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PROCEEDINGS

[2:01 p.m.]

CHAIRMAN MESERVE: We're here today for a
Commission briefing on a variety of reports that the
Commission has prepared that relate to license renewal.

This has been a very important activity,
generally, for the Commission over the past few years, and
we've had the good fortune to be able to handle two license
renewal applications in an expeditious manner, and we have a
large number which are in the queue to be handled in the
future.

One of the directions that the Commission had
provided to the Staff was that there should be the
development of certain guidance documents, and we're here
today to have a discussion of the Generic Aging Lessons
Learned Report, the Standard Review Plan, and the Draft
Regulatory Guides, which are a cluster of interlinked
documents that provide assistance to the licensees and to
the Staff as they're developing their applications, and the
Staff in processing the applications.

The Commission had asked that all of these
documents be submitted for public comment, and our briefing
today is consistent with the SRM on this matter, which was
that we have a Commission meeting to discuss the variety of
comments.
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We have two of the organizations --
representatives of two different organizations that
commented on the briefing in our first panel, and we'll be
hearing from the Staff in the second panel. We'll hear
initially from the Nuclear Energy Institute, with, |
presume, Mr. Ralph Beedle will take the lead there with Mr.
Doug Walters. And then we'll hear from David Lochbaum, who
is with the Union of Concerned Scientists.

Let me turn to my colleagues and see if they have
any opening statements?

[No response.]

CHAIRMAN MESERVE: If not, Mr. Beedle, you may
proceed.

MR. BEEDLE: Thank you Mr. Chairman and
Commissioners. Good afternoon. With me, as you indicated,
is Doug Walters. Doug is responsible for license renewal
issues at NEI.

We appreciate the opportunity to share our views
on various guidance documents that will be used by the
industry and the NRC Staff for the preparation and review of
license renewal applications.

May | have our first slide up there, please?

The industry's interest in renewal continues to
grow, and the importance of the guidance documents here
cannot be overstated. We commend the Commission for
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dedicating the resources for preparing these documents, and
the Staff for managing the effort, soliciting input from the
stakeholders, and producing the documents in a timely
fashion.

We also acknowledge the NRC's contribution to NEI
95-10, the industry guideline for requirements of the
license renewal rule 10 CFR Part 54. Next slide, please.

As the industry moves forward with license
renewal, these documents will serve as a road map for
preparing an application. The documents are interrelated as
noted in this slide, but in our view, the GALL report is one
of the building blocks for the license renewal application.

Given the number of applications expected to be
submitted over the next few years, it is imperative that the
process be thorough, but focused on those activities that
are necessary to ensure aging is managed such that there is
a reasonable assurance that the equipment functions are
maintained in the period of extended operation.

Expectations are that the use of the documents and
the incorporation of lessons learned will result in a more
efficient preparation of the application, and we should
expect to see an improvement in the current NRC 30-month
scheduled review period. Next slide, please.

I'd now like to speak to our review of the
documents, and | want to begin by going back to July of
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1999. The industry raised a concern regarding credit for
existing programs in the license renewal application.

In response to this issue, the Staff prepared SECY
99-148, Credit for Existing Programs for License Renewal.
The SECY includes a number of options for addressing
industry concerns.

Option 3 was ultimately endorsed by the
Commission, and was to, quote, "focus Staff review guidance
in Standard Review Plan on areas where existing programs
should be augmented.” Next slide, please.

In directing the Staff to proceed with this
option, the Staff Requirements Memorandum delineated three
objectives that guided the development of the GALL and the
Standard Review Plan:

First, ensure that the documents receive the
benefit of the experience of Staff members who conducted the
review of license renewal applications;

Second, ensure that the lessons learned on the
initial license renewal application are incorporated into
the documents; and,

Third, ensure that the guidance is clear and
understandable to stakeholders. Next slide, please.

I think we need to back up one on the slides,
please.

[Pause.]
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There we go. With this guidance in mind, our
concept of the GALL process is depicted here. The GALL
report comments or documents, the Staff's evaluation of
existing programs, and identifies where augmentation is
necessary.

The GALL conclusions are then reflected in the
Standard Review Plan. Simply stated, the GALL process
evaluates existing programs against attributes that
typically exist in an aging management program.

If the GALL evaluation determines that one or more
of the attributes are not satisfied, then augmentation may
be necessary. A one-time inspection is a typical
augmentation process.

If the evaluation determines that the attributes
are satisfied, then the conclusion is that the program is
adequate for managing aging effects in the period of
extended operation.

It was and still is the industry's expectation
that a program evaluated in GALL is adequate, would preclude
the need for a detailed review of a similar program by a
license renewal applicant. Next slide, please.

The NRC issued the license renewal guidance
document in August, and we submitted comments in October.
Over the next few weeks, we met with the Staff to discuss
and clarify those comments.
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Our comments reflect our understanding of how
aging managing programs are implemented, and what was
accepted by the first two license renewal reviews. Since
GALL identifies systems, structures, and components, as well
as aging effects and licensing management programs, the
potential exists for it to be used as a checklist for
determining the scope of the license renewal and the
screening of aging effects requiring management.

The rule requires and applicant to develop a
scope, a methodology, and to provide a description of that
methodology in the application. So we caution against the
use of the GALL as a list of systems, structures, and
components that should be in the scope of the renewal.

We believe the Staff's review should focus on the
applicant's scoping methodology.

A second concern is that the GALL, and ultimately
the SRP, impose actions without justification that are
beyond current regulatory requirements.

For example, inspection of inaccessible areas is
addressed in 10 CFR 5555(a), and it endorses ASME Code
Section 11 for aging management.

The ASME Section 11 provides that inaccessible
areas are only examined if the adjacent accessible area
indicates degradation in the inaccessible area. The GALL
rejects this position and states that certain inaccessible
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areas need to be inspected for license renewal.

It is unclear in reading the GALL evaluation,
which attribute is not satisfied by Section 11 in that
inspection process.

Another concern reflected in our comments is that
the GALL identifies items that are not addressed or
identified in previous applications. As such, the GALL has
become more than just a lessons-learned document.

The personnel airlock is an example. The airlock
is in the scope of the license renewal and requires an aging
management review. However, GALL identifies the aging
mechanism for the personnel airlock as mechanical wear of
locks, hinges, and closure mechanisms.

By default, the GALL has now identified locks,
hinges, and closure mechanisms as requiring an aging
management review process, when, in fact, it is the airlock
that requires the review.

In at least one of the previous applications,
locks, hinges, and closure mechanisms had been the subject
of aging management review, and were determined to be
acceptable by the Staff.

The final concern I'd like to touch on is that new
programs are being added to the GALL report. For example,
the GALL includes a program for managing age on the outer
surfaces of buried piping and components. The GALL
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evaluation indicates that the program is based on the
National Association of Corrosion Engineers, or NACE
standard.

We don't disagree that it may be necessary to
manage the aging of buried pipes and components, however,
licensees do not have programs based on this NACE standard.
Further, programs based on that standard are beyond that
that was found acceptable in the first two license renewal
applications. Next slide, please.

In concluding, | want to revisit the objectives
that the Commission established in the SRM, and also make
one observation. Regarding the objective, it is our view
that for the most part, the guidance documents have received
the benefit of experience of Staff members that have been
involved in previous reviews.

We are concerned that the lessons learned from the
previous reviews are not incorporated as lessons learned
into the GALL. In our October comment letter, we identified
inconsistencies between the guidance documents and what the
NRC Staff found acceptable in the previous applications.

In a November meeting with the NRC Staff, we
discussed the use of GALL and the SRP. And it is our
understanding that the renewal applicant needs to certify
that their plant programs match the programs evaluated in
GALL.

10
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And to make that certification, the applicant must
evaluate the program, that is, evaluate it against the
program attributes, and then compare the evaluation to the
evaluation in GALL.

And our understanding is that that comparison
would be done on a line-by-line item against the GALL.

An applicant may end up expending more resources
to complete that certification than he would to simply
describe and justify his program in the application without
any reference to GALL.

This issue is relatively new, and we've discussed
it with the NRC License Renewal Steering Committee, and they
have an action to look into that matter, and we expect to
discuss it further in our meeting scheduled in February of
2001.

The observations that | would like to leave you
with come from our review of GALL, but are also an
observation based on other aspects of the renewal process.
We must be extremely careful that the renewal does not
become an opportunity for imposing requirements that could
not be imposed in the current operating term.

There is no backfit protection in the license
renewal rule. With more than 2/3 of the 103 units expected
to file renewal applications, the potential exists for
circumventing the regulatory process for establishing new

11
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requirements.

Why go through the backfit when the requirement
can be imposed in the majority of the fleet when they apply
for license renewal seems to be a potential?

We must make certain that the industry and the NRC
understand why a specific action or a new requirement is
necessary for extending the license of a current operating
nuclear power plant.

We thank you again for the opportunity to share
our views and expand on the comments that we provided
earlier. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MESERVE: Mr. Lochbaum?

MR. LOCHBAUM: Good afternoon. UCS will focus
this afternoon on only three issues: The fairness of the
public comment period for the GALL report, the weight placed
on one-time aging inspections, and what I'll term as
regulatory diffusion.

Slide 3, please. Earlier this year the NRC Staff
solicited public comment on a version of the draft GALL
report that it had no intention of issuing.

The reason we came to that conclusion was that in
parallel with the public comment period, the Staff had
contracted with Argon to significantly revise the document.

And the document, as revised, was not the one that was
issued for public comment.

12
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UCS therefore recommends that the NRC Staff try
again with a version of the Draft GALL Report that it
actually intends to issue.

Slide 4, please. One-time inspections are the
regulatory equivalent of get-out-of-jail-free cards in the
board game, Monopoly. Any structure, system, or component

not covered by an aging management mechanism can be handled

by one-time inspection.

The problem is that one-time inspections will not
be conducted until after the majority of license renewals
are determined by the NRC Staff, too late for any generic
lessons learned to be useful in the process, and also too
late for any member of the public to intervene on the basis
of challenging that aging mechanism.

Slide 5, please. The last and most substantive
issue that we have today is the issue of what we call
regulatory diffusion.

In looking at generics, one of the key parameters
of the definition seems to be that it pertains to large
classes. From this definition we would assume that the NRC
Staff intends for the Generic Aging Lessons Learned Report
and documents to apply to a large number of the plants
seeking license renewal.

The question is, will it?

Slide 6. The fact is that the NRC is developing
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the GALL report in parallel with several voluntary
regulatory initiatives such as risk-informed special
treatment requirements.

The question we have is a fidelity question: How
does it all fit together? Will it all fit together?

Slide 7, please. This is somewhat busy. |
actually left off one set of voluntary initiatives,

Voluntary Initiative E, because that got way too busy.

But basically what this chart purports or attempts
to do is show that each plant owner facing a voluntary
initiative can either just agree to do it or decide not to
do it. And the more voluntary initiatives you have, the
more diffuse the spectrum of plant options is.

At the top of the option is where a plant owner
has no to every voluntary initiative, and we've compared
that to the St. Louis Rams, because Missouri is the Show-Me
State.

The bottom of the chart -- and top and bottom is
just relative here; we're not indicating performance -- are
the plant owners who have accepted every voluntary
initiative. So this would be the Tennessee Titans for the
Volunteer State.

And you could have a spectrum in between where
plant owners chose some voluntary initiatives and not
others.
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The other thing is that chart could be much more
complicated in that it's not time-dependent as the process
really is. The plant owners don't have to go through
Voluntary Initiative A, B, C, and D; they can mix and match
as they see fit.

Now, also, apparently they could opt to go back to
an old scheme, unless they've adopted one, if they try and
don't like it. So | couldn't figure out how to do that on
my chart, so | left that option out.

The part is that apparently generic also seems to
imply some concept of entropy where entropy is defined as a
measure of the disorder of a system. Systems tend to go
from a state of order or low entropy to a maximum -- a state
of maximum disorder or high entropy.

It seems that on this course, that the NRC is
going to be dialing up 11 on its regulatory entropy scale,
in, again, what we call regulatory diffusion.

Slide 8, please. We had a couple of questions at
the September Workshop on the GALL Report and related
documents, and they're kind of encapsulated on Slide 8.

Is the license renewal granted based on GALL
invalidated by later adoption of voluntary regulatory
initiatives by any plant licensee? And also the other way
around; is GALL rendered obsolete is plants adopt voluntary
regulatory initiatives before they submit their license
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renewal?

Quite frankly, 1 don't know the answer to these
questions. When | asked them at the September workshop, Mr.
Grimes indicated that the GALL report is written for today's
regulatory scheme, and might have to be revised to
accommodate a plant owner adopting voluntary initiatives
such as risk-informed special treatment requirements.

I think the regulatory diffusion would seem to
pose a significant challenge to the Staff's goal of improved
efficiency and effectiveness if it has to develop a custom
GALL for every license renewal application.

And the issue is larger than just GALL. | mean,
it applies to all of the voluntary initiatives and the
fidelity of how they all fit together or perhaps don't fit
together.

So what we thought needed to be done would be to
postpone any final issuance of GALL and the related
documents until the NRC has looked at these voluntary
initiatives and reached a determination that they do or they
do not fit altogether at some point, or at least to the
point where they don't jeopardize GALL down the road.

As a minimum, the best thing would be to do a
broader look and look at all initiatives, not just how they
affect GALL.

We think that delay would also allow the Staff to

16
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reissue the GALL Report for public comment in a form that
matches what they intend to do, rather than the one that
they foisted earlier this year. Thank you.

[TAPE 2 WAS BAD]

I would like to thank both of you for helpful. As
usual, we will go around with a round of questions.

Let me turn to Commissioner Dicus first.

COMMISSIONER DICUS: | am going to address one
question for NEI and you mentioned the issues that you have
currently pending with where we are with the GALL Report and
with just where we are headed for license renewal.

Maybe | missed it, but | didn't hear you say how
or what you envision of if you do what the really next step
should be in improving license renewal.

Would you care to comment on that?

MR. BEEDLE: Well, | think we need to have a
clearer understanding of how the Staff intends to utilize
the GALL in the process of doing their license reviews and
we see some opportunities that would give us the ability to
take the GALL and the lessons that are learned in the GALL,
the reviews that were done, and reduce the magnitude of the
work that has to be done in a license renewal process rather
than increase that.

The practice or a practice of using that GALL as a
checklist for the Applicant | think will do nothing more
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than add to the increased cost of producing a license
renewal application.
COMMISSIONER DICUS: Okay.

MR. BEEDLE: Do you want to add something on that,

Doug?

MR. WALTERS: One thing that we are looking at is

we do have a task force at NEI and the makeup of that task
force includes a number of the Applicants that are scheduled
to submit in 2002 and 2003. We have thought about and we
are giving some consideration to kind of a demonstration
program where we would take whatever the final version of
GALL and the SRP and have those Applicants actually apply it
to a limited number of, say, systems and programs and see
are we meeting the expectation or exactly how would it be
used and give the Staff some data to look at and give us
feedback on, so that is an option that we are looking at
right now.

COMMISSIONER DICUS: Okay. Mr. Lochbaum, |
appreciated your comparison to the Super Bowl since | am a
football fan, but | wonder if it would not have been more
appropriate for you to consider the subway World Series we
recently had where there is a common background, deep
emotion, and franchise history.

Now getting a little serious at the moment, you
want to minimize this one-time inspection and | wonder
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whether you see that as truly providing enough information
that we would need.

Don't you think a maximized one-time inspection is
better? Obviously you don't, but 1 don't understand -- are
you saying we should go in many times? | don't understand
your point.

MR. LOCHBAUM: Oh, no. The number of times that
the Staff or the licensee relies on one-time aging
inspections in lieu of an aging management mechanism is what
we are trying to minimize, not how often you go out and look
at something.

COMMISSIONER DICUS: Okay. | needed that
clarification.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MESERVE: Commissioner Diaz.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Good afternoon, Mr. Beedle and Mr. Walters.

| was looking at your slides before your
presentation and | think you probably realize better than we
do the dynamic nature of some of these processes and how
difficult it is to take a snapshot of any one of these
things and then say we are going to keep it like that.

I mean from the very beginning | think the
Commission said we are going to be learning from these
processes and we accept the dynamic nature of these process,
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and then we need to accept that there are going to be things
that are going to be cutting both ways.

Some are going to become less demanding on the
licensees and occasionally some will be a little more
demanding on the licensee, sometimes maybe a lot more
demanding on the licensee and | think you agree with that.

You know, | want to understand, your main
objection is lack of discipline with the backfit process
regarding aging management?

MR. BEEDLE: Well, let me just take as just one
example in the case of inspection of the inaccessible areas.
Here we have got an ASME standard that we adhere to. It
clearly defines when you need to do inspection in an
inaccessible area, yet the GALL expands on that and provides
other criteria for inspection in those areas and so there is
a case where we have created a new requirement for an
inspection program that is done without the benefit of any
review by the Staff, by the Commission and it basically
establishes a new regulatory requirements, and we are saying
that we think that that is an inappropriate way to levy a
new requirement on the industry.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: And is this something that is
widespread in the GALL or just very specific issues that you
have identified, like Section 11 and the air lock?

I mean are there many? | can't gauge or know

20
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whether you are talking of a large number of large issues or
two large issues or many small issues.

What is the magnitude of the difference between
the Staff and you regarding how we go about this?

MR. BEEDLE: Well, | think that there are enough
of them that it has got a number of our members of the
Working Group concerned about it.

Doug, you might want to expand on the extent of
that issue.

MR. WALTERS: Ralph is right. | mean it's -- if
you look at, in that example that is an example of the
program.

There are, you know, some 20-some programs in
GALL. We may have a problem in the way we describe it here
with half, maybe more -- it's something like that.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: | see.

CHAIRMAN MESERVE: | apologize for the
distraction. | think we may have some leaf-blowers outside.

We will take care of that.

MR. WALTERS: But if | could just for a moment go
back to the IWE or the Section 11 example, let me be clear
that we have talked to the Staff about that one and | think
we are going to come to some closure on that.

Just for illustration, that is an example of a
program that was or where Section 11 was incorporated into
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the regulation and if you read the statements of
consideration from August of '96 it was looked at
specifically for renewal and if you will indulge me, it says
the NRC also believes that with implementation of
subsections IWE and IWL the detrimental effects of
containment aging will be managed during the current term as
well as during the license renewal term.

To see an evaluation in GALL that says you have
got to do something more than what the regulation says and
appears to have at least been evaluated for renewal seems
confusing at best, at least to me.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: | am sure the Staff will have
something to say.

MR. WALTERS: | am sure they will, and again |
think it may be a bad example, because | think we have
worked past that one.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: Mr. Lochbaum, good afternoon.

MR. LOCHBAUM: Good afternoon.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: One time inspections -- is
there any such thing in the NRC? Do we really do anything
that is one time?

[Laughter.]

MR. LOCHBAUM: Reading GALL seems like a one-time
thing.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: No, I'm serious. Do we -- you
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know, | mean we just heard about Section 11. We can do a
one-time inspection and then as we continue to work with the
plant we see some efficiency or some degradation we will
immediately, and | hope the licensees would be doing that
even before we take -- you know, we have become aware of it,
so isn't it mostly just a fact of maybe the way that it is
cast as in some issue of finality, but there is no finality
in the way that the NRC allows plants to operate.

We continue to be intrusive in the way they
operate. We continue to demand on safety. It might be, you
know, that we want to be cautious in how we demand in the
regulations, but that doesn't really relieve us or the
licensees from their responsibility to maintain operational
safety, and that includes every component of the plant.

MR. LOCHBAUM: Perhaps, but my understanding of
the one-time inspections, that they would be for things that
have not been looked at since perhaps construction days --

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: That's true, but they, you
know, it is not an issue that is -- that there is a
finality.

I am trying to understand when you see these as a
finality issue, but we do have all of the series of
mechanisms that do come in, around and behind anything that
we do that actually, you know, detects degradation and
whether it is in components that are active or passive, and
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that is not going to go away and if we detect degradation in
any one component, we are going to go at it.

Maybe that is not clear from the generic report,
but it is obviously clear from where we sit that we will not
abandon all other mechanisms at the disposal of the
Commission.

MR. LOCHBAUM: | think without looking for
degradation, the only way to find it is through a failure
and | would assume that NRC's regulatory process would be to
try to find problems before they are found through failure,
but that is not what the GALL Report has set up.

If you do everything under one --

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: No, | understand. | am going
beyond all of it, not isolating it, because sometimes in
isolation things look different than what they are and | am
trying to go beyond what it is to look at the Agency as a
whole and not create the impression that a one-time
inspection is in isolation of all other requirements that
the Agency has.

MR. LOCHBAUM: In that context | would agree with
you, because otherwise we would have recommended one-time
inspections be disallowed altogether --

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: That's right.

MR. LOCHBAUM: -- and we didn't do that. We just
thought that they should be very judicious in when they are
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applied.

COMMISSIONER DIAZ: Okay. All right, thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MESERVE: Commissioner McGaffigan.

COMMISSIONER MCcGAFFIGAN: Mr. Beedle, | am partly

responding to your remarks but also to the Inside NRC this
morning, Mr. Tuckman's remarks at a meeting last week as
reported in Inside NRC.

| had some of the same reaction that | guess Brian
Sheron had at the meeting itself. If things are as bad as
being talked about, no one is going to match the GALL
program and GALL is not much of a document, et cetera,
aren't we headed towards customized reviews?

We have not budgeted for customized reviews. We
have assumed that we are going to get some resource savings
as we go forward with license renewal and if at least parts
of things can't be laid aside because somebody says my
program matches, and we can with high assurance bank on that
and say okay, we can cut our review back in this area, then
there isn't going to be much benefit. There isn't going to
be much efficiency.

So how bad are things? | mean are we, are you all
saying that GALL is so specific, so prescriptive, so
dominated by new requirements you never heard of before, et
cetera, et cetera, that people are just going to take their
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chances and disregard the document and basically come in
with their own license applications and each will be
different and these efficiencies will not be there?

I mean you are worried about efficiencies for you
all putting together applications.

I am worried about efficiencies for us which have
been assumed in our budgets in reviewing the applications if
we don't have a template, if everybody isn't working to a
template and if things are not getting checked off.

MR. BEEDLE: Commissioner, | think we are
certainly concerned about the resources of our members.

We are also concerned about the resources that the
NRC has to devote to this and that is why the use of the
Standard Review Plan, the GALL, NEI's guidance document on
how to prepare the license renewal -- all those we thought
work together to provide an efficient mechanism by which we
would produce an application and one would be reviewed by
the Staff in an expeditious manner.

The resources that the NRC devotes to license
renewal above and beyond what they currently have schedule
have got to come from somewhere and we see them coming from
other programs that we would like to have reviewed and other
efforts that are ongoing within the agency, so it is very
important to us on both the NRC side and on the industry
side from a resource point of view.
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What to do with GALL? | think GALL is a good
product. We are not condemning the entire, the work that
has been done in there. | think our objective is to try and
capitalize on that review so that we don't have to expend as
many resources even in development of applications or in
review of applications, and use the information in GALL to
make that possible.

The thing we see in a number of cases are
additional requirements that the authors of GALL thought
were good ideas -- and we are not necessarily saying that
they are not good ideas -- we are saying they are ideas that
haven't been subjected to the scrutiny and review of the
regulatory process and we don't want to see them imposed on
the industry as new requirements.

I think in a lot of cases it is going to boil down
to how that is applied to the license review process.

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: | have not reviewed your
comments, detailed NEI comments, that you are summarizing
here. How voluminous were they? Were they a half inch
thick or an inch?

Do | detect the possibility that you and Mr.
Lochbaum are in agreement that perhaps this report -- the
comments having been analyzed of all parties might need to
be re-put out for public comment? What is the process?

We have had other things like 50.59 Reg Guides and
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the rule itself where we have gone through extended
processes, lots of public meetings, obviously the Revised
Reactor Oversight Process, putting that together.

We had lots of public meetings. Is this a place
where at this point focused public meetings would be useful
to go through some of the stuff?

MR. BEEDLE: Public meetings may be worthwhile.

I think subjecting the documents to additional
stakeholder review would be beneficial to all of us.

MR. WALTERS: |If | could just add, | think the
fundamental issue that is reported in the Inside NRC article
is really one of what is the expectation of the Staff when
an Applicant chooses to use GALL?

The meeting we had in November with the Staff was
very helpful in that regard, and what we thought we learned
is that in order to use a program evaluation in GALL or do
the match you have got to do -- if | am a license renewal
applicant, | have got to do an attribute evaluation, if you
will, of that program, put it next to the evaluation in GALL
and say do | match?

The example we used in the meetings -- suppose
GALL in that program evaluation says you do a walkdown every
week, but your walkdown is every other week.

Have you met what is in GALL? The answer is no.

So what that requires me to do as an Applicant is
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identify that in my application and then provide a
justification of why every other week is okay.

Conversely, if |1 do it daily, | can say | met
what's in GALL, so --

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: But why isn't that -- |
mean | am just from Missouri on this stuff.

Why isn't that okay? For efficiency we are
talking about there is a separate article in Inside NRC
about contractors and whether they have been brought up to
speed rapidly enough on Arkansas Nuclear Is and Hatch's
applications, et cetera, but part of the efficiencies in the
out-years is we are going to be relying on contractors, and
presumably, not to make policy judgments, not to make -- to
the extent that "more judgment is required” is one of the
quotes, you know, the quotes in the article suggest that you
all want the reviewer to have more ability to exercise
judgment.

That raises questions about our strategy that we
are going to rely more on contractors, because contractors
can definitely check boxes and say everything is okay here.
| hope they are not making judgements. They are not
supposed to be making judgments that go to the heart of
whether an applicant should be renewed.

MR. WALTERS: My response to that is what |
thought we were getting or what the industry thought we
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would get out of GALL is if it is an existing program, like
Section 11, that | am required to implement by regulation,
the conclusion that ought to be drawn in GALL is that GALL
evaluated it. It concluded that if you have a program that
is entitled "Section 11" --

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: You're off.

MR. WALTERS: You're done. The GALL evaluation
stands.

| equate it frankly to what was done in the
environmental area with Category 1 and Category 2 issues,
because Category 1 environmental impact, the conclusion is
the evaluation and the GIS applies to all licensees and the
licensee's obligation is only to identify new and
significant information.

We don't have that same kind of conclusion on a
generic evaluation, it seems to me, in GALL.

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: Maybe the nuances
whether --

MR. WALTERS: | understand.

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: -- whether to bring it
every 14 days as opposed to seven is new information.

The one other place where | sense a similarity
between NEI and Mr. Lochbaum is again based on Mr. Beedle's
separate recent letter with regard to the need for Part 54
to be adjusted -- or license renewal to be adjusted for
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50.69 if 50.69 goes forward.

I think you are coming at it slightly differently
but | think you are both saying you want a risk-informed
license renewal and your fear that you don't have it if you
don't amend Part 54.

Mr. Lochbaum fears you already have it but he is
just -- although he admits he doesn't have the answers to
all of his questions -- but it strikes me that you are both
asking for how complicated is license renewal going to be
for somebody who doesn't exist at the moment but who has
implemented Part 69 before he comes in for a license renewal
application, and you favor selective implementation and so
it would be Part 69 for some systems and not others, and Mr.
Lochbaum doesn't favor that and we'll see what happens.

That gets to his chart about how complicated it is
going to be, but are you -- I'll let David answer this
one -- do you sense some closeness there in wanting clarity
at least as to how license renewal interacts with
initiatives such as Part 50.69?

MR. LOCHBAUM: | can't speak for NEI but | think

more clarity would be helpful, I assume for all parties.

I don't think it is just for licensees who adopt
risk-informed special treatments before. It is also for
ones who have gotten your license application based on GALL,
in part on GALL, and you adopt it afterwards.
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The issue is germane irrespective of when the
license renewal application comes in, | think, or at least
it could be.
COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: | am not sure. | mean |
saw that in your thing, but I don't want to dominate the
discussion, but | am not sure -- | am less worried about
that, the case where it is adopted afterwards, because it is
now a license, it has a certain period, and we are just
looking at it, and so if they adopt 50.69 | don't quite see
that, but it could be. 1 better shut up though.
CHAIRMAN MESERVE: Commissioner Merrifield.
COMMISSIONER MERRIFIELD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Beedle, in terms of some of your comments
today, | know some of the concerns about where the Staff is
going on GALL have come to fruition as a result of
discussions we have had, some generic safety issues,
fatigue, GSI-190, and also ongoing issues associated with
cable aging in GSI-168, and you have gone into some degree
of detail about the concerns you have.
You like GALL but you have got some concerns about
the direction the Staff is going.
Do you have some specific recommendations about
methods the Commission can work with our Staff to improve
this process in order to get the outcomes that you would
like?
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MR. BEEDLE: Well, let me go back to a question
that Commissioner McGaffigan raised about the use of other
than your Staff to do the review.

If the intent is to utilize contractor support to
do the review of the license renewal process, then you need
*to provide those contractors with some guidelines on how to
go about that process of review.

Right now that GALL report is a fundamental
document that will be used by those contractors and that
means that the GALL Report has to be pretty clear as to its
use and the examples and requirements in there need to be
pretty faithful to the requirements that exist for the
plants today.

We can't allow the GALL -- and that is what our
big concern is -- that the GALL becomes a document that
drives the development of new regulations for the industry.

I think the answer to your question lies in the
faithfulness to the GALL to reflect the lessons learned and
to be faithful to the regulations that exist today.

COMMISSIONER MERRIFIELD: There is a careful
balance that | think Chris Grimes and his staff have tried
to achieve, and perhaps we'll go into this during new
testimony, and that is making sure that they continue to
process the license renewals in a timely manner that is
expected by the Commission and not put too many resources
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into the GALL that would take away from that balance.

That is certainly something we can continue to
consider.

| different area | think for me is some issues
learning from what we have done relative to Calvert Cliffs
and Oconee.

I think there is the impression of some that the
GALL Report wraps into all of the lessons that we have
learned from those two initial license renewal cases and as
a fact of the matter, it doesn't. It does incorporate some
of the lessons that we have learned and indeed our Standard
Review Plan also incorporates some of those as well.

Right now | think it is the Staff's intention, at
least | have been told that we are not going to have a
separate NUREG incorporating the Calvert Cliffs and lessons
learned from Oconee but instead we will be updating NRR
Office Letter 805 that will serve as that mechanism.

I guess the question | have coming out of this is
do you think that that will appropriately -- is that an
appropriate mechanism to be able to incorporate those things
for which we have learned about Calvert Cliffs and Oconee in
the process.

MR. BEEDLE: Well, | t