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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 197 5, 
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, 

CkAA~ 

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 DSl-10 
8. ABB-CE Comments on DSl-11 
9. ABB-CE Comments on DSl-12 
10. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-13 
11. ABB-CE Comments on DSI-14 
12. ABB-CE Comments on DSl-20 
13. ABB-CE Comments on DSl-21 
14. ABB-CE Comments on DSl-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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Attachment 12 to LD-96-057 

DSI #20 International Activities 

DSI - What is the appropriate role of NRC in the development and implementation 
of policies on international nuclear matters? 

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

The White Paper on International Activities does not explore the most significant safety 
consideration associated with the NRC's international role, i.e., reducing the possibility of 
a major nuclear accident in developing countries and the Former Soviet Union nations. It 
is recognized that a significant accident anywhere in the world will have substantial 
consequences on the nuclear option and nuclear regulation in the US. Therefore, the role 
that NRC involvement plays in this crucial issue must be evaluated in more than the 
oblique references in this paper. It is our opinion that the two most significant means of 
improving nuclear safety in the rest of the world are the export of US technology and the 
export of US safety standards. 

The export of US technology is commonly understood to be beyond the purview of the 
NRC, except in the very limited role of issuing export licenses. The generally accepted 
postulate that nuclear safety is not maintained by national borders, raises the issue of 
whether the NRC must maintain its rigorous posture of avoiding any association with the 
promotion of nuclear energy or endorsement of US commercial entities when it is acting 
as an agent of the US government in international affairs. 

The export of US safety standards is more clearly within the NRC's horizon. There are 
several emerging nuclear power nations (China, N. Korea, Indonesia, Thailand) which will 
need to put regulatory authorities into place or greatly expand existing authorities. There 
are others (FSU and Central and Eastern European nations) where the existing authorities 
need substantial undergirding. This is a matter of both culture and guidance. The role of 
the NRC in the development and strengthening of these countries needs a more 
substantive exploration. A minimum would be for the NRC to provide these nations with 
NRC regulatory documents (regulations, Standard Review Plans and Regulatory Guides) 
and train them in the "what and how" of them. 

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

It is highly doubtful that even if the Options 1, 2 or 3 were chosen, the NRC would be 
able to eliminate as many personnel as projected. Option 4 seems reasonable because it 
mirrors current conditions. Option 5 may underestimate the number of resources 
required, at least as proposed by ABB-CE in this response. 
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ABB-CE believes that as time progresses, less resources can be expended on research 
involving a mature industry, which would free up more funds for international activities. 

A significant piece of information related to resource allocation that is not provided is 
what disciplines are represented in International Programs for the four functions outlined 
in the white paper. It is unreasonable to anticipate that the NRC intends to remove 
personnel wholesale without attempting to reassign them elsewhere. If the unneeded 
resources are "international experts" versus technical personnel, there may not be a logical 
reassignment. 

The paper's assumption in Options 1 - 3 that the Commission can unilaterally downsize its 
international activities is probably not realistic. It does not recognize that, 
notwithstanding its designation as an independent agency, the NRC is never free from the 
demands of the Administration to engage in foreign policy and to represent the US in 
foreign conferences and other international obligations. This would only take on 
significance, however, under Options 1, 2 and 3 which do not have much support from 
either the Commission or ABB-CE. 

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

As that environment and challenge is laid out in the paper, the answer is yes. However, if 
the additional issues of exporting US safety standards and supporting the export of US 
technology are factored in, then option 5 (modified) would be a better choice than 
Option 4 which the Commission supports. 

Option pref erred by ABB-CE:. 

ABB-CE endorses Option 5. We believe that the NRC should expend more of its 
international activities on the export of US safety. We also feel that the agency should be 
more responsive, if not proactive, in assisting the US government and the US commercial 
entities in exporting US nuclear technology. 
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