cases where
additional NRC review is not required, the NRC approval of the criteria or benchmark procedure
could be referenced in the Technical Specification. The COLR could then contain this reference
.and the additional plant specific analysis reference. This COLR is submitted to the NRC for
information, as is done currently, and is also a public document, as it is currently.

!-

L.
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.f.. "What information, if any, should be available for NRC audit?"

Currently, the design development notebooks, benchmark notebooks, plant analyses, QA
requirements and compliance,'and topical reports are available for NRC audit. This should be
unchanged. Additionally, the third party review evaluations should be documented, conristent
with the QA requirements, and be available for audit. This approach requires that the third'

party have a QA program consistent with the Appendix B requirements for design reviews.

2. ",What other viable approaches can be used for accepting new or revised methods?"

For revisions to methodologies and codes that are not intended for margin improvements, but
are technological upgrades either for robustness, ease of use, more reliance on
phenomenological behavior as opposed to simplifying approximations, etc., an alternative
approach would be to establish an approved series of test cases or goodness of prediction>

requirements. Thus, if the vendor or licensee wanted to implement a revision to an existing
methodology or code, or introduce a new code, the comparisons to these standards could be
performed and documented consistent with the QA requirements. These comparisons would be
available for audit. A topical report describing the change could then be submitted to the NRC
for information, but no additional review would be required. The COLR documentation
requirements _would be satisfied by referencing the approved standards in the technical
specifications. ' An example of this approach is the generic mechanical design criteria currently
being used by sorae of the fuel vendors. This approach allows the mechanica! design
calculations to be done with approved codes, to approved criteria. If these criteria are satisfied,
the NRC is informed of the changes, but no additional review is required. The documentation

- supporting the design changes is available for NRC audit. Because the neutronic and safety
analysis methodology is mature, the nature of the evaluations is understood. Goodness of fit-

criteria - for example on the uncertainties for the neutronic codes would provide the assurance
. that the code and methods are appropriate- '

l
. . . i

a.1 ' "Should a regulatory guide be developed?"
~

An additional regulatory guide is not needed. The guidance already exists for the type of
evaluations that need to be performed and the general standards of acceptability. With the

,

current process of review, the time delay restricts the use of state of the-art analysis techniques )
- to demonstrate compliance with these standards.' i

b. "Can a set of criteria, as proposed in the generic letter supplement for previously
approved generic methods, also be developed fw new methods?"

Because of the long experience with safety and neutrunic analyses, the information exists to ,
.

i| establish criteria and establish test cases. These cases can include previously accepted plant
analyses as well as test information. The criteria for acceptance is also known because of the i

|
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long experience supporting orarating plants. The specific benchmarks and criteria would
probably have to be established based on the type of evaluation, e.g., neutronic, non-LOCA
BWR transient, non LOCA PWR transient, etc. The criteria may be able to be developed
generically for the industry in the long term. In the short term, each vendor can develop criteria
appropriate for the specific evaluation for NRC review.

3. "To what technical disciplines should this process apply?"

.The fuel, core, and cycle design methods, with the exception of the loss of coolant accident
methodologies, can use the modified review approaches described in this letter. These methods
are used to perform the evaluations described in Chapter 4 and Chapter 15 of the Standard
Review Plan (NUREG-0800). 1

If you have any questions, or if I can be of further assistance, please call me at
(509) 375-8290.

'

Very truly yours,

I

i
R. A. Copeland, Manager i
Product Licensing )

|

/smg

cc: Mr. L.1. Kopp (USNRC)

.
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Innsbrook Technical cenwr
5000 Domtnion Boulet'ard
Glen Allers. Virginia 2.3060

@
December 21, 1995 |

@
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch monwarowen |

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Serial No. GL 95-069 |
Washington, DC 20555-0001 NL&P/MAE R1

Dear Sir:

PROPOSED GENERIC LETTER 83-11. SUPPLEMENT 1'
LI_CENSEE QUALIFICATION FOR PERFORMING SAFETY ANALYSES .

1

In the October 25,1995 Federal Register, the NRC announced that it is |
proposing to issue Generic Letter 83-11, Supplement 1. This proposed generic |

letter supplement notifies licensees and applicants of modifications to the Office )
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation practice regarding licensee qualification for i
performing their own safety analyses,

in addition to the proposed supplement, the NRC staff is also investigating
modified procedures for reducing the resource effort for acceptance of new or !
revised licensee or vendor analysis methods. Comments on this as well as the !

proposed supplement are provided in Attachment 1.

Virginia Power encourages the NRC's efforts to solicit industry advice and
recommendations.

If you have any questions, please contact us.

Very truly yours,

R. F. Saunders

Attachment

ec: Mr. Jim Eaton
Nuclear Energy institute
1776 i Street, Suite 400 |

Washington, DC 20006-3708
.

l
.

9t-
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Attachment 1
Comments on Proposed Generic Letter Supplement

and Additional Staff Questions
l

Re= nonne to P.v.r.c.=A Generic T mter Sunnlam*at
'

Virginia Power endorses the concept of climinating a licensee qualification topicallyort
for performing core reload and related safety analyses. We believe that the proposed
guidelines offer the potential for significantly reducing NRC and utility resources without
impacting the quality of the analysis tools used by the industry. Based on our past
.xperience, the total calendar time reduction for bringing a new analytical method into
production could be as much as 2 years.

Virginia Power recognizes that the proposed approach in no way reduces the need for the
company to demonstrate the capability to properly use such analysis tools, and that the ,

level of documentation and qualification performed under evi= ting quality assurance
program requirements will remain substantially unchanged.

Ramonne to Additional Stm#Ouestions in FR Vol 60. No 206

~

We offer the following comments with respect to third party review of new or revised
analytical methods. In contrast to NEI's December 11,1995 comments on this issue,
Virginia Power believes that generic criteria can be developed for the analytical methods
development process which would eliminate the need for prior NRC approval or third
party review of new or revised methods in most cases. We base this on several years of
company experience with the development and maintenance of engineering software for
intemal company use. Tbc generic criteria could be documented in a regulatory guide or
other suitable NRC guidance document.

'

Virginia Power maintains a full complement of reactor physics analysis software for use
in reload core design , safety, core follow and economics analysis, for example. We also
maintain our own analytical methods in the area of reactor system and core thennal
hydraulics, and have amassed considerable experience in the application of NRC-
approved Westinghouse technology for large and small break loss of coolant accident
analysis.

In the Description of Circumstances section of the proposed Supplement, the Staff
comments that the qualification of the user in modeling and applying an analytical
method is often as significant to the overall quality of a safety analysis as the
software / method itself. Virginia Power agrees with this observation. Given this, a I

consistency in the treatment of methods development and user qualification
documentation seems appropriate. |

|
1 l

i
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.

.

We believe the elements of an acceptable methods development process include the
J

following: -

;

1)
D=elonment Stand ds- computer codes should be developed using

' higher level' pw,u = lag languages (e.g., FORTRAN, C, BASIC)
that:

are compilable-

allow structured programming-

conform closely to an available ANSI standard for the.

language

2) yatidation Standards- Analytical methods should be validated, and

such validation should be documented. Validation should:

ensure that the coding correctly represents the intended designa.
and that the design correctly ioymts any mathematical models
that are required by the design specifications.

b, demonstrate that the code (and by inference, the mathematical

models) provide an adequate representation of all modeled
naturalphenomena.

.

include inspection of banchmark test output, and, as applicable,c.
comparison ofthat output with

the results ofhand calculations,-

the results of other proven computer codes, or-
4

measured data
f

-

I

d. provide a quanti 5 cation of the code uncertainties
and a defmed approach for reflecting these uncertainties in

safety related applications of the code

Documentation Stadards - Software documentation should include:3)

a clear definition of the objective, a summary of the results and |
a.

a statement of the conclusion of the development process.

b. any reference material and background information perdnent
j
!

to the basis of the analytical method.
'

assumptions made during the course of the development process fc.
!

.
.

2 !

!
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3) D= manta + inn R*=nda.ds (corn

a w =f of each development step, including the values ofd.
signincant parameters and documentation of all -npnaming
r*1a=1=+ ions to produce, input data, equations, correlations and j
curve fits. i

results of cases used to behmark and/or verify the methode.
f, acode manual

All documentation should be pu,yssd, reviewed, approved, stored and '-

maintained in accordance with the applicable requirements of 10 CFR
50 AppendixB.

security s+andards - Standards should be in place which ensure that the |
. 4)

source coding for approved software cannot be altered inadvertently or |
|

surreptitiously. !

I
'

Main +* nance s+=ndards - Written policies and procedures should be in
5)

place which govem code error / problem reporting and code change !

noti 5 cation.

Rnferv Aneament S**ndards- application of the new or revised analytical
6)

method to operation of a licensed facility should be reviewed in
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59. Assessments of event
consequences and margin of safety should include consideration of the
effects of quanti 5ed code uncertainties (see 2.d, above).

All relevant procedures and documentation pertinent to safety related methods
development would, of course, be maintained in accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 50 Appendix B and be subject to NRC review and audit on an as-needed basis. As
a result, Virginia Power does not believe that additional, third-party review is necessary if

:

a methods development program containing elements similar to those cited above are in
place.

With respect to treatment of references to new methods in the Core Operating Limits
Report (COLR), Virgl-ia Power recommends that the methodology' references be
relocated from the Technical Specifications and made part of the COLR itself. New or
revised references in the COLR could be clearly delineated to identify to the staff that the

-

-

utility has implemented a methodology change.

3


