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SUBJECT: MEB LICENSING REVIEW FOR PALO VERDE SER

The MEB and fts contractor, Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL), have chosen
not to develop the usual gI/g2 round of questions but to proceed directly
to a draft SER input for the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station Units
1, 2, and 3. This innovative process for the licensing review has been
used by the t1EB for the Grand Gulf 1 & 2, Susquehanna 1 & 2, and Waterford
3 plants and has proven to be successful for. all the participants involved.
The use of the draft SER meetings to resolve the open licensing issues
should reduce the scheduled 15 month review schedule significantly. In
addition, valuable man-hour s are conserved when questions are fully under stood
and the resolutions are immediately available.

The meeting usually involves the utility, fts architect/engineer, the NSSS

supplier, and the NRC staff and their consultants. The location of the
meeting has been proven to be most successful when held at the architect/
engineer's offfces where the design information fs readily available.

The meeting attendees should include persons of sufficient status within
the utility, its AE, and its NSSS supplier to negotiate positions of
difference and to make binding commitments. The NRC representatives must
include the prospect manager, the review personnel, and the appropriate
section leader and branch chief.

Attached to this memorandum fs a set of guidelines relative to the preparation
for and the logistics of such a SER meeting. Also attached is a list of
observations based on previous SER meetings and may be helpful.

The MEB contractor (PNL) was scheduled to begin the licensing review fn
November 1980. However, to date, they have not received the copies of the
FSAR. It fs imperative that PNL receive the FSAR within the next month ff
we are to meet your proposed schedule.

cc: R. Vollmer, DE

Robert J . Bosnak, Chief
ttechanfcal Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

OFFICE

SURNAME

DATE$

e esco,
. Kexei.gaa,
. Knight, DE
;"Biamjjjer",0
. Bajjjpion, P.

L DE,MEB Coat ct:...D...Texao
DTerao:1b.1rT;

lg/ V /80

DE:MEB, x29 DE:ME D
'

HBrammer R 86 nak ,''t2'fj~/80" ""
1 /~8' '

NRC FORM 318'(9 76) NRCM 0240 4U S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979 289 369



~ '

1

H ~ er
44

I'
~

I If-

4 3

F I'I 4 NIHI
~ $ 4 ~ f

ee
4

3 ee ~ %I I,

~ I, tel
tee ~

F
~ 4

l f 1 4

ee

~
'

I e ~ ~ I

I

~ I I'I II

3 I 3
4 4, I ~ 4

! ~
I ~ 4

I
&.

4

4 ~
$

H

FN)„ f r

I ~

4 "
g il 4 3 34 We'

4
,I'IHFI 4

Ft

4

C

elf 3 4 Il

I

I
4

3



Attachment I

Guidelines for SER Heetin Pre aration

1. The review branch should prepare a draft SER which describes the open
issues in its review. The review branch must consult other branches
as necessary if the issue crosses jurisdictional lines. It may be
necessary for these interfacing branches to appear at the SER meeting
or to be available via conference call.

2. The open issues in the draft SER should be described in sufficient detai I
to allow the applicant to prepare an appropriate response. The applicant
should be encouraged to request any necessary clarification by phone.

3. The draft SER should be sent to the applicant by the project manager with
explicit instructions that the applicant be prepared to meet unti I all the
open issues are resolved. In isolated cases resolution includes an agree-
ment to disagree. This ground rule has been found to be a key in setting
the tone of the meetings.

4. The applicant should prepare a detailed agenda, issue by issue, so that
one may ascertain on which day a particular issue will be discussed.

5. The applicant should prepare draft responses to each open issue, and if
possible, provide these to the NRC a few days before the SER meeting.

6. It is essential that both sides enter this meeting with an open mind,
ready to pursue a variety of alternative approaches for achieving the
necessary level of safety. This may be more difficult for the NRC than the
applicant if we lose sight of the fact that SRP's and Regulatory Guides
present one acceptable approach. There may be others equally as acceptable-

7. The period from receipt of the draft SER by the applicant until the SER
resolution meeting is expected to average about 2 to 3 months.
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Attachment 2

Guidelines for -SER Meetin Lo istics

1. The meeting room should be as small as practical to comfortably hold
the participants. It is important that the acoustics be adequate to
allow a conversation across the room. A podium and microphone was
found to be inhibiting and should not be used-

2. We have found that the meeting runs most smoothly when chaired by the
applicant. Ideally, the applicant should lead off the discussion of
each open issue by providing an oral presentation of its proposed
response. Slides and handouts are also helpful in this regard.

3. The meeting room should be located as near as possible to files, calcu-
lations, or other supplementary information. The engineers who actually
performed the work in question should also be readily available.

4. A working lunch is quite useful as it saves time and does not disrupt
the flow of thought. Box lunches seem to be adequate. NRC staff should
reimburse the applicant for these.

5. Phones and telecopiers should be readily available for coranunications with
the home offices. Provisions for conference calls would also be useful.

6. Evenings should be used to caucus and work out revisions to positions on
both sides.

7. At the meeting's end, the applicant and NRC should review each issue and
agree upon the required follow-up actions by both sides.

8. Typically, the issues can be closed out when the applicant formally makes
the agreed upon FSAR changes. Other documentation, such as a letter formally
submitted by the applicant on his docket may also be adequate. The NRC
project manager should be consulted.
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Attachment 3

Observations Based On Grand Gulf 8 Sus uehanna SER Meetin s

2 ~
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8.

The use of draft SER meetings to resolve open licensing issues should
cut the current 18 month review schedule significantly. Such meetings
are very successful because the ground rules are quite clear; the partici-
pants (including the NRC) are coomitted to extend the meeting until the
issues are resolved. In practice, of the 50-60 issues discussed during two
SER meetings, all but two were resolved during the course of the meeting.
These two required additional information from GE, not available at the
meeting site.

Extended face-to-face discussions permit the NRC and applicant to better
understand each other's real concerns and problems. We found the discussions
with the appli'cant were among the most frank and open we have experienced
in quite some time. guite often we were able to find a middle ground from
which a solution agreeable to both sides could be fashioned.

Hopefully, the applicant will leave the meeting not feeling as if it
had been bullied by the regulators. Me believe that the applicant will
better and more carefully carry out its commitments when the required
actions are mutually agreed upon.

Such an SER meeting requires all participants to do their homework. Me
were told by the applicants that even its pre-meeting preparation was
valuable because the intense interaction and discussion with its contractors
gave it a better handle on its plant design.

Similarly, we in the staff were forced to specifically state our safety
concerns and get to the heart of the matter. Once we did so, both we and the
applicant rather quickly agreed upon a resolution.

Because we covered so much of the plant review during a three day period,
both we and the applicant were better able to place the various issues
into context. It quickly became clear that some issues really affected
plant design while others would have negligible impact. These lesser
issues could be quickly resolved.

Especially during the Grand Gulf meeting held at the Bechtel offices in
Gaithersburg, we were able to audit a wide variety of calculations and
verify on the spot whether the applicant was actually meeting its coranit-
ments. This was useful and afforded the staff the opportunity to verify
procedural details and assumptions.

Me found that the applicant, AE, and NSSS supplier were generally represented
by high quality personnel, both working level and supervisory. A vice-
president of Pennsylvania Power & Light attended the Susquehanna meeting.
What this means is that the applicants and their contractors are willing
to commit their resources if they feel that these SER meetings will
really further their review. Me believe that the staff should take
advantage of this attitude and spend the relatively small amount of
staff resources necessary to achieve a large return in licensing progress.
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