POLICY ISSUE
(Information)

March 28, 2001 SECY-01-0055
FOR: The Commissioners
FROM: William D. Travers /RA/

Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO STAFF REQUIREMENTS MEMORANDUM OF
SEPTEMBER 8, 1999, REGARDING SECY-99-0203, “REGULATORY
GUIDE FOR UPDATED FINAL SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORTS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH 10 CFR 50.71(e)” (WITS 199900105)
PURPOSE:

To inform the Commission of the results of our assessment of the guidance for updating reactor
final safety analysis reports (FSARS).

BACKGROUND:

In September 1999, the staff issued Regulatory Guide 1.181 (RG 1.181), “Content of the Updated
Final Safety Analysis Report in Accordance with 10 CFR 50.71(e),” to provide guidance on the
content of licensees’ updated FSARs. RG 1.181 endorsed a document developed by the Nuclear
Energy Institute (NEI), NEI 98-03, “Guidelines for Updating Final Safety Analysis Reports,” without
exception as an acceptable method for compliance with 10 CFR 50.71(e). NEI 98-03 provides
guidance on the level of detail needed in updated FSARs and contains provisions for removing
information that is redundant, outdated, or excessively detailed. These documents were
developed as part of an industry initiative to better ensure that updated FSARs correctly describe
licensees’ facilities.

In a staff requirements memorandum (SRM) dated September 8, 1999, the Commission asked the
staff to monitor licensee FSAR updates made in accordance with RG 1.181 and NEI 98-03 and to
report the findings to the Commission by March 20, 2001. The monitoring program was
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to assess (1) whether the guidance for FSAR updates or design bases or both needs to be
modified and (2) whether additional regulatory oversight is warranted.

After receiving the SRM, the staff issued RG 1.186, “Guidance and Examples for Identifying

10 CFR 50.2 Design Bases,” in December 2000, to provide a better description of the items that
are included in the design bases and that should be considered during FSAR updates. RG 1.186
endorsed Appendix B of industry document NEI 97-04, “Design Bases Program Guidelines,” dated
July 27, 2000, without exception.

DISCUSSION:

To implement the Commission’s request, the Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
(DRIP) and the Division of Licensee Project Management (DLPM) of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation prepared a form to be completed by project managers during FSAR update reviews.
Completed forms were transmitted to DRIP staff and evaluated on an ongoing basis. Between
January 1, 2000, and March 1, 2001, DLPM project managers reviewed approximately 43 FSAR
updates and DRIP staff completed the evaluation of 43 FSAR update reviews. The tabulated
results of the reviews are attached.

The FSAR update reviews showed the following:

1 All of the FSAR updates were submitted within 10 CFR 50.71(e) time requirements or as
allowed by plant exemptions.

In general, descriptions of changes to the facility or design bases were appropriately
documented. For some changes, the staff sought additional information from the licensee,
the regional office, or the resident inspector and, in some instances, this action resulted in
information being added to the updated FSAR.

About one-third of the licensees used the guidance in RG 1.181 and NEI 98-03 to remove
outdated, redundant, or excessively detailed information from their FSARs. The staff did
not identify significant concerns about the information removed.

Some licensees removed detailed drawings such as piping and instrumentation drawings
(P&IDs) from their FSARs in accordance with RG 1.181.

Several licensees relocated documents from the FSAR to other licensee controlled
programs in accordance with RG 1.181.

Licensees did not remove risk-significant information from their FSARs. (A caution
statement in RG 1.181 advised licensees not to remove risk significant information.)

In summary, about one-third of the licensees used the guidance in RG 1.181 and NEI 98-03 to
remove redundant, outdated, or excessively detailed information from their FSARs. Changes to the
facility or the plant design bases were appropriately documented and information was removed
appropriately. No significant discrepancies were identified by the staff and minor discrepancies
were resolved by contacting the responsible licensee. It was also noted that the explanation for
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FSAR changes was brief; however, the regulation does not require an explanation and a brief
explanation is consistent with past practice.

CONCLUSIONS:

On the basis of staff review of FSAR updates, we conclude that the guidance for FSAR updates
(RG 1.181 and NEI 98-03) and design bases (RG 1.186) is sufficient, that additional guidance is
not needed, and that the current level of regulatory oversight is appropriate. Because we did not
find any significant problems regarding the use of RG 1.181 and RG 1.186 in updating FSARSs, we
will not continue to assess their implementation. We will, however, continue to review FSAR
updates in accordance with NRR procedures and address any plant-specific issues as appropriate.

COORDINATION:

The Office of General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no legal objection.

/RA/

William D. Travers

Executive Director
for Operations

Attachment: Tabulated Results of FSAR Update Reviews



Tabulated Results of FSAR Update Reviews

Criterion Yes No NA or Comment

1. Was the FSAR update 43 0 Exemptions

submitted within 10 CFR 50.71(e) approved for some

time requirements? licensees.

2. Did the PM identify changes to 2 41 Two cases of

the facility, design bases, or limits minor information

of operation (licensing actions, not in the update

50.59 actions, inspection reports, were resolved by

analyses) that were not in the contacting the

FSAR update? Was this licensees.

resolved?

3. Were descriptions of 43 0 Most licensees

changes to the facility, design provided only

bases or limits of operation brief explanations

considered appropriate by the for changes.

PM?

4., Was information removed 34 9 Nine licensees did

from the FSAR? not remove such
information

Did the submittal indicate that

the removal was permitted by 4 39 RG 1.101 and

RG-1.181 or NEI 98-03? NEI 98-03 seldom
referenced.

5. Were concerns identified for 5 38 Resolved by

information removed from the discussion with

FSAR? If so, how was the the licensee.

concern resolved?

6. If known to the PM, were 2 41 Most PMs not

long-term temporary aware of any such

modifications expected to be in long-term

place through the next FSAR modifications.

update cycle included in the

FSAR update?

7. Were detailed drawings, 12 31 Nine licensees

P&IDs, etc. removed from the
FSAR? If so, were simplified
drawings or schematics
substituted for them?

substituted or
combined
drawings, three
did not.
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Tabulated Results of FSAR Update Reviews (Cont.)

Criterion Yes No NA or Comment
8. Were documents removed 5 38 Documents

from the FSAR? If so, were the removed were
documents general reference considered not to
documents i.e. they provided be required in the
background material on a UFSAR.

subject but not a necessary

part of the FSAR?

9. Was any information 15 28 Information
incorporated by reference? If incorporated by
so, was the information reference was
maintained as part of a contained in a
controlled licensee document controlled

e.g. Emergency Plan, Fire licensee
Protection Plan, QA Plan? And document.

had the information been

submitted to NRC?

10. Was risk information 0 43 None identified.

(PRASs) for safety significant
SSCs removed from the FSAR?
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