e

);Hx: ;>E!3th: I}C

CENT
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

SUBCOMMITTZE MEETING
on

REACTOR SAFETY RESEARCH

Place - Washington, D. C.

Date - ruesday, July 10, 1979

-

Pages 1 - 72

= — —_—
Telecnone

(202} 347-37C0

ACE -FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
Official Reporters

444 North Capitol Streer
Weshingten, D.C. 20001

NATICNWIDE COVERAGE - CAILY v A

61 268 7907280 [ T



¢ ’

CRS692 ! PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE
2 UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSION'S
» 3 ADVISORY COMMITTEZ ON REACTOR SAFEGU DS
4
Tuesday, July 10, 1379
3
* i
B The contents of this stencgraphic transcript of the
7| proceedings of the United States Nuclear Regulatory
8| Commission's Advisory Cormittee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) ,
9| as reperted herein, is an uncorrected recerd of the discussions
'10{ recorded at the meeting neld cn the above date.
' No member of th: ACRS Staff and no participant at chis
12}l neeting accepts any responsibility for errors or inaccuracies
( 13| of statement or data contained in this transcript.
14
15
16 ’ ' ¥
17 |
I
18
i
19
t
20‘ y
21! :
~ 22{
o
- 24 i
. Ace-Federci Reporters, '”i
1 25.




CR5692 1] UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

2| NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

5
)
SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
7
| on
3'
REACTOR SAFETY RESEARCH
9|
10 Room 1130
E 1717 H Street, N. W.
| Washingten, D. C.
12 : Tuesday, 10 July 1979
L ) 13 The ACRS Subcommittee on Reactor Safety Research met,
14 | pursuant o notice, at 9:00 a.m., Dr. David Okrent, chairman

15| of the subcommittee, presiding.

16 || PRESENT:
17: DR. DAVID OKRENT, Chairman of the Subcommittee
18 PROF . WILLIAM KERR, Member
*97 DR. J. CARSON MARK, Member
20 MR. WILLIAM M. MATHIS, Member
ZIé DR. MILTON S. PLESSET, Member
" 22; DR. CHESTER P. SIESS, Member

2
2

Ace-rederal Reporters, Inc.
25 |




CR 5632 ' 3
Hoffman #1
ros 1 1 PROCEEDINGS

Z MR. GOSSICK: When it created the NRC, Congress

3 recognized the need for an independent capability co develop

“ and analyze technical information on nuclear safety, safeguards
5| and envircmental protection as a basis for regulatory decisions.
6| Thus, the 0ffice of Nuclear Regulatory Research was established
7| to perform what was characterized as "confirmatery assessment."”

8| Congress took great pains to distinguish between the kind of

? | confirmatory research NRC would perform and the traditicnal

0| mregearch and developrent" functions assigned to the Energy

‘]f Research and Development Administration. NRC would have access

‘23 to all data required to assess the areas under its regulatory |
( ]3; purview, and ERDA and other Federal agencies were tasked to

14 |

| ccoperate’ and make facilities and support available to NRC cn
131 a reimbursable basis. The bulk of NRC research would be

16| cerformed at ERDA, ncw DOE, facilities, with NRC not assigned

|
17| any laboratories cof its own.

i
'34 We have made ccnsiderable progress, and also
19

encountared problems, in implementing these statutory concepts
2 | during the past four years -- for example, we have developed
2 appropriate working arrangements with DOE and determined the
22; proper levels ané kinds of research work to be performed at

23 DOE laboratori=s. As ycu know, this matter has been a subject

‘ 24
Ace-Federal Seporters, Inc. |
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of criticism . the GAO. NRC has alsc recently developed

tentative crirzria for placing work at labs versus commercial

r\“l‘
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firms. Congress' concept of confirmatory research alsc has
expanded somewhat with enactment of 1978 Authorization Act,
P.L. 95-209, which directed NRC to develop a long-term plan
for projects for te development of new or improved safety
systems for nuclear power plants.

Under the Energy Reorganization Act, RES is
responsible for (1) developing recommendations for research
deemed necessary for performance by the Commission, and
(2) engaging in or contracting for research which the Commission
deems necessary. Also, NMSS and NRR were made responsible for
recommending research to enable the Commission to effec’ively
perform its functions. In practice, of course, RES accepts
recormendations from all major NRC offices. Tha'ACRS, while
not a mrogrammatic office of the NRC, influences the direction
of, and in some cases the performance cf specific research;
hence, can also be considered a "user."

DR. MARK: It has been thought in the past that RES
is capable of initiating a proposal and having it accepted,
except for some rather sp2cial mechanisms. This seems to me
guestionable, in the sense that it seems to me that they
might have an idea and it might be impossible to implement it.

MR. GOSSICK: I will get into tha%t in a little bit,
here. That's a point I want to discuss with the Committee.

In a broad sense, of course, the NRC research program

can be responsive to the public as requestors for research,
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most notable ~he Congress and the scientific community. NRC
must also be cognizant of relevant research performed by
industry and the foreign community.

As you know, we have a number of interchange
agreements with foreign countries, where we =re exchanging
research information as well as operational experience with
reactors that are actually in operaticn.

At the outset, there was a large set of internal
NRC and ACRS user requirements addressing light water reactor
safety res~arch needs which were fairly w:.ll defined. User
requirerments for these older programs were.qtated formally,
but for new programs were sometimes presentec informally.

In 1975, as a part of developing a "5-Year Plar,”
the Controller set up two panels of the Program Review |
Committee -- which is our counterpart to the Budget Review
Committee which exists now. One of these panels was on
research, and the other was on Worklcad and Forecasts.

The Research Panel report of May 1976 found several
instances where user requirements from NRC offices were not
documented, or not current, or not specific, or did not centain
pricrity information. It recommended establishment of
additional formal proceduras for all user offices tc develor
a clearly documented and well corganized set of user requirements
for the entire RES program. From this, and with Congressicnal

and OMB influences, evolved the procedures ncw in effect as
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described in SECY 77-1230B, issued on December 6, 1977. 1In
general . they provide that Research will consider requests and
obtain concurrences from sponsoring offices including SD, NMSS,
NRR, and ISE. Where Research itself propcses to sponsor a
resear h project, it must first seek concurrence from
appropriate user offices, or alternatively obtain EDO approval
if no other office could be ccnsidgzad the "user."”

Up to that point, Dr. Mark, as you know, tha I'1l
cover here a little later, Research has propcsed a modii.ication
to this procedure which is spellied out in the second paper
that I referred to, and proposes that it be given authority
to app-ove on its own projects up to, I believe the number
is $500,000, and up to 15 percent of its budget.

I personally think that Research does need the
flexibility to do some work more or less cn its own. I think
the issue here is a matter of degree of flexibility. 1In
other words, what the dollar limits are. 15 percent is a
very sizable part of the coverall budget.

DR. MARX: Yes.

MR. GOSSICK: But I do feel very strongly that we
shouldn't rest entirely with perception of need, as seen by
NRR, or NMSS, or any of the other offices. That there may well
be goed reasen for work that Research perceives as needed or
useful, and it should be supported.

I1'd like to point out also, of course, that that
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77=-1308B spells out that in the area of probabilistic analysis,
that RES is the user office. So, in effect, the; don't have
vo get any user regquirement from one or the other offices,
although much of the work is perfect by stated requirements.
But NRR and others have provided that they have approval
authority for all the projects in that particular area.

' DR. MARK: That, of course, dces not guite meet the
feeling that I have.

MR. GOSSICK: That's only just a small part of the
program.

DR. MARK: I ampreciate your comments there.
Probabilistic analysis is a great buzz-word; and it meets that
buzz-word, rather than the real point.

_MR. GOSSICK: No, the real point, as I said before,
I think that in any area -- that we should properly be doing
work in it all, as in any field. But there is a need for some
flexibility there. As it now stands, it can be done. 1
have to approve it for anything up to $300,000. Beycnd that
it must go to the Commissicn for approval. And we have
handled a few projects like thatg. i

Let me talk just a little bit about the nature of
the coordination of the review that goes on. I think it will
perhaps be helpful if you are not familiar with it.

In November '77 I asked the director of the NMSS,

with the assistance of the Safeguards Technical Assistance and
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Research Cocordinating Group, we call it the STAR group, to take |
the lead in providing agancy-wide coordinaticn of all safeguards
contractual projects.

The STAR Group, consisting of representatives from
each of the five program offices and from the Controller's
office, meets regularly, about once every two weeks, to review
proposed projects. These reviews provide in-depth evaluations
te (1) eliminate any unnecessary duplication or overlap and
(2) assess programmatic relevancy. Starting with FY 80 projects,
the STAR Group will alsoc assess justifications for contracter
source selectior. The Group conducts its review at the project
summary level for the coming fiscal year, then at the detailed
work statement level just prior to ciligation ¢f funds.

_Dr. Baker, Paul Baker, who is behind me, chairs that
STAR Group. You might want to ask guestions about its
operaticns of him.

With respect tc research projects, the Group also
ascertains that the provisions ¢f SECY 77-130B op user
reqiirements have been complied with.

Another review group, patterned after the STAR Grecup,
has recently been established to perform the same interocffice
coordination and review functions for all projects in the
waste management area.

This means all work in DCE laboratories, cr contracts.

with outside sources. _ e
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DR. MARK: This is not the STAR Group? 1It's a
similar relationship to the program.

MR, GOSSICK: The same kind of charter.

DR, MARK: What is it then called?

MR. GOSSICK: We haven't come up with a good
acrcnym, but anyway, it's a STAR-like group to handle all
waste projects. We came out with some perfectly dreadful
acronyms.

DR. BAKER: Waste Management Coordinaticn Review
Group is the title.

MR. GOSSICKX: Since 1977, a Contract Review Board,
with members from tha program offices and the EDO staff, has
reviewed all proposed commercial contracts for potential
overlap or duplications prior to obligaticn. The functions of
this board will be expanded to include review of the relevancy,
need, benefits of work, source selection placement, level of
funding, and other determinations that the present Safeguards
Group and Waste Management Group make. This will cover all
other program areas except Safeguards and Waste Management and
will be expanded to cover interagency work, such as DOE tasks,
as well as commercial placements over $100,000 in amount.

DR. MARK: Excuse me again, Lee.

Wwhen you use the word "safeguards" it is possikle
to wonder about the distinction between safeguards and

security. You are using the word to cover both?
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MR. GOSSICK: Right. Material control and accounting
and physical security, both the research work by RES and the
technical assistance work that's being done within NMSS, and
to a lescser degree, in NRR.

DR. MARK: So to some degree, we're getting away
from the S5 -- 3afeguards and Security, and just using the
word "Safeguard"?

MR. GOSSICK: It has become an extremely commen
term for both.

DR. MARX: I find myself troubled by that problem.

DR. SEISS: My chapter title was "Safeguards a .d
Security."

DR. MARK: Exactly. That's why I asked the gues%ion,
because they are distinguishable, sometimes. But you are
using the word "safeguards" to include security?

MR. GOSSICK: That's correct. We had a rather long,
I would say almost a philosophical discussicn of this recently
when we tock up the up~grade rule on reactcrs as well as on
fuel cycle facilities. But yes, whenever I use the word
"safeguards” in this kind of a discussion, it's both the
physical security, protection against sabatoge of either a
reactor or a fuel cycle, and material contrecl and accounting
as it applies primscily.

DR. MARFK: They have been separated sometimes. That

is why I am raising the question, because you propose now to
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use the word "safeguards" to cover the field.

MR. GOSSICK: That's it.

Let me just mention one other matter, as far as
review of contracts. We have been looking at the matter of
a senior contract review board which would be made up of
senior management pecple in the staff, to sort of review the
results and resolve any differences of the coordination and
review process of these other bodies *hat I just menticnad.

This is actually spelled out in out Senate
authorization. And I believe, in its present configuration
as it stands in the legislation, that group would report
directliy to the Commissioner.

Let me talk just a little bit about the financial
constraints that apply to the program.

As you know, aside from the requirements for
initiat.ng research projects set forth in SECY 77-130B, there
are a number of financial constraints. There is a requirement
for prior Controller/EDO ccordination, and in certain cases
Congressional approval, for any new program start not
previcusly approved during the budget process. Transfer of
funds of $250,000 or more from a budget and seporting element
to another within RES muct also be cocordinated with the
Contrcller/EDO. Congress must be notified of any constructicn
projects of $1 million or more. Any changes exceeding
$500,000 in any of the seven major budget categories must be

361 279
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cleared with appropriate Congression:l committees. And, based
on authorization or appropriation acts, a floor or ceiling
designated for particular items must be cbserved, and any
exceptions that occur cleared with the appropriate committees.
Also, as directed by the Commission, any new project not
previously identified in an approved budget with total projected
costs of $2 million or more, or $500,000 in any one year, must
be reviewed by EDO, and in fact, by the PRG, before inclusicn
in the RES budget.

DR. MARK: We've mentioned the STAR Group, and then
you aisco mentioned the Serior something or otler.
DR. KERR: Review Board?
MR. GOSSIC:.. Senior Contract Review Board.
.DR. MARKQ That body reports to the Commission. The
others report to you?

MR. GOSSICK: Actually, the STAR Group is chaired
by a member from the material safety division, but they
actually are working on behalf of the entire staff.

OR., MARK: Their repcrts, their suggesticns, reach
you == not the Commissioner?

MR, GOSSICK: Well, with one excepticn.

In the case of all safeguards projects we have a
requirement by law that any contract of cver 20,000 must
be reviewed by the Commission. And the Waste Croup ané the
Star Group provide 2.1 the review, the documentation, and

s61 280 5
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13
putting the material for each of these kinds of contracts in
shape so that it can be brought up and approved by, or acted
on, by the Commission. That's a requirement in the law that
must take place.

DR. MARK: But the waste management is your cffice?

MR. GOSSICK: Yes. It does not have a similar kind
of constraint on it.

DR. MARX: So the directory of the Commission, apart
from the statutory limit on safeguards, is reserved to the
Senior Review Board?

MR. GOSSICK: Right.

DR. MARK: Thank you. |

MR. GOSSICK: Okay. Perh:-ps just a little bit more
on whether research should be done ..y NRC or others.

As was pointed out earlier, Congress was rather
explicit in characterizing the confirmatory nature of NRC's
research. The ccnference report cf the Energy Reorganization
Act, 1974, stressed that "it is not intended that the Commission

build its own laboratqries and facilities for research and

n

development or try to duplicate tha research and develcpment
responsibilities of ERDA. The Ccmmission will draw ugpon ERDA
ard cother Federal agancies for research findincs and swch
assistance as may be needed in develcping capabilities for
confirmatory assessment, and as may be otherwise needed in

performing its functions. It woulu be a serious mistake to
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14
make a reculatory agency respcnsible for the performance of
research that goes beyond the need for confirmatory assessment.
Inderd, to exceed these bounds creates a conflict of interest.
The regulatory agency should never be piaced in a position to
generate, and then have to defend, basic design data of its
own."

DR. SIESS: What is that from, please?

MR. GOSSICX: This is from the Conference Report
associated with the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974.

DR. SIESS: That refers only to research, and not
the licensing act. Some of those words sound a little strange
if I apply them to the licensing act.

MR. GOSSICK: Perhaps. This was purely in the
context of discussing the kind of research work that NRC was
to undertake, or not to undertake.

"The regulatory agency must insist on the submission
of all ~nf the data required to demcnstrate the adeguacy of the
design ccntained in a license application or amendments thereto.
The regulatory agency should nct assume any part of the burden
of the applicant to prove the adeguacy of a license
application.”

DR. OKRENT: Excuse me. Do you think that that's
followed, the last quote?

MR. GOSSICK: Dave, I can't cite you any ~xample

of an exception to it.

, - )
561 282
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DR. LEVINE: I can. I'll tell you, in all my
years of experience, it has never been fo'lowed. The
regulatory people always had to drum up and find some basis
for some of their decisions outside of all other sources. And
I think that is still tr coday.

DR. OKRENT: I think you're reading something which
can be used to back up differing points of view. And that
particular cn., for example, in my opinion, is frequently not
followed by the NRC or by the AEC before. If they had been
obliged to fcllow it, many things would be different. So I
want to get back to this cuestion of how restrictive you
consider what you are reading, as we go on.

MR. GOSSICK: Well, there are, of course, other
avenues of cooperation in addition to contractual arrangements
with industry for certain kinds of research work. 1In response
to a Commission reg.est, the staff in June of 1975 sent to
the Commission a set of guidelines to be used in determining
NRC involvement in cocperative research arrangements with
industry at a time when extension of such a procgram with ERPI

a

'J-

and General Electric was being considered. Five crite

H

were described for such involvement.

One: information to be obtained is directly
necessary to the NRC mission.

Two: alternative means of acquiring the necessary

information are not reasonable available.
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.. ros 14 15 Three: a legal or substantial appearanc: of conflict
2; of inrerest does not exist, and all applicable l:ws and
3‘ procedures are honored.
4] Four: Government funds ar.: not being use” as a
51 suhbstitute or replacement for private funds.
6‘ Five: appropriate arrangements can be established
7| to protect the NRC's interests.
3 I'm sure Saul Levine can elaborate on that, on the
9‘ capabilities of the various groups that perform needed
10| research, and the constraints or impediments involved.
1| I might add, that perhaps I mentioned befors that
12| we have developed tentative criteria to be used by the STAR
L} 13i Group and this Waste Management Group, as well as the Contract
141 Review Board, for determining whether work should be done in '
15 | the DOE laboratories or by contract with other sources. And
16‘ how that decisicn should be documented and made a matter of

17 | record.

|
18 |l DR. MARK: No, on exactly this pcint, was an
il

19 | extansion of the contract with sprr and GE, which was done in the
|
20 | context of the boiling Weter, i which the industry tock strong excepticn —
21@ 'haunéstjat‘xenxesahed'
22 i MR, GBSich: I iust recently asked the same questiocn.
| MR. iéViNE: What was the guestion?

(5]
[

MR. GOSSICK: ©On the extension of the

Ace-Fecersl Recorter: 'nz.

c
-

MR, LEVINE: It was down by a 4 to 1 vote. It was

- ql'-
361 284

e i < ———'e ~t—



“ros 15 1

16

-~

18

22 |
23|
24 |

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.
25 |

37
resolved by a 4 to 1 vote,

MR. GOSSICK: On proceeding with the extension of
the contract. Was that approved by the Commission?

VOICE: About a week and a half aceo, by the
Commissicn.

DR. PLESSET: What about CLTA?

MR. LEVINE: I'll have to reserve judgment on that.

DR. MARK: But it is resolved. The work will
proceed. 23nd that's about a $5 million undertaking for the
next three years.

MR. GUSSICK: I think that's about right.

You asked abou%t priqrities, how priorities are
established. This is a fairly> lex subject; and £ Juess
one fact,.I might say, is that t e. tire process cf our
budget formulation, the preparatioan of proposals for programs
that research puts together the stated requiremeats from the
so=-called user offices, go in that budget formulation
process. In fact, there's a couple of charts, I beliesve,
attached to the handout which scrt of show the seguence of
events on budget formulation.

And, in putting that budget together, research
spells ocut its prioriucy ranking of its so-called decision
units. In other words, the particular areas within which
work projects are included.

At the end, of course, we have to end up with an

L0

——

o
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overall ranking of all of these decision units, not just
within research but within every work decision unit in the
entire budget has to he ranked, ordered and finally approved
that is mcde

by the Commission and sent over to OMB. Of course,

up of decision packages. There is no one unit that stands well
ahead of everything eise.

But, depending of the level of effort, there is this
attempt to rank order avery decision package that is addressed
in our budget. I thirk more generally, however, the matter of
priority is generally =stablished by research in working with
the user offices, as far as the relation of internal importance.
But certain of these pricrities change as we go through the
budget y2ar, let alone through year to year. . ,

.I think certainly one can look at the evaents at
Three Mile Jslanc and see that perhaps we'll see some things in
a couple of years that we hadn't anticipated before.

I think at

that, I have just one other comment wit!

regard to long-range planning. We did have a 5-Year Plan,

which I think I referred to .arlier and I think you have seen,

that came out in 1978, that was chaired by Mr. Levine and

other members of this staff.

‘a2, of course, include in the budget submissicn a

five-year projection of the funding levels. This tends to be,
however, fairly gross as far as any detail is concerned, that

we are now locking at tha need and the possibility of going

s
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back and refurbishing, if you will, this S5-Year Plan to get

as good a picture as we can, of where we think we're going.
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I think that with that, let me address any gquestions
that you have. Some [ can’t answer, but [“/ll see if there’s
someone berind me who c2n help.

DR. SIESS: O~ thls chart, where are we as of this
week?

MR. GOSSICK: As of this week in terms of the
budget, you will find the budjec at the top part of the BRG
bubble. It has not yet reachsd me. [- will De coming to
me next week begiming, I guess, actually at the end of this
week to start resolving some of the differences as a result
of the BRG’s scrubbing of the various progranms.

In other words, it will be handled — l2t’s see.
What is my date to get to the commission with the thing?

DR. BAKER: [ don’t remember.

MR. SMITH: The middle of next week. [It’s very
close.

DR. SIESSs When the commission asks the ACRS to get
some comments to ther .n order to consider them In relaticn
to the budget, they were assuming that those cocmments would
relate to that area just on the commission, an<d we are not
yet at that stage.

The latest information that we have is what’s come
out of BRG. Is that rignt?

MR. GOSSICK:s [f you have the latest out of the ERJ,

that’s of last we k.

™D
cO
@
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DR. SIESSs As of July Sth, [ think.

MR. MC CRELESSs It is anticipated, I beliesve, that
BRG will have their report in the next day or two.

MR. SMITH: [t goes to Lee tomorrow.

DR. SIESS: Of course, we’re trying to g2t a report
by Saturday. If we don’t get 2 report by Saturday, it becomes
sometime In August.

MR. GOSSICK: You are trying to finalize your report
to the commission, right.

DR. SIESS: It will be this Saturday or a menth from
Satlrday.

MR. GOSSICK: Well, a month from Sacurday the
commission had better have the budget all tied up and ready
to go to (MB. -

DR. SIESSs What is the status of tﬁe FY 280
supplement request?

MR. GOSSICK: That is also being handled by the B8RGC
in parallel with the meeting on budget side oy side. W2 see
that at the same time.

DR. OKRENT: Nill we see the BRC decisions tomorrow
also, or are yoi’r qoing to send them by mail so that we get
them next Monday?

They’re still reviewing, I think. This i{s 3 set of
numbers, as I understand it, and they’re reconsidering.

DR. SIESS: We’re looking at a tabi2 marked July 5,
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1979 with the BRC column in it.

MR, MC CRELESS: That is not the final 3RC number.
Last Friday afternco-". RES met with BRG and they reclaimed
them. The BRC is considering the information tha® was
presented at that time and that’s the report that’/s Zue
tomorrow.

MR. SMITHs BRG has in fact marked that up again.

r
Q

Ne now have a revised table like that. That’s going be
the final mark that“’s going to> Lee tomorrow.

MR. GOSSICK: Why can“t they have it right now?

MR. SMITH: They can have what [ have right now.

MR. GOSSICK: 1711 give yocu a cepy of mine.

DR. SIESS: Every little bit helps. WNe don’t want
to confuse the commissioners any more than w2 c2an helg.

Obviously, if we write our rep;rt based on a2 budget
that’s not the one that they“’re loocking at, they“re going to
be confused.

MR. SMITH: You have to realize that the E30 may
change these marks before it Joes to the committee. 3But wiin
that provisc, you’re welcome to it.

DR. SIESS: E30 will get a copy of our report. I
guess he could explain the differences tetween what we
reported on and what he s2nt to the commissioners.

DR. OKRENT* Excuse me, but could we get that right

now and get it Xeroxed so we could have {t?
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g:b ] MR. SMITH: [ have a copy here.

2 MR. COSSICK: All rignht.

3 DR. SIESS: This [ think we definitely want. Is
R this all research?

5 MR. GOSSICK: Yes, all research.

] MR. SMITH: Some of the words and rationals may

7 change before it goes to Lee, but the numbers are joing to
3 change.

9 DR. OKRENT: Could you jet this Xeroxed quickly?
10 Did you have your hand up, Carson?
11 DR. MARK: Well, 2 while ago, but [ think it“’s been
12 covered, [ wanted to ask about the interaction between the

13 $130 million supplemental and the budget as we have previously

14 seen 1it. i

(\ 15 Some of that will be, I think, I hope, made clear
16 here. Some of the early versions of this struck me as
17 errant nonsensz, and i“’m 2nxious to see how the supplementals
18 look.
19 MR. GOSSICK: The suppleamental regquest, you mean?
20 DR. MARK: And the possivle affect on the other
21 programs. ”
22 DR. SIESS: That’s on this sheet, Carson,
23 DR. MARKs Like wiping out the advanced research
24 reactors to take $13 million out of there and put {t over
25 here.

LR
o
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gsh 1 DR. SIESSt That“’s on the sheet w2”/ll be getting.
& DR. MARK: I am aware, and that’s why '“m sort of
3 withdrawing my question., I think we“ll want to loox at that.
4 But it“s silly to go ahead and comment before lookinj at it,
5 DR. OKRENT: [ have sort of a very oroad guesticn.
6 I think we’re seeing in the country now a rather major
7 rethinking concerning what the national program cn energy
8 should be.
9 I wonder if there has peen a major rethinking about
10 the NRC research program following Three Mile T . or
11 whether one has continued along previous paths, saying how
12 should we augment this or augment that?
13 I can put it this ways Had [ gcne to DOE and asked
14 to be introduced to the director and said, what do you

iy

recommend, I would have gotten one kind of recor :ndatlion

16 just thinking along this line and it might have been 2 gocd

17 recommendation., But they would not necessarily be the same

18 as if you sat back and took a broader look.

19 [t’s not clear to me whether or noct we think that

20 has occurred or whether EDO has tried to do this. And [ don’t
21 really know what role £00 plays, but they certainly dJo play

22 an important role in the sense that they act on the money.

23 And {n the end, that has some effect.

24 MR. GOSSICKs WNelil, I want tc make clear that [ don’t
25 sit and decide where the money 3oes here or there just cn the

Al
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qgh 1 basis of some insight that [ personally have into the need.
2 The thing is it’s a little pbit different kind of
3 process. .First of all, when we start to put together 2 new
4 budget, or for that matter, make change to an existing one
5 like a supplemental, there has to e some scort of basis for,
o] you know, such an action. And we attem_ted to put together —
7 well, we’ve done this each year and it’s been in differing
3 forms. And [“d say some “:,rse, diffarent value.
? But we’ve tried to put together a thing called our
10 budget assumpt.>ns for planning juidance which the stalf
11 uses to formulate {ts budget. And we’ve put cne out this
12 year., It wac [ guess, prior to Three Mile [sland by the
13 tiMe we put_this document together and sent it ocut tc tre
14 coMmission.
&u 15 Ne have had only one response from the commiss<ion,
15 one commissioner with regard to tne content of that. Havas
17 you seen i1t, by the way, the document that went out that said,
18 this is the planning guidance which you will use in
19 formulating your “28! bucgzet?
20 Did we get a copy of that? [ think you mizht bs
2l interested in seeinz what was sald about the kind of future
22 that we’re looking at or the assumptions to be made. They’r2
23 not very profound or anything like that. But {t’s a ccllection
24 of views and thoughts and the prucessing of these kinds of
25 considerations, again, in the context of our budget review
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And [ have approved it and sent (t down to the

commission. The basic juidancs, however,

that will =2nd up,

I guess, mos: directly affecting what we really sent to OMB

this year in our budget reguest will

current kind of insight one can have

Three Mile [sland, the future of

the

of cc.irse,

the most

pased on things llike

nuclear option, the

views of your committee to the comiissicn, and whatever else

influence that we get directly fr.m Congress.

As we do, tiere are cartainly some rather hizh

interest items that we recognize Congress supports. But [

think that = [ mentioned i{n the long-range plan a moment

ago that we neec to updats.

[ think we’ve got, vou Xnow, 3

lot to do here w.th regard to planning ahead, particularly

in light of the rather uncertain nature of where we’re going

in the nuclear buJusiness.

Right now, for example, the current budget for, I

pelieve, “81, assumes nc new applications.

Is that right?

parmits in the 431 budget:.

No new applications ¢

The resources provi

So you could say that we’re lcoccking presentlv at

a total lightwater reactor populaticn of something lik.
7

190 reactors and that’s

year, who knows that will hapgpenrn in the future.

it,

with

ne More

to come,

since this

Ahere this leads us with regard to gas and advancad

D

-
-~



5692.02.8°

gsh

O Vv @ ~N 0o U & W M

T T T S T N T e
U e W N = 0O Y N U e WL~

27
reactors, breeders at the pre:ent is vaery difficult to say.

But this is, I think, certainly whers you can te extremely

W

he ‘ul in giving your advice and thoughts and viaws to th

commission as they try to struggle cver this and decide wha

x
or

they’re going to do.

DR. MARK: Can [ make a point here?

No new applilications — does this relate specifically

to the research activity or the licensing?

MR. GOSSICK: That example that [ cited had t~ do
with licensing.

DR. MARK: So i{f someone should come iIn and szy. [
want to buila a reactor in Albuquergque, ycu cculdn’t take it
up.

MR. GOSSICK: What we“’re saying is that the forecast
of new licensing workloads in lightwater reactors, or for
that matter, any kind of power reactors, we do not base any
Justificaticn for people or dollars in the “81 budget on the
fact that there will be new acditicnal licensing workload.

DR. MARK: And if there were, you couldn”’t take it
up.

MR. GOSSICK: If there weres and (%t came on 25 2
surprise, we’d have to program and do something 2about
sures and not do something elses that we’d planned on. This is
not unusual and can be handled as long as i{t’s light water,

tooe But {f there’/s suddenly a surge of S0 that came {n the
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door, that would be difficult.

DR. MARK: Especlally if one was in California.

DR. OKRENTs Could [ ask something that relates t2
the definition of confirmatory research?

[ guess [“ve expressed my oginion in the past a4
I didn’t mean to have you take that definition and use it to
not do things he doesn’t want to do or to interpret it in a
way to include almost anything he wants to do.

I think 1f you were to look right now at your
current program on different reactor types, you would firz
very differing applications of the word.

Im trying to understand, in fact, the zZero which
[ see from the budget review g3roup under, Iincludes reactor
safety, zero/é is the number shown for 1981 and /1.7 for
1980.

.Is 1t felt that this is not confirmatory research?
And also, is there scme thinking that this is a low prioricy
i{tem?

MR. GOSSICK: Let me just remark generally on {t.
First of all, we’re in a real deoate with (OMB on who should
be doing this. They have raintained stoutly that this sor:
of work should be done cy DCE. They point to the fact that
Congre ss speclifically included in tre language of our
authorization bill that they wanted us to do this kind of werk.

RES put together a cocmurehensive plan for about
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$15 million over a three-year program. That’s been sent to
Congress. And [ think [“1l la2t them speak for themselves. 3ut
[ suspect that tne BRG recommendation in this area more or
less recognizes the fact that OM3 is very strongly against us
doing this and had promised us that they will see that the DOE
does it.

DR. SIESS: The letter we saw from OM3 simply said
that you were not to do pnysical experimehtation. Last vear,
when they cut your request from $4.3 million to $!.0 million,
it didn’t have $3.3 million of the physical experimentation
in 1t.

So they must have something more than they said in
that letfer from McIntire to Hendrie. Even the $6 m'llion
doesn’t have more than about a million that’s related to
testing.

.MR. SMITH: This last, it’s Jjust a set-asids that
the commission should make a decisicn on.

MR. GOSSICK: Do you want to explain the set-aside
business?

MR. SNITH: The set=-3aside doesn’t necessarily mean
that the BRG tihinks that the program (s not worthwhiles it

means that the BRG thinks the commission ought tec be the

O

ne
to decide that.
DR. OKRENTs Since you’re standing, Ray, could you

tell me why you think the prierity for that or the amount of



3692.02.11

3sh

o O w N U e W N -

— - e -
w N~

14
15
16
17
18

20
21
22
23
24
25

30
money shown in 1980 == let’s take 1980, for example, where
it’s proposed to increase systems engineering.

In the latest zheet from BRG, [ guess, $3 aillion
left, $2 million code development, $3-1/2 million. 3Zut the
item called improved reactor safety hardly at all —-

Now what is it that the BRG thinks is important
about systems englinsering, LOFT and code development, and not
about improved reactor safsty? [“m rather curlous.

MR. SMITH: I“m not sures we have a good rationale.

This was beaten out in the heat of discussion in the BRC

panel.

DR. OKRENT: You’re the cnes who make reccmmendations
to EDO., And it seems to me if you’re going to exercise that
responsibility, you should be willing to state why you’re
making the recommendation.

. I could have seen the recommendaticon from you going
qulte the other way, seying research hasn/t locked hard
enough at approved reactor safety. Thesy ought to have $20
million there and take it out of LOCA.

[ mean it’s a possiole rsacommendaticn. In fact, not
a far fetched one, in my cpinion.

MR. SMITH: You will find a rationale for what we
did in that piece of paper which [ gave to Tom. I don’t have
it now so [ can’t read {t.

[s there anything in there that sheds light on why
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PROF. KERR: ¥r. “hairman, could [ ask -— you
mentioned that you set aside items on which the Commission
should make a decision. In my naivete [ woula nave thought
that the Commission made @ gecision about each item., #What
is peculiar apout the items on wnich the Commission should
make a decision in contrast tc those items on which BRG
feels it could make a recommendation?

MR. GOSSICK: Let me just say a word and then ask
Ray, perhaps, to expand on it. This is, [ believe, the
third yvear now that we-ve usad this set aside technique in
putting together the budget. Primarily it started out as a
means to call t- the Commission’s attantion a new program,
something that had been included in the research budget
which was acove a certain doll?r amount, about $100,000 a
year or $2 million in total or some item on which there was
perhaps Congressional or OMB controversy over.

To make sure that they specifically addressed that
project in some detail as opposed to sort of just including
it in 2 bigger effort that mayte they didn’t lock at in any
great cetail. Isn’t that generally the ground rule you used
this year?

MR. SialTHe We just basically think that these ars
things the Commission should focus on and perhaps we don’t
feel the Commission has expressed a policy in certain areas,

and that fast breeder reactors is a highly political
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uastion as to whether we should continue this kind of

A3

research. e think the Commission should be the nasic ones
t¢c make that decisicon.

PROF. KERRt Coces the sat aside imply that there
is no consensus in my people who would normally make the
recommendation.

MR. LEVINE: The recommendation from RES is very
clear. I can give you the tasis for that recommendation.

MR. GOSSICK: [ think I got to ycur point and [
think every case last year -— well, I won’t say svery case,
out ERG will specifically say whether the BERG supports this,
even though it is called a sat aside. [ am .. cing my
recommendations down.

[f I have a disagreement with one of the set
asides saying, you know, I think it ought‘®to be changed,
that will be laid out in the recommsndacions going to the
Commission, for the most part.

PROF. KERR®* Those comments are helpfus thank you.

DR. OKRENT: Could I ask with regards to the user

h

reguirenent, the f{irst question is does anybody review the
user request to see whether {® mekes sense, either in a
narrow 2r broad sense?

MR. NSSICK: [ think the first place that occurs
is probably when the research people engage in discussing

the requirements of the originating office.
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Do yvu want to address that?

MRe LEVINES 4y pecple have the respcnsiblity for
assessing the technical merit of these requests and the
acility to respond to them in a technical way. Very often
in the preccess of this response the definition of this
requirement changes to jome extent as the understanding of
both offices increases regarding the issue. Then, of
course, we nave to be able to do what is needed someplace.

DR. OKRENTs But th. 35 a different guesticon in
effect, your answer -—— Ahat [’m interested in knowing is
whether within in fact NRR, EDO or somewhere somebody looks
a8t the user requests and sees whether'in fact they are high
priority or whether there is toc much emphasis in one area
when you put all these user requests together, and not
sufficient in another area with regard to user requests. I[s
there any such system?

MR. LEVINE: That’s done with an NRJR.

MR. GUSSICK: Each office has a central
coordination responsibility within NRR?

MR. LEVINE: That’s Les Rubinstein.

MR. GCOSSICK® Arag == Paul, you hancdle this

DR. OKRENTs Could ! comment? [ have a reason for
asking the question. [“ve heard people from NRR come in

Pricr to Three diie Island and explain how their needs or
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for getting questions answerec that t' 2y had to face very
soon in the licensing »roc2ss. They couldn’t arfford to put
out user requests that were long-term cecause they had
immediate problems in hand. And [ think [/m not misstating
this insofar as what we were told. After Three iile [sl"nd
[’ve neard them say, "ilell, mayke some other things that
last year we weren’t soO keen on tc us this year or this
menth and so forth,"

In fact, [ had the feeling then -— that i{s before
Three Mile Island == that they were taking much too short a
view, In fact, they had little interest in, Tor example, a
program on rasearch to improve reactor safety. That was too
far down the line. They had operating reactors and reactors
under construction. In their opinion, this had no
applica®tion. Again they changed their point of vies there.

* 1 still would like to know whether, withia NRR
there is a mechanism for taking a broad look and not a look
just at existing technical sets, because the way you’ve go
it set up NRR exerts very strong influence on what researchn
can co.

Even if research says, "well, we”ll lock 2t this
and try to shape this request into something new," that’s
not the point I’m looking at. { am trying to lcck 23t the
general priority. I hope that Research and NRR always get

together and cdo a useful, thing. That’sc a different issue
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and not one that we can get involved with,

CR., SIESS:t Can [ go back to the statement on the
set asides where you said advanced reactor research was
political, and rherafors, it was a decision left to the
Commission.

[7ll admit that the Commission, [ guess, .s so

constituted that it should make the political type

Jeci

L]

ions, out it assumes that ths converse of that is that
the staff is not politically involved, and if there is a
recommendation, it will be made on a technical basis that
potentially affects the health and safety of the public.

Doesn’t the staff have an obligation to make that
recommendation outside the political arena and give the
Commission its best advice on it?

MR. LEVINE: [ think we also have to include the
political, considerations in our own thinking.

DR. SIESS: Well, if everyor.e starts worrying
about pu.itical considerations, we are not going to get
anywhere,

MR. LEVINE Just a minute. [t is very important
in the Sreeder, because we kncw that NPC is coming to 2
close and we know that NPC i{s going to support the
devalopment of oreeder realtors. That (s why there (s a big
increase in our budget tetween “80 and “8!. That is sart of

ite So, we do have to take into account where factor:

361 204
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sls | outsicds our agencies are leading us, and that’s why “°

2 considerad it. 1 don’t know why the 3RGC gidn’t consider i{t.
3 DR. SIES3: [t seems to me that waste management is
4 at much at i1imbo 2s fast breeders, ona by fiat ana the other
3 by inaction. B2ut you still have a lot in there for waste

& management,

N DR. UKRENTS r. Buanitz.

8 DR. BUDNITZs I think the question is very well

v phrasec [t gues to the heart of how we put this together,
10 Of course, we have to base our buaget rejuest and our

11 formulation and cur program on technical issues, but of

12 course we’d be less than completely responsible if we

13 weren’t cognizant of what’s going on. We don’t have a $20

, 14 million program in gas reactors because Ceneral Atomics did
(:' 15 not succeed in selling any of them. And that’s an

16 extarnality which of course drives everything.

17 DR, SIESSt And if they do succeed in selling them
18 you’ve get a fairly good headstart.

|y DR. BUINITZ: You bet. Now, in the LMFSR area

20 there is no doubt that that guestion transcends purely

21 technical issues. So, of course what we dia, Levine and [
22 and Tom Murley and Chrarlie Kelver ancd ocur staff, what we

23 trisa to co {s put together our best judgment, taking into
24 account technical and nontechnical issues, and we have
3 written that down.

e T pe— - — ————— ———an
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sls ! Me expect that ultimately the Comm.ssion will view
2 these arguments and come to its own decision. That’s what
3 it has got to do, too. But [ dorn’t think it would have been

4 responsible for us to have ducked it, so we didn’t duck it.

5 We wrote it down,

é DR. SIESSs [’m not really talking to research, I

7 am talking to bucget revieaw. They’re the ones that put the

8 set asiges.

¥ OR. BUDNITZs 0Okay. 1[I think [ can state my
10 personal view. But [ sure wisn they hadn’t ducked it.

11 MR. GOSSICKs t me just mention something that’s

12 a reality here. [t would be vefy easy for us to put the

i3 budget together if we could recognize everything that we

|4 think needs to be done and include it. Unfortunately, we’ve
N IS got very strong guidancs. Whether it can be overcome or not

e [ don’t know, but there is an automatic and natural task

17 that the BRG has to address. Not what more should be in

18 here, but now do we get this cudget down to a manageable

15 size? I[f one argues that cur budget should be doubleu, or

2C SC percent more than what it is, and can make that case,

: that’s one thing. 3ut unfortunately, OMB and Congress has
e2 not generally gone along with that. [t’s a slow and gracual
23 growth 2nd {t*s a matter of trying to establish griorities
24 of what we can accommodate.

25 0R, SIESSt Would it be inappropriate cc ask who

¢
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sls | constitutes the 3RG? I[t’s rot a star chamber I am sure.
2 MR. GOSSICK: Certainly. Normally, it’s chaired
3 oy the Leputy Executive ZD0O., This year it would have been
- Kevin Cornell., He’s been pulled off under tne Ihrae Mile
5 [slang ingquiry. Tom Inglehart, who is the Lepu*y to Howarc
8 Shapar has been chairing it. Cn it are people like Ray
7 Smith from Standard, Norm Hallack, wno is not here this
8 morning, Len Barry, the controller, Dan Donahue, Director of
¥ Aaministration. Thers are then panel directors who are macse
10 up from all of the appropriate offices who have assisted

1l with the process.

i2 MR. SMITH: You’ve got the full BRG. EZach member
13 of the BRG has & subgroup consisting of a number of various
14 people pulled from the staff who do this review.

e 15 DR. CQRENTs That’s not 2 highly technical group.
18 Tt’s acministrativaly oriented.
17 MR. COSSICK: That’s rignt.
18 DR, OKRZN1s Could [ ask a slightly different
1y question? [’ve heard it said thet it’s bvecoming
20 increasingly cifficult for research, the research office, to
21 provide. i guess ,;ou might say flexibility for research
22 centracts wich university groups, in part because the RFP
23 group is mere atuned, [ guess, to the naticnal labs or
L4 private companies and so forth. I am not sure this is the
25 case. [ bave the impression that it is.

361 3p7
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MR, CGOSSICK® wWhat kind of flexibility?

DR, OKRENT®: [ con’t deal with the NRC research
people directly, so this is what [ hear in aiscussions
arcunds okay? [ wonder if you have yourself locked at all
to any relationships beiween the NRC r:search program and
the potential contripution versus the actual contrioution of
various university sources.

MR, GOSSICK: Well, no, I perscnally have not
gotten toc deeply involved in this, other than one or two
contracts where some rather specific rroblens were
involved. The gerneral " eling [ think, rot only in research,
but in some of our other offices that work on what we call
technical assistance has been '.v er.2nurac2 and to do
additional wirk in the universities and other than field lab
agencies.

I thought perhaps you might have been hearing
about the -roolem we’ve been having in cutting down on the
number of sole socurce contracts which we’/ve been heavil:
¢riticized for, perhaps deing teo much of that. Putting
work out for bids. That isn’t, I think, so much in the
researcnh areas.

MR. LEVINE®* I[It’s a proclem. Our contracts co not
differentiate always carefully between scle source and
unsolicited proposals. There’s a growing identity ¢ (trec.

unsolicit~d proposals as sole source contracts. And .nat
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makes life very cdifficult in regard to universities.

MR, COSSICKs We’va got on the cne hand a GAQ who
are being very critical on the matter of unsolicited
procosals, There is another =-- what was it = an OMB
¢ircular that call.d everybody to task for not using
unsolicized proposals tc the extent that they should
be. That’s probably the arsa.

CR. MNKRENT: 1[It would seem to me tnat if one wants
to try to troaden the pase of which ideas are generated, if
ne wants to do some exploratory research which, in fact,
might point out things that the NRC has forgotten about and
the incustry has fo.gotten about, that you would want to
have a contractual mechanism that enables unsolicited
proposals — | guess that’s probably a good word -— enables
them %o receive a proper technical review and enables them
to be supported i{f there is technical merit ana in fact that
they need not then go back out on some RFP and they need not
necessarily get a user frcam NRR.

My own experience with unsolicitec progosals is
from uriversities. They are usua.ly looking quite 2 bit
aheac ard somebody is trying to solve tomorrcow’s problems,
He’s nct likely to be interested, but [ can think of a lot
of things that have been developed in the safety area that
wéren’t part of the prescribed task in the cld AEC or the

NRC now.
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[ would myself suggest that we lock sort of
seriously to see if the legal people will provide
flexibility. One doesn’t want to have a thin¢g like this i¢
it isn’t usec. [ recognize the need to nave some checks ¢
balances.

MR. GOSSICK: That’s always the fine line that you
have to search for. [t is complete flexibility varsus
atyse, ana we do have the mechanism to do what you’ve
ingicated excapt perhaps in the exploratory develogment
category. [ am not sure that’s not in anybody’s bill yet,to
take on exploratory development?

DR. OKRENT: Exploratory rasearch. So, you’ve
used this term confirmatory.

MR. GISSICK: [t’s not my term.

DR. OKRENT:® [ know it’s not ycurs, but [“m saying
that [ can take those same words, and if [ wanted to I could
GO0 through your program and say half of it Zoesn’t fit under
these terms. (Or [ could take many things that people say,
"Oh, that’s not confirmatory," and say, "Loock, it’s no
different than what you are already apgproving. Ycu need it
to develcp standards." The standards pecple can’t really
develop standards without having more information than they
currently have. [f they want a st~ndard on something that
decesn’t exist, then how in the hell are they going to do it?

You have to have some research.

!
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-sls | There’s a probiam area in which they mignt be
interested in a new diagnostic instrument that hasn’t been
worked out. TYou want to know can (T pe cdevelcoed? “hataver
it is, there are many difrerent ways in which this ternm

2
3
4
5 exploratory fits in the NRC role.
6
7
g
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MR, LEVINEs At the time Congress was considering
legislation to chenge our charter from the purely
confirmatory to improve safety research, there was considerable
discussion {n the AEC and the then general counsel of the
AEC generated an opinion saying that under the then-exlisting
charter of the NRC, that he woula have said exploratory could
be done.

That’s my own opinion.

DR. SIESS: Do you consider improved safety research
different from confirmatory?

MR. LEVINEs [ think th> Congress considers it
different. I find it hard to differentiate.

DR. SIESSs [ noticed in Lee’s written statement he
sald Congrass? concept of confirmatory research also has
eXpanded. And that it mentioned the improved safety system.

- [ don’t think it expandeds [ think it chanjed. I
consider the improved safety systems in addition to
confirmatory.

MR. GOSSICK: yes.

OR. SIESS: And not just an 2xpansion of the
definition of confirmatory.

MR. LEVINES No, no. I%’s an expansion of the
charter.

MR. GOSSICK: They’re adding {n tnere an additional

category of wsork for us to do. Let me ask Saul, does the
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definition of confirmatory really mean very much?

[ don’t think it’s all that much of a problem.

DR. SIE3St [“m not sure Lt tells you what you can
de.

MR. LEVINE: I think that the major prcolem that we
have really 1s the difference between the shorter term view
of the licensing vier and the longer (erm view of the resear.h
people.

That’s the principal preoblem. The vords really
aren’t in the way very much.

DR. SIESS: Saul, [“/ve heard two quite difi rent —

[ think they’re quite different -- definitions of what (s meant
by confirmatory research. 0One says it’s research to confirm
that reactors are safe. The other says {t’s to confirm what
tne applicant claims, or what the applicant’s research, the
applicant’s tests have shown.

MR, LEVINE: [t’s easier %o state it in the negative.

DR. SIESS: If you do “oth kinds —

MR. LEVINES [ think Lt’s easier to state thisz In the
negasive. And {n terms of my impressicn of what the Congress
meant whan they coined that term, they really did not want us
to go out and to design reactors, is what thev really meant.

OR. OKRENT?® A new reactor.

MR. LEVINE: Right. They want us to bulld

laboratories. They didn’t want us to build big facilities.
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They didn’t want us to design reactors. They felt that it was
at that time ERDA“s job.

CR. SIESS: The staff In the licensing process
does an :wful ]ot of designing.

MR. LEVINEs (f course {t does, always has.

DR. SIESS: And some of that design 1s being done
without the tenefit 'of research.

DR. BUDNITZ: Chet, you made two points on the
word Yconfirmatory," and [ thirk [7d phrase it a little
differently.

(ne you said was to confirm the adequacy of the
applicant’s application. The other was to say =—

DR. SIESS: The applicant’s application and his
supporting raesearch. -

Di-, BUDNITZs Right, his application, which includes
the sUpporting decumentation. The second was to confirm the
reactors are safe.

Now let me phrase that second one a little
differently. WNhat we see as our charter, in my view, is to
confirm the adegquacy of the NRC’s regulatory cctivities.
Let’s say that again - to confirm the adeguacy cf the NRC’s
regulatory activities. Or {f they’re inadequate, to <o
research to make them adequate,

DR. SIESS: That“’s not very 3o0od because the only way

you find it’s inadequate i{s when Three Mile Island comes up.

561
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DR. BUDNITZs No, no, no, no. You find 1t’s
iracdequate by developing computer codes and experiments
which can give detalled numbers to bolster or not judgments
made in the apbsence of those numbers.

Many judgments have beesn made In the licensing
Jrocess over the last 25 years for which engineering judgment
did not have the foundation of sound science and engineering.

You know measurements and codes — we all know that.
The notion of the rasearch program is partially to confirm
those Judgments, are adequate for us to do our misslion, or
to find that they’re perhaps noti.
: DR. SIESS: But much of that research is intended to
provide you with the basis for knowing whether you’re getting
good answers to the questions you’re asking. And very little
of it is.devoted to finding out whether you are asking the
right questions.

MR. LEVINE: Just a minute. I[n risk a::sessment, the
NASH=-1400 pointed out years ago that the biggest contrioutors
to reactor accidents were cransients and small LOCAs. That’s
been on the table in front of a lot of people for a long
time, [t’s been in front of this committee. This committee
t.as recommended to the NRC that [t pay more attention to this,
and it has not.

DR. SIESSt At th? s3ame time, (t’s recommenced that

you pay less attention to th2 large LOCA. And that hasn‘t

e — —— - —— — PR — . — —
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been followed, either.

MR. LEVINE:s My point s very simple.

DR. SIESS: Maybe they’re 1elated.

MR. LEVINEs My point is that people tend to plow the
same furrows they/ve always plcwed. This is human behavior.
They tend to ignore new evidence.

Now I think what we have to do {s find some way to
overcome these kinds of things and definitions of words and
the l1ilke aren’t going to do that. You have to have.pecpla
who have open minds and are not directly involved every day
in licensing reactors because they tend to look at problems on
a day to day basis and not on a longer *term basis.

PROF. KZERR:* [t seems tc me, however, that you’re
defining confirmatory researzh. And B0b Budnitz“s definitisn
gives one the kind of flexibility that one would like to hava
1f you were running a research organization.

DR. BUDNITZ: That’s what I sai< — to confirm the
adequacy of our regulatory approach,

Now -

MR. LEvINE: And our prcolem is that our research
program is bound, hamstrung, tied by the resgulators.

OR. BUDNITZ: In fact. | was going to 2laborate on
that by saying the following? Suppose that a man had built
2 house and he hired somebody else to help nim cenfirm the

adequacy of his design after it was built. And rather than
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hire a person to do some independent work, he hired scmeone —
hre s~id, | want you to lock at this and this and this and
this. And the guy says, well, I want to look at this. Well,
we don’t want to look at that. That’s low priority. You
won’t get tne independence from that that you would {f you
turn somebody locse.

The problem with turning somebody loose is that they
might run off and be i{rresponsible and unresponsive. And
of course this analogy, this metaphor is right for the
agency.

The line that has to be thought about is the extent
to which the research program has the independence of vieQ in
a rezl Sense to check on what NRR or WMSS standards are
doings that is, to look cver their shoulder, which can be
both a help and a threat.

. The other side of it is that you just can’/t turn the
research program completely loose. It”’s not responsible.
And we’re all aware of that tension all the time.

DR. SIESS: [ had a very simple defin..ion of the
kind of research I chought a regulatory agency ought to ce
doing. .This was before the word "conf{irmatery research" was
developed., It was bazk when w2 were arguing with Mr.
Schlesinger about getting the research out from on the shelf.

I said [ thought the research should be to tell us

what questions we should be asking and to know when we“re
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gatting the right answers.

[ think that an awful lot of what we’re doing is
knowing whether we’re getting the right answers and there’s not
as much emphasis on what yuasstions we should be asking
oecavse right now, the gquestions are o02ing askecd Hy l.icensing
pecple.

[ see those questions getting mo-2 and more detailed.
They’re getting right down to ti.e very fine s.ructure of
design and conscruction and they’re overlooking the 5ig
questions that we should have 2een asking fur the Three Mile
type of thing.

Now the ACRS has been asking some of these big
questions in very broad terms, and sometimes too broad. And
people Navenst understood what we’re talking about.

[ think instrumentation to follow the course of an
accident was that. Hayée we haven’*t made ourselves clear. [
don’t know. But by the time the staff got through with it,
theyY were designing tnose instruments, practically.

And 1t’s that kind of detail that [ think we’re
getting involved in. I still think that what gquestions we
should be asking and how do we know enough knowledge to Kknow
what we’re getting the right answers to.

8ut the emphasis ne2ds toc be on the first sne.

I don’t call 1t confirmatory or anything else,

regulatory ress2arch or whatever.
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MR. LEVINE: That“’s what our name {s.

DR. OKRENT: [s there anything that you think that
the ACRS should look at with regard to the relationsnip
bet~een technical assistance and research? Or does that
seem to ce flowing smoothly?

MR, GUSSICK: I think I“m sure that we’ve got some
work being done as technica2l assistance that really is research
and vice versa.

DR. OKRENT: That may not oo bad.

MR, GOSSICK: Yeah. So there, of course, is a very
sizacle amount of monay in the tachnical assistance areas.
And hopefully, the BRG will not scrub that as hard as they
have the research program.

I don’t know of any partlicular area. Does anyone
have anything to suggest on this suoject?

. MR. SMITH: I think {n general there is much of
that going on. The one possibility that may arise is in the
waste management arsa. There’s a tramendous increase in the
budget, both NMSS and research.

[ don’t think it’s as clear as {t could be at this
moment if there’s any cverlap on the bounds. But think it
will be worked out.

UR. SIESSs [ have a guestion that really relates to
what kinc of advice we give to the commission. How far down

in line items does the commission lcok at this budget?
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2 much detail?

3 MR. LEVINEs | don’t know whiat they look at, but they
4 get mucr more detailed than that.

5 DR. SIESS: Below those decision units, if a decision
) unit is cut in half, are they interested in which three of

4 six projects you leave out? Are they going to leave that up

3 to you?

? MR. LEVINE: In our presentation to them, we give

10 them a breakacown o1 what’/s within each line item there. [.’s

11 a decision unit, not necessarily by pro jects but b; work

12 areas. And when there ars cuts, we tell the-.. what that would
13 inveclve.
14 . But there are_just too many projects.
o 15 ‘MR. SMITH: There is a further breakdowin in this
18 piece of pager. By the way — ‘
17 MR. GOSSICK: They/l] lcocok at {t. Some of them
13 will, As we sit around this same tacle and go through the
19 sudget, it nrobably won“’t be in that detail.
29 MR. SMITHz Let me, while I/ve got the floor,
21! apologize for this plecs of paper. [ didn’t intend to hand
22 it out. There are inaccuracles in it. This improved reactor
23 safety, for instanca, is an earlier version. This Ls the
24 version that you cught to take as gospel.
25 This 1/1.7 is back a week agec data when we were

561 120
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3xh i arguing about whethzsr there was some Jdupl ication of numan
2 interactions with some other part of the budget.
3 MR. GOSSICK: The July 6th thing supercedes all

4 else, right?
- MR. SMITH: This supercedes it and lets aside,
8 basicaily, the entire amcunt they requested.
7 DR. SIESSt Thank you.
3 DR. OKRENT® Dr. Budnitz?
7 DR. BUDNITZ: I would liks to emphasize for your
10 co aideration a ver; important point that [ have observed:
11 ‘nat is, that therz are ma iy peocple in the licensing offices -—-
12 [AE, Standards, NRR, and NMSS == for whom the research program
H is seen as something t~ at they would just as soon have Jo
14 3Way. -
N 15 That’s pretty strong language, but [ pcelieve i*.

16 People have told me that and their zctions say that, too.

17 They do not generally get their way, but thelr actions, in

13 small and in large mneasure, substantially affect the

19 viability of some of the areas in which we work,

20 For example, there are some groups who fail to

21 endorse or fail to initiate project areas because the

22 project arsas would scrutinize the very way that they dc

23 business, which the very way tha' they do business 1is seen 2as
24 something worth cdefending rather than scrutinizing.

25 Now there’s some human nature on that, and there are
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a lot of people who don’t want anyboedy snoog .ng arcund their
house.

But [ feel in my bones that at lesast some of the
problem that we have in interacting with the other offices is
that we take our confirmatory mission as more exploratory and
some of the other staff members ©f the agency see this as a
threat to the status quo or to the way they have been
licensing all along, or making Jjudgments.

Tnis, then, leads to at least some areas where the
user requests that we get or the endorsements we get of
pro jects we develop are formulated incompletely or poorly. The
long range, short range balance is, {an cur view, inappropriate
and several other things that have to do with staffing and
administrative control and everything.

And a good deal of that could be remedied ~ith more
fleXibility. Unfortunately, it can’t all be remedied.

For example, there are some areas in which our
"in" box of user requests is two or three years”’ deep. In
other words, projects we are now tegimning to undertake,
reactor environmental, for example, w2re initatiated In 1978,
And we may be able to begin some of them nexXxt year because
we don’t have eaocugh funds in that environment.

Some of the important work i{sn/t even give. to us
as a user request. It i{s, instead, undertaken under technical

assistance, which i{s the only way to get {t done.
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Then, that being so, we can’t get the money next
year.

So there’s kind of 2 funny process which [ think is
not overwhelming in this whole system, but {t’s certainly not
negligible. I[t’s quite significant in some areas.

And you should be aware of several things. First,
you should tbe aware that [ feel that, [ Just said that, But
you should alsoc be aware that this is an {mportant view within
important parts of the office of raesearch within our staff.

Members of our staff believe what [“ve sald and
concur with me In this. I’m not sure how to fix the thing,
but {t’s an institutional {ssue that {s a major problem to us.

PROF. KERR: Bob, [ think it’s an extremely important
point. And I would get the imprassion from what you have
said that research are the good zuys and the people who don’t
appreciate research are the bad juys.

DR. BUDNITZ: Not always.

MR. LEVINE: We“’re fallible.

OR. BUDNITZs Sure, of ccurse. I[t’s an interaction,
Bill, and in all interactions, there“s some problem on all
sides, of course.

MR. LEVINEs Let me state {t differently. [ don’t
feel that the NRC has enabled me to fulfill my statutory
responsibility in the right way. My statutory responsioilit,

is cutlined in Lee’s paper.
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gsh i I think when you look at the pyramid of reviews ang
| 2 Cross-checks and counter-balances that we’/ve established, that
3 my ideas 2are very much less important in my budget than anyone
+ else“s,
5 That’s what“s happening in our agency.
] PROF. XERR: [t seems to me that the principal
7 responSibility of the NRC, or a principal responsipbility is
3 to get reactors licensed in such a way that they are safe,
9 If I can simplify it, the principal responsibility
10 is not to do research. That may be difficult for people to
11 accept who are dedicated to‘rssearch. But it does put an
12 extra burden on you to =— [ am reluctant to use the word, but
13 you have to sell your services.
4 In the first place, they have to be useful and they
ol 13 have to be meaningful. And i{n the ‘se 7 place, you have to
u 16 convince beople that that is the case. That may strike you
17 as being trivial or unnecessary in a lot of situations, but
13 it seems to me that you have %o do it.
19 MR, LEVINEs [ have no quarral with that. All I“’m
20 saying is that the guestion of balance —- the balancas that
21 the commission has delegated to so many different ocdies, the
22 - review of my program, that [ have almost no control of it,

23 of formulating it.
24
25
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kap I DR. OKRENTt Lee, earliesr in the introauctory

b P comments you mentioned that the ACRS wai a tody whose

| 3 comments were considered, [ can’t quite recall whether you
4 used the term that the ACRS was a "user," but can the ACRS
5 be 3 usger from your point of view?
-] In other words, if they initiate a request, would
7 that provide sufficient justificaticn that research would
8 net nave to go, then, to NRR or one of the ciher groups for
¥ concurrence?

| 10 MR. GOSSICK: [ think that’s righty let me just

| 1 refrash my memory. [ belisve the language 1s in the
12 Commission paper that defines the usar.
13 MR. LEVINEs [t’s not covered in our user
14 requirement procedu;e.

N’ 15 ' MR. GOSSICK: think it is.

16 . - MR. LEVINE®: [ don’t think so.
17 MR. BAKERs SECY 77-130B specifically states the
18 other four offices #s sponsoring user offices, However, as
| ¥ you pcintec out earlier, it also mentions that Saul can
20 sponsor work too, which ne gets, and thus himsalf or the
21 pasis of suggestions by other groups including the ACRS,
22 MR. LEVINE* [ have no authority to sponsor it.
ed CR. SIESSs [t says that rasearch is the sponsor
24 office and must have the endorsement of the usar office,
25 MR. LEVINEs I[f you want something done, [ have to

e ——
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sell {t to the user cffice is the wi, it werks out,

MR. GOSSICKs [ swear | dian’t dig that out of the
ajr. If it’s not in 130B it’s in 130A, which is not
necessarily completaly nverwritten 2y the later version.
Recommendations for conrirmatory research may be made by any
of the foilowingt RC program and staff offices, the ACRS,
the ASLEB, the ALAB, Congress, the technical community and
the putlic. That’s in a memorandum from Sam Chilk to Lee
Gossick on May 19, 1977,

DR. OKXRENTs Dozs that make the public a user? In
other words, if Jonn Doe writes in and recommends research
.on passive containment, does that mean *hat Levine’s ofiice
is free to say, . have a user?

MR. GOSSICKs [ think not.

DR. OKRENTs: So the ACRS and John Doe are lumped
together.

MR. LEVINE® Yes.

(Laugnter.,)

MR. GOSSICK: You’re in the same fix, T guess, and
in fact, the sar~ piece of =-~per goes on and says, "in
general, rio research project shall be approved without a
research request prepared oy a sernsoring office,” andg the
sponsoring office, in this paper, they specify the NRR, NMSS
ang [3E. | would take issiie with that, [ would inclu<e SD

in there.
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CR., SIESSs 3ut i they sponsor him, they’ve got
to get concurrence with somecody else, tue user.

MR, GOSSICK: o, if they can’t get (L =

OR. SIESS: Ur from you.

MR, RISSICKt Or from me, right.

DR. OKRENTs Actually, [71]1 give you a general
imgression. Ir. my opirion, the reccmmendaticns that the
ACR3S have peen giving in the research area in the past few
years are increasingly less followed by the NRC, than in
fact, they may have been when Shaw was the head of
ressearch. There ars some ar=a8s he wouldn’t do, but many
areas, in fact, he’d fullcw tne recommencations of /CRS. I
don’t /‘nd a terribly strong correlation == and [/ve read
the response of the research office to the letters of last
year and the year before =—— and [ see dort of general kinds
of statements, but [ think in specific areas [ don’t see a
strong correlation. Maybe if the ACRS were a user with some
-= [ guess you might call {t legal status - like othr
cffices, it would have some affect. [ don’t know., [t’s an
observaticn. [ may tce wrong.

PROF. KERR* Maybe ACRES recommencations are
getting worse.

CR. OKRENTs That alsc possible.

OR. SIESSt They’re getting less specific.

DR. OKRENTs They could be specific. Are there
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any other topics that members would like to raise with
Mr. Cossick or the group who are here, with regard to EDUs.
I don”’t think 1t’s fair to take up Mr. Gossick’s time with
things that woula be specific to one of the offices.

(No response.)

DR. OKRENTs Let me ask a question that gets back
tc the first one [ sort of raised, about whether ther: was a
way of going major rethinking on the safety research
program, I[f that were to be done® within the NRC, is that
something that would be initiated in & grass roots way or is
it sometning that would be initiated at your ofiice, saying,
"have we really sat back and looked?" How would that come
to pass? [t may not be worth doing.

MR, GOSSICKs Could you £2 a little more specific
about the dimensions of this rethinking of our salety
research .program, as [ understcod you to put it? Are you
talking about a complete backing off, and then consicering a
new girection, or ¢ new category of work? Perhaps new
priorities? Thare’s a lot of momentun that you’re faced
with, [ mean, you’ve got & _OFT thing that .cu’ve spent half
amillion collars, nearly, cn, a8nd you’re nct going to just
turn that around and go scmewhere else overnight.

1 I guess — [ con’t know what percentage of your
budget would you say you had, Saul? Are you in a mortgage

condition thart vou couldn’t just walk away from it?

561 328
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DR. SIZSSs Scme of that goes back to AEC.

MR. GOSSICLt That’s right., But I think . if [
understand your gquesticn, that (s not aething that is
likely to hapeen in the more or less normal year-to-year
fcrmulation of the research budget. Ycu Xnow, some flasn of
inspiretion, we say, Hey, it’s time to back off and take a
new apprrach to our office.

I think it procably evolves witn the views and
recommendations that you can provicde to the Commission. And
it comes to.us, [’m sure frum other outside infliences, such
as operating experience, Three Mile [sland, tc be exact, 1s
an 2xample.

A ~hole host of inputs that are not just truning
90 degrees tc the rignht, but certainly a change over some
pertod of ti-2 from the direction we’re going. (One of the

proolems ‘tha staff and Commission have struggled with (s

this basis for planning the assumptions on whlich we can go
ahead and put together a oudget sach year. And [ think,
Chuck, lat’s mage sure that the Ccmmission gets a copy of
that plarnning guide.

VOICEs Ye.. sir, [ got a copy from the
secretaries. SECY papger 79-205. Mr. Fraley has it for the
menbers’ usst nowever, [ think the secretary has to do some
other checking with the cormmissioners before he can make it
a public cocument., I[t’s rat a public document yet, so they

now
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now have it

DR. OKRENT: [’m going to try to provide an answer
to the question. | could speculate, but [’/Cc rather not, at
the moment. [ think it’s not an idle cuestion, then, and !
don’t accep: as irrevocable the existence of a mor<ijage or
whate ver =— however you want to put it =-- that ties funds up
and so forth. [ mean, that’s my own point of view. [“/ve
always saicd in the safety aresa you have To Ce relatively
flexiole in what you choose T0o dJdo.

MR. GNSSICKXs [ think that’s right. On the other
hand, let’s rememoer that the only way we can do this ki~
of work is getting money from Congress, appropriate the
funds to do {t. I think too many, you know, sudden changes
of direction are going to cause pecple to say that they
really con’t know what they’re doing, and if they have an
ability to look ahead far enough, to make sure that the
money level being authorized is proper and well=-spent = [
don’t cisagree with you completely, though. In fact, if
[#1l ever recognize something that is, you know, no longer
of any useful purpose or because simply of priorities, we
find that we may have to foreclose on these mortgages.

There’s no need for ity we can’t afford it for
scmething else needs to’ be done more urgently. That can te
explained, [ think.

DR. OKRENTs Let me ask just one small question.
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things that had teen cdone in that area or are being Jone,
they have very great value to us. [t’s hard to judges
legally, yes, we’re required, [ guess it’s spelled out (n
the Act, that we will do work in these areas. The first
year’s funding that got this started was really an aroitrary
numpoer that was imposed on us. Each year it tends to
narrow, at least there are more requirements that can ce
satisfied. And I thiik primarily based on, aga.r, user
requirements, it’s well=-supported by user requirements.
Nere we not funded by the agency.

MR. C)ISSICK:t Yes, right, but one of the areas -
now, it’s not exactly an area, but the same division. The
safaguards work. (f course, as a program where we’ve hac to
defend {t to Congress in verv, very detailed fashion.

That’s sort of levelad off and come down now.
- Saul, do you have any other thoughts in this ar=a?

MR. LEVINEt [ think [ave is right, in terms of
the potential impact on public health and safety. Three
Mile Island transcends gesneral environmental
considerations. That doesn’t mean that you have to trace
one befors the other.

PR. OKRENT® As long as you have enougn rescurces.

MR. LEVINE: [ think it’s time the Commission has
e stand up and say it needs the rescurces. [ tnink that’s

the message that comes to me from Three Mile Island.
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DR. BULDNITZs The budget for reactor-relatec
environmental work is only a few ger nt of the safasty
budget. Yet we are constantly told by the pecple in NRR and
the aivision of B3E, safety ancd environmental, tnat they
cannot perform their site safetly reviews adequately in this
area without this work.

In fact, [ was acquainted last week with the fact
- | was told the facts I[’m not sure {t’s a fact - that
the last hearing boards have been hung up on environmental,
not on safety issues 2s the main part of their hearing
board, adjudicatory difficulties.

Therefore, chere is surely need for some work in
these 2reas. Wnhether, you know, it’s too high by a factor
of two or too low, it depends on looking at the individual
pro jects.

* MR. LEVINE®: The whole area doesn’t have enough
money to change & reactor experience.

DR. BUDNITZs The FY /80 budget is going to be
about three percent of the entire rasearch tudget for that
area., About three percent,

DR. OKRENT® My problem i{s, you told me
three-quarters of tne budget is locked in, so [ only have 23
percent to work with. That’s eight three gercent items. '
DR. BUDNITZ: No. That’s really not fair. For

example, in a sense LOFT is locked in but the experimental
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program at LOFT next year will be very different than we had
thought last Cecember. LOFT is going to be doing a numoer
of tests over the next year or two, diffirent from the
grogram we had planned, so although the facility costs are
in a8 major way locked in, the program and the answers that
we seek are as flexible as we can make them consistent with
the fact that the facility nas a certain size and a certain
numpber of constraints. Semi scale, the same way, PSF, all of
thesa things are "locked in."

CR. OKRENT: Unfortunately, my iatuition tells me
that that’s not where we’re going to learn the things of
most help.

CR. BUDNITZ: The risk assessment work, the ccde
work, is being redirected sucstantially to work on codes for
the transients and small LOCAs. We’re working as hard as we
can within these consiraints. As Lee rays, you den’t turn
70 degrees in three weeks.

MR. LEVINE: Part of the acditional money we’ve
asked for resulting from — we’ve asked for about 30 million
dollars more from Three Mile Island research, and part of
that money is, in fact, to develop short, fast running cocde
which may not be accurate encugh to satisfy everyone, but
from wnich wa ougnt to learn a goocd deal &sbout the system,

DR. BUDNITZ: Part of it _s for risk assessment.

UR. LEVINE: That would re the same purpcse.

o e —
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DR. MARK: Coulda | ask == you just mentioned,
Saul, $30 million is boing asked for. De you know what
reception it’s givent

MR. LEVINE:s Tne BRG has approvec most of them.

DR. MARK® 7The BRG, but they don”’t have $30
miliion,

MR, LEVINE: They what?

DR. MARK: They <an’t have $30 milliont dJo they?

MR, LEVINE:s 1[t’s part of our budget process. It
3Jces to the —

DR. MARK: But is it not Congress that has to
ipprove it?

MR. LEVINE: ’'es, that’s our whole budget.

DR. MARK: [’m asking what reception we can
expact.

- MR. LEVINE:t [ don’t know, [t’s hard to tell. I
talked to OM3 and they say they have an open mind about it.
DR. MARX®s When will that get talked to?

MR. GUSSICKt The suppiemental will go to OME
along with the regu.ar ‘8| budget. . has to be over there
oy the first of September. the supplemental, nowever, will
gc on cirectly to Congress, after a very minimal kind of
revisw or a short review, and then, the budget wen’t go over
until after around the first of the year.

So we wculd hope that the supplemental action will
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recur, if Congress is interestea and w2 can well cefend .Tt.

MR. LEVINE: By mid fiscal year ==

MR, GOSSICKs BRefore tne end of the calencar year,
pefore they go out for Christmas.

OR. MARK®t And you Son’t at this moment have
strong indications as tO the reception?

MR. GUSSICK* There are some indications in some
quarters that there is a very favorable reception
anticipatad there, [’m sure it will be socme other areas, or

other parts of Congrass that won’t be so inclined.
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kap i MR. MURLEY:s In the meantime, though, our regular
( 2 fiscal /80 ragquet has oeen cut by about $10 million, in
3 fact, by the Appropriations Committee.

4 MR. GOUSSICK: The same committee that is talking
5 atout adding onto our 30 budget cn the floor has alsc been
6 active in cutting it in committee.
7 DR. MARK: That’s s10 million cut in respect to
& those numbers we nave in front of us.
¥ MR. GUSSICKs Well, your /80 budget, does it show
10 Ccngrassional action?
M MR, SMITHs No.
12 MR. GUSSICK: No.
13 MR. LEVINE: The present request, that’/s what we
14 requested. Not wnat the Congress gave to us.

;: IS DR. MARK: You requested and they have stepped

16 back $I10 million from that request,

17 MR. LEVINEs Except it’s not a final action.

15 DR. MARKs Not a final action? Are they doing

1y this across the toard or on detailed items?

20 MR. SCOGGINSs Letails, to a certain degree, most
2! of them are detalls.

22 CR. MARK®: What things annoy them tne mcst?

23 MR. SCOGCINSs For example, they gave a very minor
24 cut to the light water reactor area. They, in effect, told
25 us to put money back ints the gas reactors for whicn we have
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no monay in the Presicdent’s budget, as you well know. 3o
chrerefore, that’s like an effective cut, anad we’ll have to
eat it within the total.

The * reduced groupings mostly in the reactor
envirormental, risk, seismic, et catera. [t’s where they
took the majority or the remainder of the $6-1/2, $7 million
cut in safeguards, specifically. They recommended 23
reduction of about, [ celieve, 40 oercent in the safeguards
area,

DR. 4ARXt 40 percent is noticeable in anybody’s
budgets.

MR. SCHGGINS: That’s correct.

DR. PLESSET:s Maybe Tom Murley could help me to
try to relate a cetailed treakdown of the FY /80 supplement
with what’s in this thing. I couldn’t get them to fit. The
numbers you mentioned seemeé to be right. You recall what
In getting at.

MR. MURLEY: In the presentation that [ mace to

your subcommittee?

MR, MURLEYs Yes., [ think [ gave to Tom a list of
those research items, whicnh were ty topic and nct by budget
group, and by topic it shcowed which budget group they went
into, so there is a Rosetta Stone that will relate them, 2nd

Tom, can you make sure : gets that?

561
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MR, MC CRELESSt Yes, [ will.

o

R. PLESSETs 0Okay. Thanks.

DR. OKRENT® [ have a feeling ({t’s getting Late
for ar. Cossick, so [’d like to thank him very auch for
coming down, This morning has been interesting.

MR. MC CRELESS: I would like to say one thing,
if I may. [ attanded the budget review group meeting, three
of them, last week, that pertains to the research bucget,
and [ found that they were very professional in the way that
they aia it.

You mentioned earlier thatl the men did not have
much technical excertise but they seemec to have an awful
let of :xpertise in presenting i.formation to OMB and to
Congress, and I think that they helped RES by focusing their
attention on areas that they needed to strengthen their
arguments.

4R. GOSSICKt Tom, [ really appreciate your
ccmment on that because you touch on an extremely important
part of this cudgetary process. We can gafend it, our
pecple can defend it technically to yourselves or cthers,
yeu knew, all day long, out it’s the very critical process
of being able to present the pgrogram in a way that the
ncn=tecrnical people, for the most part in OMB and for a

ery deciced portion of the Congressional ccmmittees that we

nave to go to and convince them thai, you Know, {t’s

561 538
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l Xap | important to pu on grounds that are salable .n those
i :; 2 arsnas, not just to ourselves or to other technical peers
[
E 3 who would zass judgement.
i 4 Thank you.
i 5 DR. OKRENTs Thank you. Let’s take a 10 minute
| 6 praak and reconvens.
] 7 (Recess,)
! 8 (Nhereupon, at 10355 a.m., the hearing was ad journed,
| v into executive session.)
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LWR SAFETY RESEARCH BOA AR e 0l nél 00
18 21 20 18 19 24 24 %d

SYSTENS ENGINEERING 18
LOFT 8 9 1 9 10 10 11 12 10
CODE DEVELOPMENT 8 8 1 9 8 10 11 1 g .
FUEL BEHAVIOR 8 8 10 9 8 9 10 110 9 '
PRIMARY SYS. INT. 1 8 & & 4 9 4 un g9 -~
TOTAL LR 49 51 61 55 52 57 6 6 53 ~
SEISMIC ENG. SAFETY 18 9 2 19 20 21 23 23 A5¢9
FAST BRFEDER REACTORS 11 n un u 15 15 15 i5 0/15
ADV. COKY. REACTORS 2 N 0 0 0 0 3 3 0/ 3
TOTAL RSR 81 81 92 & 87 93 108 108  68/86
REACTOR ENv. 6 6 7 6 v 11 11 7
FUEL CYCLE 6 6 6 7 2 9 g 7
WASTE MANAGEMENT 8 10 10 10 2 20 2 275
SAFEGUARDS 11 8 8 8 8 ° 9 9 8
TOTAL SAFER 31 30 31 30 31 ¥ 49 19 b,
RISK ASSESSHENT 22 23 % 7 % 28 33 33 251
IMP, REACTOR SAFETY 1 1 3 172 1.4y o ¥
'PROG, DIR. & SUPPORT 24 24 24 A 24 26 28 28 24
t TOTAL RES 159 155 180 | 167/169 168 185 222 227 19180 :
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