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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
9:30 a. m

CHAI RMVAN MESERVE: Good nor ni ng. On
behal f of the Conmi ssion, I'd like to welcone you to
today's briefing on the status of nuclear reactor
safety. This briefing is the second in the annual
series of briefings onthe status of the NRC s work in
various strategic arenas. We will this nmorning from
the representatives of the Ofice of Nucl ear Reactor
Regul ation and the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor
Regul atory Research and | al so see fromthe Regions
concerning the acconplishnents, future plans and
chal | enges rel ated t o nucl ear react or safety oversi ght
and regul ati on.

As | think everyone in the room knows,
this arena is the largest in the Agency in the terns
of the comm tnment of NRCstaff in budgetary resources.
It is also one, of course, that attracts the greatest
attention, publicly and within our Agency.

W very nmuch | ook forward to the briefing
this nmorning and why don't we get under way?

Dr. Travers?

DR. TRAVERS:. Thank you, Chairman, and
good norning. As you've indicated this is a broad

arena, the reactor safety arena, and we have staff
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representatives from a nunber of the offices that
you' ve i ndi cat ed. O course, Ellis is here from
Region 4. W intend to, as we have in the previous
briefing, focus on policy issues that are likely or
could cone before the Commi ssion in the com ng year.
| don't think any of the i ssues that we're going to be
tal king about today should be viewed as new
Certainly, they're ones in the muin that the
Conmi ssion is famliar with, but certainly ones that
are deserving of additional consideration we expect
during the on-comng year. They include initiatives
such as risk-informed initiatives, new reactor
| i censi ng, i nspection and assessnent program
effectiveness, materials engineering issues and
| i censing issues. Bill Kane is, of course, the
reactor safety arena manager and Bill is going to
i ntroduce the managenent teamthat is with us today.

MR.  KANE: Thank you, M. Chairnman,
Conmi ssi oners. Wth us at the table 1'd like to
i ntroduce Jon Johnson who is the Deputy Director of
the O fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation who will be
the main presenter. Ashok Thadani, to ny right,
Director of the Ofice of Research, who will also
present the presentation, and of course, Ellis

Merschoff fromRegion |IVwho w !l be hereto represent



all of our Regions.

VWiile this arena is the principal
responsibility of the Ofices represented at the
table, | would Iike to acknow edge t he broad spectrum
of support that we've received from other offices,
i ncluding the Ofice of I nvestigations, the Ofice of
Enf or cenent, |ncident Response Operations, Ofice of
General Counsel and the O fice of Human Resour ces, all
play a significant role in this arena, as well as
nunmer ous ot her support offices.

As requested by the Comm ssion, the
briefing is going to primarily cover policy issues
that the staff expects the Comm ssion will be engaged
in over the next year in this arena. The staff wll
address technical issues, comunications issues,
managenment of human capital andwi Il identify specific
chal | enges and policy issues, as | said we expect to
have before the Conmmission in the near future.

Al so, we' |l | recogni ze the specia
chal I enges that resulted fromthe events of Septenber
11, how we are responding to those inpacts and our
core progranms as well as future licensing. 1'd also
like to note that while | believe the staff reacted
effectively and conprehensively to the terrorist

events of Septenber 11th, we have continued to
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mai ntai n our enphasis on our inportant prograns. At
this point, Jon Johnson will continue the
presentation.

MR, JOHNSON: Thank you, Bill. Good
nor ni ng, Chai rman, Comm Sssioners. Simlar to the
recent materials arenabriefing, thisbriefingwll be
a revised format from our previous year and we'l]l
focus on policy issues for the Conm ssion and ot her
maj or chal |l enges for our staff.

Before | begin, | would also like to
acknow edge t he support that the O fice of NRRand t he
Regi ons have received fromthe Ofices of Research
| nvesti gati ons, | ncident Response, Enforcenent andthe
General Counsel in maintaining reactor safety and in
nmeeting the strategi c saf ety and perfornmance goal s for
t he key functions of |icensing, i nspection, assessnment
and inci dent response.

In addition, it would not be possible to
acconplish these core activities or begin any new
initiatives without the support of human resources,
adm ni stration and the chief information officer.

Could I have slide 2, please?

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. JOHNSON: Today's presentation wll

i nclude key policy issues and challenges related to
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the follow ng topics: risk informed initiatives.
These will include technical specifications and rul e
maki ng, new reactor |icensing. This wll include
di scussi on about schedul es and infrastructure.
| nspection and assessnment program effectiveness,
including SDP inprovenents; performance indicator
updat es.

W' ||l also discuss material engineering
i ssues such as stress corrosion cracking. W'IlIl also
di scuss licensing issues including power uprates,
i cense renewal and prioritization and other
chal | enges i ncl udi ng human capital .

Slide three, please.

(Slide change.)

VR, JOHNSON: The use of risk-inforned
concepts has becone a fundanental tool to aid and
improving facility technical specifications and the
NRC continues to evaluate risk inprovenents to the
current system of standard text specs.

Eight risk-informed initiatives to the
standard t ext specs have been proposed by the i ndustry
and are being discussed with the NRCstaff in a series
of public neetings and reviewed by the NRC as
consolidated line iteminprovenents. One proposal

m s-survei |l | ances*, has been approved by the staff and
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the review for two others should be conplete this
sunmer. The remai ni ng concepts are under devel opnent
and for two of these proposals which represent a
fundanmental change in approach, configuration risk
managenment and a use of a risk significant scope for
techni cal specifications, the staff plans to bring
these to the Conmm ssion for a policy decision perhaps
this fall.

A wide variety of rule makings are in
progress to make greater use of risk information.
These include a new 10 CFR 5069, so called Option 2
and changes to 10 CFR 5044 and 5046. The Conmmi ssion
has supported the staff in releasing draft rule
| anguage and this has served to foster enhanced
conmuni cations wi th our various stakehol ders.

The primary chal | enge for 5069 rul ermaki ng
is the dual nature of this effort. For exanple, the
rul e proposestoriskinformcertain special treatnent
requi rements. However, it maintains with sone | evel
of assurance the design basis function. That is,
defining what |evel of assurance is still necessary
considering the need to maintain the design basis for
| ow ri sk significant conponents.

W anti ci pate providing a proposedruleto

the Commi ssion by the mddle of this year
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The staff recently recei ved t he Comm ssi on
Staff Requirements Menorandum for 10 CFR 5044,
conbustible gas control, the first Option 3
rul emaki ng. W've received favorable ACRS
reconmendati on and we expect to forward the proposed
rule to the Conmmi ssion by April of this year.

Chal | enges exist for 5046, acceptance
criteriafor energency core cooling systens, Option 3,
and re-evaluating the technical basis and in the
unbundl i ng of technical issues.

SECY 133 was provi ded to t he Conmi ssionin
July  of this past year wth the staff's
recommendations for risk-infornmed changes to 5046.
We're presently awaiting the Comm ssion's policy
deci sion or feedback on this paper.

M. Thadani w |l now discuss the
ri sk-informed regul ation inplenentation plan, overal | .

DI RECTOR THADANI : Thank you, Jon. Good
nor ni ng. An updated and revised risk-informed
i mpl enent ati on pl an was provi ded to the Conmm ssi on on
Decenber 5, 2001. This plan provides for an
i ntegrated effort involvingall programoffices andis
consistent with the PRA policy statenent and the
strategic plan.

Maj or reactor arena activities, the plan
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i ncl udes, for exanple, 10 CFR Part 50 Options 2 and 3

and ot her initiatives such as techni cal specifications
and efforts to devel op standards.

The pl an provi des priorities of
activities, identifies necessary resources and tool s,
addresses how perfornmance-based approaches w Il be
integrated with risk-informed initiatives. The plan
alsoidentifiescritical pathitens and cross-cutting
i ssues.

There are significant policy and techni cal
i ssues enbodi ed there. Some of the exanples are the
quality PRA, for exanple, the role of standards and
the NEI peer review guidance. We're planning a
regul atory guide that we'll submit to the Conm ssion
integrating arole of peer reviews as well as therole
of standards in an integral fashion.

VW' re goi ng to have a st akehol der neeti ng
on February 5th, followed by a neeting with the
Advi sory Conmittee on February 7th, and we expect to
provi de a paper to the Comm ssion at the end of March
of this year

There remains a continuing challenge in
ri sk-informed regul ation. And that is really to
ensure that our focus is not just on unnecessary

burden reduction but also to be seeking for areas
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where safety can be enhanced.

There are a nunmber of issues, sone
sensitive issues or policy-rel atedissues, but we have
been keepi ng the Comm ssion inforned i n seeking your
gui dance on a periodic basis through various SECY
papers.

Back to Jon.

MR, JOHNSON: Thank you, Ashok.

Slide 4, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR, JOHNSON: In response to the
Conmi ssi on' s request, we' ve provi ded t he Conmi ssionin
Oct ober of Jlast year our future |icensing and
i nspection readi ness assessnent. Thi s assessnent
identified several activities that may need to be
performed in support of new reactor |icensing.

One of our greatest challenges is the
uncertainty of plans of potential applicants. Since
Cct ober, several changes to industry schedul es have
occurred, maeking it sonewhat of a challenge for our
staff to prioritize our work.

The preapplication reviews of AP1000 and
t he pebbl e bed nodul ar reactors conti nue.
West i nghouse has reaffirned its intention to submt

t he AP1000 design certification application in March
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or April of this year. Exel on has slipped their
pl anned application for an early site permt by six
nonths and slipped a conbined operating |icense
application by one year.

I naddi tion, General Atom cs has requested
t hat we prepare to begin the pre-application revi ew of
their GTMHR i n 2002 whi ch we had not planned to begin
until next year.

These and other simlar changes are
expected to conti nue as i ndustry makes deci si ons about
new reactor licensing. We will continue to evaluate
and reallocate our resources using the normal PBPM
process to work on future licensing activities with
t he highest priority to assure our readiness.

As di scussed i n our readi ness assessnent,
while the <current regulatory infrastructure is
adequate to conduct new reactor licensing, there are
several inprovenents that can be nade. 1In addition
i ndustry has identified several areas that, if
resol ved, coul d reduce unnecessary regul atory burden
and nake the licensing process nore efficient and
ef fective. W plan to engage the Comm ssion for
policy decisions on several of these regulatory
infrastructure issues. As an exanple, some of the

policy issues we've identifiedand when they shoul d be



14

at the Commi ssion include the following: Exelon's
regul atory licensing approach, the first quarter of
2002; the legal and financial issues associated with
nodul ar reactors in nerchant plants in June of this
year.

W expect to provide the Comm ssion a
paper on progranmatic | TACin April of 2002. This is
the I nspections Tests and Acceptance Criteria for
progranmati c i ssues.

W also plan in April of this year to
propose a revision to part 52 including petitions on
t he use of existingsiteor facility information. And
in April of next year we plan to provide the policy
i ssues fromthe pre-application review of the pebble
bed nodul ar reactors.

In addition, NEI plans to propose in the
second quarter of this year a whole new alternative
regul atory franmework for advance reactor designs.

Qur readi ness assessnent has al so
identified technical areas where the Agency has
limted expert niece in sone of the disciplines
necessary to conduct the newreactor |icensingissues.

These i nclude gas reactor technol ogy, high
tenperature materials, new fuel designs, also the

geotechnical areas for the site safety reviews and
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nearly all areas of site environnental reviews.

We believe we can retain many of these
skills through technical assistance contracts in the
short term but our long-term strategy will be to
devel op our own staff necessary to conduct the revi ews
I n- house.

To assist in our challenge we have engaged
in a nunber of activities with the Departnent of
Energy, as well as with other countries with the use
of technical information exchanges and wor kshops.
These outreaches have included countries such as
Ger many, Japan, China, South Africa and the United
Ki ngdomas wel | as i nternational organi zati ons such as
OECD and the | AEA. W believe that these have been
very helpful in identifying technical issues and
resource needs to support our readiness for new
reactor |icensing.

Slide 5.

(Slide change.)

MR. JOHNSON: As the Conmi ssion is aware,
key features of the reactor oversight process incl ude
a risk-significance determination to evaluate
inspection findings as well as |icensee reported
per formance i ndi cator informati on. These i nprovenents

were developed in response to staff assessnents,
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st akehol der comments and Conm ssion direction.

We believe that the SDP, in general, has
been successful. W certainly have chal | enges. W' ve
conpl eted alnobst two years of use of these and are
continuing to make inprovenents in the SDP tools.
W' ve been chal | enged by the dual concepts of having
an efficient and broad use of workbooks by a |arge
nunber of resident and regi on-based i nspectors. These
are the so-cal | ed Phase 2 not ebooks. And al so, use of
nore sophisticated risk calculations conducted by
smal | nunber of risk specialists, two in each region
and Headquarters. We're actively engaging in
listening to internal and external stakeholders, to
reassess our options to accel erate these i nprovenents
in the use of these tools.

W appreciate these differing views
because they will help us to achieve nore effective
tools. W al so understand the Conm ssion m ght have
addi ti onal guidance for us in this area.

This sumrer, the staff and industry are
pl anning to begin a pilot programfor the potential
repl acement of the safety system unavailability and
reliability performance indicators. This pilot
program consists of revi sing four current

unavail ability Pl's and addi ng four newreliability Pls
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for the four mtigating safety systens. |n addition,
the staff is proposing to add two new mtigating
safety systenms. These are servi ce wat er and conponent
cool i ng wat er, To address issues encountered with
cascadi ng support system unavail ability.

The purpose of these inprovenents being
pilotedisto providefor norerisk-infornedtreatnent
of unavailability and reliability in a manner
consi stent anong the ROP, the maintenance rule, PRA
use and NPO and WANO performance indicators.

The pil ot programw Il run approximtely
6 nonths for data collection, followed by an
additional tinme for analysis.

A workshop is planned for June of this
year with pilot plants and NRC representatives to
finalize the details.

The staff wll rmintain stakehol der
interface through periodic public neetings with the
ROP i ndustry wor ki ng group.

The second annual Agency Action Review
Meeting is scheduled for early April of this year in
the Washington, D.C. area. This neeting |ed by the
Executive Director for Operations, provides an
opportunity for senior Agency managers to confirmor

nodi fy Agency's actions taken in plan to address
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i ndi vidual facility performance.

Two other key elenments include a
di scussion of broad industry trends and any plan
changes to the ROP as aresult of | essons | earned from
i mpl enent ati on such as a sel f-assessnment of the SDP
t ool s.

A Commi ssion briefing on the AARMresults
is scheduled for May 1 of this year.

Slide 6.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. JOHNSON: The industry and the NRC
staff have had a nunmber of chal | enges i n t he past year
related to stress corrosion cracking. These have
i ncl uded, as an exanpl e, the Oconee control rod drive
mechani sm nozzles and other issues. W issued a
bulletin in August of this past year to address
control rod drive nechani sm nozzle cracking. The
staff has recently conpleted an action plan to guide
the resolution of the cracking of vessel head
penetration nozzl es.

In the short term plants are perform ng
nore effective inspections of the piping. The staff
is closely nonitoring these inspection activities and
val i dating the i nspecti on net hods used to ensure t hey

provi de neani ngful information on the condition of
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these critical conponents.

The Comm ssion was kept informed of the
potential need to i ssue orders, however, we were able
to resol ve these concerns.

W are prepared to address the technical
i ssues and nmuch the sane as before, we will keep the

Conmmi ssi on i nf or med.

In the longer term sonme plants will be
replacing reactor vessel heads. The new reactor
vessel heads will use inproved designs and enhance

materials that are nore resistant to cracking and
licensees will manage the cracking through nore
effective inspections.

The O fice of Research is devel oping
additional data related to crack growh related to
critical materials. Research supports international
studies such as the Halden Reactor Project which
involves material or radiation to evaluate any
resulting naterial degradation.

Research is al so i nvol ved in cooperative
studies with DOE and EPRI on this topic as well as the
Materials Reliability Project and t he BWR Vessel and
I nternal s Project.

These efforts not only evaluate the

current issues, but they're also forward | ookingin an
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effort to anticipate material issues of the future.

Long-termresol uti on of stress corrosion
cracking may be addressed through a conbi nation of
industry initiatives and changes to the ASME code
i nspection requirenents. Utinmtely, the Conm ssion
may be engaged in rule making to 10 CFR 5055A.

Several reports are being prepared by our
staff; one to describe to licensee response to the
bull etin, another to describe the inspection results
and a third report regarding the staff's overal
techni cal assessnent. This later report is expected
this sunmer.

M. Thadani wll now discuss issues
regardi ng reactor vessel pressurized thermal shock.

DI RECTOR THADANI : Thanks, Jon. As Jon
noted, Research is actively engaged in various
phenonena that challenge the integrity of wvarious
conponents both fromshort termpoint of viewas well
as fromlong term perspecti ve.

| just want to briefly describe one
el ement of our effort that relates to the pressurized
t hermal shock issue. As you well know, pressurized
thermal shock has 1long been recoghized as a
potentially significant challengeto pressurized water

reactor vessel integrity. Aging of the reactor
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pressure vessel leads to a reduction in the fracture
sof t ness properties of reactor pressure material s, due
to neutron irradiation and the thermal environnment.
This contributes to an increase in risk of reactor
pressure vessel failure, if a severe pressurized
t hermal shock event were to occur at the PARfacility.

For nost pressurized wat er reactor pl ants,
the current license plant Iife of 40 years will not be
an issue fromthe PTS perspective, fromplant life
extension to an additional 20 years. Sone plants may
be constrained by their ability to neet pressurized
t hermal shock requirenents that are enbodied in 5061
of our regul ations.

One of the objectives of the pressurized
t hermal shock research is to ascertain whether the PTS
regul ati on shoul d be revi sed using current know edge
of fracture nmechanics, thermal hydraulics and risk
i nsights which may allow | ife extension to 60 years
wi t hout the need for any actions such as anneal i ng of
reactor pressure vessel.

Prelimnary i nt egrated eval uati ons
conducted on one plant so far indicate the potenti al
for relaxation of the current requirenents wi t hout any
concern for increased risk

We planto apply this methodol ogy tothree
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additional pilot plants before finalizing our
techni cal basis for a revised rule.

As part of this effort, a key policy issue
for the Comm ssion could be the potential use of an
explicit risk netric, that is, the frequency of a
t hrough wal I crack in a reactor pressure vessel as an
option, in the proposed revised rule. W expect the
staff to request Comm ssion guidance on this matter
during this fall, after we have conpleted the
eval uations of three other pilot plants.

Jon?

MR, JOHNSON: Thank you Ashok. Slide 7.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. JOHNSON: The Commi ssi on has i nf or ned
us that power uprate |license anendnents are of high
interest and requested us to keep you informed of
significant develops in this area. You challenge us
to become nore effective in our efforts, while
mai ntai ni ng the high quality of our safety reviews.

W' ve conpleted 22 power uprate |icense
anmendnents during calendar year 2001 including 5
ext ended power uprates. W' ve undertaken efforts to
streanl i ne the neasurenment uncertainty power uprate
reviews. These are the small ones.

A regulatory issue sunmary has been
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devel oped t o provi de specific guidanceto the industry
on the content of these nmeasurenment uncertainty
anmendnent applications. Qur expectationis that this
gui dance, if followed, should shorten the NRC revi ew
time for amendnent applications by 2 to 3 nonths. It
currently takes us about 8 nonths.

A simlar effort to streamine the
ext ended power uprate reviews is planned, beginning
with a public workshop in March of 2002.

Currently, 11 power uprate anendnents,
i ncluding 4 extended power uprates are under staff
revi ew.

The NRC s programfor conducting |icense
renewal s continues to be of high interest to the
Conmmi ssion. Inlast year's Comm ssion briefingonthe
nucl ear react or safety arena, the Chairnman ren nded us
t hat performance goals and |icense renewal were of
si ngul ar i nportance and t hat we shoul d promptly notify
t he Comm ssionif our budget assunpti ons and r esources
wer e not adequate to achi eve strategic plan goals of
conducting high quality reviews in 25 nonths w t hout
a heari ng.

To date, we've conpleted four |icense
renewal s. These revi ews were conpl et ed bet ween 23 and

17 nonths. Currently, there are six |icense renewal
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applications under staff review.

The next decision on license renewal
shoul d be Turkey Point, whichis currently on schedul e
for this summer. Wth the conpl etion of Turkey Poi nt
review, we will have conpl eted revi ews on each of the
maj or NSSS vendors, Conbusti on Engi neering, Babcock &
W cox, General Electric and Westinghouse. And we
pl an to request the Comm ssi on authorize the Director
of NRRto approve futurelicense renewal applications,
while keeping the Conmission informed of any
significant issues requiring policy decisions.

W' ve issued generic guidance to assi st
NRC and future applicants in inproving effectiveness
and efficiency of their reviews. W' ve al so conpl eted
an denonstration project with industry to pilot the
use of generic guidance. The first applicant we
expect to fully use this guidance and see significant
efficiency gains is Fort Cal houn, the application for
whi ch was just received on January 11th.

One of the challenges we face in our
licensing review activities is how to address
potential initiatives that continue to remain a | ow
priority fromthe perspective of PBPMreview These
give the potential, if acconplished, to provide

additional efficiencies to our staff. One exanple of
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such a work itemis updating of the standard review
plan. W're currently reexam ning this chall enge.

Slide 8.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. JOHNSON: Response to Septenber 11th
attack has been a significant chall enge to the Agency
and has required a tremendous anount of nanagenent and
staff time. The Regions, as well as Headquarters
staff, are continuing to experience the significant
chal I enge in conducting baseline inspections and in
respondi ng to correspondence and public neetings.

Certain inspection and energency plan
exerci ses have had to be postponed and a significant
amount of unpl anned resources have had to be expended
to respond to Congressional, State and | ocal officials
as well as nenbers of the public. The Comm ssion has
also had an active role in several of these
activities. The staff has also been challenged to
rel ook at informati on that is released to
st akehol ders. This involves a special effort to
reevaluate the information on our website and that
which is made publicly available in ADAMS. W are
coordinating with the EDO and ot her offices to assure
consi stent approach. W' ve al ready had sone | i censi ng

matters affected. Exanpl es include daily event



26

informati on and the |icense renewal proceedings.
We just recently received the Conm ssion policy
directive in the SRM on these matters and we wl|
i mpl ement this directive.

| would like to end by sayi ng that perhaps
our biggest challenge is in human capital,

specifically recruiting, hiring, developing and

retaining our staff. W are committed to a high
quality, diverse workforce. The Regions and
Headquarters all share this challenge and we're

working aggressively with the Ofice of Human
Resources to neet this challenge. As an exanple, in
the Ofice of NRRthis year, our staff estinates that
we need to hire about 90 new staff to nmeet our
obligations. This is a trenmendous chall enge.

W' ve i npl ement ed a nunber of initiatives
to i nprove our managenent and | eadership of the staff.
The NRR executive and | eadership teans and operati ng
| evel have mmde investnents in work planning and
recruiting for the future with the reactor safety
intern program Additionally, one of our divisions
has taken the initiative to reorganize to inprove
efficiency and effectiveness, elimnating one SES
position and adding a first |line supervisory position

to provide nore access to our staff. But these
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initiatives and others take an investnment. W need
t he support of the Comm ssionto allowoffices totake
sone resources to invest in future efficiencies in
order to continue the momentumin this regard.

Ashok will al so discuss sonme chall enges
fromthe O fice of Research.

Dl RECTOR THADANI : Thanks, Jon. The
recent eval uati on of research programand di rection by
t he Advisory Committee in Reactor Safeguards and the
expert panel have identified many chal |l enges for usto
ensure that we have the tools to deal with current
chal | enges as well as prepare the Agency for tinely
addressing of inportant safety issues that we are
likely to face in the future, for exanple, fromthe
use of new technology many industry initiatives

regarding operating reactors and plants for new

desi gns.

Qur efforts are directed towards
recruitment and rmaintenance of in-house quote
technical conmpetence as well as donestic and

i nternational cooperation to devel op the necessary
dat abase t o support our nodel s that we use that assi st
us in our safety deci sions.

Wiile the cooperation inproves our

under st andi ng of issues and all ows us to | everage our
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sources, sonetinmes this cooperation can create del ays
and generation of data of interest to us.

As Jon noted, we are continuing to face
significant challenges inour recruitnment efforts and
mai ntaining the key conpetence that | think is
essential for our office and thus, these challenges
require continual attention on our part and
i nteraction with the Conm ssion, but | do appreciate
t he support that you have given us to hel p address
many of these chall enges that have been recognized
that we need to deal wth.

Next, Bill Kane will discuss additional
speci fic chal |l enges.

Bill?

MR. KANE: Next slide.

(Slide change.)

MR.  KANE: I"d like to talk about two
ot her chal |l enges that we have that cut across really
all of the arenas. These are under the | eadership of
Dr. Congel in the Ofice of Enforcenent, but include
partici pation again of any of the other offices and
t he Regions as well.

First is the discrimnation task force
activity which againis anmgjor policy issuethat wll

be com ng before the Commi ssion. The policy issueis
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whet her and howto revi se the Agency's enforcenent of
| i censee enpl oynent di scrim nation violations under 10
CFR 50. 7.

The chal | enges there are the rol es of NRC
and the Departnent of Labor in this area, the
mai nt enance of a safety conscious work environment,
which is, of course, in the reactor arena is a major
cross-cutting i ssueinthe reactor oversight process,
and then actions as rel ated to i ndi vidual s and heari ng
rights. At the Comm ssion's direction, we're also
exploring the use of alternate dispute resolution in
this area. W expect to have a paper before the
Conmi ssion the first half of this year dealing with
this issue.

The second issue that I'Il discuss is the
alternate dispute resolution. That's a policy issue
agai n as to whet her and howto use ADR i n the Agency's
enforcenent policy. Wuat is ADR? It's a termthat
refers to voluntary processes, for exanpl e, nmedi ation

facilitationarbitrati on. Federal Regi ster notice was

i ssued i n Decenber. The comment period, | believeis
just about expired, if it hasn't and we would offer
that there are a nunber of issues in this area that
are very i mportant such as confidentiality, of course,

t he Agency' s four goals and i nfrastructure on howthis
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woul d be carried out.

The schedule for that will be April of
this year com ng to the Comm ssion.

Slide 10.

(Slide change.)

MR. KANE: Summary. 1'd like to capture,
again, if | can in an overview, a summary of the
i ssues. First of all, let me say that | believe and

we all believe that the four goals of the Agency
obviously are intact and guide us in the conduct of
our business: mai ntain safety, increase public
confidence, increase effectiveness and effici ency, and
reduce unnecessary regul at ory burden. These goal s, of
course, are very inmportant to us. They guide us on
how we go about utilizing EDPM to manage our work,
establish priorities and we'll certainly continue to
do that.

Under technical issues, the first and we
are certainly a technical agency and we have the
chal | enges that have been laid out here today, many
materi al issues that the staff has been dealing with,
going forward. The safeguards interface wll
certainly be achallenge that we will continueto work
wi th going forward. Conmuni cations issues are goi ng

to be a significant challenge for us in terns of



31

expl anation of events, in terns of risk associated
with events, comunications, as the Conm ssion has
tal ked to us before on this issue.

The events of 9-11 have put a significant
chal l enge on the staff internms of conmuni cations with
Congress, with State and |ocal officials and other
groups that have asked us to cone. W' ve had to be
judicious in our application of -- of course, we
obvi ously have supported Congress, State and | ocal
officials and we have had to make some decisions in
ternms of where we spend t he resources, as we have gone
beyond t hat.

The Ofice of Honeland Security, of
course, is an organi zation that is newand will be an
organi zation that we wi I | have consi derabl einterfaces
with, particularly the Incident Response Organi zati on
who we |look to to interface with Ofice of Honel and
Security, but there are a nunmber of policy issues as
" msure you' ve al ready appreci ated that have -- that
they are working very inportant issues such as
vertical conmunications, horizontal conmunications,
threat classification, control of correspondence and
so each of these are being worked by the staff and
these will continue to conme to the Conm ssion for your

review and input back into Ofice of Honeland
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Security.

Under human capital and it's third on the
list, but only because | wanted to end up there, it is
so inportant to us going forward. | think you've
heard sonme of the i ssues, maintainingawell-qualified
and diverse staff is extrenely inportant to us. W
are doing, | think, well, in terns of entry |evel
hiring at the 13, GS-13 level, continues to be a
chal I enge that the staff is working very hard on. And
finally, the devel opnment of our staff who will be our
future leaders. And it's inportant that we devote,
along with everything el se that we're dealing with in
this area, that we devote the tinme and the effort.
It's soinportant to devel op our staff for the future.

DR. TRAVERS: That conpletes our
presentation, M. Chairman. | just would note very
quickly that as you've heard, there's really no
shortage of challenges that we face in this arena.
It's a rather broad arena, particularly as Bill has
noted in light of 9-11 and the chal | enges that we have
novi ng forward, keeping the initiatives that we do
have in place on track, noving forward in the right
direction is going to continue to be a challenge for
us, but we think we're up to it and we certainly

appreciate the opportunity to give you a briefing
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t oday.

One factoid that | mght nmention and we
talked alittle bit about power uprates today and your
direction to us to keep this as a very high priority
i ssue, thus far, 3200 negawatts of electricity have
been attendant to the fl eet of exi sting power reactors
as a result of power uprates that have al ready been
approved and anot her 800 or so negawatts of additi onal
el ectrical power are under review by the staff.

And with that, 1'd |ike to conclude our
presentation.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Thank you very nmuch for
the sweeping briefing. Let ne say on behalf of the
Comm ssi on how much we appreciate all of the effort
that you have put in. | know that 9-11 created
burdens that were on top of all of the other things
that we do, all of which are inportant to us. And we
very much appreciate the extra effort that the staff
has put in over a difficult period.

Let me say that also |l aminthis briefing
really brought honme to nme in a way that perhaps it
hadn't before is just the incredible range of
activities that you have underway. It really is a
truly inpressive array that you' ve presented to us.

You obviously, as you've indicated there are an
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abundance of challenges that are in front of us, but
your aggressiveness with which you are approaching
them and the way in which you are sort of
systematically working through in a wide variety of
areas is really truly inpressive.

Thank you very nuch

MR, JOHNSON: Thank you.

CHAl RVAN MESERVE: M. Merrifield, you are
first.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Thank you, M.
Chai rman, and | do want to start off by saying that |
heartily agree with your conments. It brings to m nd
how fortunate we are to have what | believe is a

wor kf orce that is not exceeded by any in the Federal

Gover nnment .

|'ve got four areas that | want to get
into and | want to nove through these relatively
qui ckly. In the briefing slides, there was a

di scussion regarding the programmatic |ITACs and a
notion that we'll be receiving a paper in the spring
relative tothose and |' mwondering if you can previ ew
for us howthat effort is going. Have we been able to
narrow the gap between ourselves and sonme of the
concerns voi ced by those outside of the Agency? And

are there some specific policy issues that you
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per cei ve maybe brought before t he Comm ssi on when t hat
paper cones to us.

MR. JOHNSON: Yes, there's two kinds of
policy issues. One is with progranmatic | TAC, this
i ssue basically involves procedures and prograrns,
operational procedures and prograns and the question
is the extent to which these prograns and procedures
have to be revi ewed and approved by our staff prior to
a plant being able to operate.

Certainly, we believe that t hese
procedures have to be in place, sotheissuereallyis
a question of the staff and historically in our
previ ous net hod of |icensing a plant, we woul d conduct
pre-inspections, sendingindividual staff nenbers out,
conducting inspections in terms of [|ooking at
procedures and so forth. What we're trying to do is
put some bounds on this to make this nore reliabl e and
predi ct abl e.

Jim Lyons is here and he can answer
probably any specific question about where we're --
there you are.

There's anot her issue related to regul ar
| TACs, the technical ITACs and that was recently
rai sed again in ternms of what would take probably a

t hreshol d to reopen these after they' ve been i nspect ed
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and agreed to by the staff, if any new additional
information i s brought al ong.

Jim can you address any questions about
how we're closing the gap with the industry on
programmatic | TAC?

MR.  LYONS: Jim Lyons from NRR Ve
continue to work with the industry. W've had recent
nmeeti ngs on the | TAC verification programas Jon was
sayi ng. W're in the process of preparing the
di scussi on.

| don't know if we've really cone nuch
closer to the industry on the actual resolution of
programmatic I TAC. | think the staff still believes
t hat we need sone sort of programmatic | TAC. |ndustry
does not. So we're still working through that.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  So t he paper to
t he Comm ssion will be an action-forcing nmechani smin
t hat regard?

MR LYONS: Yes.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  Thank you. We
had received an update a few nonths ago about our
efforts inregards to newreactor |icensing and a | ot
of the activities associated with that. At the tine
there was, and | don't want to put a pejorative on

this, but there seened to be sone di sconnect between
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t he nyri ad of things that we thought we'd be facing as
an Agency and perhaps slightly different or different
time lists that was provided to us by NEI and its
menbers.

Do you feel at this point that the
conmuni cat i on bet ween our sel ves and NEI i s appropriate
at this point sothat their tinetableis reflective of
the resources that we're dedicating to it? And in
particular, arewe inthe right place relative to what
appears to be three licensees that are going to be
undertaking an effort relative to part 527

MR. JOHNSON: | think we have very good
conmuni cations. W have regular neetings with the
i ndustry. As you know, we have established a speci al
organi zation to respond to these concerns and to
conduct these communications. We have project
manager s assi gned to each of the maj or projects and we
bel i eve we have t he resources devoted t o be ready when
needed.

COWM SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: | di d conme away
alittlebit with that i npression|ast time around and
|"mglad to hear that the communication is good. The
poi nt for asking the question is that obviously from
a budgetary standpoi nt the Conm ssion has got to nmake

t he right decisions and gi ven t he bounds t hat we have
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on these dollars, obviously, we all ought to be
putting themwhere they' re going to have t he best bang
for the buck so to speak.

One of the things in the discussion of
risk-informed initiatives in some of the briefing
t opi cs. W' ve had discussions before about the
possibility for risk-based performance i ndi cators and
| " mwondering what the current status is relative to
that and briefly, if you could also touch on
di scussi on between oursel ves, WANO and | NPO about - -
the |icensees frequently conpl ain about they have to
three different sets of books on performance
i ndicators. Are we nmaking any strides in convincing
WANO and I NPO to cone our direction or not?

MR. JOHNSON: We' re maki ng progress on al |
using the same definition of unavailability. As I
i ndi cated, one of the attenpts to inprove this is to
come up with a reliability indicator. As you know,
one of the issues is well, in ternms of risk, the
equi pnent, the safety equi pnment availability is one
part of the equation and the reliability is the other
part. And so we have sone i ssues with out-of-service
time. |If a piece of equipnent is found out of service
on a surveillance, as an exanple, we have to go back

and estimate howlong it's been out of service and the
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pilot program that we're starting now with the
industry will attenpt to resol ve that issue by using
the reliability.

In terms of risk-based efforts, Ashok
coul d probably address some of the research efforts
t hat are on-goi ng.

DI RECTOR THADANI :  Just to pick up on the
poi nt that Jon was naki ng, as you know, we have effort
under way totry to bring better risk focus to vari ous
i nspection activities and i nspection findings and as
you note, the performance i ndicators sort of round out
the informati on base that the Agency gets for its
deci si on.

There are sone issues there. An issue
that is continuing to be an i ssue and i s bei ng debat ed
has to do with if one goes forward with an expanded
set of performance i ndicators using risk information,
what is the ultimte benefit of that? And how coul d
t hat i npact t he scope of inspection activities? Could
it reduce the level of inspection? And this is an
area that we're continuing to work on and in fact, NRR
and Research are working on with the industry and
we' ve taken what | would call part of the state in
that direction by the four systens that Jon tal ked

about, trying to make sure we have consistent
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statenents about what do we really nmean by
unavail abilities and so on. But in terns of

full -fl edged application of risk-based performance
indicators, there are still some issues that need
wor Ki ng.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: I nthe i ssue of,
the fact that |licensees have -- I'mgoing off of the
ri sk-based, but the issue of having three different
sets of indicators that the |icensees have to deal
with relative to ourselves, WANO and INPO, | know
t her e have been previ ous di scussions on that. Wat's
t he status?

MR JOHNSON: That's included with the
pil ot program and the workshops. We're having a
nunber of neetings and we're making significant
progress on that. W want to have the sane definition
of wunavailability for the oversight program the
mai nt enance rul e program when we do ri sk cal cul ati ons
and to conduct interfaces with WANO and | NPO.

DI RECTOR THADANI :  Conmi ssi oner, | woul d
just add that that is really an inportant issue
because until this agreement was reached, the i ndustry
had to keep different sets of books, so to speak, for
data and its use and that didn't make nuch sense.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: I"m going to
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| eave to others in the Conm ssion questions regarding
t he signi ficance determ nati on process which | i magi ne
will come. | do want to just sort of lay on the table
that | do support efforts to accel erate the Phase |
not ebooks and SPAR nodels and I'l| | eave that just as
a comrent that you don't need to get into.

| was pleased to hear some of your
comments rel ative to power uprates. One of the things
that had been identified earlier was the fact that we
were taking as long to do the uprate reviews on
| eading edge flow neters as we were on nuch nore
significant power uprates and |' mpl eased to see t hat
you had nore focus on that and apparently that wl|l
resolve inanore risk-informed way the timng of sonme
of our reviews.

| di d have a questi on. W have obvi ously,
we had engaged previously with General Electric on
I ssues associated with extended uprates and that is
resulting in, as was nentioned, | think five that we
currently have before us right now.

Where are we rel ative to t he Westi nghouse
effort that mrrors that and our engagement on
extended uprates relative to those reactors?

MR, JOHNSON: Let's see, we have John

Zwol i nski here. John, would you like to --
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MR, ZWOLI NSKI : This is John Zwol i nski

Conmi ssi oner, we have net wi th Westi nghouse, but we're
really in our infancy as far as Westinghouse
conmitting to provide a generic topical report and
we're continuing that dialogue and do not have a
report to review as yet.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD:  That's one, |
think, from ny part obviously it could result in
significant resource inplications, if that were to be
foll owed through which is obviously an inportant
policy consideration, so further updates on that, |
t hi nk, woul d be hel pful.

Finally, | just want to nmake sort of two

comments. One of themgoes to the discrimnationtask

force which Bill Kane spoke to at the end of the
present ati on. This is one and | know other
Conmi ssi oners have done this as well, I've net with
the task force. | nmet with stakehol ders who have

significant interest inthis fromthe interest of the
allegers. 1've net with |icensees who obvi ously have
signi fi cant concerns.

| have to say | was struck in the neetings
that | had that the difference between those who
support the allegers and licensees, the difference

between themis narrower than the difference between
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our staff and what was provided in the discrimnation
task force and those fol ks, which struck ne as rather
i ncongruous to the extent that they can go out and
perhaps cut a deal that we can't.

And so | would, when that cones to us
| ater oninthe spring, | hope that the task force has
had an opportunity to refl ect on the vari ous coments
it has gotten. And | do want to say there is a
significant anount of effort that they' ve undertaken.
| want to conplinment both Bill Borchard and Frank
Congel and all the nmenbers of the task force for a | ot
of hard work and | think it was a sincere effort that
went into that. But | do think that as they cone
forward to us at the end of the day, we are going to
have to engage inalittle bit nore outside of the box
t hi nki ng and expand our borders sonewhat if we areto
comeupwith, I think, aresolutiontothe significant
di fferences between the people that we regul ate and
t he peopl e that we protect in that respect and if you

want to make a comment, you're wel cone to, but | don't

DR. TRAVERS: 1'Ill nake one and then I'1|
let Bill. | think the task force is doing an
outstanding job in handling a very conplex and

difficult i ssue. As we've indicated to the
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Conm ssi on, however, the managenent team expects to
take that report, further evaluate it from a
managenent perspective staff managenent's perspecti ve,
and provi de the Comm ssion perhaps, hopefully, with
t hat additional thinking that you would expect in a
managenment revi ew of that as an inportant element in
our roll up of this issue that ultimtely, of course,
the Commi ssion will have before it for policy

MR. KANE: That's pretty nuch what | was
goi ng to say.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: And again, |
don't want this to be taken the wong way. | do again
conplinment all the people involved for significant
efforts, and our |icensees and other affected parties
who are involved with this. But | think if we are
resolve what is avery difficult issuein avariety of
factors, we're going to have to put a lot of hard

t hought into it.

Final comment, | want to direct to the
staff and the Chairman as well, we've gone back and
forth on these presentations -- | thank the staff for
a very useful presentation. I know a trenendous

amount of work goes in to preparing for these. W
have gone back and forth previously about slides and

so forth. Wthout castigating anyone, | found it
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somewhat difficult, | had a variety of questions that
| had prepared even based on sone of the nore detail ed
backup slides that the staff had given us. Many of
t hose questions | had to sort of throwout the w ndow,
given the fact that you filled in a lot of the bl anks
and | think internms of preparing for these neetings,
M. Chairman, we as a group, should engage nore to
make sure that we're getting as much of this
informati on up front sothat in getting the questions,
really get sonme issues on the table, | think the five
of us shouldn't be needl essly exploring in areas that
are obvi ously going to be covered by the presentati on.

Thank you, M Chairman

CHAI RMAN MESERVE: Let me say that the
structuring of the arena briefings this year is
obviously an experinent to try to take us away from
the sort of the past history, which was sort of an
exam nation of alot of acconplishments, nost of which
we know about or have read to try to have a revel ati on
of sone of the policy issues and matters that are
goi ng to be pendi ng before the Comm ssion and this is
obviously a work in progress and we can continue to
work with this and inprove the utility of these
nmeeti ngs.

| have a couple of questions. I
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appreci ate the conments that Jon had nade about the
i mportance of maintaining our progress on |icense
renewal . As | |ook at the statistics, we may have as
many as 15 license renewal applications that are
pendi ng simultaneously in fiscal year 2003. And |
just wanted to inquire as to whether you have the
resources and the capacity to be able to handl e al | of
t hat .

MR, JOHNSON: First of all, | think the
answer should be yes. | think it is yes. Chris
Gimes has done a trenendous job setting up a
framework for future license renewals. The |icense
renewal staff project managers, use of mlestones,
there's a lot of good nanagenent techniques being
used. We have significant amount of effort goinginto
pl anni ng and budgeti ng and we neet frequently with the
| i censee representatives.

W had quite a fewsurprises. | would say
| ast year and the nunber of surprises has al nost
dwi ndl ed down. Li censees feel they can submt
information in confidence to us and we plan for that
and call it unannounced and we keep a line itemfor
t hat w thout announcing the nane of the facility if
t hey choose so.

W have resources pl anned and budget ed f or
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these activities and we do expect to realize the 30
percent efficiencies that we had pl anned a year ago.
Thi s amount of efficiencies will go over a couple of
years. As | indicated, the first plant that we expect
to really nmake use of GALL and the denopnstration
project is Fort Cal houn and we j ust received that, but
our planis to use | esser nunber of resources on those
future applications. W think we're in good shape.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Let me agai n urge you,
i f you sense at any tinme this is going off the track
to make sure you keep the Conmi ssion fully infornmed
and we want to be available to help you.

MR, JOHNSON: Yes sir.

MR. KANE: | wanted to follow up on Jon's
comment and one he closed with. | think in order to
gain some of these efficiencies that we're talking
about, we're going to have to i nvest sone resources in
| earning how to achieve these and so when we cone
forward with our budgets, you'll see that kind of
information in there and it's -- | recognize that
we're going to be spending sonme resources in a
particul ar year, but it's goingto bereally, if we do
it the right way and | think we have a good record of
gaining efficiencies, it's going to extend to the out

years. That's a very inportant part of the way we're



48

doi ng busi ness.

CHAI RMAN MESERVE: That really ties to
another question that | think Jon's presentation
rai sed. \When he got to nmanagenent chall enges, you
made a particular point about asking for the
Commi ssion to be solicitous of your requests for
i nvestments and resources. |Is there sone area where
you think we've fallen short in giving you the
assi stance you need?

MR. JOHNSON: Let ne just use one exanpl e.
In the area of recruiting and hiring staff, t he
| eadership team nmet and decided that we wanted to
i nvest sone resources in our budget into hiring and
recruiting. And the way we displayed it inthe budget
docunents to sonme people may have | ooked |ike it was
duplicating the efforts of human resources and it
really wasn't. It was our own staff. It was the
efforts we were going to have to put into this work.
We worked with the Ofice of HR, but for a nunber of
years, let's say over a 10 year period, our staffing
| evel s were continuing to go down and noww t h the new
reactor licensing efforts, the budgets have been
authorized to increase the staff, but it's actually a
t remendous change i n approach for our staff, just to

add all these extra high quality people we want to
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hire, the anpbunt of interviews we have to conduct, the
anount of background checks we have to conduct, the
tracki ng, the assignment of supervisors, nmentors and
the technical training center is going to have to
spend an enornmous anount of time and effort training
t hese peopl e too.

So what we did was we took a couple of
resources and devoted them to this effort of
recruiting and hiring peopl e and then they did | think
got dropped off, but | think not just recruiting and
hiring, but I think if we want to invest in new
ef ficiencies or new processes to nmeke things better,
we want to take a couple of those resources and
describe themas initiatives.

MR. KANE: | don't think the Commr ssion
shoul d t ake anyt hi ng that we' re sayi ng as a conpl ai nt.

| think what I|"'mtrying to -- well let nme
try to -- | think we have to do a good job of
packagi ng and explaining this as we cone forward and
| think that's the maj or nmessage that we'l|l be coni ng
forward with these initiatives to gain efficiencies
and we'll have to put it in the right kind of context
for what it's about and what we expect to achi eve and
certainly the Commi ssion needs to evaluate that and

determ ne whet her we are real | y doi ng the ri ght thing.
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That's the nessage.

DR. TRAVERS: | won't spin, | don't think,
but | think there are elenments to our classic
budget ary approach that don't | end t hensel ves al | t hat
well to sort of making the argunent, sort of argunent
that Jon made in atinmely way so that the Conmm ssion
woul d have the benefit of the information that we
t hi nk ought to sway. U timately, you'll decide, but
| think we're | ooking for a neans in the current PVPM
process of putting before you a product that's a
better comunication vehicle for this sort of thing.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: | woul d urge you to do
t hat . Let me speak for nyself and review ng the
budget we see we have human capital. | think all of
us share the viewthat this is one of the greatest and
nost inmportant challenges we confront as an agency.
W see this as an Agency problem and not one that's
unique to NRR Qobvi ously, we heard today from
Research tal ki ng about problem W'vetriedto assure
that there would be a conprehensive strategy and if
there are uni que features with regard to NRR t hat need
to be considered, | think it should be in the context
of an overall Agency effort and obviously we try to
accommodat e t he speci fi c needs of any particul ar group

in that as we go forward on that.
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One of the other areas that has been
flagged and appropriately flagged is one that the
Comm ssi on has urged you to devote special attention
to, has to do with power uprates. The ACRS has
advised us to be wary of synergistic effects
associ ated wi t h power uprates and ext ended burnup and
so forth and I know that your studies related to the
Appendi x K codes, have sort of -- also bear on this.

| wonder if you coul d say somet hi ng about
t he potential inpact of the work you're doing on the
50.46 on your power uprates activities.

MR. JOHNSON:. Ashok, would you like to
address that one?

DI RECTOR THADANI: Let ne sort of break
down what | would call power uprates in the range of
a few percent, 5 percent or so, versus power uprates
in the range of 20 percent or so.

First, interns of the Appendi x K nodel s,
we're pretty confident that the analyses for snall
power uprates are not going to lead to any concerns
what soever. There is an issue there under 5046 as the
Chai rman as noted, having to dowith the petition that
woul d |i ke the industry woul d propose nodi fyi ng t hat
t he decayed heat issue which is part of the Appendi x

K nodel s. As we have indicated in our report to the
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Conmi ssi on under 5046, that there are sone parts of
t he Appendi x K nodel whi ch have sone nonconservative
elements to them and they need to be worked in an
i ntegral fashion.

W' ve had discussions with the industry
and | believe we have a pathway that we can nove
forward on and we intend to provide Comri ssion with a
paper .

For l arger uprates, thereistheissue, if
one were to go to significantly higher burnup | evels
and as plants age, <corrosion rates increase,
velocities change. There may be sone
i nt erdependenci es and t hey may have sone i npli cati ons
for safety. Not that we knowthat there is a problem
but there are sone i ssues that need to be i nvesti gated
and that's the programthat we have initiated in the
O fice of Research this year totry and take a | ook at
vari ous independent issues and see collectively if
t hey have an inplications. W don't know of any
specific safety problens. W' |l know better once we
conmpl ete our eval uati on.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Did | understand you to
say, Ashok, that there's going to be a paper that wll
be comng to the Conm ssion on this, the connection

with the power uprates, Appendix K?
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DI RECTOR THADANI : Appendi x K, yes. There

will be a paper comng up. On the issue of
synergistic effects and the work we' re doing, | don't
know of a plan to send a paper up, but |l et ne get back
to you on that issue.

MR. HOLAHAN: Gary Hol ahan, NRR 1'd j ust
like to add what M. Thadani has nentioned. The
research effort with respect to synergistic effect is
as he described it, sort of exploratory to nake sure
that we are covering issues appropriately. 1 didn't
want to | eave the i npression that our current reviews
are not very thorough. Wien we do | ook at power
uprates, we |ook at the effect on fuel. W |ook at
burnup, we look at thermal hydraulic codes and nost
i mportantly for the |l arger power uprates, theindustry
has been doi ng probabilistic risk assessnent whichis
a very powerful synergistic tool and the staff has
been revi ewi ng those.

So | think we have a conprehensive
program but we also have sort of a conplenentary
research program to nake sure that our efforts are
t hor ough.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: My final questionisto
expl ore another issue that's been inportant to the

Commi ssion which is the efforts we've all been trying
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to undertake to risk-inform our regulatory system
What are your plans with regard to Option 3 after
50. 46?

DI RECTOR THADAN : Chai rman, as you
recall, we had devel oped criteria up front as to where
do we go after 50.46. Currently, we're risk-informng
under Option 2 and there's conbustible control 5044,
5046, ECCS and 5061, pressurized thermal shock.

I ndustry had indicated significant
i nterest but these regul ati ons needed to get priority
in terms of noving forward nore quickly.

Qur next stepistousethe criteria that
we had identifiedto see what addi ti onal parts of part
50 shoul d be ri sk-infornmed and we woul d be consi deri ng
that as part of our PBPM process for 2004 budget
pl anni ng, see what additional regulations should be
risk-informed. As part of that, we will be neeting
with the industry to make sure we seek their input in
this process.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: So that's a work in
progress at the nonent?

Dl RECTOR THADANI :  Yes.

MR. J OHNSON: Chai r man, j ust one
additional point. Interns of existing plants, one of

the primary efforts ri ght nowwe see fromthe i ndustry
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is the i ssue on revising technical specifications, as
| discussed, and also for advance reactors. As |
i ndi cated, we expect a proposal for a conplete new
structure for our regul ati ons, kind of arranged around
the cornerstones we have in terns of the safety
function. So | think we're going to expect to see
from the industry a whole new proposal for our
regul ati ons for advanced reactors.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: That's the second
gquarter of this year that you nentioned?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes. And the expectationis
that they'll want us to focus on that.

CHAl RVAN MESERVE: | see. Good. Thank
you very nuch

Conmi ssi oner Di cus?

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Thank you. | want to
pur sue somne questi ons on 5046, obvi ously al ready under
di scussion. W clearly have the paper before us and
as we you well know, the Comm ssion hasn't finalized
any action on that paper yet. So | have a two-part
guestion on 5046. The first part, it's ny
understanding that perhaps in the works is not a
separate paper, which I think you nentioned perhaps,
but a suppl enment to SECY 0133 that's goi ng to perhaps

address the nonconservatisnms. That's the first part
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of the question. The second part of the question
whi ch you've partially answered, just clearly sone
wor k on 50.46 i s on-going. Are there other activities
on-going up to the point that you can't go any further
until you have Comm ssion feedback?

Anyone?

DI RECTOR THADANI : | think so far we have
been able to nove forward as we indicated in that
paper. We'll continue with our technical eval uations
for the two options that we had discussed in the
paper .

| must note, though, that there have been
some i mpacts as aresult of Septenber 11th activities.
| expect an inpact of between 2 and 3 nonths on
conmpl eting those m | estones.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Ckay.

DI RECTOR THADANI : As the Commi ssion has
agreed that we could go forward and interact with the
st akehol ders on sone of the issues before the
Commi ssi on had reached any decisions, soit really has
not inpacted us in any inportant way. W have noved
forward with these interactions. | briefly touched on
one having to do with the decay heat issue. W are
engagi ng the industry on the other options that were

di scussed in the paper, so we're noving forward. W
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owe you, | believe, that once we gi ve you a paper t hat
will get into the issues of nodels and the path, then
| think you'll have the total picture for youto vote
on the issues.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Ckay. Now | want to
go to newreactor licensing. As you nentioned, as we
all know, the schedul es have changed, they' ve sli pped
on the potential for an application for a newreactor
and you've also indicated that you have the troops
standing at the starting gate ready to pursue. Now
when the schedule slips, clearly there's got to be
some sort of reallocation of those resources ready to
do one thing. Howis that going? Are you doing that?
Are they still at the starting gate waiting for the
application for the early site approval s?

MR. JOHNSON: | asked our staff that sane
question, if these, sonme of these activities get
post poned and the answer | got was we have nore work
than we have staff. So | don't think we'll have a
probl em of having staff assigned to certain things
wi thout being fully engaged. So we have a prinmary
project office that will handl e the main contacts and
the neetings and so forth and then a lot of the
technical work wll be done by our technica

divisions, Jack Strosnider and Gary Holahan's



58

di vision, so they have the ability to shift work on
ot her projects too.

And the CGeneral Atom cs project did nove
up, as | indicated. They noved up a year early.

DI RECTOR THADANI :  Commi ssi oner, as Jon
not ed, when we went through on the basis of the best
avai l abl e i nformati on systematically which resources
woul d be needed as we nove forward to try and neet the
expectations of the industry, we canme up short and
that's still, that situation remains in spite of the
six nonth del ay that Exel on has tal ked about. W do
have to start investing in particularly |ong-Iead
items. For these new technol ogies we would need to
make sure we have appropriate eval uation nodels and
the initial schedule that Exel on had proposed was |
t hink very, very tight.

COMWM SSIONER DI CUS: It was.

DI RECTOR THADANI : So six nonth del ay
helps a little bit.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Ckay, thank you. We
notice, of course, that in the annual performance
pl ans, there are no performance neasures or generally
in some of the critical areas including new reactor
licensing. Now clearly it mght be premature to be

able to really devel op performance neasures at this
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poi nt, but there's got to be a point intine when they
do cone in, particularly with early site permts and
approval s. So what's your plan for when in the
performance plan we m ght see neasures, performance
nmeasur es?

MR,  JOHNSON: Qur | eadership team is
reviewi ng the budget and the budget process and Sam
and | and the other executive team nenbers have been
engaged i n gi vi ng expectations for the futureinterns
of as we go forward for the budget.

One of the things that we think is
important is to be able to be predictable. If we
i ndi cate that we can neet a schedule, so | think sone
of the ideas that we're throwing around in terns of
performance neasures are to be able to neet our
comm t nment s. W don't have any specific, as you
i ndi cat ed, we don't have any specific measures set up
for that area --

DR. TRAVERS:. | think the attention here
is going to be very simlar to the attention that
still is put on license renewal. So | think in a
schedul er sense, our ability to |l ay out schedul es t hat
are ones that are realistic and ones that we think
Wi th strong nanagenent attention we can neet. We'l]|

provi de even the Conmi ssion areal tine opportunity to
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assess how well we're doing.

Beyond that, | think we owe it to you to
continue to report on just howwell it's working, as
it's working through the system whether or not any
newi ssues, unanti ci pated or ot herwi se are encount er ed
so that we have a good di al ogue and conplete -- you
have a conpl et e under st andi ng where we stand on t hese
i ssues. We'll do that.

DI RECTOR THADANI :  Conmi ssi oner, we are
devel oping a research plan on new reactor designs.
Thi s i ncl udes the PBVMR, GTMHR, the AP1000 and the Iris
desi gns which the industry has come and tal ked to us
about .

The scope of this, of course, will include
not only the technical issues, but also the need to
make sure we have appropriate regulations or
regul atory structure in place. W expect to devel op
this draft plan in March. W expect to neet with the
Advi sory Committee in April. Dependi ng on, and as part
of this, we'll be interacting with other stakehol ders
as well. Depending on the feedback we get, we wll
revise the research plan. W expect tosendit tothe
Commi ssion this coming, this year, that plan. That
plan, while it wll be a living docunent,

nevert hel ess, will be a neasure for us to see how wel |



61

we' re doi ng and i ncluded i n that plan woul d be an area

that the Comm ssion has asked us to nbve on nore

aggressi vel y. It's the international cooperation.
And we'll be discussing that as well.
MR. KANE: | think just to reinforce.

think the early site permits would be particularly
anmenabl e to t he ki nd of control s apparatus that we set
up relativetolicenserenewal. | think that's a good
area we need to | ook at.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Ckay, we'll be
| ooking forward to seeing it.

Finally, with respect to -- one fina
guestion, at |east on new reactor licensing, wth
respect to it, you' ve got a lot going on with this.
There is research activities, clearly, discuss policy
and policy devel opnent that must occur. There is the
i ssue of resources and how we deal with that and then
there's regulatory infrastructure and all the
activities that are elated to new reactor |icensing.
And | guess my question is you' ve got a lot on the
table which we've all, | think, recognized today.

How ar e you bal ancing all of this? Howis
t he bal ance working? Are there any issues with it
that you want to nmake the Comm ssion aware of or is

this pretty well under control? Gve nme a feel for
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how al |l of these issues are neshing?

MR. JOHNSON: | think Ashok in Ofice of
Research and NRR are working very well and
cooperatively. One exanple is sone of the neetings we
hol d. W even know Research nmay have the lead in the
pebbl e bed reactor. Qur staff attends, so that we're
fully engaged. And the sane thing with AP1000. Cur
| eadership teans between both offices, Research and
NRR ar e hol di ng neeti ngs t oget her to make sure that we
agree and we're cooperating on user needs, the
requests that we ask for research, that we agree on
what's requested and when do we need it.

So | think, in general, we're very -- the
two of fi ces are worki ng very wel | toget her on projects
that are rel ated.

| think you're right. W do have a |ot.
| think the fact that we have created a specific
organi zation to nonitor this and manage our work
products and the people that we've selected, we've
just conpleted permanent selection in NRR for our
staff. W had been working with sone interimstaff,
but we've just gone through -- Ji mLyons has just gone
through a lot of interviews and we have permanent
staff assigned, so | think you'll see sone stability

in that project.
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COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Ckay, that's goodto

hear. |f at any point you feel that sonmething is not
going right, I"'msure you'll |et the Comm ssion know.

Now | want to go inspection assessnent
program effectiveness and you' ve discussed your
interactions wth internal as well as external
st akehol ders; there seemto be no particul ar questi ons
with that. But how do you evaluate how those
i nteractions are going and to know where there m ght
need to be a course adjustnent?

MR. JOHNSON: Again, we have workshops.
W do have feedback fromthe workshops fromthe public
and our ot her stakehol ders. Certainly, if one of our
enpl oyees di sagrees wi t h our prograns, we get feedback
from the field, from the Regions. Ellis could
probably di scuss sonme of those. So | think we get --
we do get feedback fromvarious --

DR. TRAVERS: And if | could add, we view
that sort of feedback as vital to a programthat has
its origin, really, in a rather broad stakehol der
i nvol venent. \Wen we started out to assess this new
oversi ght approach it was a direction that sought out
actively input from stakeholders, industry and
otherwwse andit'svitally inportant as we progress in

this early inplenmentation across the full scope of
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nucl ear power facilities across the country that we
continue that, we think, and we have a variety of
mechani sns to continue to do that.
COMM SSI ONER DI CUS: Have course
adj ustments been made as a result of the feedback?
MR, JOHNSON: Certainly. Yes. W also
have -- periodically, we have the Division Directors
from the Regions, both the D vision of Reactor
Projects and the Division of Reactor Safety conme in
for counterpart mneetings, as well in the overall
program we had two i ndependent eval uati on panel s, one
for the initial oversight programand then this past
year we had a second panel that also had outside
st akehol ders. They had representatives from the
States, the industry and t he general public. So we've
had various types of forums to receive feedback.
COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Ckay, that's good.
MR. MERSCHOFF: | can add a thought, as
well, fromthe Regions. | think the conmunicationis
pretty good inthe fact that there are differing views
that we're all not of one mnd is a good sign, that
the comunication lines are open throughout the
spectrum of the organization. Just |ast week or so
Samhad a neeting with the Regional Admi nistrators to

solicit thoughts and i nputs, so |l think the process is
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wor Ki ng.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Good. That's what |
wanted to hear. That's good.

Now with |icensing i ssues. The ACRS has
suggested that for the power uprates that you consi der
formul ating a standard reviewplan. | knowin today's
briefing you were sonewhat silent on that. Wul d
anyone care to conment on whether or not there is an
i nterest in doing a standard revi ew pl an as suggest ed
by ACRS on power uprates?

MR. JOHNSON: W believe that the safety
eval uations, like Gary indicated, have been very
t horough. We did have a neeting with the ACRS and we
| earned t hat their concern after tal king to our staff,
t hey agreed t hat our reviews were very t horough and we
hadn't m ssed anything. There were a couple of
comments that they nade in ternms of the SER t hat they
couldn't see sone of the detail in the SER, so in sone
cases one of their concerns was one of docunentati on,
but | think after we explained the depth of our
reviews, they ere satisfied.

| think it woul d make the revi ews maybe a
little easier and it's a trade off. 1've talked to
Brian about this and it's a trade off between taking

t he resources now away fromthe revi ews t hensel ves to



66

generate a new standard review pl an

DR. TRAVERS:. | think that's exactly what
it is. It's an era where resources -- it seens |like
it's always the case, when resources are finite and
perhaps things of this sort fall relatively | ow when
we're faced with actually conducting the reviews and
ot her inportant activities and | think that's what's
happened here. W would certainly |Iove to have the
benefit of the time and resources necessary to put on
an effort to devel op the SRP.

Nevert hel ess, we t hi nk we' ve been t hor ough
in carrying out those sorts of reviews and we'll --

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: (Ckay, so the short
answer is no, we're not going to do it, but we have a
pretty good reason why not to.

Al'l right, and final question has to do
wi th t he chal | enges t hat wer e suggest ed t hat exi st and
we not ed t hat Research has quite a |ist of chall enges
and Research clearly is part of this reactor arena as
it is parts of the other arenas as well.

Wiere there is a part of the arena that
has |isted significant chall enges, that part of the
arena i s dealing with, howdoes that inpact the entire
arena and how you nove forward and how you work with

what you have to acconplish with the chall enges that
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part of the arena has? Anyone?

MR JOHNSON: Bill, do you want to?

MR KANE: Sure.

COW SSIONER DICUS: O does it inpact?

MR. KANE: |'mnot sure | fully understand
t he question, but | think we --

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Wl |, you have a part
that's very challenged or at least they' ve listed
quite a few chall enges. Does that inpact? How does
t hat affect your going forward?

MR. KANE: Well, we have to | ook at what
they're confronted with. W have to | ook at how t hat
affects our overall prograns or ability to nmeet our
goals and if there's a need to adjust resources or
schedul es, we have to work that --

DR. TRAVERS:. | think a good exanple of
that is you take gas technol ogy, that's a good issue
of how in the reactor safety arena new |icensing,
there's going to have to be good understandi ng and
i ntegration and under st andi ng bet ween t he two of fi ces,
under st andi ng and being in a positionto carry out the
technical reviewfor an application of gas technol ogy
is going to require an identification early on and
this is just the sort of process that's going on.

VWhat are the issues that are going to be inportant
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that today perhaps we either think we may need
research for or we think we do need research for, to
put ourselves in a position. So | think the
i ntegration starting between the offices and what the
reactor safety arenadirect arecritical to being able
to say to you that we've got a plan in place to be
ready on the schedul e that we understand we're going
to be seeing these applications to actually be able to
carry them out effectively. So we've got to
understand that rel ationship fundamental ly and carry
it out in a way that's relatively seani ess.

DI RECTOR THADANI :  Just to conment, as you
know, Commi ssioner, we do go through the -- the PRC
goes t hrough a revi ew process, chal |l enges that each of
the offi ces has. Sone tough deci sions have to be made
constrai ned by the availability of resources. Wthin
Research, we go through fairly careful prioritization
process and assign value to each activity that we
enbark upon. And then dependi ng on the constraints,
resource constraints, we do use that prioritization
process to either defer work or just say we just can't
address sone of those issues. But it is based on
consi deration of the four goals that Bill Kane tal ked
about and val ue judgnents and these are done in |

think in reasonably systemati c way, al though t he ACRS
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t hi nks that we can i nprove upon that process and it is
our goal to inprove on that process. From the
Research side, this is what | would call sonme sort of
full mechanismfor the decisions that we make in the
O fice of Research

And sone of the criticisnms to share with
you related to prioritization process i s perhaps not
appropriately dealing with different arenas, that is
the waste arena was perhaps not being given as nuch
relative inportance in the schenme as it shoul d have.
So we're nmking sone changes this year to the
prioritization process to be responsive to those
i ssues, but in the end your constant probing is
i mportant, | think, because one has to nmake a | ot of
deci sions, sonetines long termefforts get a little
| ess attention up front than one m ght want. So there
are tinmes when | can speak for nyself. | wi sh we had
resources to do certain things, but some practica
consi derations, sonetines --

MR. KANE: But certainly just to nmake sure
you understand, we don't -- we don't look at it as
stovepipes. We look at it on an arena basis if we
have t o make sone adj ust ments across t he arena, again,
using the -- what we think is a discipline process of

PBPM then we'll do that and make the adjustnents.
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COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  Thank you.  Thank

you, M. Chairman.

CHAIl RVAN MESERVE: M. Di az.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: Thank you, M.
Chai rman, good norning, gentlenen. | just realized
t hat 1 have been so qui et on ri sk-inforned regul ati ons
you m ght be thinking that I have forgotten about it,
but | have not.

First, | wanted to tell you howgratified
| amthat sone changes in the way we call this program
have taken place. | really was very concerned | ast
year on the way that the risk-inforned program was
called RIP and now we call it RIRIP, from Rest in
Peace to Risk-Inforned and Rest in Peace. And that
certainly is progress in the right direction.

There are a series of things, of course,
that have taken place and | think they're very
i mportant. We have addressed sonme of the -- or maybe
even sone of the cultural issues torisk-informor not
to risk-informw thin the Conmssion. | think the
staff has been facing up to that fact and the things
t hat have taken pl ace, obviously, have been probably
the nost difficult because they do involve the issue
of how do we do special treatnment requirenments, do we

do themor don't we do themand so t hose are basi c and
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fundament al issues.

| still am concerned with the fact that
there is a gap between what | call process and what |
call regul ation and that keeps being there. W have,
of course, risk-informed the reactor oversight
program W have Reg 1.174. W inform sonme of the
i censing processes and all of these structures
require sone sophisticated analyses and they are
actual Iy being inplenented, the rubber is neetingthe
road and then going on. At the same tinme we seemto
be I agging as far as fromnmy vi ewpoi nt on how all of
these processes are supported by a risk-infornmed
regul ation process. And so the question that | have
is are we really having a plan that will make sone
convergence i n a reasonabl e peri od of ti ne between all
of these processes that we're wusing and the
regul ations that support themand if so, whenis this
plan going to be in effect, what is it, how do we
address it? A major issue, we call this a
ri sk-informed agency. Everybody from anybody in
Congress to GAO, say we are risk-informed, and yes, we
have ri sk-informed | ot of processes, but we're | aggi ng
in risk-informed in the regul ations. How do they
converge? How do we nmake a plan that says hey, this

is supported by a regulation that says you do this?
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Si npl e question?

Anybody?

MR. JOHNSON: | think Ashok mi ght want to
address the overall approach, but | think what we are
wor ki ng on are those activities where we believe while
still can maintain safety will reduce unnecessary
regul atory burden in ternms of Option 2 and 5044.

W have other rules that we have
addr essed, performance-based or ri sk-infornmed. W've
worked on a rule for part 20 in terns of how to
eval uate the risk of exposure to small particles.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: That's not the
guestion. That's not the answer to nmy question. Let
me rephrase the question. The question is we have a
| ot of processes that are on-going. They're called
ri sk-inforned. They require a certain anount of
regul atory infrastructure. Those are goi ng on. Ckay?
And t hen over here we have regul ati ons that are trying
to catch up to those processes. | think we did the
right thing in saying we cannot wait to have all of
these things done and we need to go ahead and
i mpl enent a series of processes that would allowus to
be at least in issues that conme every day to be
ri sk-informed, but eventually we need to risk-inform

the structure and they need to converge. And what |'m
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saying is is there a plan for convergence?

DI RECTOR THADANI : Let ne see if | can at
| east partially respond to what you're suggesting,
Conmi ssi oner . That was, as you know, we've been
working in this area for many years. W started out
by usi ng t hese net hods t o di sci pline oursel ves when it
came to i nposing any backfits on the industry and t he
NRC was obligated to use risk-information and costs
and benefits in making its decisions and the
Conmmi ssion's policy and safety goal s was t he gui dance
that played an inportant part in that.

Li ke any new technol ogies take a little
bit of time and that's basically what we have been
doi ng over the years, increasing our involvement and
application of this technol ogy and you have correctly
not ed, revi sed oversi ght programand you' ve seen Reg.
GQuide 1174 interns of specific license amendnents and
S0 on.

Do we have a good hierarchical structure
that would start at the top from fundanenta
requi renments, the Agency, rul es, regul ati ons, general
design criteria which are risk-informed and so on?
The answer the no. We've done that, as you know,
issue at a tine, depending on what the greatest

interest and potential return was.
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So while there isn't a grand schene, |
would say there is good comunication wthin
i ndi vidual activities and the processes that we go
through to make sure that we are, in fact, being
consi stent, consistent interns of risk inplications.
You've seen the criterion in Reg. CGuide 1174, the
consistent with the backfit rule considerations, so
i nternal consistency |I believe is there.

W wer e hopi ng and we' re still hopi ng t hat
as there's interest in new designs, that we will, in
fact, pursue this idea of first perhaps a set of what
| would call high level principles, which have
enbedded i n themt he concept of risk and accept ance of
certain level of risk. And then if the Comm ssion
woul d approve that high | evel set of principles, then
one would go down to start apply in a systenmatic way
the subsidiary elenents of what the work that we do
and the industry woul d be doing.

Qur thinking right nowcertainly in that
area is with the new designs, was not in the sense of
operating reactors because we have gone part of the
way. There, our intentionwas to followthe criteria
we | ai d out under Option 3 to nove forward and sel ect
t he next set of pieces. So thereis, | don't believe

there is this grand hierarchical arrangenent --
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DR. TRAVERS: Except to the extent that

that is our plan. In fact, it's one that thus far at
| east, the Commission has supported that has
recogni zed this cherry picking, Option 2, Option 3, as
a practical approach of wutilizing risk within the
exi sting regulatory framework to the maxi mum -- what
| call practical extent and I think we've done that
rather deliberately. It's been a question of
resource. It's been a question of communicating with
our stakeholders as to what sort of direction they
woul d see as nost beneficial for the Agency. So |
think I would characterize it as an approach that
we've entered in rather deliberately to make a
practical |evel use of risk expanding it as we go,
based on the experience that we've had in noving
forward at the pace we've been one.

Could we go faster? W certainly could,
but 1 think the pace that we've been on has been one
t hat has been supportive based on the experience t hat
we' ve gotten in tech specs, in-service inspection and
service testing, the 1174 gui dance that we've been
using, the 5046, Option 2. So is it debatable the
pace that the Agency has been on. [|'d say it is, but
| wouldn't say it's one that hasn't recognized an

overal | approach. | think we have.
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MR. KANE: And | think the input fromour

st akehol ders has been to expend our energies in the
area of the new regul atory franework.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: | understand that
there are cultural issues, both in the industry and
t he Agency in howfast we go and that's an i ssue that
needs to be reckoned with. | really think that some
of these issues, and it's sonmething that you should
answer is should we really not look at a very
sophi sticated overall hierarchical plan as a first
step, but should we | ook at where is it that all of
this processes actual |y converge and are supported by
the regulations. And | think that that is not
somet hi ng so conpl ex that cannot be addressed. And |
think it will give the Conm ssion the opportunity to
say, yes, we want to go in this arena.

| mean it has been three year, al nost four
years inalittle while, that we visited these areas
fromthe policy nmaking issue. And it mght be that
sone tine in the near future it will be inportant to
see what is a plan for naking convergence rather than
just this very inportant basis. You know Shuch said
t here was consi stency. Well, that m ght be okay. |Is
t here synergi smbet ween t he ROPs and what we' re doi ng?

We're looking at actually how we're
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i mpl enenting, you know, safety requirenents as far as
t he inspection process, how do they hierarchically
actually go down and how do those reflect into the
regul atory process? And that is an inportant fact in
supporting this process. | think | have over extended
ny wel cone on that so I'll stop.

Let nme just, following on the sane vein
t hough, now t hat everybody agrees that there is sone
potential benefits from new approaches to new
construction, are we doing anything regarding
i nspecti on prograns for newconstructionthat actually
will be able to nmeet a new state of the art of
regul atory infrastructure and | i censi ng applicati ons?

DR, TRAVERS: Yes we are. Jon.

MR. JOHNSON: Yes. Commi ssioner, we have
that planned. It's one of our line itens, separately
budget ed.

And we have plans to go back and take a | ook
at the |l essons we've learned fromthe [ ast sites that
have undergone construction, sonme of the quality
issues. Alsoit's related to the | TAC programand we
al so need to | ook at how we manage this and staff it.

We, historically, had one or two resident
i nspectors on a site. And if we have a construction

site that we're going to be interfacing with, sign as
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you go type concepts, then we need to |ook at the
avai lability of having staff on site around the cl ock
so that we don't mss any inportant tests.

So we do have this as a specific line item
budget ed. W have peopl e assigned to start worki ng on
this. And we'll be engaging with the industry on
this.

COWM SSI ONER DI AZ: Merrifieldrem nds ne
that there's also the issue of restarts |ike TVA and
how we' re going to proceed --

MR. JOHNSON: That's one significant i ssue
that we do not have currently budget ed.

For TVA we expect to hear fromthemthe
first of April, their efforts to relook at their
facilities. W have estimted how much noney and FTE
that it took to recover sone of the previous sites and
we're prepared with that estinate although we have not
budgeted for that yet. W do have expertise in the
agency that have gone through those prograns.

COWM SSI ONER DI AZ: Wi ch brings ne back to
t he ori gi nal question of, you know, new constructi on.
It’s this processes, are they going to be risk
infornmed to a level that will be consistent with this
m |l enniun? Wat are we doing? Are we really putting

forward thinking into how we're going to inspect if
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there is an application for |icense and constructi on.
MR KANE: Well, | think the question of how
we do i nspections, again goi ng back to what Jon said,
| think we've taken a major |ook at that sone tine
ago. The question is really just broader than the
reactor safety arena. There is other construction
associ ated with NMSS activity. But the basic prem se
of how we woul d go about conducting that programwoul d
be fundamentally different from the way we did it
before. W woul d be | ooking at, as Jon said, |ooking
at steps at which we could give approval is probably
t he wrong choi ce.
But the fact that we've conpleted our
i nspection, as you nove up the -- as nore and nore
construction is conpl eted, | ook at i nteri mapproval s,
i f you wish. That's the fundanental approach, the way
we do this. Thi s has been | ooked at and worked in
connection wth other pot enti al construction
appl i cati ons.

As far as new designs, new issues, | think
we would have to, we would have to take a | ook at
whet her there's anyt hing that we see at an early stage
t hat woul d fundanmental | y af f ect our i nspecti on program
or some uni que aspect of what was there, what was in

t he design, conpare that to our standard inspection
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program if you will, and see if we have to make any
adjustments which we would then have to identify,
schedul e, and nmake whatever changes are necessary.

DR. TRAVERS: There's an elenment to new
construction, though, that | don't want to | ose si ght
of. And that is that the part 52 process of providing
for I TAAC in advance forces you to do sone of this
t hi nking very early on. And certainly we've seen t hat
in connection wth the approvals of design
certifications that the Comm ssion has al ready seen
for ABWR and System 80 plus and AP 600.

So relatively early we are forced and we
have been spending a lot of tinme, actually, sort of
| ayi ng out those areas that we would in fact have to
-- in fact principally, the only ones that we would
have to carry out inspections of and sign off on
during the process of constructing a facility. So
this is a good thing, | believe, it forces early
consi deration of just the sort of thing that | think
you're driving at.

MR. JOHNSON: If | can add a thought on
t hat people's side, the agency, in general, and the
regions, inparticular, aredoingskill inventoriesto
assure we understand what skills that will be needed

for a construction inspection programwe still have,
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which ones we don't and then we can tune the
recruiting effort to fill those gaps.

COW SSIONER DI AZ: | think all ny fell ow
Conmi ssioners that addressed the issue of power
upr at es whi ch obviously points out the fact that the
Conmmi ssion considers this to be a priority.

So let ne cut down to the chase. Wen is
t he power uprate programhave the sane effectiveness
and efficiencies of the |license renewal progran?

MR. JOHNSON: Well, we have not achi eved,
let's put it this way, the 30% efficiency that we
pl anned to assunme on license renewal. W have not
achi eved that yet. But as | indicated, we have i ssued
aregulatory i ssue sunmary to the i ndustry to provide
gui dance on t he neasurenent uncertainty uprates. And
we intend to conduct a workshop to get input from
i ndustry on the other power uprates.

One of the things we see though, in sonme of
t he applications, is an attenpt by the i ndustry to add
addi tional anmendnents onto the request for power
uprates. And so sonetinmes when we quote statistics
we'll see sone that take a little bit Ionger. And
it's because they are not just confined their
amendnment request to a power uprate. So, | think,

that's an area we don't see in license renewal of
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course but that’s hard to conpare, the exact
efficiencies and ef fectiveness. But we're working on

t hat process and we're naking inprovenents.

MR. KANE: | don't think we've answered
your question of when. We' Il acknow edge that we
haven’t done that. But | think that is our goal,

clearly, to gain the sane kinds of efficiencies. And
we're going to work very hard at that. | think we
woul d have to say that we can't give you that date
ri ght now

MR. JOHNSON: John has a conment.

MR, ZWOLI NSKI :  John Zwolinski. [If | can
just add a little bit to the discussion.

We are reviewing the GE topical report on
power uprate. And once that review is conpleted,
|icensees will be able to reference that topical
report. The anmount of plant specific technical review
wi |l decrease significantly. And | don't want to
estimate today that it's 20, 30, or 40 percent, but it
will dramatically reduce t he amount of staff tinme. So
there's an efficiency in that particul ar programt hat
| think is on the horizon in the next year.

The uncertainty flow nmeasurenment risk that
is underway, essentially in the process of being

i ssued, provides essentially a standard format for
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i ndustry to use. Those revi ews were costing us onthe
order of 1,000 hours. W estimate a reduction of at
| east 50% i nprovenent, once that's adopted by the
I ndustry.

Shoul d we get into a reviewof a PAR as we
did with Arkansas, and it’'s before ACRS, we do not
have right now a tenplate we could speak to in the
future. As Conmi ssioner Merrifield questioned
earlier, is Westinghouse considering that? Yes they
are. In the context of will it provide the staff and
i ndustry a nore efficient way to provi de anendnent
requests for a PAR  And | ' msure they' re being driven
by this goal of | ess hours for staff reviewand a nore
focused application by the licensees. So | think in
the various arenas there areinitiatives underway t hat
we woul d perceive benefit to be attained. The nmetrics
that we use for the power uprate are found in our
| i censing actioninventory goals, specifically. W do
not have a separate netric for power uprates.

COW SSI ONER MERRI FI ELD: Commi ssi oner
Di az, obviously you ve led the way on this with the
comment you had some tinme back. | appreciate your
focusing on it. As you were asking the question it
struck me, | think one of the reasons for efficiency

in the license renewal programis that our staff has
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a good understanding of the timng of when we are
going to receive a |lot of these.

And | wonder, it's not necessary for themto
comment, but | wonder if there's sonme benefit for us
as an agency to engage nore appropriately with the
| i censees as a whol e through NEI to get a better idea
what's out there for power uprates, because | don't
think there's necessarily as great asensitivity anong
i ndi vidual |icensees as to howmany of these things we
have versus a |ot of wunderstanding about how many
| i cense renewal s we have.

MR. KANE: | think we certainly try to get
that kind of a forecast, but as part of our budgeting
process.

| think the aspect that Jon nentioned is
i mportant. Wen you get a license renewal
appl i cation, you know ki nd of what you're getting. |If
you get a power uprate application, you may al so have
a few other requests associated with it. So -- and

we're obligated to take those on and deal with them

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: | under st and. But
again | always think there is a policy issue of
i mpl ement ati on. And all I'm saying is that the

conm ssion really, inthe SRM specifically asked the

staff what inprovenments, changes need to be made to
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make the process better. And |'mjust trying to find
out what have you done to nake the process better and
is it comng inatinely mtter. And so if that is
not being determ ned, | think you owe the conm ssion
an expl anati on.

And let me go to the very last question
whi ch, obviously, everybody tal ks about it and the
i ssue of public comuni cations. And | think many tines
we are concerned about that the conmunication is out
there, that we get involved, and all of those things
are good. | think sonetines we needto really stop and
t hi nk about the quality of communications and what we
tell people. And | would Iike to have M. Merschoff
to address this issue. At the regions, is there a
very clear effort and a very cl ear understandi ng of
the staff of the inportance to conmuni cate properly
with quality to our stakehol ders.

Let ne give you one exanpl e and you m ght be
able to address it. For many years, when there is an
i ssue, we used to go to say, there's no serious health
consequences. And people out there say, what does
t hat nean? You know, are they | ess serious? Wat is
| ess serious? O sonetinmes we say there were no
signi ficant health consequences fromthis issue.

And very seldomdo we say that there are
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i nsignificant health consequences or that they are
essentially none. It isinthis area where | believe
the regions have a particular responsibility to
address it with clarity and with quality.

Your conments pl ease?

MR. MERSCHOFF: | agree. And we'll never
be finished |earning how to conmuni cate better and
nore effectively with the public. Every neeting we
have is another lesson in doing that better.
Nonet hel ess the new revised oversight process has
given us a framework to communi cate wthin. It's
better than we had before.

W know every year we're going to have a
public neeting at each site. Those neetings are
chaired at the appropriate | evel depending on the ri sk
signi ficance and performance of the plant. We' ve
institutedtrainingwthintheregion, too, the branch
chi efs throughout, in conducting public nmeetings to
enhance our ability to communicate. So all told, the
first round of neetings were okay.

But we learned from that first round
We're tuning the agenda. We're training the people
that chair those neetings. W get good help fromChip
Canmeron and others when we really have high-risk

nmeetings to hel p nmedi ate those neetings. And | think
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we' re better at conducting those neetings then we were
one or two years ago but we've got a long way to go.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: Do you believe that
enough effort and resources and attention is focused
on this area, a very key area of our role in this
nati on.

MR. MERSCHOFF: | believe it is. The new
over si ght process, noving the chair of those neetings
down to the branch chiefs in the region is a good way
to do that. In the past division directors and
regi onal adm nistrators conducted the neetings. Now
that it's at the branch chief |evel we are devoting
nore tinme, nore people and nore training to do those.
So we' re enhanci ng our staff and we're enhanci ng our
ability to answer questions and comunicate with the
public. So | believe it is.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: Ot her conment s?

MR. KANE: Well, | think the key to this
area, as you've talked to us before about these
i ssues, | think the key to this area is making sure
t hat we do a thorough job up front, anticipating what
t he questions are goi ng to be before any naj or neeti ng
that we go to.

| think the agency is -- and we continue to

i mprove over the years. W' ve done a nuch better job
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of anticipating questions, having the answers t hought
out in advance and trying to deal specifically with
t he i ssues that you raise. 1|s there any | anguage t hat
we're using that's just going to create further
conf usi on.

So that’s an activity that we work between
t he regi ons and headquarters, to make sure we do the
best job that we can.

| woul d support Alice's conment that if you
ever get there, in terms of conmunications, maybe
there's no there there. But we have to continue to do
a better job in this area going forward. And that's
a comrent that | try today address on that |ast slide.

DR. TRAVERS: Very briefly, increasing
publi c confidence, one of our four top goals in the
agency, sort of focuses our continued attention to
this. And whether or not we're currently, adequately,
internms of resources and effort | don't know. But |
t hink we need to continue to re-examn ne that question
novi ng forward.

W have been doi ng a nunber of things that
have, | think, acted to enhance our position in this
area, comunication plans, dialoguing wth the
Commi ssion on a strategy, we had a use for hol ding

public nmeetings, thelnternet, howshoul d we construct
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the sort of principle neans that we interact with our
st akehol ders external of the agency. It's a never
ending task. And | suspect it will be a continued
| evel of policy engagenent fromthe conmm ssion from
just the appropriate | evel of resources that we ought
to be applying in this issue.

COW SSI ONER DI AZ: | hope so. Thank you
M. Chairman.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: Commi ssi oner
McGaf fi gan.

COWM SSI ONER  MCGAFFI GAN: I"m going to
pi ck up on a conment that was nmade by t he chai rman and
others, | believe. | do think you all face sonme very
significant challenges. | think you ve done an awf ul
lot in recent years. And what we tend to do is say
t hank you very nuch and here's nore. And we expect
that to be done well. And | think that's the nature
of the business.

| do want to say that, | think, t he
Congress has been very generous with us in financial
resour ces. We got our budget last year plus $10
mllion that reflected additional information that we
had i n t he advance reactor area that we didn't have at
the time we put our budget together.

And then with regard to Septenber 11th the
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Congress has given us an additional $36 mllion
outside the fee base, in the general fund to address
the nyriad chall enges that we face there.

| think you're all right to make the point
that we have lots of financial resources. But the
human capital that we're going to have to get in place
to do everything is probably our biggest challenge.
It's an entirely different situation fromwhat we had
previously where you were slowy being w ddl ed away
year by year

Now havi ng done a good job in several areas,
and with the expectation we are going to do a good in
ot her areas, we have lots of resources and NRR al one
has to hire 90 new people for newactivities, plus to
replace the people we're losing. It's an enornous
chal l enge. And I think we just have to stay on top of
it. But | appreciate it.

I"mgoing to just try to go through a series
of questions. Let ne go back to the risk-inforned
tech spec initiative. You nention that one had been
approved, the mssed surveillance one. And you
mentioned that another is soon to be approved. How
does this work in |icensee space?

W' ve gone through, nost people have

i mproved standard tech specs at the nonent. W had a
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tidal wave of themin the late 90's. W're stil
processing them The staff processes them very
rapidly at the monent and well. But if I'"ma licensee
who has inproved standard tech specs in place, do |
have to hit you guys with a |icense amendnent one by
one, as each of these is approved. So is it 8 tines
103 | i cense anendnents, which is 824, that | have to
expect if all of these are ultimtely approved? O is
there some nore efficient way to do it?

MR, JOHNSON:. Well, right now we handl e
themlike a topical report. And the one that we have
approved we conducted our own review and safety
assessment on that and once our staff did a
conprehensive review and decided that it was
accept abl e we published a Federal Register notice to
i nformour stakeholders that this is available. But
yes, you're correct. They do have to cone in for a
separate |icense anmendnent.

COWM SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN:  You mi ght t hi nk
about it. Maybe they will find ways to make it
efficient by adding it to sonething they woul d have
cone in on anyways. But it strikes ne as a way, it's
a good thing we're doing. But it does lead to a | ot
of churning after theinfact. And |'mnot quite sure

howto reduce it at all. It's just the nature of our
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| i censi ng process.

| wanted to turn to the communication, the
webpage and really, wth regard to the revised
oversi ght process. W haven't had the perfornmance
i ndicators up for a while or a inspection findings.
Hopefully they will be up soon. Have we been keepi ng
up? | mean, even on our internal webpage avail able
only to the comm ssion, | have not seen any update of
the last quarter's PI's. And since Septenber 11th
have we been continuing to enter i n some webpages t hat
| just don't see, the inspection findings and the
performance indicators, so that when this pops back
up, it will be up-to-date? And will it pop up soon?

MR. JOHNSON: | think we just put it up.

| have not | ooked nyself in the external web. But it
shoul d be up. It should be the performance i ndi cators
and i nspection findings.

COWM SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN:  And they're up

to date?
MR, JOHNSON: Should be up to date.
COW SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN:  Ckay. That's a
good answer. "Il go back to ny office and | ook.

That's a good answer.
One other point 1'Il make, with regard to

the point that M. Johnson made, | hope that the
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gui dance t he comm ssion i ssued | ast Friday which wi ||
hel p you save resources with regard to all of these
reviews that were being done for security matters --
MR, JOHNSON: | think it will.
COW SSI ONER Mt GAFFI GAN: Anot her good
answer. |'mgoing to get right through this.
One issue I|I'm going to nention, |

mentioned it |ast year. There's an activity in NRR

It may not be in this arena. It may be in the waste
arena. " mnot sure which arenait's in. But it got
mentioned neither place |ast year. And you are

wor ki ng on t hi s updat e of t he deconm ssi oni ng, reactor
deconmi ssi oni ng environmental inpact statenent. And
| think it has an awful | ot of stakehol der interest.
And it's dealing with a bunch of inportant issues.

| believe you' ve put it out recently and
you're about to launch into stakeholder neetings
around the country, is my recollection of where we
stand. | just think anong all the activities, all the
chal | enges you face, | think that is an i nportant one
and one to, you know, | guess you haven't done the
waste arena briefing yet so maybe it's a hint to add
a view graph or sonething. But there's nothing nuch
to tal k about at the noment accept that there are sone

i mportant issues there. There is a lot of interest.
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And it could potentially be a very inportant docunent
when we're finished with it.

DR. TRAVERS: | think we did conduct all
of those stakehol der neetings across the country as
you' ve i ndi cated, Comm ssi oner.

COWM SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN:  They’ ve al r eady
been conduct ed?

DR TRAVERS: Yes.

COW SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN: So we' re now
processing the comrents. The comment period has
ended on the draft?

DR. TRAVERS: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN:  Conmi ssi oner
Di az, nentioned the good comunication. |'mgoingto
mention sonmething that | saw this norning just as |
was com ng down here. | think it's an exanple,
| uckily non- Anerican, of not particul arly good public
comuni cati on.

According to an article carried by Tass,
Russi a ranked second in terns of nuclear power plant
safety according to the classification of the
I nternational Atom c Energy Agency. This quote, it
comes from Al exander Agapov, who is head of the
M NATOM s departnent of safety and energency

si tuati ons.



95

Does anybody in this roomhave a clue -- by
the way, Japan according to him ranks first wth
Russi a second.

| didn't realize | AEA went around eval uati ng
countries' nuclear reactor prograns and placing them
in categories.

Does anybody in this room have a cl ue what
this Russian is talking about? Well, let that be
not ed.

He al so, in another elenent of wonderful
conmuni cati on that we just absolutely wouldn't get
away with in this country, according to Agapov,
"Russia's radiation safety and security requirenents
are one of the nost stringent in the world. Years of
transportation, storage, and processing of irradiated
nucl ear fuel show that such technol ogies are quote,
absolutely harmess for the health of the Russian
people."

| woul d hate to see what woul d happen to us
if we used words like absolutely harmess in this
country. But we're not.

5046. M sense is that you all have done
very, very well. The reason |'mdoing this in bullet
formis that the one disadvantage of going last is

that, although |'monly eight mnutesin, the patience
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of ny coll eagues may grow short.

5046, you all have not made much progress.
| think the reason the comm ssi on hasn't been anxi ous
to vote on that paper is that | think we sense that
there's a total lack of industry enthusiasm wth
regard to the staff position, with regard to 5046.

And the predicate for noving forward on many
over these other area, on 5069 or 5044 is that there
i s a good synergy between what we want to do and what
the industry sees as an appropriate path forward.
Are we at the point where we need to think about just
sayi ng, 5046, put on the back burner, there are better
things to worry about and just go on to the next item
where we | ook for synergy?

Because there's no sense expending a | ot of
resources if we're going to get precisely zero
| i censi ng anendnents to inplenent it.

DI RECTOR THADANI :  Conmi ssi oner, | think
that there's significant interest on the part of the
i ndustry that we nove forward. There are sone
differences of views in sone selected area.

The | ast steering commttee neeti ng we had
with the industry's steering group, about siXx, seven
weeks ago, there was consi derabl e interest onthe part

of the senior managenent fromcertain utilities that
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we do go forward with 5046.
COWM SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN: Wth the staff's
policy position?

DI RECTOR THADANI: Yes. And in fact the
nmeeting that was held on the i ssue of decay heat | ust
| ast nonth was a very constructive neeti ng between t he
staff and the industry.

| think an area where there's sone
di sagreenent on the part of the industry with us is
that they would Ii ke for us to nove nmuch faster on the
redefinition of the size break that should be
consi dered within the design basis.

COW SSI ONER  Mc GAFFI GAN: Your
recol l ection under the 5046 paper you were going to
get to that in about half a decade.

DI RECTOR THADANI: W said three year
effort.
But the other two options the industry is
interested in noving forward on.

COW SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN: Wl |, | thi nk,
to be honest at this point, Conm ssioner D cus asked
t he questi on over whet her we' re goi ng t o get upgraded.
5046, the paper is in some sense out of date. And we
need sone sort over nechanism for conveying to us

where you think you are in the nmonment in |ight of
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t hese nont hs of discussions that have occurred.

| think we did a good thing when we told you
all back last year sonetine to go forth and have
di scussions with folks on the pre-proposed rules
Wi t hout necessarily having total Comm ssion buy-inin
order to advance the discussion.

But I think we need to understand where you
are and al so to get sonme sense fromthe i ndustry as to
whet her they agree with where you think you are.
get a sense we've expended a | ot of resources. And
based on what | read in the trade press, | don't see
a |l ot of convergence occurring.

DI RECTOR THADANI : O early, Conmi ssioner,
you're correct. And that's what | neant to say
earlier, if | didn't, that we do owe you a paper that
reflects on the di scussi ons that have gone on over the
| ast six nmonths, roughly. And that woul d update the
paper that is in front of you.

COW SSI ONER  Mc GAFFI GAN: The | ast
guestion that 1'Il ask, | think, is when we were
dealing with 5044 we also had this generic safety
issue. | believe it's 193.

D RECTOR THADANI :  189.
COW SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN: 189, | forget

t he number. It deals with i ce condenser and BWR NMar k
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|V containnents and whether there's a need, in the
| oss of off site power event, for sone additiona
regul atory requirenents. How soon do you see t hat GS
189 resol uti on nmoving forward?

DI RECTOR THADANI : We expect to finish the
evaluation this sumer and go to the advisory
conmittee this sumrer.

COW SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN: I's that
sonet hi ng you' re di scussi ng, your potential resol ution
of that with the industry. My sense is that what
you're going to come up with in the way of nopdest
additional requirements nay be quite acceptable and
therereally could be avery constructive path forward
there. But | may be wong.

Have you previ ewed what you're likely to do
inthat area with the i ndustry and gotten any sort of
sense of convergence?

DI RECTOR THADANI : That is really part of
what the process we woul d go t hrough. Once we finish
our initial technical assessment -- which | think
we're fairly <close to that, we would begin
i nteractions with vari ous stakehol ders and then goto
t he advi sory conm ttee the with our recommendati on on
resol ution of the i ssue. And we hope to do that this

sumer .
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COW SSI ONER McGAFFI GAN:  Thank you.

Thank you M. Chairman.

CHAI RVAN MESERVE: | woul d I'i ke to express
appreciation to the staff for a very informative
briefing, helpful response to our questions. It's
cl ear that we have a huge nunber of initiatives before
us and a lot of work to do. | very nuch appreciate
i nsights you provided us this norning. Wth that,
we' re adj our ned.

(End of proceedings.)



