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YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY @ Telephone (508) 779-6711 

TWX 710-380-7619 

GS~ 580 Main Street, Bolton, Massachusetts 01 740-1398 

-----· 

Mr. John C. Hoyle 
Secretary of the Commission 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

Attention: Chief, Docketing Service Branch 

December 2, 1996 
FYC 96-010 ~--./ ... 

RECEIVED 

DEC 2 

Subject: NRC Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining Initiative {61FR52475, dated 
October 7, 1996) 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

Yankee Atomic Electric Company (Yankee) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
NRC's initiative to strategically assess and rebaseline its mission and goals. Yankee is the owner 
of the Yankee Nuclear Power Station, which is in the process of being decommissioned. Yankee 
is also the provider of engineering and licensing services to other nuclear power plants within the 
United States. Yankee's comments, which are attached, respond to the following direction
setting issue papers: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

low level waste (DSI 5) 
high level waste and spent fuel (DSI 6) 
operating reactor program oversight (DSI 11) 
risk-informed, performance-based regulation (DSI 12) 
public communications initiatives (DSI 14) 
fees (DSI 21) 
research (DSI 22) 
enhancing regulatory excellence (DSI 23) 
decommissioning of power reactors (DSI 24) 

We would add that the Commission's periodic assessment of the NRC's direction and 
activities can be extremely beneficial. How~ver, for such an important initiative, the Commission 
has not provided stakeholders with sufficient time for review and comment, even with the 
extension that was granted. The lack of review time was underscored by a number ofNRC 
licensees and members of the general public at the first NRC workshop. Further, we are 
concerned that the overall process gives the appearance of stakeholder input, but the schedule for 
review of comments, if conducted over the short period of time originally proposed, is unlikely to 
be substantive in terms of any meaningful analysis of the stakeholders' comments. To ensure 
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Letter, Yankee tu U.S. NRC 
December 2, 1996 

schedule for review of comments, if conducted over the short period of time originally proposed, 
is unlikely to be substantive in terms of any meaningful analysis of the stakeholders' comments. 
To ensure meaningful consideration of all comments on such a broad range of key issues, the 
Commission should consider a revised schedule that allows for sufficient NRC Staff and 
Commission evaluation and entertains the possible additional interaction with stakeholders prior 
to establishing a new direction. 

We also would emphasize that the papers fail to highlight the significant improvements 
made by the NRC and the industry over the last 17 years since the TMI accident, and in doing so, 
continue to cultivate the idea that there is much need for improvement in terms of ensuring public 
health and safety. The Commission needs to seriously consider that a point might be reached 
where the costs of the regulator imposed "continual improvement" initiatives bring into question 
the economic viability of the nuclear option, and as a result of NRC policies and actions, society is 
effectively denied the benefits of this important energy source. We urge the Commission to 
commit to a concerted effort to develop an objective standard for adequate protection of the 
public health and safety, beyond which no additional, incremental efforts to reduce risk should be 
required. We believe that unless such an effort is completed, licensing, oversight, investigative, 
and rulemaking initiatives will continue to place undue weight on subjective judgements and non
quantitative criteria, thereby fueling the never-ending upward spiral of performance expectations 
for licensees. 

Attachments 

c: M. Fairtile, NRC, NRR 
J. White, NRC, Region I 

Sincerely, 
YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMP ANY 

1\.l '111 . j 'i-ctv1-L 
M:. Grant 
ager, Regulatory and Industry Affairs 
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Letter, Yankee to U.S. NRC 
December 2, 1996 
Attachment 3 

COMMENTS ON DSI 11 
OPERATING REACTOR PROGRAM OVERSIGHT 

Question 1. What, if any, important considerations may have been omitted from the 
isme paper? 

We agree with NEI that the following important considerations have either not been addressed 
or have not been addressed adequately: 

• Establishment of an oversight program that is based on a credible standard that 
permits a reasoned balancing of the legitimate concerns of the public for 
"adequate protection of their health and safety" against the significant societal 
benefits which are provided by commercial nuclear power stations. 

• Definition of "what level of safety is good enough?" 

• Critical assessment of the current enforcement policy and alternatives. We 
would add, for example, that the Commission should reconsider its issuance of 
civil penalties to licensees who have plants on NRC' s problem plant list. Such 
plants are already suffering dire financial consequences from simply not being 
allowed to operate. Civil penalties merely exacerbate the problem and 
contribute to the demise of the industry by denying the licensee moniys that can 
be used for improving performance. 

• Effectiveness of the current rulemaking process as a potential area for reform. 

• Critical assessment of the current hearing process as a potential area for reform. 

• Legislative proposals that can be offered by NRC as a means of modifying or 
removing legal requirements which, through experience, have been found to be 
unnecessary, unduly wasteful of resources, or unduly restrictive. 
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Question 2. How accurate are the NRC's assumptions and projections for 
internal and external factors discussed in the issue paper? 

The DSI paper states "[s]hould past improvements in safety continue, the number of 
new NRC-mandated regulatory requirements requiring license amendments or licensee 
action is expected to remain at a relatively low level." When one thinks of recent, 
costly NRC initiatives such as implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, "Requirements for 
Monitoring the Effectiveness of Maintenance at Nuclear Power Plants," vehicle barriers 
mandated by 10 CFR 73.45, revision of 10 CFR 50.55a implementing Subsections 
IWE and IWL of the ASME code, proposed rules dealing with steam generator tube 
integrity, shutdown operations, and the reporting of reliability and availability 
information for risk significant systems and equipment, Generic Letter 96-01, "Testing 
of Safety Related Logic Circuits," and the October 9, 1996, 10 CFR 50.54(f) 
information request from the EDO, one has to question the NRC's basis for 
characterizing its recent initiatives as "remaining at a relatively low level." The DSI 
paper states that the NRC is continuing to review selected regulations for appropriate 
changes and makes the assertion: "Efforts in this area will result in improved 
regulations and reduced unnecessary regulatory burden. " To reiterate the point made in 
response to Question 1, without an objective standard for adequate protection it is 
difficult to see how this laudable aspiration can be fully realized. 

Question 3. Do the Commission's preliminary views associated with the issue 
paper respond to the current environment and challenge? 

We wish to emphasize the point made in the NEI comments: regardless of the Option 
selected, the Commission must be extremely sensitive to the need to find the most cost
effective solutions to issues and to ensure that the focus of the Commission is on only 
those issues that are truly risk significant. The NRC continues to have difficulty in 
drawing the line between what is appropriately in its purview and what is not. 

Question 4. Which option do you endorse? 

We recommend that the NRC focus its attention on Option 2, but also apply Option 3 
to selected functional areas as a pilot program to test the ability of the business process 
reengineering (BPR) approach to, in fact, successfully identify workable, cost effective 
alternative oversight processes and structures. Although an across the board application 
of BPR is in many respects enticing, we are particularly concerned with the need to 
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produce reforms as quickly as possible. Implementation of Option 2 and an Option 3 
pilot program should be grounded in risk significance and performance. 

Option 2 seeks new approaches within the existing reactor oversight framework to 
improve effectiveness while also encouraging industry and public interaction and 
involvement. However, Option 2 (and the DSI paper is not clear on this point) should 
not result in a constant redefinition of the acceptable level of safety. 
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