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Subject:
REGULATORY REQUIRDENTS REVIE'.J C0101ITTEE

SECY-R-74-95' discusses the Regulatory program for
mininizing and controlling ratcheting in the
licensing process for nuclear power plants. As
is discussed on pages 8 and 9 of the enclosed
report on this progra::2, an in-house Regulatory
Requirements Review Coc:nittee has been for:: led
'to review significant new Regulatory requirecents
or changes that provide significant relief from
existing requirements, and to decide whether,

$ when, and to what plants these chances should becm-

applied.
The Committee is headed b5- E. C'. Case,

--

C N $ Deputy Director of Licensing and includesF d J. M. Hendrie, Deputy Director of Licensing for__.

d El~ "
L' U Technical Review, A. Giambuaso, _cnuty Director

of Licensing for Reactor Projects, R. B. Minogue,.'
~~

Deputy Director of Regulatory Standards anda
J. G. Davis, Deputy Director of Regulatory ,

g
:d *| Operations.

The charter of the Committee is
c

"

{ enclosed along with a press announcemenc we
-

y plan to issue in the nen few days. ]o
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bf* % (L. Mann ng Muns ing ) ;
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Director of Regulation
':Enclosures: .

1. Program for Controlling Ratcheting P~" ~

2. Charter for Regulatory Requirements Review Co=::,ittee
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REGULATORY PROGRAM FOR

MINIMIZING AND CONTROLLING RATCHETING

.

Over the past several years, the Regulatory staff has frequently
'

been accused of causing undue delay in the design and construction
.

of nucletr power plants by apparently random imposition of new ---

safety ' equirements. These changing safety requirements were

generelly applied to new plant reviews as they evolved ("forefit")
. , .

.

and, if considered necessary for safety, were also applied to piants

whose reviews were already completed ("backfit"). This practice

resulted in additional, unplanned manpower being expenced in tne

design and construction of plants and resultant delay was alleged

or encountered in the granting of some Cp's and OL's. The term

: coined by the nuclear industry for this process of changing Regulatory

requirements is "ratcheting."

Ratcheting can occur during various pnases of the licensing peccess witn

a resulting broad spectrum of impact that ranges from extremeiy nign

t'o minimal. Changes in Regulatory requirements that are judgad by

the staff to be of such safety significance as to require immediate

implementation are likely to be of the formar extreme, particularly

when they arise during the finai stages of construction of a piant.
' '' ' '"'

A delay in the fuel loading date may result. ChangesinReguiaic.cy

.
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requirem:nts that occur prior to preparation of a particular p5AR
are usually of the latter extreme. While these changes are not icoked

upon with favor by the nuclear industry, they can usually be accommodateo

in the plant design with minimum perturbation. Industry spokesman have-

of ten stated that changes in Regulatory requirements can be tolerated. . . . .

providing these requirements are fixed at the time plant design is
initiated. It is the changes that occur subsequent to this milestone

' . " '
that catse difficulties of increasing magnitude as the fuel loading date ._._
approaches.

In assessing the ratcheting process, it is important to observe that

the design, construction, and licensing of nuclear power piants are

relatively short-lived activities with little more than 15 years of:

development and experience available. Thus, it must be expected that

a new industry with new and varied power piant designs thar. depend upon

an evolving technology will result in the development of increasingly
'

sophisticated design and analysis tecnniques and the simultaneous

evolution of associated safety requirements. Although many safety

requirements for the design of nuclear power plants are alreacy identifien

and well defined as evidenced by the availability of numerous regulations,

regulatory guides, codes, and standards, scme of Inese requirements

.are general. in nature and, tnerefore, are subject to ~aaditions , ct.m ....c. ,
'

.

" '~

and interpretations as more experience is gained.
The result is tr.a c.

!
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new or modified codifications are evolved, and decisions regarcing

their implementation on applications that are new or in process or- . . . ..

on operating plants must be made.
These new requirements are generally

.

. . . . . . .

developed over periods of time encompassing months to years so that

most applicants ar.d licensees are aware of them weil before the need
~~* for implementation. .

Another factor that enhar.ces the need for ratcheting is the lack of

sufficient design information at the CP stage of review. In the

interest of speeding the issuance of Ps, the Regulatory staff in the
~

past has often based its acceptance of a design upon the availability

of conceptual design information and/or an applicant's commitment to

meet certain criteria in lieu of the more desirable preliminary design
level of information. The lack of definitive designs often results

in misunderstandings and unacceptable designs that require moaificati ns

during the final OL stage of review which, as previously mentioned,

can produce high impacts on the construction schedule. It is expectea

that this source of ratcheting'will be virtually eliminated by the

requirement of preliminary design information and a ciore complete revits

.under. standardization.
. , , . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -- .-

An additional aspect of the licensing process that the nuclear industry

claims promotes ratcheting is the degree of conservatism demanded er tr.e

Regulatory staff in determining the acceptability of a design. Again. due -

to the evolving nature of the technology, the lack of operationai

, _. - _.. . _ _ _
---

_ _ _ _ _ ,
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experience, the lack of sufficient test data, and other ad hoc
.

considerations, the staff may not have tne degree of confidence in
-

' " ' ' ~

a design to justify the margin of safety that an' applicant feels is "'

adequate.
These are areas where honest differences of opinion exist

between the regulated and the regulators, and tougn, unpopular decisior.s
_ , .

-

often result. In many cases, the regulator has no choice but to

cause a redesign and possibly a " tear down and reconstruct" activity

in the field, depending upon the stage of the review process.

As indicated above, a number of compelling reasons exist for the

continued occurrence of the ratcheting process. Also, the procisms

associated with ratcheting have been recognized by the Regulatory

staff management for sometime, and a numoer of important staps hdre

alreacy been undertaken in an attempt to minimize.the effect at
this process. These steps consist of the following:

1. Staff reorganization

2.
Guide to the format and content of safety. analysis reparts

. 3. Regulatory Guides

4. Standard review plan
'' ' ' ' '

.
. . . . . . . , . . . . , . . ..5. Chain of connand - levels of management

..

6. Establishment of a new decision-making committaa.

Each of these steps is discussed in more detail below.

.

I-

. *
(

!
!

L

: : 3 2 1 D .' fa ~ .; m . x r .~~ J - -: - Z S % . % ' :. ' -
. . '

:--
<.



_ _. _ .-

_
.

,

-5-

' "

In early 1972 the Regulatory staff was reorganized witn one of tne

. purposes being to improve the safety review process by dividing the. . .

*. .. total review effort along technical disciplinary lines and assigning. . . . . _ .

..

'' the review of these areas for each plant to the same organizational

unit. One of the principal benefits of the reorganization was to

increase the capability for identifying new safety requirements-

earlier in the review process with a consequent reduction in the

effects of ratcheting.

~

A guide to the format and content of safety analysis reports was developed

and issued to define more precisely the information concerning plant.
, . ,

design and plant siting that applicants must present for AEC review. To

further improve the SARs submitted for review, this guioe was used as

a basis for judging the completeness of the applicant's sucmittai

prior to docketing. Revision i of this documen't was is3uea in Octccer

1972. This document is being updatea presently on an interin ualis b3

means of information guides, wi.th a complete reissuance pionnea far
9

late 1974.
.

- As suggested additions, changes, and interpretations .cf. pre 3er.t e -itarii- - -
,

arise, the staff responsibility is to pursue a resolution to the

new issue. When an acceptable resolution has been developeo, the
I

. ..
* *e m. .

O'
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staff position is codified and announced to the nuclear industry by

means of a regulatory guide. The regulatory guide series provides a
..

rapid means for promulgating new staff positions to the nuclear
,, ._ ..

. . . . . . . . . . . .industry.
..

Standard review plans are being developed for each of the tecnnical.c.. -

organizational units involved in the safety review of nuclear plants

for issuance by July 1,1974. These review plans will identify and

define, as precisely as pos:451c, all of the safety requirements and

criteria for acceptance that the ~ staff considers assential for the

safety of nuclear power plants. These plans are expected to provida
'

a significant improvement in the efficiency of the licensing process.

i

| Under the present procedures, the Regulatory staff has develope.i a
!
'
; system of " highest needed level" of management decision and a

system of checks and balances in determining what plant requiremci. 3

should or should not be ratcheted. This systematic approach to

ratcheting requires the Branch Chief in Licensing's Technical Review

group to escalate any significant ratchet decision that devalops

during the review of a project to the Assistant Director ievai, E...I
. . , _ . . . . . . . . . . . . - .

. .. . . . .. ... .

depending on the impact of the specific design change ir, que3 ion,

!

_
.
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to tne Deputy Director level. The high-impact decisions are, in

turn,'made by the Director of Licensing, and may in some cases be

referred to the Director of Regulation, or the Commission itself. .

Another aspect of this process is the attempt by the staff to determine

new requirements and the need for their implementation as early in the CP
. . .

-

and OL review process as possible. The goal is to identify such
.

requirements by the time of the "first round" request for additional
in forma tion.

These requirements are targeteo to be specified to tne

applicants at least by the time of the "second round" request for
information. At this stage of review the staff comr.unicates its

- positions on, additional safety requirements developed as a result

of the review to that date.

The need to make ratcheting decisions for specific projects triggers

a chain response similar to that described acov'e within Licensing'se

Reactor projects group. The interaction of cctn groups en these !

kinds of problems provides a system of checks and balances so that.

unilateral decisions on ratcheting do not occur.

1

To further monitor the process that causes ratcheting, the Directorate
of Licensing informs each applicant, a the time of docketing of the

,

q

[
application, that if during the course of the review there is a~

v

need '(.

O

.

C-,.

|
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to bring to the attention of the Director of Licensing matt
ers vhicn

involve a disagreement with a staff position relating to thei
r

application, whether they consider it ratcheting or not
, they should

feel free to do so.
A number of applicants have utilized this procecure

.

'

in past licensing reviews.
.

These individual aspects of the staff's attempt to control rat h t
-

-

c e ing.

combined with a maturation of the evolution of safety requirenents
have enhanced the efficiency of the licensing process.

,

Presently,

ratcheting is not an extensive a problem it has been in previous years

However, the staff is taking further steps to regulate more formally
.

'the ratcheting process.
This formal process incorporates the aspects

of control discussed previously, and in addition creates a permanent
managenent committee with the responsibility for assessing the .ieea

for particular proposed new safety requirenents and for making pec t
rica

decisions regarding the imposition of these requirements.
-

,

-
s

The permanent management committee will consist of senior management.
3

(
2

representatives of Technical Review and Reactcr Projects, as ueli sa c

k
representatives from Regulatory Standards ar.c Regulatory Operations. :o

[.,~j
The committee will review whether, when, ano for what plants the !.J

bdparticular requirements should be imposed.
Tne recommendations of

,r|1
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the Committee and the basis for the c
documented. 'If-ths: Regulatory-deef sion... ~ -.-ecision reached would be

-is-to-impleme... . .
..

sa fe tyJequ iremen t , Lappl.ican ts/Ja nd ntet b e ( ;

ytotified.''' The new requirement would then be fLicsis~ees' sill" W aDbragriately-,_

standard fomat and content document to assure i d
actored into the

'

for subsequent applications. n ustry awareness

.

-

With this new program in effect
the following way. , ratcheting would be controlled ir.First,

will inform utilities of the information req ithe updated content and format accur:a, nt

tions.
The standard review plans will provide a mu rements for tneir applica -

statement of: anagement-approvaa

(1) the areas for which individual revie#

responsible, (2) depth of review expectec wers are

other review group interfaces, and (f.) Ine bas, (3) Ine identification c.i
this information and guidance any new Res for acceptai,ua.

,

ii; th

backfitting, can be readily identif tec egula tnry requirer.sents,inc'ai,d inu

plans as a basic tool in the contr31 ofThe u'se of the stada . .i . e ia...
. o

aspects of this program. ratcheting is nne ri s

tne w ir.r b
D
P,

.

O

Once identified, the question of applica ili h"
t.

c .?.
for specific plants proceecs up tne !icty of particcia. re.g.;.2 w: ..

.t
.

ansing manag2mant cnoi.u. (
imposition of a requirement is raccm

_

i ,- c.,: ,'".

Reactor Projects groups, the question cfencac oj Ine Tecnnica l Av. it.. ina a
.

-

the review committee. tne i,c.c.a g i t am. : :. . J c. . e
. u.

.
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It should be noted that as more experience is gai
ned in the various

design and operational aspects of nuclear power
,

plants, and with
these procedures, ratcheting can be minimized

*

will not be completely eliminated.
and controlled, but

The staff intent is to establish.'
a system that provides suitable control over this neces
of safety requirements. sary evolution

This program, however, by itself will
impose sufficient discipline to make ratcheting a

.

proper part ofthe licensing process.
In addition, standardization of nuclear plants

promises to assist considerably by means of more _'
complete reviews .. !

and by the fixing of designs for established periods y:

of time. The t. )

procedures developed to control ratcheting will be a F
n important ?

part of the Regulatory staff's standardization review :
process.
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REGULATORY REOUIREMENTS REV"EW COMMITTEE
.

I. Introduction

The process of review of applications to cons truc t and operate

nuclear power plants has been critically examined over the recent past

by the Regulatory staff. Several improvements to the Regulatory process ,

have been identified and implemented, including an extensive staff

reorganization, publication of Guides to the f ormat and content of

. safety analysis and environmental reports, and accelerated publication

schedules for issuance of Regulatory and Information Guides. Several

other important steps are underway to improve further the review

process, including promulgation of Standard Review Plans that will

specify tlie nature of the review and the criteria and bases for judgment

in each technical review area; institution of a management system of

checks and balances for reviewing at higher management levels any

significant new requirements that develop during the review of a pro-

I ject; and creation of a permanent management committee of senior

Regulatory staf f of ficers to review such proposed new requirements. -

It is the purpose of this document to outline the organization and

function of this permanent management committee, which is called the

Regula tory Requirements Review Co==ittee (RRRC) .

A. General Charter

The fundamental task of this Committee is to review proposes
.

changes in Regulatory requirements for nuclear power plants that are

referred to it (of a nature and in a manner to be described); and to

review implementation schedules including, as appropriate, rosters of
a

af f ec ted f acilities. -

-
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The Commission's rules and regulation

years a significant body of requirementss have established over the

Some of these are clear and
.explicit,

but others are in the form of gener la
broad interpretation. criteria tnat allow

The latter ra ther

general in nature to provide for improv
rules are deliberately made

developing technology. ements in an expanding and

The Standard Format and the Regulatory G id
-

as well as a body of implicit interpretati u es,

ance (and will be explicitly incorpor t d ons that have acquired accept-
.

ae

are all used to aid in the review proces in the S tandard Review Plans),

ments of the more general criteria and acs by better defining the require-
problem areas. ceptable design solutions in

The stabilization of Regulatory requi
form, and establishment of an orderly rements in eritten

proce a of implementation of
needed changes and additions to these requi-

of the RRRC. rements is the general charter
.

B.
[ tatters for Committee Consideratiojn h

3

i1.
The Committee should reviev such change

s in the items lis ted Cbelow as may impcse significant new R
egulatory requirements ou

.,

provide significant relief from exis:ing r
:

equiraments: P-

Standard Review Plans, '

a.
e-
..

b.
Standard Formats for Safety Analysis d

Reports, and and Envircamental 07'
[3.', . . . ,

Regulatory Guides used in the licensi
- e'c.

..' \~ ~ . .

plan ts , ng rcviews of power '

|

' ' ~ '

b. .2 '

The Committee should review proposed n [i
r
'

ew rules or changes in
existing rules that impose significant new R h'-

l'

egulatory requircoents m.
-

or provide significant relief from existin ;-
g requiremen ts. ' ;- 6

.-

r- 1
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3. Tha Committee should review propcsed 'backfit actions under~

10 CFR 50.109,

4. Administrative or informational changes will be exempt f rom

Committee review as will routine revisions, amendments, new

issues of pertinent regulatory documents, or alternative .

*
-

proposed solutions acceptable as substitutes for regulatory

guides receiving the normal regulatory review. Items lacking
**
. adequate jus tification should be disapproved and eliminated .as

they surface through the management review chain, leaving those

items for Committee review that have prior organizational

approval and constitute a significant change or expansion of

existing requirements and interpretations.

.

It is not expected that a clear-cut base line from which these

changes are measured will exist at the initiation of Committee
t. t ac tions . In addition, some overlap with the routine

Regulatory review of pertinent documents will occur initf ally,

and some issues will escalate to the Committee that properly
should not. However, as the codification of Committee trans-

actions and decisions proceed and are reflected back into the

Regulatory staff, with appr'opriate additional guidance as

required, this initial transitional period will give way to a

. routine procedure for Committee decisions.

C. Administration

1. Composi tion

The Committee will consist of at least five members appointed

by the Director of Regulation. One of the members wilL bc ,

.-

s

,' , **
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appointed Chaiman by the Dirzeter of Regulation. Alternates

will be designated by the munbers as required when absence
,

f rom Committee meetings is unavoidable.

2. Nature of Co:=nittee Action

The decisions of the Committee will be in the fom of recom- *

mendations to the Directors of the appropriate Directorates or

to the Director of Regulation for approval, approval with

modifications, or rejection of the matters submitted.

3. Format of Inout to Committee

All matters referred to the Committee will be transmitted by

memorandum addressed to the Chairman. The documentation should

include a clean draf t of the proposed review plan, format

section, guide, rule, or backfit paper. A proposed implementa-
:

tion plan or schedule should be included.

4. Meetine Frecuency

The Committee will meet as of ten as deemed appropriate by the

Chairman. -

5. Sur: nary of Meetinas

A summary of the meetings, including decisons made and actions

taken, will be prepared and dis tributed. Such additional

documentation as required to express the intent of the Committee

will be prepared and distributed. OGC will be kept informed.
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