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Subject: Comments on the NRC Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining Initiative 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

In response to the invitation to the public and stakeholders to submit comments by 
December 2, 1996, please find attached Combustion Engineering, Inc. 's 
(ABB-CE's) comments on each of the direction setting issues identified by the 
NRC staff. 

ABB-CE commends the Commission for undertaking this comprehensive 
systematic assessment of its future role. Since the NRC came into being in 1975, 
the industry that it regulates has substantially matured in a technical sense, and it 
follows that the role of the regulator must adapt to that maturation. In addition, the 
commercial environment for the industry is just beginning to move toward 
deregulation, which brings new factors into play. 

The move toward risk-informed, performance-based regulation is to be 
encouraged. The future competitive environment for electrical generators makes it 
imperative to free safely operating nuclear plants of unnecessary regulatory 
burdens. This requires the NRC to acknowledge in deed, as well as in word, that 
the safety performance of the industry as a whole has been steadily improving over 
more than a decade. It means relooking at the philosophy of regulating the new 
Advanced Light Water Reactor designs such that their vastly improved safety 
features result in added margin from regulatory requirements rather than tightening 
the regulations to enforce the new safety levels. If the Commission is unable to 
acknowledge these safety improvements through revamped regulation and 
enforcement, the nuclear industry will be unable to compete in the future 
marketplace. 

We would encourage that a very careful evaluation be made of the input which 
will be received and that the necessary time and attention be provided to make the 
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difficult, but extremely important, decisions. We would also recommend that the 
Commission consider the use of stakeholder committees in helping to further 
develop the options available to the Commission and to develop plans for 
successfully carrying out the new directions chosen by the Commission. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our input to this critical process. Please 
contact me at 301-881-7040 if you have any questions related to our input. 

Sincerely yours, 

c~A~ 

Attachments: 
1. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-2 
2. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-4 
3. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-5 
4. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-6 
5. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-7 
6. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-9 

Charles B. Brinkman 
Director, Nuclear Licensing 

7. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-10 
8. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-11 
9. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-12 
10. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-13 
11. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-14 
12. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-20 
13. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-21 
14. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-22 
15. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-23 
16. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-24 

cc: S. Floyd (NEI) 
S. Magruder (NRC) 
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DSI # 4 Relationship with Agreement States 

DSI - What should be NRC's strategy regarding states becoming and remaining 
Agreement States? 

Generic Question #1 - What, if any, important considerations may have been omitted 
from this issue paper? 

Reciprocity. 

ABB-CE also endorses the remarks of the Nuclear Energy Institute on this item. 

Generic Question #2 - How accurate are the NRC's assumptions and projections for 
internal and external factors discussed in the issue papers? 

Assumptions and projections appear to be reasonable. 

ABB-CE also endorses the remarks of the Nuclear Energy Institute on this item. 

Generic Question #3 - Do the Commission's preliminary views associated with this 
issue paper respond to the current environment? 

The preliminary views are responsive to the issues, except that acquiring additional funding is 
not fully addressed. 

Related Issue B - Should NRC continue to provide free training, travel, and technical 
assistance to the Agreement States? 

NRC should continue to provide training and oversight to the States, but funding should not 
come from fees imposed on NRC licensees. Funding should be sought from the Agreement 
States and Congress. Please note that ABB-CE is a fee-paying licensee of the NRC under 
both 10 CFR 170 and 10 CFR 171. 

Option pref erred by ABB-CE: 

ABB-CE supports the NRC's view to continue the current Agreement State program 
(Option 3) with funding assistance as described in the response to Related Issue B above. In 
addition to regulating byproduct material, benefits are derived from the regulation of 
accelerator produced material, naturally occurring material, and x-ray usage by the States. 
This approach appears to offer a favorable balance of cost, preservation of regulatory 
experience, and centralized regulatory authority. 

In contrast, Option 1 would involve EPA in a new area of regulatory responsibility with 
potential attendant inefficiencies and revision of regulatory precedent. Option 2, strongly 
encouraging states to become Agreement States, appears to involve increased costs. There is 
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also a concern that transferring regulatory authority to a new Agreement State could increase 
the degree of regulatory involvement in a licensee's operations to a level inconsistent with the 
licensee's performance and prior NRC regulatory oversight. This concern could be 
addressed by implementing the Nuclear Energy Institute's approach of having small materials 
licensees regulated by the Agreement States with oversight oflarge, higher risk operations 
retained by NRC. Option 4 elevates the states to the status of co-regulators, potentially 
injecting complications into the regulatory process due to the involvement of multiple 
agencies having generally equal standing. NRC acknowledges, for example, that it expects to 
rarely exercise its authority to adopt regulations without prior concurrence by an Agreement 
State under the co-regulator option. Option 5, devolving regulation of specified materials to 
the states, creates the possibility of difficulties arising from multiple, inconsistent sets of 
regulations. This relates to the issue of reciprocity mentioned with regard to Generic 
Question # 1 above. 

e ABB-CE also endorses the remarks of the Nuclear Energy Institute on this matter. 
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