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Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: UPGRADED STS BASES PROGRAM , -
{San Onofre Ruclear Generating Station, Units 2 & 3)

The Standard Technical Specifications (3TS) for each HSSS vendor type plant
currently contain a bases section that provides background information and
technical support for each specification. The information.in the bases has
proven to be useful in enabling plant vperators, and others involved in the
operation or licensing activities of a facility, to betfer understand the
reasons for the various specifications. It has also been useful to both
Ticensess and the KRC staff as a technical summary of the plant design bases
and the interrelationship of many of the safety considerations associated
with operation of a plant. Conseguently, the bases have served not only as
support for the STS, but as training material for iicensee persomnel and, to
some extent,. as a source of background waterial for the NRC staff in reviow-
ing certain licensing actions. We believe & number of benefits could be
gained 1f the STS bases were upgraded. Among the major benefits we foresee
are: ,

1. Technical Specificaticn change requests could be processed in less
tise and with reduced manpower since much of the detailed information
affecting consideration of the pending change would be readily avail-
able in the bases. Since a large amount of effort {s expended by
each of our staffs in researching and veviewing all of the factors
influencing a typical change request, we believe the potential -
savings in manpower effort resulting from this improvement would pe

significant for both licensees and the HRC.

2. The relationship and effect of each of the factors influencing the
selection of technical specification limits and requirements would
be more clearly understood by users of the documents thereby increas- MAE l}-
ing the usefulness of the specifications as operatoer training material
. for your staff. o - (?9
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3. Questions invoiving interpretation of tihe technical specifications,

that occur from time to time, could be more easily resolved between
licensees and tne Orfice of Inspection and Enforcement.

é.'_The contiﬁaity of deta1leé technical 1nfcrmatlon wauia be presarvea

in a systematic manner throughout the facility lifetime thereby
minimizing the adverse impact of transfer or reass1gnmant of
individuals who may possess detailed knowledge! related to the evo~
iution of the fac1lity specwricatiens. :

ﬁccordinqu, we are 1nit1ating a program ‘to upgrade the bases sectwon of
each generic STS. - The program {includes upgrading the bases for Section 2,
“Safety Limits and Limiting Safety System Settings,” and Sections 3 and 4,
“Limiting Condition for Operation” and “Surveillance Requirements.” The
objective of the program is to prov1de a more definitive and detailed
rationale for ‘each specification in these sections.  This will require .
some reorganization of the information currently in the bases, as well as
the development of additional information. A suggested format for and the
type of information that we believe should be considered for 1nc1usiaﬁ in .
the upgraded STS bases is provided in Enclasure 1. : .

As part of our coatzﬁuxﬂg ﬂo1icy of 1nvolving the industry in the further
refinement and improvement of the STSs, we are inviting your participation

in this effort as one of. those. fac111ties either already in operation or

scheduled for operaifon with STS in the near future. Your N335 vendor is
also being invited to participate. tpoh completion, we will incorporate
the revised bases into the STS for all future operating licenses. STS .
facilities in operation may then elect, at their option, tc upgrade tneir
existing technical specificatvon bases to refleéct this fmprovement. :

He would appreciate your Ietting us know if you are willing to partici-

~pate so that we can schedule a meeting with you, your vendor, and the-

other participating utilities at some time in the near future. At this
meeting, we could discuss the objectives of the program, and sutually -
develop plans for accompizshing the upgrading of the bases in.a aystemauic -
manner. 4 S ‘

‘In the event yau feel it Qould be beneficial o fofﬁ & generic users group,

a Yist of those facilities being invited to participate in this program,
and who utilize the same HSSS veador, is prcvided for your information in
enclnsura 2. . ‘
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~ Southern California Edison Company =~ - 3 - AﬁG 1-9 917 I B |
- San biego Gas and E1&ctric Company ' : B T : :

If-you have any questrons regarding this- program, or care to discuss it
further, please contact us. In any event, we would . apprec1ate hearing
from you within the next few weeks. . .

Sincerely,

MOriginal Signed b

Karl Kpiel  Lid/
Karl Kniel, Chief _
Light Water Reactors Branch Ho. 2

“Division of Project HManagement

Enclosures: ,

1. laformation to be Provided
for Upgraded STS Bases
Program - '

2. List of Fau1iit195 RequeSted

: to partlclgate :

¢c w/enclosures:
See next page -
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‘Southern California Edison Company
San Diego Gas and Electric Cqmpany

cc: Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue .
P. 0. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

Chickering & Gregory, General Counsel
San Diego Gas and Electric Company
111 Sutter Street .

San Francisco, California 94104

Mr. David Sakai
845 North Perry Avenue .
iMontebello, California 90640

Brent H. Rusnforth, Esq. '
Center for Law in the Public Interest
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90067

fr. 4, D. Griffith
. San Diego Gas and Electr1c Company
P. 0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

Mr. Kenneth E. Carr

City Hanager’

City of San Clemente

100 Avenido Presidio

San Clemente, California 92672

Alan R. Watts, Esq.
Assistant City Attorney
City Hall :

Anaheim, California 92805

Lawrence Q. Garcia, Esg.

California Public Utilities Commission

5066 State Building
San Francisco, California 94102

George Spiegel, Esq. :
2600 Virginia Avenue W e
Wwashington, 0. C. 20036
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Hr. R. . DeVane, dJdr.
Combustion Engineertng, Inc.
1000 Prospect Hill Road -
Windsor, Connecticut 06095

Mr. P. Dragolovich

Bechtel Power Corporation

P. 0. Box 60860, Terminal Annex’
Los Angeles, California 06095

Mr. Dale Hayden \
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Hainut Grove Avenue

P. 0. Box &00

Rosemead, California 91770
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ENCLOSURE NO. 1

" INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED FOR
UPGRADED STS BASES PROGRAMI/

Fundamentally, the information in the bases for each specification
should (1) describe why the specification is needed (i.e., identify
its purpose), (2) explain why the quantitative values used as limits
in the specification were chosen, and (3) indicate the margins of
safety provided by the limits. To present this information in a
clear and orderly fashion, a standardized format for the bases for
each specification should be used. In our view, the standardized
format should contain three basic parts: (1) Purpose, (2) Supporting
Information, and (3) Margin of Safety. The information presented

in each part should be in the form of concise summary statements
and/or tabulations of data that serve to support the specification.
The type of information that should be provided is delineated below,

1. PURPOSE
The purpose of the specification should be stated in terms of
the conditions the specification has been formulated to establish
or maintain. Any multiple purposes should be identified.

2. SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Information to support the quantitative values of the limits
established by the specification should be provided in this
part. The Timiting value(s) of the specification should be
supported in terms of the most restrictive plant variables or
conditions used to establish the 1imit. In addition, pertinent
information associated with the specification that relates to
plant features or operating considerations should be provided.
The manner in which the surveillance requirements ensure that
the 1imits are maintained should be stated for surveillance
whose intent is not obvious.

The assumptions relating to the establishment of the limiting
value or condition should be stated in terms of each of the
factors applicable to the specification. These factors should,

where possible, include:

l-/This prdgram includes upgrading the bases for only Sections 2, 3,
‘and 4 of the STS. Sections 5 and 6 are not included.




a.

b.

C.

-2 -

Assumptions of initial operating conditions.

Assumed allowances for instrument bias factors including
error, drift and calibration considerations.

Assumed uncertainties associated with measurement of physics
related parameters such as void and moderator temperature
coefficient, rod worth and boron concentration.

Assumed allowances related to uncertainties in tank volumes
including considerations of unusable fluid volumes resulting
from tank physical characteristics (vortexing, suction pipe
elevation). Assumed minimum pump flow and discharge pressure
characteristics including allowance for expected degradation.

3. MARGIN OF SAFETY

<The resultant margin of safety obtained from consideration of

the above factors should be provided in a definitive manner

such that the relationship between specification Timiting values
and any related safety analyses assumptions is clearly established.
Methodology such as probabalistic or statistical analyses
techniques or the use of cumulative addition of factors in a
non-conservative manner should be stated. Conformance with
applicable provisions of Regulatory Guides, General Design
Criteria or the Code of Federal Regulations should also be

stated where applicable.

Much of the information for part (1) and to a lesser extent, part
(3) of the standardized bases format is currently provided for a
number of specifications in the STS. A reorganization and expansion
of this information is what is sought. On the other hand, the
information relating to assumptions which is to be provided in

Part (2) would be new for most of the specifications.




ENCLOSURE NO. 2

LIST OF FACILITIES REQUESTED
TO PARTICIPATE IN UPGRADED STS BASES PROGRAM

NSSS VENDOR

- COMBUSTION ENGINEERING

San Onofre Units 2 and 3

St. Lucie Unit 1

Millstone Unit 2 : 3
Calvert Cliffs Units 1 and 2
Palo Verde Units 1, 2 and 3~
Waterford Unit 3
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Docket Hos. 50-361
and 50-362

Southern California Edison Company San Diego Gas and Electric Company

ATTN: Mr. Jack B. Moore ATTN: Mr. Bill W. Colston, Vice President
: Vice President , : ‘ -~ Project Management Division
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue A 101 Ash Street
P. C. Box 800 - P. Q. Box 1831
- Rosemead, California 91770 8an Diego, Callfornla 92112
Gentlemen:

SU&?EC": DOCUMENTATION OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE STANDARD iEVIEW PLAN -
(San Onofre Huclear Generating Station, Units Nos. 2 and 3)

I am enclosing, for your information, the staff's “Procedure for Documentation
of peviations from the Standard Review Plan," which éelineates the manner

in which the staff plans to utilize the Standard Review Plan (NUREG-75/087)
during our review of the Final Safety Bnalysis Report. A meeting will be
arranged at your convenience to discuss the details and implications of the
Procedure. _

Sincerely,
[Driginal Signed by
Karl Kniel, Chief

Light Water Reactors Branch No. 2
Division of Project Management

Enclesure:

"Procedure for Documentation of
Deviations from the Standard
Review Plan®

c¢ w/enclosure:
See page 2
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cc:

Rollin E. Woodbury, General Counsel.
Southern Califernia Edison Company
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Rosemead, Ca1iforn1a 91/70

Chickering & Gregory, General Counsel
San Diego Gas and Electric Company
111 Sutter Street

San Franc1sco Califarnia 9&104

Mr. David Sakai
845 North Perry Avenue
Hontebello, California 90640

Brent §. Rushforth, Esq.

Center for Law in the Public Interest .

10203 Santa Wonica Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90087
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San Diego Gas andg Electric Conpany
P. 0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112

Mr. Kenneth E. Carr

City Hanager '

City of San Clemente

100 Avenido Presidio - |

San Ciemente, California 92672

Alan R. aatts Esq.
Assistant L?ty Attorﬁey'
City Hall :

Anaheim, California 92805

Lawrence . Garcia, Esg.

California Public Ut111t1es Commxssion
5066 State Building

San Francisco, CaIifornia galua

George Spiegel, Esq. oo
2600 Virginia Avenue, M. W.
Hashington, D. C. 20036
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Mr. R. W. DeVane, Jr. )
Combustion Engiqeering, Inc.

1000 Prospect HiTl Road
Windsor, Connecticut 06095

Mr. P, Dragolovich.

Bechtel Power Corporation

P. 0. Box 60860, Terminal Annex
Los Angeles, California (6095

#r. Dale Hayden
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue :
?. 0. Box 800

Rosenead, California 91770
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ENCLOSURE 1

PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMENTATION

OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

Introduction

The staff review of nuclear plant designs aescribed in Safety Ahalysis
Reports is performed within the guidelines established by the Standard
Review Plan (NUREG-75/087), issued in Septempber 1975, and as since
amended. Use of the acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan as
a measure of tne acceptability of plant design features assures both a
consistent evalcation of proposed plant designs and an acceptable level
of safety for all plants licensed. The Standard Review Plan also de-
scribes and documents the acceptability of specific design approaches
to satisfy certain of the acceptance criteria. We recognize, however,
that alterhate'design approaches may satisfy these acceptance criteria
equally well. Further, we recognize that, with proper justification,
applicants may pe apble to demonstrate that particular provisions of thc

acceptance criteria need not be met at all.

Currently, significant difficulties arise when the Standard Review £lan
is usea during the operating license review of a plant design. These
difficulties stem from the fact that the plant design at its construc-
tion permit stage of licensing was reviewed and approved against differ-
ent guidelines due to the lack of the Standard Review Plan at that
earlier stage of review; some future reviews will encounter the same .
difficulties due to tne same reason or to changes to the Standard Review

Plan that have occurred during the intervening period. In either event,



deviations will exist in the plant design relative to the then current
Standard Review Plan, and the staff is or will be faced with licensing
decisions regarding the acceptapility of the design descripea in the

Final Safety Analysis Report.

In the past, applicants have expended cénsidérable efforts justifying,
and the staff has spent consideraple time evaluating, particular plant

, design featurés to assure an acceptable level of safety. Often these
efforts have not beeh properly documented td clearly indicate the bases
fof acceptability of the design. To improve the usefulness of our |
Safety Evaluation Reports as a record of such decisions and to minimize
the need for futﬁre reassessments of 6perating plants to demonstrate
aaequate levels of safety relative to current criteria, it is desirable
that ﬁhe baées for such licensing aecisions be clearly documented in the
Safety Evaluation Reports that summarize the staff review of the Final
Safety Analysis Report. To this end, any deviations from current
Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria will need to be listed and
justified in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to completion of
the operating license stage of review. Further, such deviations will
also need to be listed and justified in the licensee's Final Safety
Analysis Report for any facility reviewed to the requirements of the

Standard Review Plan at the construction permit stage of review.

1

A proplem of similar type out of much less uagnitude may exist with re-
spect to some construction‘permit and standard design applications ana

associated staff reviews. Since all new applicatiohs for construction




permits or for preliminary design approval of standard designs‘mqst ada-
dress the information needs identified in Revision 2 to the Stanaard

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

the staff review, will need to be listed and justified in the Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report and in the staff's séfety Evaluation Report prior to'.

completion of this stage of review,

This document éresents the procedures that should be followed (1) by appli-'
cants and (2) by staff reviewers and Licensing Project Managers to assure .

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

Reports and in Safety Evaluation Reports, respectively.

Definition of Deviation

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

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

Safety Evaluation Report.



—-4-

Procedure For Construction Permit Applications

"Tne procedure for documenfing déviaﬁions from the Standara ReviéQlPlan~l
for construction permlt appllcatlons requlres the appllcant 1n1t1ally to
identify the. dev1at10n ana prov1de the bases for acceptability. This
-information should be included -in the Safety.Analysis Report and tevﬁe&éd
by the staff as a part of the normal review process. The results of the
review should be described in the Safety Evaluatidn Report ﬁo prbvide clear
dchmentatibn of all deviations, including the bases fof acceptability.
The.éame procedure should be followed for alternate design approaches.'
The proceaure is based on the implicit assumption that a program will 5e
established Qhereby plants licensed for operation will be maintained
continuously up~to-date with fegard to changes in licensing requirements
'(i;e{} at thé timé a new staff position is developed, a decision regarding
‘ its'applicébility'on a generic basis or on each plant, on a case-by-case

pasis, will also be made and implemented).

The specific steps in the procedure for a construction permit application_

are: |

1. The applicant will identify and provide bases for all deviations

| -ffom the aéceptancé criteria given in the‘Standard Review Plan.
nTne.information should be contained in those Safety Analysis
Repbrt sections that describe the sysﬁems, components, 6r struc-
‘tures in which the deviations exist. 1In addition, the applicant
should provide in Chapter 1 a summary listing of the deviations

‘and an identification of the sections' in the Safety Analysis.

Report wherein the deviations are described and justified.
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During the acceptance review of the Safety Analysis Report, the

staff should determine that this information has peen provided

and should inform the applicant of any obvious deficiencies.

‘'Following docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff

should perform a review of the deviations ana their bases, iden-
tify other deviations that should be discussed in the Safety

Analysis Report, and request auaitional information as necessary
at ﬁhé first round request for additional information (Q-1) stage

of review.

At.the second round request for additional intormation (Q-2)

stage of review, the staff should inform the applicant of its

positions on the deviations and their bases.

.Following review of the abplicant's response, draft Safety

‘Evaluation Report inputs should be prepared that describe each

deviation and the results of the staff review of the bases for

their acceptability; the Safety Evaluation Report inputs should

also includg a general statement denoting accéptability of the
applicant's aesign relative to the grouping of acceptance criteria
given in the Standard Review Plan sections. - The Safety Evaluation
Report inputs should also include discussions of any alternate
approaches to staff positions that have been adopted by the applicant

and the bases for acceptability.



. . - .’.
. -

-0—

6. The Licensing Project Manager should include a section in the
Safety Evaluation Report that notes that the review has been maae
using the Standard Review Plan criteria.as 6f the‘application
docket date, tabulates all deviations from those criteria, and
identifies the location in the Safety Evaluation Report where

the discussion may be found.

The procedural steps given above relate to future construction permit
applications. Some slight modifications to these procedural steps will
Lbe ﬁaae in order fo implement the procedure for construction.permit
applications docketed after September 1, 1976, and currently in the

licensing process.

Procedure For Operating License Applications

The procedure for documenting deviations from the Standard Review Plan
for operating license applications docketed after January 1, 1977, and
for which the construction permit review was conducted in accordance
with the Standard Review Plan is to be identical to that described above
for a new construction permit application. The following procedure shall
be followed for other operating license applications docketed after
January 1, 1977:

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

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

2. The Safety Evaluation Report inputs provided by the teéhnical

review groups should describe each deviation and the bases




estaolisnea vy the staff for its acéeptapility; the Sarety Evalua-

tion keport inputs should also incluae a general statementluenoting
acceptaoility oL the appliicant's design reiative to the grouping

of acceptance criteria given in the Stanuard Review Plan sections.

Tne Safety'EvaluationiRepoft inputs siould alsb include aiscussions
of any aiternaﬁe approacnes to starf positions that havé been

aaoptea oy the appiicant ana the pases for aéceptability.

The assistance or tne applicant should not pe required with respect
to igentification of ueviations from tne Stanaara Review rlan.

If specific acceptance criteria now in tnhe Standard Review Plan
were used tor evaiuating tne application at tne construction pefmit

pnase of review, even though the Stanuard Review Plan either did

‘not exist as such at the time of that review, or was not useu at

that time, then applicaple requests for information may pe made
of the appiicant proviaed tnat tne use of tne specific acceptance
Ccriteria at that stage of review is documented in the record of
the construction permit review ana deviations from those criteria
are iaentified oy the staff during its operating License stage

of review. In addition, for ali other acceptance criteria usea
in tne dgesign of tne facility, applicable requests tor infor-
mation may pbe inade Of the applicant to tne extent needed to per-
mit tne statf to inuepenuently judge tne current acceptaoility
of tne design whicn was based upon such criteria. In tnese

iatter instances, however, the applicant, while it may, shoula



-

not we requireu to justify its aesign py comparing it to an
alternate aesign aevelopeu by the applicant utilizing the

acceptance criteria currently in the Stanuard Review Plan.

4, ‘fne Licensiny Project ranager should include a section in tne
Safety Evaluation Report that notes that tne review nas been
maue using tne Stanuara keview Plan criteria as of the appli-
cation aocket aate, tabulates all aeviations from tnose criteria,
ana igentifies tne location in tne Safety Evaluation Report

wnere tne'discussion may be found.

As with the proceaure for construction permit applications, specific

steps will pe taken to assure that the implementation will be con-

sistent witn tne Commission's standaraization ana replication policies.
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