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Mr. John C. Hoyle 
Secretary of the Commission 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Attn: Chief of Docketing Service Branch 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 

Nuclear Plant Projects 
General Electric Company 
175 Curtner Avenue, MIC 780 
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408 925-6951 
Fx 408 925-4257 

December 3, 1996 

RE: Comments on NRC Strategic Assessment Issue Paper OSI 10: 
Reactor Licensing for Future Applicants 
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On September 16, 1996, the NRC released its strategic assessment issue papers as part of its 
rebaselining initiative. NRC also invited public comments on these papers. General Electric 
(GE) is pleased to submit the following comments on Strategic Assessment Issue Paper DSI 10: 
Reactor Licensing for Future Applicants, which pertains to design certification of advanced 
reactors and issuance of combined licenses (CO Ls) under 10 CFR Part 52. 

GE believes that NRC's rebaselining initiative is a valuable undertaking and commends the NRC 
for conducting a "zero-based, bottom-up" evaluation of its strategic goals. 

GE has a significant interest with respect to Strategic Assessment Issue Paper DSI 10. GE, the 
applicant for design certification of the Advanced Boiling Water Reactor (ABWR), has spent 
substantial resources on designing the ABWR and pursuing certification for it. The ABWR has 
received a final design approval (FDA) from the NRC, and a design certification for the ABWR 
is projected in the near future. NRC has concluded that the ABWR represents a significant 
improvement in safety and has a core damage frequency that is one to two orders of magnitude 
better than the current generation of plants. Despite this substantial improvement in safety, 
generators of electric power in the United States have expressed reservations about ordering a 
new nuclear power plant due, in part, to the existence of significant regulatory burdens and the 
costs they impose. The NRC's strategic rebaselining initiative will have a significant influence 
upon whether the ABWR and other advanced reactors will be viewed by the utility industry as a 
viable option for new electric generating plants in the United States. 

GE recommends that NRC enhance its policy toward licensing of new reactors. In particular, 
NRC should build upon its existing 1986 policy on standardization and its policy under Part 52, 
which call for a stable and predictable regulatory environment for licensing of new plants. In 
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light of the substantial improvements in safety achieved by the ABWR and other advanced 
reactors, NRC should have a policy of reducing regulatory burdens and barriers to new orders for 
nuclear power plants. For example, NRC could augment its existing policy with a statement 
such as the following: 

Given that the standard designs are at least one to two orders of magnitude safer than the 
current generation of plants, it is NRC's policy to reduce unnecessary regulatory burdens 
and barriers that may discourage orders for new plants. 

Such a declaration would be consistent with NRC's mission of ensuring adequate protection of 
public health and safety, while preserving the nuclear option in the United States. 

GE believes that practical implementation of such a policy is essential to a revival of nuclear 
power in this country. In this regard, we believe that Strategic Assessment Issue Paper DSI 10 is 
fundamentally incorrect in stating that the low likelihood of a new order for a nuclear power 
plant is an "external factor." In actuality, NRC's regulatory policy has a significant impact on 
the prospects for a new order. 

There are a range of actions that NRC could consider taking to reduce regulatory burdens and 
barriers for advanced reactors. For example: 1) NRC might evaluate whether it could reduce the 
sizes of the emergency planning zones; 2) NRC might evaluate the feasibility of performance
based quality assurance, especially for structures, systems, or components that are not risk
significant; 3) NRC might establish a mechanism for expediting licensing reviews by pre
approval of standard industry programs that could be referenced by an applicant; 4) NRC might 
consider increasing the threshold for backfits on the nonstandardized portions of advanced 
nuclear power plants, and 5) NRC might evaluate restructuring its regulatory and inspection 
processes to focus on those systems, structures, and components that are identified as risk
significant in the design certification application. These are just illustrative of the numerous 
innovative changes that NRC could consider making in its programs in order to reduce regulatory 
burdens and barriers while ensuring an adequate level of protection for the public health and 
safety. At his time, GE is not advocating that NRC make any particular changes in its programs 
- - it is only recommending that NRC establish a policy which encourages the staff to evaluate 
ways to reduce unnecessary regulatory burdens and barriers for advanced reactors and to provide 
an allocation of resources to accomplish this goal. 

GE believes that such a policy would have a positive effect on the likelihood of new orders for 
nuclear plants in this country. Given the enhanced levels of safety achieved by the advanced 
reactors, it is appropriate for the NRC to consider a corresponding reduction in regulatory 
burdens for these reactors. 
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In addition to these comments on the strategic policy on the Commission, GE also has some 
comments on specific statements in Strategic Assessment Issue Paper DSI 10. These comments 
are enclosed. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. 

Enclosure 

cc: Chairman Jackson 
Commissioner Rogers 
Commissioner Dicus 
Commissioner Diaz 
Commissioner McGaffigan Jr. 
James M. Taylor (EDO) 

Sincerely, 

Aa.µ 
Steven A. Hucik 
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COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC ISSUES IN NRC'S STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT 
ISSUE PAPER ON REACTOR LICENSING FOR FUTURE APPLICANTS 

1. Contrary to the discussion on pages 6 and 9 of the paper, NRC should establish a 
regulatory framework for licensing new plants under Part 52. Such a framework is 
necessary to establish sufficient utility and investor confidence in the viability of the new 
licensing process and therefore is a necessary prerequisite to new orders. 

2. The preliminary Commission view (page 13 of the paper) appropriately gives priority to 
reviewing advanced designs, early site permits, and license applications. The 
Commission should continue to adhere to this position. 

3. It is unclear what the Commission means by its preliminary view (page 13 of the paper) 
that the staff should "address maintenance of the Utility Requirements Document and the 
certified designs through first-of-a-kind engineering." No NRC action is needed in either 
of these areas, because the industry is not currently requesting any NRC decision on 
either of these matters. 

4. The Commission is correct in its preliminary view (page 14 of the paper) that the design 
certification process should be evaluated for lessons learned following completion of the 
current applications. Several possible clarifications and improvements to Part 52 have 
been identified that should be pursued. 

5. NRC should be cautious about applying lessons learned regarding the advanced reactors 
to current reactors (pages 9-10 of the paper). The advanced reactors have been designed 
to achieve a higher level of safety than required by NRC regulations, and therefore 
lessons learned for the advanced reactors may not be applicable to current reactors. 


