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This is an umeffizial cransceript of a zmetiag of che Uzi:z
Staces Nuclear hg-.:.u:ary Comzn ss.on 2eld oz August 1, 1980
{n the Commissicn's o0ffices at L1717 E Streec, N. W., Wasningeosm,
D. C. The zeecizg was ovem 2 public atzandance and cosarvacisa
This tTanscTipt has 20t been reviawed, zorTecced, or sdizsd, and
it zay csucala inacsuracies.

The tramscripr Lis izcanded solaly for gsemeral izformacicmal
purposas. As provided by 10 R 9.103, iz is =20t part of =2
for=al or informal record of decision 3f zhe 2arcacs discussed.
xprassions of opizdion iz this £TanscTipt da 20t aecessarily
veflecs final decarmizacions or Seliafs. Yo pleadizg or otier
Paper zay bSe {ilad with cthe Commissicn iz any srocseding -4
resuls of or addrassed :2 any. stitezent 3T argimenc sontained
barain, axcept as the Commission =ay auchor=ze.
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RRQCSEERINGS
CHAIZYAN ANEASNE: The Commission meets this
afternoon to hear a progosal from the Director of huclear

Beactor Regulation regarding the policy and preceedings

pending construction permit and manufacturing license
applications.

This is another step in the long develcpment cf a

number of action items following Three Zile Island, the

accident at Three ¥ile Island, and ve have given the staff

direction on what tc do with respect to resuming review of

operating license applicaticns.
We then asked for the staff to provide a

recommendation on what to do with proceeding with

construction permits. Earnld?

HR. D da

(O]

NTCN: BEBob Purple will be our sgoxesmane.

has a lS-minute presentation to summarize the proce2ss we

vent through an4 the options we identified. Let me turn it
directly over tc 320b.

MR, PURPLE: If I aiszht have the first vu-gragh.

(Slide.)

MR. FURPLE: Just by way cf review, and in a sense
to repeat what you just said, ¥r. Chairman, the Ccmmission
has gone throuch the establishasnt ¢f the needed
requirements fo:- operating reactors. These took place
primarily in the summer of 1979, and 2are listed on the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.

- -



¢
n
12
13
14
185

16

18

19

21

24

board, the major elements. And as you say, we have now
determined what tha necessary and sufficient set of
requirements are for operating licenses, which includes the
NUREG-069394 and alsc includes the Commission's endorsement on
what vas called Proposed Cated Zequirements, those thai
vould have an implementation date beyond the first of this
calendar year.

The guestion now was what tc do ard what is the
proper set of requirements and timing tc¢ resume the
licensing review of ccnstruction perait applications whic
have been suspended since Yarch of 1579, since the TYT 2
accident.

We considered a range of options -- May I see the
next Vu-graph, please?

(Slide.)

¥R. PURPL

™

§ Just %o put a bound, a total envelo:
on the cange of options, the first option is really an
unaccegtable one, bdut it puts the lower bound, and that is
the idea that one might proceed with reviewing CP's using
the pre-TY¥I licensing envelcpe, taking no account of the TNI
incident. %9e certainly would not reccmmend that,

th

end, Opticon 2 would be one that wvould

W
n
w
=

-~

say, let's indefinitely or postsone consideration ¢f CP

O

anplications until such timne as the major rulemaking that is

evolved €rom the TY¥T evaluaticn is conglete and the new

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




10
"
12
13
14
18
16
17

18

rs
ba

#

requirements, whatsver they may te, are ia place.

Now, tetween thos2 two extremes, 7Tpticas 3 --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Wculd you say a fev vords about
why yocu think == I can uynderstand the first cne as being =--

MR. PURPLZ I have nct discarded the last one as
being unacceptable, anue I will come back to it with a fevw
vords about the pros and cons.

In between thcse twe extremes would be QOptions B8
and C, which says, surely impose the pre-TNI licensiag
envelop modified to include these licensing items now
recyired for NTCL's. GB2asically wvhat is in 0§%4, and
depending on what year you are ian when you are reviewing it.

The third option, Option C, is similar to the
second, that is, pick up on the ¥TOL type requirements, use
the pre-T¥I licensing envelcp, but then select a fev special
topics for special considecation, 2nd those namely are the
topics “hat are the subjects of rulemaking that may go on
for several yesars before they are finalized.

Sow, the re_ative advantages and disadvantages of

)

at least the last three , Which makes =--

O

ptions, Option
the pending CP's pretty much the sane as the NTCL's that ve
are licensine. This would ainimize the review and

construction imgact.

- . 1% - -~ - - -
1t is pratakly th guickest route o having
N 3 1 ~ - ~ * - - - - ~ W
additional nuclear capacity on liae £or these slants. -

ALDERSON REPORTING _UMPANY 'NC.




10
n
12

13

18
18
17
18

19

2!

24

<)

disadvantage is that it fails alize on the

or
o

o

capl

oppocrtunity you have to achiev

significant safety
iaprovesents in a plant that has not ya2t been buile,
although it has been ian each ¢f the six cases largely
designed.

The third option, Cption C, which pulls out sosme
additicnal special features for speclial consideration, the
big advantage of that is that it wvould retain the
flexidility to e able to incorporate into the design of
these plants certain significant safecy ingrovement featuras
that may result from the culemaking during the pendency of
the construction pericd by leaving open -- by not
fozeclosing during the constructicn period the alkility to
put in some of these features.

A disadvantage of Option CT is that it still

retains in the eyvyes certainly of the agplicants and the

ot

builders cf the plants some degree of uncertainty decause
is not easy to predict the cutcene ¢f rulemaking with any
perfect cectainty.

D, of course, would provide the maxiaux

a2

Optio
poteatial safety improvesments. It allows the rulemaking %o
run its course, the various rulemakings to run thelir

: 3 &
courses, tetter assuringe -

CHAIAYAN AFZASNE: It eliminates the tacertainty.
¥R. FURPLZ: It certainly eliminates the

ALDERSON REPCATING COMPaANY NC
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uncerctainty, but it does pgrobalbly mean a ninimum o0f two,

(20

maybe three years of delay, depanding on the number o
rulemakings.

The next vu=-gragh, please.

(Slide.)

¥R. PURPLE:s Cur ;?oposed agproach is one that
selects Cption C, and which ve feel is the most suitable.
First of all, vwe have to =-- and that was composed of the.
pre-TYI design anvelop or review envelop, and then secondly,
I said it would be the pulling out cf the action plan items
that are approgpriate, so the first two bullets up thera are
referring to that portion of the definiticon of what is
neeied, and that is to go into the action plan item Dy item
and determine, first of all, which items are actually
applicable to CEF's, and secondly -- the second >ullet, then,
look at each ore and decide what kind of information should
we require tc be available for cur review and consideration
prior tc issuing the CP.

Taking doth of these bullets, then, and turning it
into a %UBEG dccument, a new NUPEG document which e
presently have in the typevwriter -- I am :'2rry to say ve
don't have in front of you right today =~- Ddut it is

basically a review of the action plan, definin¢ how nmuch

n ve need for each of the actions in the action

ALDERSON RESPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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introducing any new items?

¥ ] ) new items. No new items. The only

thing it may introduce the sense of -eing new, ycu may

recall that there were the action plan things like

Decision Group C items, things for which in the sensa of

talking about orerating license applications or operatiag

reactors, Wwe said we would not impose those until we had

brought them forward %o the Commission for separate

consideration.

We 40 take some ¢of those lCecisicn Group C items

and we look at them in the sense ¢f a C? and ask =-- our

definition of what we want from an appliicant is that he

address the subject of that based on the state ¢f the arct ¢r

the state 0f the requirement as it may exist in that year.

CHAIRMAN AHEAZRNE: Can you give me an example?

MR. BURPLE: Control room design, where we have a

rather long range reguirement. We have ncot established new

requirements, but we like applicancs tc at least address ths

degre@ to which they are going to advance the state of
control rcom design in their coatrol rooms.

So, they would be asked to speak to things that ve
aren't today necessarily asking OL's and CR's to sp22ak tc,
80 there would e the NURES document wnich is the subiect of
a Tederal Register notice that was -- that vas a draft
attached to the Commission pager.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,




We then identified four areas reguiriag
significant -- significant areas reguiring policy
decisinsns. Since we identified these four, the Compission

has acted on two of them, s°

they

items of debate.

You have approved a transiticn siting policy

connection

defined quite clearly what should be

dorne with

new C2's of the type we® are spgeaking of here
Let me pass, before I talk
and go on through this chart. The next chart

about the actual special reqguirements.

Ve procose that -- ls2ave that

propose that the NUREG document and

notice which is in the staff

requirements and what we think needs to

for pudblic comment.
We are interacting

have received the public cocnments and

r

completed our review with the

"
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and the rest is a support cf a recoxmendaticn tc put stafsf
resgurces on six iteas.

MR. PURPLE: Zut we anticipate, fcor example, thi
coming veek we araea meeting again with the Subcoamittece of
the AC®S, and anticipate, as they say at the end of the

letter, that they will consider tha matter further and work

vith us, ;you kXnovw, and come out with another letter where

they have looked at it more substantively than they have yet.

-

So, it is not that letter I am speaking about. It
would be others.

I see the vu-gragh said from the May Sth letter.
Sorry about that.

(General laughtecr.)

A

MR. PURPLE: That aisled ycu. t the later

e
L)

review, not just that letter.

CHAIRYAN AHEARNE: Okavy.

%R.

(o)

ENTO

-

! ¢ They had identified six issues. Wwe

have only identified £four. The other twWo ace ones that ve

40 net think have guite the weight that the four do, and

-

those two that are on %“he ACRS list are not shown. They are

picked up in our NUBEG document.

o -:'v?cv

L Y

$ Yes, they are.

Bedal' ~ . * > - : 3
iR DESTON: The action plan, control and design
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paper that there is an owner's groupy ¢f the six pending CP's
that have been intaracting with us since they made that
presentation ¢f those six tcpics. The ACES letter says the
industrcy groun says these are the six important ones. They
at least on an informal level have agreed that it is not
such a long list, and it is more or less the ocnes we have
identified here.

MR. DENTON: It is important to reccgnize =-- at

ot

least I envision this -- this only applies to pending
applications tefore us. They are not guite a clean slace.
The review is far advanced. The designs are -- this is not
intended to apply to any application that is not befcre us.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Would yocu intend to =--

MR. DENTON: If someone vwere to come in with a
brand-nev cone, I think we wculd have a cleaner slate to
vrite on, and perhaps risk assessment wculd be a £iar mcre
sweeping part of the original review. Here we have

identified zcertain systems for risk assessment curposes.

One of the hHullats, for exemple. I see this as scmething
less than a clean slate, Lut =--

CHAIRMAN AHESARBNE: Whsn dc you expect the next
applicaticn?

MR, DENTCN: My feeling is that I cannot state
that.

CHAI®MAN AHBEABNE: In other words, you don't feel

ALDERSON REPCARTING COMPANY. INC.
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! an overwhelming problem thare because you would not apply

2 this to new applicatieons that have not yet reen received?

3 ¥R. DENTON; That is correct. I was trying te

4 characterize it properly, tased on the utility executives I
S have talked to, the present universe of plants, which

8 includes those before us, seems to them to represent all the
7 plants that the ¥RC will have tc deal with in the time frame
8 up to about 1390.

S CHAIRYAN AHEA2NE: 2nother way of saylng that is,
10 in other words, they don't a2xpect another application until
11 1930.

12 MR. DENTON: Until we get very close %to 1390, and
13 that is a very hazy picture.

14 (¥hereupon, at 2:15 p.m., Commissioner Bradford

15 entered the hearing rocm.)

16 MR, DENTON: I certainly have nc indication that

177 in the next few years we will have one.

8 CHAIRMAN AHEASNE: Very interesting.

) ¥R. PURPLE: Put cn the next vu-gragh, please.

20 (Slide.)

21 ¥R, PORPLE: I said T would talk in a little more

W

[

2 detail cn the four special topics for which we think speci

ot
=
Y

23 reguirements need to be imgcsad. I already aenticned in

24 gsiting issue that for SECY 8153 the Ceommission has already

",

. 3 . - - -~ - - . - - - -~ et A R -~ -
2 given instructions as to what is the transition gelicy for

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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just this class 2f plants, and cf course we would reguire

that to be done.

The most difficuls, I think, of all of the four is

the degraded core rulemaking. 4“e would propose that first,

since =-- by the time review probably begins on these CP?'s,

the interim rule very likely will be in place. We would ask

obviously =-- then the CP applicant would have to descrile --

CEAIR¥AN AHZARNZ: eould tgack that

£ 1

¥R. PURPLE: VYes.

CHAISYAN AHEASNE: =-- Harold a2 moment ago said

these are a number 0f plants for which the review has

already begun.

¥MR. PURPLE: I+t in most cases -- it is essentially

complete, and in many cases the hearing 1ls closed and so

forth.

CHAIRMAN AHEABNE: And I would say agsain then

MR.

necessary set

PURPLE:

of conditions to now

yet defined what is a

seriously a2valuate and

say yes, now we can issue CP's. I am saying there is a
period of time befsre that. It is these regquirements before
that gets in place.
CHAIRMAN AHEAENE: I am trying to get the timing
ther. when do vou expect the interim -ule to te in place?
M3, BURPLE: I exgect the interim rule to De
issued in August with a 30-4ay coament gericd, where

ALDERSCON IEPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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accelerating that as auch as ca2n he, I guess another month
after that. Ve are probably talking Cctober.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Where do we stand with
that?

MR. PURPLE: T say the interim rule should go out
for public comment in August.

YR. KENNEXE: The paper is about to ccme to you.

¥R. PURPLE: I don't think the paper is tefore you
yet.

¥R. SCINTO: It shculd come to the Commission soon.

CHAIRHAN AHEARNE: All cight, so --

[

MB. KENNEKE: We have seen the pre-version.,

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The paper should be here scon.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Pre-version?

MR. KZNNEXE: The final stage.

CHAIRMAN AHZARNE: Yocu would expect that tc be an
interinm rule proposal.

¥R. PURPLZ: Yes, and a rather short comment
period, a 30-day comment peciocd.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: I see. Okay.

¥%. PURPLE: So that it is likely it could Dbe in

for one

"
o
]
'

place == if is not in the place by the tinm
reascon or another =--

CHAIEMAN AHEAENE: I understand that.

o -y - ] ] i
Ro :'.I'Pu_o Fa- -

ALDERSON REPOATING COMPANY. INC
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CAAIRMAN AHEZABNE: I had a longer time frame in
mind.

MR. PURPLE: That is one item we would ask for.
The second is to the extent practicable, that applicants
provide assurance that the cptions for meeting the final
requirements from the rulemaking are not foreclosed.

CHAIRMAN AHEAENE: The final requirements. You
mean, the rquirements would come in the £inal rule, not ones
directed toward any actions in the int2rinm cule.

MR. PURPLE: That is correct. The final rule.

CHAIRMAN AHEASNE: What dc ycu mean by the phrase,
"to the extent practicable?

MR. PURPLE: We are speaking, as Harold said,
about a fixa2d class of plant which has basically their
dezign drawings totally complete and reviewed. We believe
it is nct unreasonable to give the cption tc applicants to
look at the various requirement that might flow from a
degraded core rulemaking, and really the main focus of
concern is the core retantion feature, and to be able to
make an argument to the staff that that feature, for
exanmple, would be an impracticable thing tec try tc put in

now for that plant. This would be a case by case basis.

=

At the sanme time, they may ke atle to demonstrate

that they can lsave cpen the ocgtion for all the other
features. We expect they can. I think their majcr

ALDERSON REPORTING CCOMPANY INC.
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difficulty is in their core retention feature, which is a
possible outcome of the ruls, but we don't knocw that £for a
certainty yet at this pocint.

MR. DENTCN: 4We discussed the foreclcsure guestion
befcre. Certainly if you don't know the ocutcome of a
rulemaking, you cannot guarantee you will not foreclose
something by going ahead, but our own jiadgment about where
things will come out leads me to think there are actions yocu
can take not toc foreclose tha first tvc items, namely,
£ilter containment venting £for operating glants, aand
hydrogen contrel is another one that is in the same sort of
category.

The hardest one is the core retention. If ve
really knew what core retention devices were, or really knew
vhat one looked like, we could deal with the gquestion, tut
that is =-- has always been a goal. So, we have tried to =--
I viewed -- in each cf these six plants, they are
differsnt. Some are 3WR's, some are PhkR's. It is a real
nixture of plants, So, we would require each applicant to
address all the things that he amight do to avoid foreclesure
of what the ultimate rulemaxing might end up with, z2nd ve

would bde looking case by case, then.

mn
r
~
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W
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n
'4
)
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CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: I see.

¥%. CENTON: Z2ut among the things, for example --
one of the issues in core retention is gas generation after
the core melts through. Apprlicants could coamit toc using
different sorct of concrete and limestcne which would
minimize the generation of CC , so we think in each case
there wvould be different things that might be dcne, that can
be done for each design, that gc a long way towvard not
foreclosing opticns.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Which is the C?P which is
an ice condenser plant?

MR. PURPLZ: I cannot £ind one that is.

CONNMISSIONER GILINSKY: I thought there --

¥R . PURPLE: I believe the only one is --

MR. DENTCN: The 2anufacturing license.

MR. PURPLE: The manufacturing license.

CCYMISSIONER GILIN

-«
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the interim rule went out?

MR. DENTON: Yo, -ecause we have identified the

"
.

same issues as the action plan, so I propose not to wai

[
h
(o
w

ba

These are the three features that the action plan identi

and the iaterin rule worked tcward.

. r - - : W
Hn. Pu3P¢;; ‘: -S a ‘QQ: :e:, :4¢Ec
5 R S e — . . o z
COMNMISSIONER GILINSKY: Scmeone whe is respendincg

ALDERSCON REFPORTING COMPANY INC.
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to this rule going ocut, would vou not have precblems in
complying with the request, even if ve don't have a final
interia cule?

¥R. DSNTON: Well, let me take a more specific
example. Take filtered containment venting. +we could
}equire all these six to design and propose a filtered
containment venting on the assumption that that is wvhere the
£inal zule is going to end up, but you ask yoursels, shculd
that =-- is that really necessary? We cannot reject the =--

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I am talking about the
interim rcule.

CHAIRYAN AHEAZSNE: I think his guestion really is,
you are proposing, since ae.have read the paper and you know
you will end up proposing a2 fFederal Register going out to
comment, and one of the comsents is the haadling of the
degraded core rulemaxing and its conformance to the interinm
rule. ¥is guestion, I believe, is, don't you or d4c you
think that people would have difficulty responding to that
request for comments in th2 absence of seeing the interin

rule geing osut?

4

COMMTSSIONER GILINSKY: I don't know what I would

=
or

o i e ; : ¥ i~
do without my interrreter, but he has it exactly cig!

(General laughter.)

- - v - - 2 a3 b i - -
¥2,., PUZPLZI: I think they would have to resgond to
- if that wera the case on the tizing, they wculd then have

ALDERSON EPOATING COMPANY INC.
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to respond to the versicn of the interim rule as it appears
on the actiosn plan, which sgells out in pretty gced detail
what is going to be in the interim ruls, or at least vhat
the staff propceses Se in the interim rule.

MR. DENTON: I thinX our proposal is dased on the
assumption that the rule would track along with the actiéa
plan. Ther2fore, we will kaow what is liXely to =--

CEAIRYAN 2H

i)

A

o

NE

-
-

gather the paper, which we
have not yet seen, will essentially be tracking the action
plan.

¥YR. PUBPLE: Yes.

MR. DENTON: Yes. It is some -- it is somewhat
disjointed. That is for sure. And that is a guestion We
face since ve started looking at this. The way to a final
action. That is -- That is a bit uncertain. I guess what I
am gragpling for is to give some definitiveness tc these
pending applications so thay can make whatever decisions
they need to about whether they defer or continue their

applications. AP
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w
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We have not qiéen thea any so far.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes.
MR. DENTON: And I think this will give thenm

2nough so maybe they can make their individual choices about
wvhat they would like to do with the application.

YR. PURPLEZ: The third topic is reliability
analysis, and Farold has really already mentioned that,
where we are asking -- ve would ask CP applicants tc perfornm
reliability 2nalyses cf selectad subsysteas, more than we
have asked of existing CL's, less than we would ask of a
brand new C? that walked through the dcor, and this
particular system We propose is spelled out in the staff
paper.

MR. CENTON: We have identified the ten systems or
so which we think ve have a good developmental methodeology
and data base fcr and know how to really apply and get an
ansver back. We are not asking for a complete risk
assessment from the ground up. We don't know gquite wvhat to
ask for.

¥2. PURPLZ: In emergency preparedness, that one
again is pretty well settled because there is now a rule on

the street, as we first drafted this, we did not know when

that rule would ever aggear, and we had a certain sa2t o2

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.

00 VIRGINIA AVE, S.W  WASKINGTON, O C. 20024 :202) 554-2345
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porticas of the nev amended rule.

CHAIRYAN AHZARNE: Would that be primarily site
location?

MR. PURPLE: Well, ao, I think primarily the site
locaticn itself would be that which is handled --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: ©What =-- what do you see as the
applicable parts of the emergency preparedness cule --
applicable to the CP? applicaticans?

MR. DENTON: I think it would be scme sort of

)

demonstration that there is a ceasonable assurance the ruls
could be met at the OL stage.

COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: We certainly want to know
if there is anything that would keep you from complying with
the rule.

¥R. DENTON: I don't see you have to comply with
the CL rule at the CP stage, but =--

CHAIRMAN AHEZARNE: I was weondering, other than the
site location =--

¥R. PURPL

i

$ I have not read from £front to rear
the emergency planning rule ayself, but I did lcok at *ne
front 2nd of it, and there w<as a specific reference to

CE'Es It is ay understanding there is a section in the new

CRAIRMAN AHEAGZNZ: Yes, it is just that nost of

ALDEASON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.

100 VIRGINIA A SN, WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 1202) 354-2348
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' the rule applies to developments, procedures, rcequiraments
2 on hoth licensa2e and state and local governments that are

3 much mcre germane to the operating licenses. It weuld he

4 xind of hard do get those kxind of ccocamitments
5 MR. FURPLE: Apparently it did call for expanded
6 information base over what it used to be yesterday, for

7 exanmple.

3 ¥R. DEINTCN: Emledded in out ccncept is an

0 important factor. If we were just concerned about accident

"1 prevention, we would not deal with Item 2. We would only

12 deal with Item 3, improving systems t¢ prevent accidents by

13 requiring in Item 3 not foreclosing this. It indicates our

4 determination to improve the mitigation features o0f these

'S plants, and not forecleose the implementation of that.

16 So, while some people have tried to drive us down

17 the track of a safety goal, we are going down fer prevention
'8 and mitigation.

19 CHAIZMAN AHEARNE

Yes. K1l BESURse , P
20 ¥R. PURPLZ: That completes what I have tc say or

21 am prepared to say.

2 CHAISYAN AHEARNE: Anéd you would propese, then, to
23 put out, as I understand it froa your paper, a Federal

ly

fu
)

24 Register notice which would iavite comments on essen

|
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25 what you
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@ s2id zslus comments on this revised v
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action plan.

¥R. PURPLZ: That is correct.

¥R. DENTON: The action plan itsel
now out £for comment with -- it would e apprcopriate to have
this one in the sane time frame since it interprets that
action plan or C2?'s.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE:

COMMISSIONER H . Cocmment period? Let's see.

ive days.

When can we e ready te

You mean with the issuance of the
Federal PRegister notice?
COMMISSICNER EENDRIE: Well, presumably --
MR. PCRPLE: You mean afterwvard, to be able to
move with resuming the review?
COMMTISSIONER HENDEIEs:s It would take a while te¢
compile comments.

-
)

MR, PURPLE: Yes, it will. Yes, it will, because

they will have to be sort of coordinated with those from the

-=.coming in on the action plan itse

90 4
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COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: I don't have anything to
add her-e.

COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: Harold, what are the
rescurce implications of beginning to shift this pctential
amount of attenticn back towards CP?'s? Can you reach back
into the budget discussions we have had over the ias: veek
or ten days, and say -- indicate what scrts of =-- what sorts
of impacts are involved?

MR, DENTCN¥: I think the resources involved in
putting together a formal proposal at the end c¢f the comment
period are small. We certainly weoculd come back with a
proposal.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: JHight.

MR. DENTON- If the final policy of the Coamission
is along the lines we have suggested here, the rescurces are
absorbable within our present budget, tecausa there are only
a few applications involved, and review cf those
applications against gre-TMI stand.rds is essentially
completa, and in many cases was, sc we only would have o Le
laoking at those commitments 2t the CP stage to do things at

the 0L stage where the acticn plan requires, and then ve

h
Q
3]

have to look in detail case by case for reclcsure and
reliability assessaents.

S6, it would probalbly require a man year cCr two

per application, depending upcon how this works cut in the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC.

00 VIRGINIA AV W., WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20024 1202) 554-2345
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end.
COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: How does that =--
MR. DENTON: I don't e2xpect all of these pending

applications to remain viable. I am noct able to project how
many might actually go through.
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What is the crough rule of
thumd that you use in terms of man-years per C? applicatioen?
¥MR. DENTON: I think it is on the crder of 12 man

years, but that 12 is already in on these.

COMMISSICNER ERADFORD: I understand. I
undern~tand.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: I do have one point to
raise. It seems to me that we ought toc be taking a greater
interest in how the vendor and the AE £fit tcocgether in the
construction of plants. We now recognize that parts of the
plan we thought were less important turn out to be more
important from the point of view of safety and sc ¢cn, and ve
have asked that vendors and AE's interest themselves in
procedures of the plant.

It seems to me that that is a point worth raising
vwith applicants, vhat plans they have for closer integration

: 2 ;
of the effsrts of the conflicting factors.

ALDERSON RE _~TNG COMPANY, INC
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utilities play a much more direct role in integrating both
the vendor and tha steam supplier, and actuvally cverseeing
their product.

COMMISSIONKER GILINSKY: You 40 have that on your
list?

ME. CENTGN: We have the management issue. I am
not sure we can address in carticular what you have asked,
but we can do that.

COMNISSIONER GILI!

%

SXY: I think it might be worth
setting that out.

MR. PURPLE: We can take care of that.

CHAIRXAN AFEAPFPNE: Anything else?

COMMISSICNER ESRADFORD: YNow, are these =-- are
these plants ones that have been through the £ull standarcd
review plan network?

¥R. DENTON: I am pretty certain they are, but
that is another aresa ve can alsc clean up if wve have not.
These reviews ©0f these are so tecent, they probably have
been. The standard review plan came into being in 137S.

COMMISSICYNER ERACFORDs Right, and I guess I Jjust
don't knov how it was applied to CP applications then

pendinge.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC
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reviawved.

COMMISSICNER ERADFCRD: &ith or without
grandfathecing?

MR. CASE: Without.

¥R. DENTON:s It would e my intention to =--

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: Joe?

¥R. SCINTC: I kncw they would agply to any of the
CP's that came in after that date, and I think all C?
applications after that date, but that was some time in 197S.

Looking at this list, I cannot think of any of
these C:Z's that have been around since 197S.

MR. DEYTON: It would be 2y intention to make sure
ve have the applicant's identification in the agplicaticn of
where he purpor:s to comply with each applicable regulation
and each general design criteriz, and we will make a special
effort on these to get that arsa well documented. So, our

d0 that

Y
=3
(ol
al
P.
:
wl
o
O

review is fscused cn a one to one. I o
now for the OL applications, where we have nct yet completad
our SER.

CHAIBYAN AHEASNE: Any other guestions?

(No response.)

CEAISMAN AHEAZRNE: Arte we willing to vote gut ==
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MMISSIONZR BRADFORD: Yes.
CHAIRYAN AHTARNE: Jce?

COMMISSICNER HENDPRIE:s I don't object to it. It

seems to me that S0 days is a long tinme.

was

the

and

and

have

CHAIRMAN AHEABNE: I think ycu have 4S.

COMMISSIONER HENDERIE: Well --

MR. PURPLE: We have a 4S-day nctice in here. I
saying, ycu have tc figure how to handle the fact that
action plan is being commented on in a 30-day reriod,
this refers -- this dravs directly from the action plan,
it would probably be at least a week from nov tefore wve

the NUREG ready to go intoc the Federal Register. It is

going to come close to 50 days, even moving as rapidly as we

cane.

CHAIRYAN AEE2ANE: It is hard to see how 435 days

-=- how we could have anything shorter than that.

say

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, it means that what we

is that -- 70u know, it is going toc be tvo weeks to get

it into the Federal Register, znd you want 45 days, and

another 4S8 days plus a little it to round up the ccmments

and
sit
do a

appl

come back, and that means in four months, while we can
down again and think abcut vhether we are ever going to
nything about these gending construction germit

ications, and that seeas tc me a lons time.

I wonder if there is not scme way tC nake sone

ALDERSON RIEPCORTING COMPANY. INC.
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modest pregress, at least with these CI's, where the pecple
vho are agplying for tham acre still -- still wvould like a
decisicn to make more mction at a acre rapid pace.

As far as I «now ¢cn these cases there prcbably is
not a great deal to be done, and what is recommended in this
paper is a vay of treating things. Again, it does not
require a great deal of work, it does noct seea to 3e. The
¢uy who wvants the CP if he wants it is going to have to nake
some coamitments about hov he deals with areas that aay --
in which theres nay be reguirements £flowing froz the
rulemakings and so on, and he makes thcse commitments, and
SO on.

Why, it does not lock t2 me like that in itself is
going to be a great long process. If he decijes not to,

-

vhy, ckay, he goces avway and pulls the application. If he

¥

(%%

decides to do it, why, it ought to be matter, I woul

-
-

ink,

.

of relatively short time, 23 few weeks to gather it up. He
is not going to be able to detail things, I don't think.
CONYISSIONER CGILINSKY: ®hy doc you say it is 3cing

to be anothar US days until the end of the cecmments?

COMMISSICNER HENDRIZE: Well, vou =--

COMNMISSICONER 2RADCZCRD: The sense of the na*ure of
the thing ==

COMNMICSSIONER HENDEZIE: The US-day comment won's
crart uyntil it is pudbliszhed, tuc weeks to get it zublished,

ALDERSCN REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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a 4S5-day comment pericd. The comment pericd ends. New, you
sit down to lock at the comments. Yy cuess is, it would De
ancother 45-plus days befcre the staff can be back in here
saying, well, ncw we have the comments, and here is our
adjusted construction permit proposition, and the Commission
vill think about scheduling it, and a few weeks dcwvwn the
line or a month, we will eventually gather on it.

' COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The comments, I assume,
will be presumably from thecse who are applvinge.

CONNISSIONER HEN

(&)
o
(=]

t

23 I doubt it very much.

COMMISSIONER NSXKY: They are going to be from

L]

.
-

“l
(=)

others?

J

n

"

COMMISSIONEE HENDR

(]
(8]
.-

Yes.

C

COMMISSICNER

("9
(]

LINSKY: After all, even the
proposed rule, he can get some reasonable guidance about
vhat he is dcing.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: It is not guite a rule ve
are looking at here.

COMEISSIONER GILINSKY: Policy statement, SOCCY.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: The propcsition here in
going out for comment is that people complained that we did
not do that on the tasic action plan, 2nd the QL list. The
progositicn here is, let's z¢c out for comment in this case.
what I am saying is, I <hink that is a good idea, and that

$ 1 i : | . »* s E] & set & &N - :
is all vwell and good, tut . woncer il ve -1 thete 18 ROt

ALDERSON REPCATING COMPANY, INC.
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some wvay t2 do something cther th

moticn on thess faw cases

h

months following which the staf
The applicant can file
can prpeare its case and go bacxk
case.
CHAIRYAN AHEARNE: Arce

hearings already?

All

£or what seenms

all

P

31

an to have absolutely no

tc me to be four
can pregzare some thingse.

a fevw things. The staff

to the hearings in each
these six in

any of

six are.

six arce.

Is that correct?

MR. SCINTO: Yes.

MR. DENTON: So that zeans the staff SEX's and
environmental statenents are all issuyed.

COMMISSICNER RENDRIZE: Most of them are well along

in the hearing stage.
CHAIQ¥AN AHEAENE: What
about is the £inal =-- sort of the

the hearing bcards.

KR. DENTON: Yes.

1s
- -

scme segment of

-~ - -y

adal |

-~ il

MISSIONER SKY 4

R

ALDERSCN REPCORTING COMPANY
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¥R. CENTON: I an trying to respond tc the
Commissioner --

COMMISSIONEZR GILINSKY: I uncderstand.

MR. DENTCN: I have not figured out hov to pacce
out such an approach.

MR. BICKBiTx Afave you gcne as far as yocu can go
with the issues not covered by the action plan?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I wonder whether in fact
there is all that much time lcst and that cnce this gces cut
an applicant has some notion of what it is he ought to be
putting together. That takes some time.

CHAIZYAN AHEZAENE: That seems tc be realistic.
Commissioner Gilinsky is pointing cut that clearly when you
put that out, just given the past history, the applicant who
is interestad cught to reascnably conclude this ncv is
essentially the list of the things he is going to have to
de. I think you can probably expect that there is not going
to e much cf a weakening of those. There may be a
strengthening, h“ut as far as backing off very =much, he wculd
not have that much ccnfidence in that happening. The work
he would have tc do ia trying to meet those is going to take
some time. It is not clear that that will necessarily le
therefore wasted time.

NR., DENTON: It is certainly conceivable that an

%2 4 w - - - P - - T .. -
applicant could at his ovwn £isXx Deginl tC COoEBLY L% tihese

ALDERSON SEPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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by going to the appropriate commitments and detail, and the
staff could review that along internally withocut ceming to
any judgments on it. In that sense, stay moving.
when a £final pesition was adopted, we would know where the
plant stcod in that regard.
AHEARNE: Did you have another specific

question,

COMAIISSIONER

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Jce, you have raised a point
that these are now in €ront of the boards. Given the recent
difficulties on the instructions to operating license
boards, it would appear that we ought to at least have
identified the issue of what instructicns to give to
construction permit boards with resgect to -- how ought the
construction permit boards treat these new issues.

I had asked Len to look at pcssible language that
ve might use.

4R. 3ICKWIT: Would you pass that around? Wwhat I
would suggest is language, just a sentence, which would be
the second to the last senta2nce of the note as it woculd

ng the extent

i
2N
=

simply say, comments are also regquested rega

to which the judgments reached bty the Commissicn on these

ALDERSCN REPQRTING ZOMPANY, INC
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}s L guess if there is

a

CONMISSICNER :ERA

~
A

interest in the Commission in followin

“

the operating
license policy statement -- precludin, or linmiting
litigation 2f these issues ltefore licensing boards I think
that that sentence ought tc te preceded by cone that says
that. That is, the Comaission is considering the following,
and then Jjust 30 on and say, ccmments 2re regquested on this
or other possible methods.

The reason I say that is, this does not guite put
a pctential commenter con notice that this may bde his or her
last chance to comment on these issues.

(General laughter.)

COMMISSICNER 3RADFCRD: And if the Commission is
in fact to take that step, it seems tc me toc be important to
be explicit adbout it in the notice wher it goes cut for
comment.

etecrC.

"W

CEAIRMAN AHZAERNE: Don't be cynical.,

"
W

¢
-
L
3}

CCMMISSICNER

ORDs: I was being abtsoclutely
serious.
(General lauchter.)

CONMMISSIONER HENDRI

v.'

¢ I 4id not think yocu vere
being cynical.

~ -~ - AN ~ . - -
COMNISSIONER BRALE

.
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n
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CHAISMAN AHEARNE: I had asked lLen to address ~--
it would appear to me we ouzht to ask fcr comment on how
ought ve treat these issues, and that is what that sentence
does, and it was not with any pre-fixed judgment, as far as
any possible - nov, I would guess that there are at least a
fev people who have seen that other apgplicant issue and will
probably address that kind of cohnnnt, but I did rot have in
mind going down that route.

4 As 2 matter of fact, since we in the other case,
ve had really, I f2lt, devoted so much more time in werking
through very == in great detail_ahat to do abdout operating
reactcrs Or near operating reactors. 1t is a different
background. Sc I 4id not come at this cne with the sanme
viewv.

MR. ZICXWIT: You could attach scma press
clippings.

(Zeneral laughter.)

CHAIBRMAN AHEARNE: Seriously, I felt when I read
the Federal Register anotice =-- I felt that any ccamenter,
having bdeen familiar with the operating license issue, that
would be an open guestion, so I thought we ought to at least

address it, and rather than four aonths £r

[}
8
-
8}
«
= 4
w
<
'4
s
-

]
|

three months, whenever that comas up, having them ccme tack
and say, vell, see, ve really ocught to address vhat to do

about instructions to the bcards, and toc bad wve 4id not ask

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY NC.
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for comments on it.

CCEMISSIONER SRADFOED: I agree with that, and
cectainly USC or anybody who has been directly through the
coament on the operating license policy statement reading
this --

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: I really went at it more from
the standzoint -- in fact, completely from the standpoint
that ve ought to at least point out that there would be scne
-= thare is the pecssibility of giving some instzucticns to
the boardis on it when we ask for the comments.

COMMISSIONER BRADFOR®D: OCkay. Let me then ask the
same question sort of backwards. Len, if at the end of the
comment period the Commissiocn decided on the dasis of having
solicited comments to preclude litigation of these issues,
would you feel that legally this comment process with Jjust
this notification in it was an adeguate basis for 4oing
that? B3y preclude, I mean, comgletely preclude. VNeo
possibility of raising it to the Commission at the end in
effect treatinc this as a rule.

MR. BICXNIT: I 40 not think you are 3oing to
trezt this as a rule, then obvicusly ; ! -= you have

to provide scme notice, ! is 1 . } previous

previcus poli

-
~

cmmission,
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required.
So, as a legal nactter, it f£follovs that the extent
of the notice is irrelevant, as a »atter of comity and ==
CEAIRMAN AHEAENE: That is i-t=-y, C=O0=fi=i-t=y ==
(General laughter.)
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: A common phrase in Congress.
¥2., BICXWIT: If your question is, could the
notice te defined more sharply, I think the ansver is, Yyes.

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: I am rea”Nly not tctying to

be cute adout it, or drag uyp the c¢cld operating license

policy stztement. I do want to be clear, though, that -- my

ovn assumption would be that this could not be the basis for

going, what I would say is a step further than the
Commission position in the operating license cases, as I
understand it, and being used as a complete bar tc raising
these issues in subsequent litigation. That is, no
possitility of raising them even to the Comaission.

¥R. BICKWIT: If it is meant to bind all potential
litigants so that they have no opportunity to raise the
policy of the Commission before the Commissicon or toards in
an adjudication, then this notice I do not think would De

sufficient.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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out the poclicy statement.

MR, SCINTCs I wvanted to comment that the notice
that vas in the paper, that wvas given to the Commission, vas
not intended to address that issue. It wvas intended to
provide 2 notice o0f the substantive issues that the staff
has in mind. It is not addressing the precedural matter
which the Commission had considered at some length in
connection with Cl's.

CEAIR¥AN AR

(O]

ARNE: BRight, But I thought it vas
necessarcy.

COMMISSIONER EENDRIE: When is the SO0-day period
up on the cther one?

HNR. PURPLE: It is my understanding it vent to the
Federal Register, and I den't know if that means it uvas
published. I think it went to the Fedaral Register abcut
tvo days ago on the action glan, so I guess it 1s a veek oOTr

y den't

b

two from now that it is actually published. I real

know for sure. It is roughly 9C days from ncw.

CONNISSICNER HENDEIE: 8/1 =-- 1l1/1.
CHAIRYAN ABEABNE: It took a long time to get out.
COEMISSIONER HENDEBIE: It took a long time to get

out.

grand process, tut I would hate to think that we would have
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think there ace grobably three of thcse CF cases that are
still possidle, viadle projects, and say that it will be
Christmas time befcre we kacw what to do or can Pegin =0
gather up our resources and move back into hearings.

The staff review, whataver.

CHAIBRMAN AHEARNE: Do you have an alternative?
The difficulty I have in recognizing the problems yocu have,
I still think that Vic is right, that these applicants arce
going to have a reasonable amcunt of work ¢ <¢ == %O SO
through to provide the infcrmation ceview that is geing to
be required on a number of these items. I mean, lcok at
Enclosure 2. It may just de a generaticn of paper effort
they are going ¢o have to go through. Certainly you can
say, vell, there is noc reascn for them to get started on
that path until this wvhole process is comgpleted.

I think they could get started, and it would
appear :c me that would be the only sensible thing, but I do

not

Ui

eally see a gocd alternative.

MR. GALLO: ¥r. Chairman, is it possille to De
recognized?
CHAIRYAN AHEAFNE: In general, we do not Tecconize

people froa the audience. I am sorry.

~aTT . "N * -k - | P -
¥R, GALLO: Does that mean I sheugld sit down?
> PR T - _
~HRAIRYAN AREASNE: You may cemain standing.,

(General laughter.)

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY. NC
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¥R. GALLGs Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Is it -- we are going to
vait for comrents on the acticn plan. Those are Novemter
lst. A month and a half tc gather it up and =--

CHAIRXAN AHEARNE: I guess to some extcét that wvas
really -- those were focused specifically on the operating
license hearings, and operating license requirements. These
are focused on the construction permits. It is not cbvious
to me that they are not separable tb scme extent. I dc not
see why if we put in a 4S-day comment they cannot Legin
reviewing those, but realistically these are either
substandard issues or they are nct. IZ they are not
substandard issues, then the ccrment should not be that
hard. Paising it should not be very difficult.

Semaining actions by the staff and the board
should not be very difficult. TIf they are substantive
issues, the licensee is going to have to do some work tc
respond to them, in which case that time period is not that
settled.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Harold, what is your sense

m

of how much work is involved here? uppose this was the

ot

final statement that the applicant was to comply with. How

)
'Y

would it take?

[
O

much work is invclved and hew

O

¥B, DENTON: 1A lot o
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ox

u commitments,
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COMMISSIONER GCILINSXY: °Presumably they have to
think of these as commitments.

¥R. DENTON: They have to nmake scame coamitment in
a form that would show

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: They may vant to modify it
in one form cr anotcther.

¥3. DENTON: Cthers are more substantive, such as
the prchabilistic assessment of c.rtain systems will reguire
fault trees and event trees and data gathering and
calculations.

CONMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Presumably nct all of then
vould have the people right at hand o do

MR. DENTON: We have been talking alout this issue
for some time in various forms. It has been a parct of our
thinking for some time. I suess it would de comparabdle o
the short term lessons learned efforet.

¥R. PURPLE: Perhaps a little bigger, because
there is some added items that wvere not in the short-term
lessons learcned.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKXY: 2oughly, ycu would expec

to get back a completaed package £rom them in how long 2 tiae

frane? lLet k i : » WwaY. Suppose these were

ALDERSON REPCATING COMPANY INC.
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have Dbeen talking adout these various =-- the mest difficule
issue is the degraded rulemaking, trying to analyze the
existing design so as not tc fcreclose, dut I would guess a
three-month effort.

¥R. PURPLE: At least. I would say three to sixe.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It does not sound to me
like there is a lot of lost time here. I mean, there would
be if there were scme major modification along the way cf
what it was we wvere asking them to do, but if cne assunes
that there will not be 21 major departure £from this list, a
major revision of it, then it does not scund as if there
vould re.

MR. PENTCN: You could assure that. You could
make it effective immediately and have it required from the
starct.

CHAIRNMAN AHEAZNE: I think this would lead them to

start. I don't know. The health and safety aspects =--

ot

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I will vote with some
reluctance because I would --
COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: I am not saying that to

gressure ycu. I was just trying to understand what your

objecticns are.

3

OMMISSIONER HENDZIZE: It is what seenms tc be a
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forvard, but at least to the extent that anyone listens and
pays any attention to what is said here %oday at this table
in the ccurse of approving this preposition for coament, let
me note that Commissioners up and down the table have said
knovledseable applicants will get acving on these things.
That is, anybody that vants a censtruction permit, the
various Commissioners have said can reasonabdbly get working
with the engineers to prepace the sort of materials that
vould be necessary on the assumpgtion that the items in this
for coament document will be at least included among thcse
that will be in the £final directions, if not in fact the
inclusive list.

CHEAIRMAN AHEAGBNE: Llen?

MR. EICXWIT: 380> and I have had a discussion
about a minor point, but I just wvanted to put it on the
record. %e have agreement on it, As we read Opticn C as it
related to degraded core rulemaking, it was consistent with
the regulation which requires that the prcoposec design nust

be such that the Comamissicn can £find with ¢ hle

iy

0

a

~
\4“

[

assurance that the plant, if built according to that design,
can de constructed and operatad without undue risk tc public

health and safety. He assurced ne that that vas the way it

was.
¥R, SCINTOs Or, T assumne, the other portions of
s03S., hey would conform to the other pertions ¢f 5C25.

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY. INC.




CHAIZ¥AN AHEAZNE: We are not

regulations. Can I have a vote to

Ave.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Aye.

COXMTISSICNER GILINSKY: Aye.

COMNISSICNER HENDEIE: Avye.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Very good. hank you.
(¥sheceupon, at 3:03 p.n., the neeting wvas

ad journed.)

24
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICN

I8 18 S0 certify taat the attacned sroceedings 2efsre the
Commission
in thne matter 27: Briefing on Near Term Requirements for Construction
Premits for Power Reactors
Cate ¢f Proceeding: August 1, L980
Docket Number:
2lace of Proceeding: Washington, D. C.
<ere neld as herein appears, and that this is tae sriginal transer
thereof {or.the file of the Commission .

David S. Parker

! @@y mpem - - - o I A ——
i - B
N -

B e L R - -



NRC RECUIREMENT ]

OPERATING REACTORS

- SHORT Term Lessons LEARNED, INcL. B&0
- SELECTED ITEMS FROM AcTION PLAN

- 0OPERATOR QUALIFICATION

- EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

OPERATING LICCNSES APPLICATIONS
- NUREG-06%4 (IncLupes OR ITems)
- ProproseDp DATED REQUIREMENTS

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATIONS
- Not YeTr AppresseD BY ComMMISSION
- Reviews SuspenDED SINCE MercH 1979



OPTIONS FOR CP REQUIREMENTS

CoNTINUE WITH PRe-TMI LicensinG ENVELOPE

PRe-TMI Li1ceNsING ENVELOPE, MODIFIED TO
INncLupe ITeEms Now Requirep ror NTOLs.

PRe-TM1 LICENSING ENVELOPE, MODIFIED TO INCLUDE
[TeMs Now RewuireDp For NTO!s pLus SELECTED
SPecIAL CONSIDERATIONS.

INDEFINITELY PosT-PoNE CONSIDERATION OF
CoNSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATIONS,



(&)

PROPOSED APPROACH

DerFINE REQUIREMENTS
-  PReview Action Puan - DerINE ITEMS APPLICABLE TO
CPs '

- DeriNe RequireD INFORMATION/COMMITTMENTS FOR
CP-1Issue NUREG

- ESTABLISH SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS:

SITING

DeGrRADED CORE RULEMAKING
RELIABILITY ANALYSES
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

OBTAIN PuBLic CoMMENTS oN PROPOSED REQUIREMENTS

Cons1DerING PuBLic CommenTs AND ACRS COMMENTS
(FROM May 6, 1980 LeTTER), DEveLor PrOPOSED
APPROACH/REQUIREMENTS

Commission Issue PoLicy STATEMENT



“SPECIAL" REQUIREMENTS

SITING
- Per Secy 80-153, Compare CP SiTes wiTH NUREG-2625

DEGRADED CORE RULEMAKING

- Derine CoNFORMANCE TO INTERIM RULE

- To ExXTENT PRACTICABLE, PROVIDE ASSURANCE THAT
OpTioNs FOR MEETING FINAL REQUIREMENTS FROM
RULEMAKING ARE NOT ForecLosep (E.c., FVCS,
Core RETAINER, H2)

- SusMiT EVALUATION OF ADDITIONAL PREVENTIVE/
MITIGATIVE FEATURES THAT HAVE POTENTIAL FOR
S1GNIFICANT Risk REDUCTION

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS

- PErFORM RELIABILITY ANALYSES FOR SELECTED SYSTEMS

- Use EvenT/FauLT TRee TECHNIQUES TO IDENTIFY WEAKNESSES

- Propose DEsiGN MODIFICATIONS

- SpeciAL ConsIDERATION OF: Human ERRORs; CoMmMON
CAuseES; SINGLE POINT VULNERABILITIES; AMD T&M

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
- ProGrRAM To CompLY wiTH New EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS RULE
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Sxecutive Dﬁrec:cr for Joerat.ans

From: Harold R. Denton, Directo
Jffice of Nuclear Reactor Requliation
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MANUFACTURING LICENSE APPLICATIONS

- - -

Purpose: ) Jota*" ‘anniSS'ﬂn aporoval of 2 policy for proceeding with
pending ¢ ruction permit (CP) and manufacturing licensa (ML)
aoclfcatt~ns.

Background: The ™I-2 Acticn Plan, NUREG-0E660, doces not specifically address
requirements for CP and ML applications. There are currently
sending six CP applications for aleven plants and one ML appli-
cation for eight floating nuclear olants. Staff review of these
appiications has been suspended since the TMI-2 accident pencing
the formulation of a policy to appropriately reflect the lessens

earned Trom the accident.

Y 13 a4y : ~ 1i 4
he applicants for the six pending C? apo cations have ormed a
group %o interact with the staff {n the develcoment of the
‘ L . ] =
requirements. A meeting was nheld witnh an ACRS subccommittae and
~-01 ’“Q &:11 -~ -~ SEean mA - :-.SS -.e apﬂhp,m and el ‘rg- b Bl Raild
- - - I e - - e - c:-—‘ - e - S - - -
o5 b “.. x yéa - e 2 =
findings. An ACRS letter dated May 5, 1980, from Chairman ”lessat
P O 1 ie ~la — 1 Adsi ]
to Chairman Ahearne 1s anclosed (zacicosure ’
aE ' -~ . alr [ -
Discussion: QCptions Consideresd

Ne considered three oQpticns:

1. Resume licensing using the pre-TMI C? requirements augmentad
sy the aoplicable regquirements identified in the Commissicn s
June 15, 1980 Statement of ~olicy regarding operating cansas.

n gffect, this treats the ocending C? and M. apeiications as
*mALah *Rnay yars *ha * s= Af the sresant jarer ian :.' --<:‘1.
LGh they wers g last o 2 ore jgre
Jower piants.
30 « 1Y + 45 TE “A13 3308er scheguiagd *or
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2. Take no further action on the pending applications until the
rulemaking actions described in the Action Plan have been
completed. This would, in effect, treat the pending appli=-
cations as the first of a new generation of nuclear power plants.

3. Resume licensing using the pre-TMI CP requirements augmented by
the applicable requirements identified in the Commission's June 16,
1980 Statement of Policy regarding operating licenses and require
certain additional measures or commitments in selected areas (e.g.,
those that will be the subject of rulemaking).

Option 1 would minimize the review and construction impact, thereby
minimizing delays in reaching regulatory decisions for the planned
facilities. The principal disadvantage of Qption ] is that it fails

to take advantage of the fact that, since construction has not started,
it would be relatively easy to provide design flexibility to implement
potential significant safety improvements. : d
Option 2 would maximize the safety improvements but would result in
extensive delays and possible cancellations. We believe that the

cost of such delays are not justified provided that design flexibility
can be demonstrated.

Option 3 is believed tc be a suitable compromise between the extremes
of Options 1 and 2. This option will ensure that approved action items
in the Action Plan are applied to the new CPs and will provide for
early consideration of added safety measures that can be incorporated
into the design without the need for inordinately costly backfit. By
establisning a clear statement of policy with respect to the issues to
be determined by rulemaking, a degree of stability is introduced into
the CP review process thereby allowing prospective applicants to make
better-informed decisions.

The Proposed Approach

We have carefully examined the Acticn Plan to determine the axtent

to which it should be applied to the pending CP and ML applications.

we have identified four areas that we believe merit special attention

and the development of a clear statement of requirements. These areas,
which correspond to items 1, 2, 3 and 6 of the ACRS letter (Enclosure 1),
are: :

1. Siting

The Commission has already established a transition policy for CP
applicants. This policy was established by Commission consideration
of SECY 80-153 and recorded in a memorandum dated June 30, 1980,
from S. J. Chilk to W. J. Dircks. (P applicants, accordingly, will
oe asked to compare their sites with the recommendations of NURES-
0625, as modified by OPE and ACRS comments. At such time as the
proposed rule is issued for comment (scheduled for Octoter 1280),

CP appiicants will be required to assess their sites against the
criteria contained in the proposed rule.



3.

&3

Degraded Core Rulemaking

CP and ML applicant's should describe the degree to which

their designs conform to the proposed interim rule. Applicants
should also provide reasonable assurance, to the extent practicable
and taking into account the present state-of-the-art of this
technology, that issuance of CPs or MLs will not foreclose or
preclude the modification of the facilities to accommodate potential
requirements that may result from the rulemaking proceedings. These
potential requirements include such features as filtered vented
containment, molten core retention, and hydrogen control systems.
Special attention should be given to those facility designs with
small containment volumes, i.e., ice condenser and Mark [II
containment designs.

Prior to issuance of a CP or ML, applicants will also be required

to submit their evaluation of the additional features, both

preventive and mitigative, they propose to include at their facilities
that have the potential for significant risk reduction.

Reliability Engineering

CP and ML applicants should perform simplified system reliability
analysis for the following systems: subcriticality systems,
emergency feedwater systems (PWRs), reactor core isolation cooling
system, (BWRs), ECCS injection and recirculation systems, shutdown
cooling system, containment cooling and spray systems, safety
features actuation systems, and auxiliary systems upon which these
depend (alternating and direct current, compressed air, essential
service water or cocling systems, and heating, ventilating and air
conditioning systems). These analyses should use event-tree and
fault-tree iogic techniques to identify design weaknesses and
possible system modifications that would be made to imp. Jve the
capability and reliability of the above systems under various
transient and LOCA events. Particular emphasis will be given to
determining potential failures that could result from human errors,
common causes, single point vulnerabilities, and test and mainten-
ance outages.

CP and ML applicants should provide sufficient information to
describe the nature of the studies, how they are to be conducted,
the completion dates, and the program to assure that the results
of such studies are factored into the final designs.

Emergency Preparedness

CP applicants shall submit, prior to the issuance of construction
permits, a discussion of their preliminary plan for coping with
emergencias addressing the amended rule (Appendix £ to 10 CFR Part 30)
as it applies to construction permit applications. Sufficient detail
shall be presented to provide reasonable assurance that the require-
ments will be implementad properiy.



-4-

The remaining Action Plan items that are detarmined to be
applicable to the pending CP and ML applications, including
[tems 4 and 5 identified in the ACRS letter (Enclosure 1),

have been identified (Enclosures 2 and 3). We plan to issue

a NUREG document that identifies the remaining Action Plan items
and defines the required commitment or design information
necessary to permit completion of the safety reviews. As
Decision Group C items become approved by the Commission,

they would be added as requirements for CP and ML applicants.

Implementation

We recommend that the approach described in this paper be
noticed in the Federal Register for public comment. The
proposed Federal Register notice is included as Enclosure 4.

Upon receipt of public comments ind further review by the
ACRS, we would plan to return to the Commission for approval
to resume review of CP and ML applications.

Recommendation: That the Commission approve the ctaff proposal to obtain
public comment on the set of requirements described in
this paper.

Coordinaticn: The Executive Legal Director has no 1egal objection to the
recommendations in this paper.

gl LD A

A
14 p : +* “V\m
Hare'l °. Denton, Director

Ofrice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

DISTRIBUTION
‘Commissioners

Commission Staff Qffices
Exec Dir for Operations
ACRS

Secretariat

Enclosures:

1. Memorandum, Chairman Plesset %o
Chairman Ahearne, dated May &, 1980

2. Action Plan Items Applicable to Pending
Construction Permit Applications

3. Action Plan [tems Applicable to Pending
Manufacturing License Application

4, Proposed Federal Register Notice
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to the Office of the
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UNIED STATES '
NUCLEAR REGULATCAY CQOLULISSION
ADVISORY CONLUTTEE ON REACTOR SAFSGUARDS
WASHINGTON, O C. 20¢35

ENCLOSURE 1

May 6, 1973

“gsnorable John F. Ahearne
chairman

U.Se Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, OC 20555

SUSJECT: NKEAR-TERM CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Tear Or. Ahearne:

Curing its 241st meeting, May 1-3, 1980, the ACRS raviewed the status of
2oplications for near-term construction permits (NTCPs). In its raviaw the
Committee had the benefit .of discussions with the NRC Staff and with repre-
santatives of the applicants for the NTCPs. A subcommitta2e maeting on this

subject was held on April 9, 1980. "
Tha six NTCP applicants and the reactor tyses involved are as follows:

8lack Fox Station, Units 1 and 2, Public Service Company of
Cklahoma, General Slectric 21R/5, Mark [II pressure suppras-
sion containment

Skagit Muclear Powar Projact, Units 1 and 2, Puget Sound Pcwer
& Light Companv, Genaral Zflectric 3WR/3, Mark [II pressur2
suppression containmant

Pilgrim Station, Unit 2, Boston E£diseon Company, Combustion
Engineering custom NSSS, large dry containment

Perkins Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2 and 3, Ouka Power Company,
Combustion Engineering CESSAR System 80 NSSS, large dry con-
tainment '

Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Statien, Houston Lighting &
Pcwer Company, General Electric 3WR/S, Mark [Il pressurs sup-
pression containment

o

prings Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, ?or:??nd Seneral
ompany, Sabcock and ! x custom NSSS, large dry
nt
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tzmarzala Joha F. Shezrne -2 - May 6, 1320

[I.8 on degra.ed or melted cores Sears directly on containmant design,
as wall as other safaty faatures. [tem [I.C on r01123111’y anginearing and
sk assessment could baar significantly on the dasign 'aﬂu"ﬂ‘en°’ for many
imsertant plant systems. There ar- many other itams in the Actiicn Plan and
in the ACRS report of April 17, 1980 which also might impact directly on ime
pcrtant design aspects of thesa plants.

Mr. Harold Denton advised the Committee that he envisaged permitting con-
struction to proceed if there are no obv1cus site-related questions in tarms
of the Report of the Siting Policy Task Force (NUREG-062S) and if the containe
ment design pressure wers such as to withstand hydrogen combustion, on the
assumption that other design aspects could be changed later if so required.

The utility represantatives advised the ACRS that, in their opinion, there
#as a need for the resolution of several policy questions wnich relate £o how
ind whether construction permit applicaticns will be processed in the near
term. The utilities identified the following six policy issues as being in
mcst urgent need of resolution: o

l. Siting

2. Gtmergancy planning

3. Degraded core conditions

4, Control room design

S. !anagement for design and constructic

§. Reliability and risk assassment

The utility represantatives recommended that a2 concertad affort De under-
t2kan to develop an acceptable intarim approach to resolution by the Commis-
s*:n of such issues in the next few ~on'ns. The ACRS supports this recom-
mandation and urges that appropriate Staff resources be made available for
-h.s surpose. An ACRS Subcommittee plans to work actively with the Staff
on the topic with the anticipation that the full Committee would review the
NTCP matter within a faw months.

Sincerﬂly.

Al S Pl

“ilton S. Plasset

Chairman

R2¥arances:

“amorandum from 0. F. Ross, NRC, to R. F. Fralay, ACRS, Subject: Trans-
:i::a] of NTCP Requirements List, datad April 22, 1980.

2. Mamorandum from William F. Kane, NRC, %o Addressees, Subject: Raquast
far Review of Prcposed TMI-2-Ralatad Ragquirements for NTCP Applicants,
catad ior’T 4, 15880.

3. U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, "NRC Actica Plans Developed 2s 2
2asult of the TMI1.2 Accident,” USIRC Rapart NURES-0660 Craft 3, datad
“arch S, 1380,

. U. S. Vug'ear egulatory Commission, "Report of we Siting Policy Task
Torce," USNRC Report NUREG-0625, datad ~ugust, 197
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ENCLOSURE 2
ACTION PLAN ITEMS APPLICABLE TO

PENDING CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Shift Technical Advisor

Shift Supervisor Administrative Duties

Shift Manning

Plant Orills

Revise Scope and Criteria for Licensing Exams

Long-Term Training Simulator Upgrade

Organization and Management Long-Term [mprovements

Short-Term Training Simulator Upgrade

Shift and Relief Turnover Procedures

Shift Supervisor Responsibilities

Control Room Access

Procedures for Feedback of Operating Experience

Procedures for Verification of Correct Performance
of Operating Activities

NSSS Vendor Review of Procedures

Long-Term Program Plan for Upgrading Procedures

Control Room Design Reviews

Plant Safety Parameter Display Console

Safety System Status Monitoring

Control Room Design Standard

Coordination of Licensee, Industry, and Regulatory
programs

Expand QA List

Develop More Detailed Criteria

Site Evaluation of Existing Facilities

Reactor Coolant System Vents

Plant Shielding to Provide Access to Vital Areas
and Protect Safety Equipment From Post-Accident
Operation

Post Accident Sampling

Training for Mitigating Core Damage

Rulemaking Proceeding

Reliability Engineering

Testing Requirements

Research on Relief and Safety Valve Test
Requirements

Post Accident Sampling

Auxiliary Feedwater System EZvaluation

Auxiliary Feedwater System Autcmatic [nitiation
and Flow [ndication
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[1.d.3.1

[I.K.1.20

[I.K.1.21

[T.K.1.22

[[.K.1.23
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I1.K.2.9
[I.K.2.10
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Reliance on ECCS

Uncertainties in Performance Predictions

Reliability of Power Supplies for Natural
Circulation

Dedicated Penetrations

[solation Dependability

Integrity Check

Purging

Design Evaluation

B&W Reactor Transien. Response Task Force

Additional Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

Identification and Recovery from Conditions
Leading to Inadequate Core Cooling

Instrumentation for Monitoring Accident Conditions

(Reg. Guide 1.97)

Power Supplies for Pressurizer Relief Valves,
Block Valves, and Level I[ndicators

Organization and Staffing to Oversee Design
and Construction

Provide Procedures and Training to COperators
for Prompt Manual Reactor Trip for LOFW,

TT, MSIV Closure, LOOP, LOSG Level, and
Low Pressurizer Level

Provide Automatic Safety-Grade Anticipatory
Reactor Trip for LOFW, TT, or Significant
Decrease in SG Level

Describe Automatic and Manual Actions for Proper
Functioning of Auxiliary Heat Removal Systems
when FW System is not Operable

Describe Uses and Types of RV Level Indication
for Automatic and Manau! [nitiation of Safety
Systems. Also Describe Alternative Instrumen-
tation.

Procedures and Training to [nitiate and Control
AFW System [ndependent of [r e, ated Control
System

Analysis and Upgrading of Integrated Control
System

Hard-Wired Safety-Grade Anticipatory Reactor
Trips

Thermai-Mecharical Report. Effect of HPI on
Vessel Integrity for Small-Break LOCA with
no AFW

Demonstrate that Predicted Lift Frequency of
PCRVs and SVs is Acceptable

Analysis of Effects of Slug Flow on Once-Through
Steam Generatcr Tubes After Primary System
voiding



[I.K.2.16
[1.K.3.2
[1.K.3.3
[T.Ke3.5
[T.K.3.11
[T.Ke3.13
[1.K.3.15
[1.K.3.16

[1.K.3.18

[T.K.3.21

[1.K.3.23
[1.K.3.24

[T.K.3.28
[1.K.3.30
[1.K.3.31
[I.K.3.44
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[mpact of RCP Seal Damage Following Small-
Break LOCA with Loss of Offsite Power

Report on Overall Safety Effect of PORV
[solation System

Report Safety and Relief Valve Failures
Promptly and Challenges Annually

Continue to Study Need for Trip of RCPs.

Modify Procedures or Designs as Appropriate

Control Use of PORV Supplied by Control Components,
Inc. Until Further Review is Completed

Separation of HPCI and RCIC System I[nitiation
Levels. Analysis and Implementation

Modify Break Detection Logic to Prevent Spurious
Isolation of HPIC and RCIC Systems

Reduction of Challenges and Failures of Relief
Valves. Feasibility Study and System
Modification.

Modification of ADS Logic. Feasibility study and
Modifiaction for Increased Diversity for Some
Event Sequences

Restart of Core Spray and LPCI Systems on Low
Level. Design and Mudification.

Central Water Level Recording :

Confirm Adequacy of Space Cooling for HPCI and RCIC
Systems

Effect of Loss of AC Power on Pump Seals

Provide Common Reference Level for Vessel Level
[nstrumertation

Study and Verify Qualification of Accumulators on
ADS Valves

Revised Small-Break LOCA Methods to Show Compliance
with 10 CFR 50.46

Plant Specific Calculations to Show Compliance with
10 CFR 50.46

Evaluation of Anticipated Transients with Single
Failure to Verify no Significant Fuel Failure

Evaluate Depressurization with Other Than Full ADS

Response to List of Concerns From ACRS Consultant

Uograde tmergency Preparedness

Ungrade License Etmergency Support Facilities

Maintain Supplies of Thyroid 2locking Agent
(Potassium [odide)

Amend 10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix

Develocment of Guidance and Criteria

Communications

Training, Orills, and Tests

m




[II.0.1.1
[T1.0.1.2
[11.0.1.3
[I1.0.2.3
[11.0.2.4
[11.0.2.5

[1.0.3.1
[11.0.3.3
[11.0.3.4

-4-

Primary Coolant Sources Qutside the Containment
Structure

Radiocactive Gas Management

Ventilation System and Radioiodine Adsorber Criteria

Liquid Pathway Radinlogical Control

Offsite Dose Measurements

Offsite Dose Calculation Manual

Radiation Protection Plans

[n-Plant Radiation Monitoring

Control Room Habitability






ENCLOSURE 3
ACTION PLAN [TEMS APPLICABLE TO

PENDING MANUFACTURING LICENSE APPLICATION

[.B.1.1 - Organization and Management Long-Term [mprovements

[«Col - Shurt-Term Accident Analysis and Procedure Revision

[.C.5 - Procedures for Feedback of QOperating Experience

[.D.1 - Control Room Design Reviews

[.0.2 - Plant Safety Parameter Display Console

r.0.3 - Safety System Status Monitcering

[.D.4 - Control Room Design Standard

[.E.4 - Coordination of.Licensee, Industry and Regulatory
Programs

[.F.] - Expand QA List

[.F.2 - Develop More Detailed Criteria

[I.B.1 - Reactor Coolant System Vents

[[.B.2 - Plant Shielding to Provide Access to Vital Areas and
Protect Safety tquipment From Post-Accident Operation

[1.8.3 - Post Accident Sampling

[I.8.8 - Rulemaking Proceeding on Degraded Core Accidents

[T.C.4 - Reliability Engineering

[1.0.1 - Testing Requirements

[1.0.2 - Research on Relief and Safety Valave Test Requirements

[[.0.3 - Relief and Safety Valve Position Indicaticn

[T.E.1.1 - Auxiliary Feedwater System Evaluation

[1.E.1.2 - Auxiliary Feedwater System Autcmatic [nitiation and
Flow Indication

[1.E.2.1 - Reliance on ECCS

[1.£.2.3 Uncertainties in Performance Predictions

[1.£.3.1 - Reliability of Power Supplies for Natural Circulation

[[.E.4.1 - Dedicated Penetrations

[1.E.4.2 - [solation Dependability

II.E.4.4 - Purging

[I.F.1 - Additional Accident Monitoring Instrumentation

1.7 2 - [dentification and Recovery from Conditions Leading
to Inadequate Core Cocling

[[.F.3 - Instrumentation for Monitoring Accicent Conditions
(Reg. Guide 1.97)

[1.G.1 Power Supplies for Pressurizer Relisf Valves, Slock
Valves, and Level Indicators

[[.d.3.1 - Organization and Staffing to Oversee Cesign and
Contruction

[1.Keds2 Report on Overall Safety £ffect of PCRV Isolation

System



[I.K.3.3
[I.Ke3.5
[1.K.3.9
[I.K.3.10

[I.Ke3.11
[I.K.3.12
I1.K.3.30
[I.K.3.31
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Report Safety and Relief Valves Failures Promptly
and Challenges Annually

Continue to Study Need for Trip of RCPs. Modify
Procedures or Designs as Appropriate

Proportional Integral Derivative Controller
Modification

Anticipatory Trip Modification Proposed by some
Licensees to Confine Range of Use to High Power
Levels

Control Use of PORY Supplied by Control Components,
Inc. Until Further Review is Completed

Confirm Existence of Anticipatory Trip Upon Turbine
Trip

Revised Small-Break LOCA Methods to Show Compliance
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix K

Plant Specific Calculation to Show Compliance with
10 CFR 50.46

Upgrade Licensee tmergency Support Facilities

Development of Guidance and Criteria

Primary Coolant Sources Qutsite the Containment Structure

Radioactive Gas Management

Ventilation System and Radioiodine Adsorber Criteria
Liquid Pathway Radiological Control

Radiation Protection Plans

In-Plant Radiation Monitoring

Cont=ol Room Habitability
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ENCLOSURE 4
PROPQSED FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR PART 50

PENDING CONSTRUCTION PERMIT AND MANUFACTURING LICENSE APPLICATIONS

AGENCY: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

ACTION: Proposed Licensing Requirements for Construction Permits and

Manufacturing License

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is considering requirements to
take into account in the design of pending construction permit (CP) and
manufacturing license (ML) applications lessons learned in connection with
the Commission's consideration of the TMI-2 accident. There are currently
pending six CP applications for eleven plants and one ML application for
eight floating nuclear plants. Staff review of these applications has been
suspended since the TMI-2 accident on March 28, 1979 pending formulation of
a licensing policy to appropriately reflect the lessons learned from the

accident.

DATES: Comment period expires 45 days from the date of publicaticn of this

notice.

ADDRESSES: Written comments should be submitted to the Director of Nuclear
Fh
=

Reactor Regulation, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicon, Washington,

"MERR
205855

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Robert A. Purple, Deputy Directer, Divisicn
of Licensing, 0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory

-~

Commi ssion, Washington, 0. C. 20855, Phone (301) 492-7672.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Based upon its extensive review and consideration
of the issues arising as a result of the Three Mile [sland accident, the
Commission recently approved the TMI Action Plan, NUREG 0660. The Commission
noted that the Action Plan presents a seguence of actions. That will result
in a gradually increasing improvement in safety as individual actions are
completed and the initial immediate actions that were taken soon after the
accident are replaced or supplemented by longer term improvements.

By Policy Statement dated June 16, 1980, the Commission identified (in
NUREG 0694) the set of TMI-related requirements for new operating licenses
that are necessary and sufficient for responding to the TMI-2 accident. The
Commission further decided that current operating license applications should
be measured against the requlations, as augmentad by these requirements.

The staff is now developing a position with respect to the set of necessary
and sufficient TMI-related requirements that should be applied in the review of
applications for construction permits and manufactoring licenses for nuclear
power plants. I[n developing this position, the staff considered three options:

1. Resume licensing using the pre-TMI CP requirements augmented Dy the

applicable requirements identified in NUREG 0660.
2. Take no further action of the pending applications until the rulemaking
actions described in the Action Plan have been completed.
3. Resume licensing using the pre-TMI C? requirements augmented 2y the
:hé Qbol{éab}é requirements identified in NUREG 0660 and require certain
additional measures or commitments in selected areas (e.g., those that

will be the subject of rulemaking).
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Option 1 would minimize the review and construction impact, thereby
minimizing delays in reaching regulatory decisions for the planned facilities.
The principal disadvantage of Option 1 is that it fails to take advantage of
the fact that, since construction has not started, it would be relatively
easy to provide design flexibility to implement potential significant safety
improvements.

Option 2 would maximize the safety improvements but would result in
extensive delays. The staff believes that the costs of such delays are not
justified provided that design flexibility can be demonstrated.

The staff believes that Option 3 is a suitable compromise between the
extremes of Option 1 and 2. This option will ensure that approved action items
in the Action Plan are applied to the new CPs and will provide for early
consideration of added safety measures that can de incorpcrated into the
design without the need for inordinately costly backfit. By establishing
a clear statement of requirements with respect to the issues to De determined
by rulemaking, a degree of stability is introducted into the CP review process
thereby allowing prospective applicants to make better-informed decisions.

In its review of the Action Plan the staff has identified four areas
that they believe merit special attention. The following identifies these
areas and describes the staff's present position with respect to the require-
ments that should be met by CP and ML applicants.

1. Siting

The Commission has already established a transition policy for CP
applicants. CP applicarts would be asked to compare their sites with
the recommendations of NUREG 0625, as modified by the NRC's Offica of
Palicy Evaluation and Acviscry Committee on Reactor Safeguards. At

such time as the propose rule on siting is issued for comment
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(scheduled for October 1980), CP applications would be assessed
against the criteria contained in the proposed rule and any needed
additional requirements will be proposed by the staff.

2. Degraded Core Rulemaking

CP and ML applicants would describe the degree to which their
designs conform to the proposed interim rule. Applicants would
also provide reasonable assurance, t0o the extent practicable and
taking into account the present state-of-the-art in this technology
that issuance of CPs and MLs will not foreclose or preclude the
modification of the facilities to accommodate potential requirements
that may result from the rulemaking proceedings. These potential
requirements include such features as filtered vented containment,
molten core retention, and hydrogen control systems. Special attenticn
would be given to those facility designs with small containment volumes,
i.e., ice condenser and Mark [Il containment design.
Prior to issuance of the CP or ML, applicants would be required to submit
their evaluation of the additional features, both preventive and mitigative,
they propose to include at their facilities that have the potential for
significant risk reduction.

3. Reliability Engineering - e

CP and ML applicants would perform simpiified system reliablity amalyses
for the . 1lowing systems: subcriticality systems, emergency feedwater
systems (PWRs), reactor core isolation cocling system, (BWRs), ECC

injection and recirculation systems, shutdown cocling system, cont2inment
cooling and spray systems, safety features actuating systems, and auxiliary
systems upon which these depend (alternating and direct current, comprassed

\

N 1al & L 1+« e 3 ’ -atawd
air, essential service water Or cooling systems, and heating, ventiliating

and air conditicning systems). These analyses woulad use avent-tree and

fault-tree logic techniques %o identify design weaknesses and possibie system
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modifications that would be made to improve the capability and
reliability of the above systems under various transient and
LOCA events. Particular emphasis would be given to determining
potential failures that could result from human errcrs, common
causes, single point winerabilities, and test and maintenance
outages.

CP and ML applicants should provide sufficient information to
describe the nature of the studies, how they are to be conducted,
the completion dates, and the program to assure that the results of

such studies are factored into the final designs.

4, Emergency Preparedness

NTCP applicants would submit, prior to the issuance of construction
permits, a discussion of their preliminary plan for coping with
emergencies addressing the amended rule (Appendix £ to 10 CFR Part
50) as it applies to construction permit applications. Sufficient
detail would be presented to provide reascnable assurance that the
requirements will be implemented properly.
The remaining Action Plan items that the staff has determined to De
applicable to the pending CP and ML applications are set forth in NUREG
which also sets forth the required commitment or design information necessary
to permit completion of the safety reviews. As Action Plan Decision Group c
items become approved by the Commission, they would be added as requirements
for CP and ML applicants. e e
Public ~omments are requested with respect to: (1) the four areas identifiad
above for special consideration; and (2) the requirements identified in NUREG
Following receipt of public comments, the staff will finalize its position and

present appropriate recommendations for Commission consideraticn.



