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CEAIRMAM AEEARNE: The Sunshine Act requires that

there be nc short nctice of a meeting veting to held con less

. ‘ : |
than ore week's notice, and there will he two subjects discussed.

One may be able to be covered very cquickly.

The two subjects are discussion of the Commission's

program to review cperating license asp cations, anéd discussion|,

and at least as was listed, vote cn Segquovah full pcower
cperating license.

Without cummitting te what will actually happeen,
I'd like tc get aprproval to held this reeting, on’less than a
week's notice.

COMMISSIONER ERNDRIE: Ave.

COMMISSIONER ERADFORD: Ave.

CEAIRMAN AEFARNE: Since the nctice of meeting was
scheduled, as I just indicated, I thoucht perhaps we cculd
p rocbably eliminate ocne issue very rapidly, because I unders+tand |

we are not gcing to cet to a vote con the Secucyah full power

|
[}
I

overating license todav, independent of what the resolution is. |

For those of vou who might be here %tiinking that is the case,
I thought serhaps we could resolve that issue initially.

I had a note from Comrmissioner Gilins

-

is

b

e
r
o
o
ot

"~

massed by his assistant this morning. It savs, Cermrissioner

~

Gilinskv requests ample notification of any Commission Teeting

- - v-n
re<url

this week on Secucyah licensing case, so that he may

- mey M

£ rom travel t2 participate in any such meetinc.
ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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I gather, therefore, that he would -- it's a formal 3
request that there not he any vote taken until he does return,
and as I understand, he's not returning until next week. Sc I
have been informed, at least, that I cculd not cet a majority |
of the Commission present for such a vecte, and so that will not
be on the acenda.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Is that clear to me, Len? Would
you explain that?

Let me just say that it las certainly been the practica
to rsspect an individual Commissicner's wishes where he wants
to be present at a meeting and asks please to defer a vote or
scmething. As best I can recall, I think I respected that
prerogative uniformly. I don't remember, cffhand, writing it
dewn. 3But it is not in the least clear to me that the laws of
the lané and of the Commission would prevent a majcrity of a
quorum of the Comrission lecally cathered in meeting to go
ahead and dc¢ what they will.

CEAIRMAN AFEARME: Jce, vou nisunderstcecd myv state-
rent, so therefore Len wouldn't te answering it cuite correctly,
anéd my point is I do not believe we would have a qucrum.

MR. BICKWIT: That's the way I understcecd it.

COMMISSIONER EEYDRIE: Peter can withdraw or as

(RN

Chairman, you can say you would nct vote, Or move to Icrce a
v ote.

CEAIRMAN AFEARNE: S0, therefnre, there would not be a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.




JOO TIH STHREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 561 2345

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

5]

24

querum, SO0 the issue cannct be heard.
COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Verv nice.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I would expect that perhaps

time next week we do end up with a cuorum, then we might !

able to address it.

if some!

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Victor's note did request a

willingness o0 return later in the week.

CHAIRMAN AKEARNE: Given ample nctification, but we

had two hours' notice of this meeting, and so clearly three

days is nct ample nctification.

CCMMISSIONER ESRADFCORD: Well, I haven't explored that

with him, but it seems tc me at least possible he'd te prerared

to return at the endé of this week.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That might te. I do not Xnow. He

was not scheduled. So, independent of that, let us then

nove

toc the other issue, which is at the end of the meeting on

Sequcovah last week, Mr, Bradfeord had indicated that he weould

ce unable to address the fecuovah license until the Comm

specifically adédressed scme concerns <hat he had laid ou

¥
- -

ission

t in . a

series of memcs, latest memo being cne that he had written

ocn the North Anna Unit 2 case.

These memos refer tc a number of steps that he

wished

t0 have the Commissicn, as he explained last week, at least

explicitly address, and they then alsc referred zack to

£rom Mr. Denton, referring to a list of five steps tlat

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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believed would be necessary toc respond to 2 series of actions
that the Commissicn asked him to consider. ;
Peter, befcre Barold begins, would vou like to expand
on that?
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let me just take a minute,

John. You have summarized the innards of it perfectly fairly.

.

The ocuter skin looks like this:

We have of course, Len's memc saying that we have
reasonable assuran.e that the Commissicn regulations are
corplied with and from that, of course, would flcw reasonable
assurance regcarding adequate protection of the puklic health
and safety, based on this chain running from Staff experience
to the standard review plan, tc the regulations.

Yhat is concerning me is the number of missing links
in that picture, ané thev are laid out in the memcranda. Behind

that, the practical significance in terms of what is troublinug

I

me is that everv time events or a petition or what-have-you
compel us to take a close lock at what really seers ¢¢c be going
on in plants, what we f£ind is not consistent with the :easonablé
assurance that we are told that we can extract from the review

pattern.

Bv that I have in mind the ecuipment cualification
situation, the TMI accident itself, the problems with seismic

-
ik

«Q
'J

desicn, the QA/QC »rograms recently. There is scmetiin

the difference -etween what is actually cccurring in the plants

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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ané that which we are tcld we have reasonable assurance of,
such that when we actually place cur reascnakble assurance up
acainst the facts, we find that we have reascnable assurance
of scmething very different from what actually exists,

To me, that is very troublesome, and it's not a
situation of an effective licensing and reguiatcory posture
that should be tolerated or continuing indefinitely to license
in the face of.

The only way I can see to bring that to a halt is
in effect to £ill in the missing links, and to tighten things
up to the point where what we are basing our assurance con is a
much clearer picture of what is actuall’ out there, and my memos
and proposals are intended as steps in that direction.

CEAIPMAN AEEARNE: Harocld.

MR. DENTON: I think we are prepared tcday to address
the innards. I am trocubled alsc by the fact that we continue
to f£ind things which are not as we thoucght they were.

Now, if you step back from the review prccess and
step way back, we do rely on the thousands of engineers who
actually design these plants, to follow cood practice, meet
codes, and we estaklish the requirements and we audit to seae
that it is there.

It has been a consistent pattern, I <think, that when
there is a oroblem anéd yvou .ock deeper, vou can always, with

hindsight, say, "How did we permit fire protection devices like

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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[

that, or control rod drain lines, to co

COMMISSICNER BRADFORD: That's one I didn't mention.

MR. DENTON: Any encineer could have designed a system
to have presented that, if you had thoucht about it longer. I'mi
not sure the sclution tc that is meore or larger regulatery
staff, because we will never ecual prcbably the size of the RAEs
who do that, or we shouldn't try to.

I thAink the moves we have made tcward making the
utility management responsitle and having encuch technical

competence themselves, that when they buy these plants, they

(4]

et the product thev expect, that prcbablv the safest plant

or the safest plant desion, I think probably already exists
somewhere. It's probablv a combination of this system from one.
slant, and the system from another plant, and the system from
ancther plant, reflecting the competence cf the engineers who
designed each one of those individual svstems, and how careful
thev were,

Ané all these svstems mav meet cur regquirements, >but
many of the systems do a lot better job of meeting our require-
rents than others. So I can talk tedav about improving cur
audit and documentation of these areas, but the Ifundamental

ces bevond even ta

*3
-~

issue vou seem to be raising., I thi

e}

’
topics we were talkine about tcdav of the audit. It really
cces, I think, more to a topic that came up at the IEIE-NRC

s of representatives, FAA,

w

meeting this spring, in which a ma

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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military, as well as utility reople, contrasted the tencdéncy of
the utilities to buy products frerm people without a lot of
review, and pass those designs right into the regulatory group,
as opposed to when NASA or the military buys a product, it

gets in-detail review of an encgineering nature, since they

are the customer, at every step along the way.

VWie have had a few initiatives trving with scme
utilities to make them undertake this initial responsibility
to assure the product they are getting from the architects
or nuclear steam system supplier really does lock at in depth
and meet all of our requirements, as well as theirs, and
industrial codes and gcod practices.

It micht ke that reortentaticon is in the long run,
with the utility really having the technical competence and
strencth to be sure the product that's being tuilt complies.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, I would e the first
to agree that there ray be other links in the chain more
important than the ones--

(Laughter.)

-=- I have picked up on here. But it has seemec tOo me
that there are =-- the areas I have cointéd to are ones that
illustrate shortcomings in our own Xnowledge of what we have
approved, what's actually out there, and how they relate to
the reculations and the rec cuides.

As you say, there are a whole set of other steps

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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bevend there, and the most important interface may te the one
between our process and the one vou have just been describing,
at least from cur point of view the most important, in that
it would then erakble us to ascertain the extent to which
the industry had irproved its construction practices, procure-
ment practices, whatever it is that leaves you with drainage
problems in the contrel rod in one plant and unqualified
equipment in ancther.

But, anvway, this was my starting point.

MR. DENTCON: Well, thi. had its beginnings in a
remo from the Commission, I think, back in May that asked
what would it cost in rescurces to document and justify

departures from any regulatory tvpe guidance, and we answered

that in the memo with the five steps, and that really shcouldn't

be seen as my proposal as the most productive way £0 go.

(31

COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: No, I'm a
that at the last meeting. I think it was vour description of
what would have to bte dcne, more than sorething that you urged
upon us.

M2, DENTOM: We have since rethought this issue

raid I misconstrued

and have a propcsal =-- have something we can talk about today as

a direction we would co. I have a memo describing how we
would prorose to go in response to EBingham, that is on its

way down here, and you haven't seen 1it.

s Lo talk about

.4.

Se what I would like t¢ do

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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in general about how I think we cculd respond to your thoughts
2, 3, 4, and 5 of your remo. .

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: By that, you mean, Mr. Bradford,
Nerth Anna.

MR. DENTON: Yes. 4 was dcne, Five we are certainly.
committed and have a croup specifically formed to carry out
the improvements and tech svece. So I think it's really items
2 and 3 that should te the real focus of the reviaw. |

What we see as teing needed and what would have a
safety paycff for the plants that are in operation wou.d be
to revise, as I indicated in my earlier memo, revise the state

of review plan, so there is a confluence between the rsgulations

ot

ne |
|

and the standaré review plan, so we are sure that each of

review areas and each of the regulations is picked up in their

({7
w

guid

appropriate review areas, and reference t!

o)
®
.—J
o
ot
o
I
ot

1
o
e

and sweep in branch technical positions or any other action
plan items that may be appropriate. So that we're starting
with a review which can establish the cne-to-cne correspondence
between what our review dces and what the regulations require,
so we can document that.

COMMISSIONER SRADFORD: Harold, let me just ask
this guestion about the stancdard review plan. I understand,
with the possible excertion of General Desicn Criterion 51,
vou have some decree of confidence that the safety significant

reculations are picked up in the standard review plan in cne way

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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or another.
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®

COMMISSIONER FENDRIE: Even 51 is picked up in
review areas. It just doesn't reference the one that is
explicitly mentioned somewhere as an acceptance criteria basis
or in the evaluation.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD; Mow since the standard review
plan was not prepared srecificallv acainst the reculations, it

seems to me you micht get two areas of gap. Cne is that vou

‘0

would have reculations that weren't picked up in the plan.
That vou say vou're reascnably sure vou don't have.

The other would be that the plant itself representing
the type of thing that needs to be done to assure a safe
reactor led vou to review areas that are essentially not
covered directly by the reculations. In effect, dces the plan
sucgest areas where there should be reculations, that there
aren't?

MR, CASE: don't think that's the case. There's

=)

another point that has to ke touched in this -- what we are
calline it, revising the standard review plan. One mentioned
in the General Counsel's memc merelv the fact that a general
design criterion is referenced in the standard review plan does
not necessarily mean that all aspects or requirements <¢f that
GDC have been covered. So we will have to check that in
upgracding the standard review plan, tco.

. MR. DENTON: OQur standard review rlans wvarv widely.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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There are scme regulations such as Appendix I which are very
explicit, and we do essentially have independent calculaticns.
Wle don't need the licensee's input on it very much.

There are other regulations such as in the human
factors area where there are very few regulations and general
guidance, and we have érected already since TMI & pyranmid of
recuirements with recard tc orocedures and iwuman factors and
control of design. All point back to a very brief and concise
requlation, #nd might eventually indicate a need to be more
explicit, specifically in the recgulations themselves, as the
pyramid grows from the bdottom a.l fror one initial regulaticn.

The Bingham amendment uses the criteria of the
regulations of particular safety significance. We have tried
several screening alternatives con that, all of which lead me =o
think that we oucht to ask the licensees tc address this

issue of compliance with the regulations, using the latest

o

interpretative document, so to speak, of the Commission, such
as standarfd review plans and reg-guides.

CEAIRMAN AKEARNE: BHarold, when vou say "such as,”
could you eliminate "such as" and explain to me when you sav
interpretative documents, what dces that list encompass?

MR. DENTON: Well, if we had to prcduce it today,

it would be the existing standard review plans and the existing

th

reqg guides, now hidden at a much lower level © branch

technical positions, and some staff practices which ray have

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



SO0 TTH STREET, SW. |, REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 654 2340

10

11

12 |

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

>

(]

24

13
never been documented.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: When you savy you would ask the
licensees to review acainst =--

MR. DENTON: I would propcocse as I did to take the
next six months to prepare the standard review plans so they
really are the interpretative cuidance of the Commission, tc ke
sure they are comprehensive and complete, where they sweep in
current regulations, and any of these cther less formal means

f spelling out reqQuirements.

MR. CASE: That's what we described in our August 12
memo. Now what Earold is saving is we alsc believe that that
will be necessary for Bincham, in order to do what Bincham
reguires. The only difference between the two is Bingham
says you only must do this on regulations cf particular safety

significance, so it is a subset of the iob that we described

n

ormal

"

in our August 12 memc. But the details, how far in in
cuidance you go down, will be the same in Loth cases. It will
not necessarily be as brcad as the Bingham approach.

MR. DENTOM: Now if I had this list of regulations
of significant -- particular safetv significance deciced, I
would interpret the Commission guidance documrent, which we
would be preparing. Then I'd ask the licensees to respond
and demonstrate how they meet that reculation, followinc
interpretative gquidance; and if they den't follow it that way,

then explain whv it's still acceptable, if it is, or whatever

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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basis, and that is the job that would take them, I guess --

estimates range ‘rom four months to nine menths.

MR. CASE: First, it would take us about six months,

Earcld indicated, to develop a list of regulations ané the
interpretative guidance or the revised standard review plan.
Interpretative guidance, revised standard review plan, I
consider to be synonymous. It wculd take us about six months
to develop that, and then we expect it will take perhaps up
tc nine months for the licensees to address, so that we'd

cet --

MR. DENTON: I like +this idea, because it tells me

[

under which LP it is, which at the moment, when the app

r

comes in, I've got tc find rescurces or search throuch the

docket, to try to find areas, if there are any, as to where

the regulaticns may not be met in the way we think thev should

e met,

So I like this idea of putting the burden on the
licensee, saying using the cuidance memos for all these
regulations, which cnes do you not meet the normal way? This

helps me identify right off. I wi

till auvdit behind it,

w

2
-

[

such as IRS does, but it sure sharpens mv orocess of just

having 13 veolumes, all of which a

LA

e purported to meet the

reculations.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In the latter comment, it sounds

(1]

like you're talking about the future.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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MR, CASE: VYes, he was, but vou ca. alsc use this
for the SEP reviews as a guide to which areas vou sheculd lock
into.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Well, am I mistaken? I thought
the Bingham arendment referred to --

MR. DENTON: Yes, it dces. and what I'm leading
toward is tying tocgether =--

MR. CASE: But it regquires an evaluaticn of those
plants, John. So I'm saying it would have the same purpcose
in that evaluation.

MR, DENTON: I foresee, and will eventually get
around to proposing here, a plan that locks like this
(indicating) calleé "NRR Plan to Recuire Licensees and
Applicants to Document Deviations from Current Safety and
Safeguard Regquirements.”

That, in effect, treats them all the same, old plan
and new plants, reccgnizing that they are in various staces.
Let me just mavbe carrv on what I would do with a reply that
came in from old plants, just for the moment, under Bincham.

I think once we got the replies in, we'd take a
quick lock at them all to see if there are any immecdiate
safety problems that showed up, and where they identified the
didn't use tocday's interpretative guidance, and the differenc
setween what thev éid use and what is required tcdav is sc¢ bi

we'd have tc add to them,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Once I had screened those cut, then I would propose
-=- then my plan would be to attack the rest of them on a much
more select basis, taking into account population density, cate
of the application, where we just knew that our review practice
had changed , and old plants since that time did much better,
and would have a different set cf roriorities, once we got
cver the immediacy and devised a plan to do that.

And what I weculd expect is there would be more payoff
for the older plants, and the deviaticns ought to be in the
same areas, where the SEP program is already at work.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: 2v older plants, vou mean
the older non-SEP plants?

MR. DENTON: The SEP plants who were really licensed
before the general design criteria =--

COMMISSICONER BRADFORD: Am I wrong in thinking

that the SEP itself will have done most of the work?

tn

MR, CASE: Well, in a different approach. It has a
safety topic apprcach, and we recentlv started tc make
comparisons between a safety topic approach in which regula-

tions are covered by that approach, and there is very much of

an overlap of those two approaches.

(r
O
&
(1Y

MR. DENTON: So that would ke the test. If i
back that there were deviations from every regulation, and it
looked major to us, in addition to the cnes we have identified

in the SEP Program, it would say scmething about the guality

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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of the reviews that were cdone back in those davs, or the idea
that we went into the SEP program. I would expect there toc Le
very little paycff except in procedural documentation for
plants that just received a license. For those, cur review is
reaningful.

I would not be anxicus to even have North Anna
start this process. That's last cn my pricrity, because I
would eypect the lowest pavof:f.

So let me just leave aside for the mcment how I'd
do this review ané go to document to give vou a flaver. &o

1

what I think we would now see as having the hichest

th

ayof

0

ot

would be to take all the existing plants, that is all tha
had a license before June 30th, when the Bincham amendment was
sicned, and after we had gotten public comments on exactly whati
the plan was, and the significant safety and so forth, required.
of all those plants, identifyvy and justify deviations for a
revised SRP.

CEAIRMAN AHEFARNE: Now would that be essentially
the same thinc as asking each of the plants whether they meet
current reculations and regulatory cuides?

MR. CASE: Yes.

MR. DENTON: Yes. As interpreted by this
interpretative document, which would ke the revised updated
standard review plan.

CEAIRMAN AREARNE: I assume that over the last seven

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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vears, there have been a number of cases where you have, or

the Commission has excused a plant from meeting a modification

to a regulation.

MR.

DENTON: I think our process has cotten more

formal and certainlv the granting of exempticns is now much

more visible, ané there are probably plants which needed

exerptions, but which just weren't documented at the time.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes. But the concept of your

ratchet committee, in which vou were forward lccking in scme,

backward locking on others, I gather what vou are saying here

-

is that all of those plants that might have been excused from

meeting a particular recuirement will here te asked to justifly

having been excused? !

MR, CASE: Yes. 2and the justification need not be

any more than when the ratchet committee approved that chance

in the regulatory cuide, it said it need nct be forward-

fitted -- or it need nct e hack-fitted.

.va.

DENTON: But when we review it, I expect those

decisions to stand up, bv and larce.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Where will one, at the end

of this, be able to ¢o to £find out what the technical justifica-

tion was for

us backfit it

MR.

-- the plant operater will say, "You didn't make

but if somebodvy wants to know why nct, how do

CASE: I think if we carefully word cur I 1gham

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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request, it will ask for both safety reascns and procedural

reasons. So we will trv to get both.

MR. DENTON: The licensees undoubtedly think they

meet the regulations. That is not usually the issue. They

don't meet it using version 6 of the reg guide, they nreet it

using version 5. Sc¢ I would expect that we would go through

every regulation, every significant regulation, their views on

how they think thev meet it, or how the design meets it, and if

they meet it using today's cuidance cr vesterday's guidance,

an. still currently, thev will say so.
get a column on all those areas where
today's guidance, and then thev would

technical justification as to whv the

But we will at least
they don't meet it usiag
have to provide a brief

way they do meet it is

adequate, and I would expect them to cite things like ratchet

committee decisions.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But

their technical justifica-

tions as to why they might feel they shculdn't have tc meet

version 6, when thev meet version 5, would not necessarily le

the same as the justification that the ratchet committee had

for not backfitting.

MR. CASE: I would say it may or may not ke the same.

CHEAIPMAN AEEARNE: So then if in a case, let us sav,

where a plant met regulatory cuide 2,
reculatoryv guide 6§ ==

M

-

W

. CASE: Revision 2, revision ¢,

to

and we are now u

'O

w
H
®
ir
i

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.

same cuide,



20 |

L ves.
2 | CEAIRMAN AKEARNE: Since the rag guide is a guide in
ft
3 how you meet the regulation, and since thev already at cne
4 time had met it, I imagine they would not have normally kept
|
3 5; reviewing how thev meet the new reculatory cuiie. And I guess
§ 6 what you are saving is, however vyou would expect them =-- in
3 " |
% 7 | fact, require them now -- to compare against the new regulatory |
3 :
§ 3 guide. And I am not sure where you two came Out 1n Yyour answer.
1 ' |
;] 9 It sounded to me like, EE, vou were saying that just |
z |
: y . - |
g 10 being akble to meet the ratchet =-- saying, well, the ratchet ;
— |
] 1 committee approved us having to meet it, is not geoing to be
z
3 12 enough. Whereas,Harold, I coought you said :zhat vcu expected
5 ]
= . 1
s 13 that might ke the case.
3 .
2 14 MR. DENTON: No, I would always want a technical
i SERRCENNPE S | |
z | justification as to why that design met it.
=
2 16 In addition, I think when we gc to review '"eir
%
g 17 answer, I would give a lot of weight to the ratchet committee
=
» 18 decisions.
S 19 tal aa
§ CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: In ceneral, if the ratchet
20 committee had said the reg cuide revisicn & need nct be
2‘. applied retrcactively, would a licensee then have gone through
2 an analysis of why it is all richt?
3 | MR, CASE: Ne¢, no, not as part of his application
2‘_; review.
5 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: So this, then, would be -- you

i | ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY., INC. '
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would expect new work, vou would expect a licensee would do,
in order to evaluate this?

MR. CASE: Yes.

CEAIRMAN AFEARNE: And the older the plant, the more
work that woulé be required; is that correct?

MR. CASE: VYes.

MR. DENTON: Yes.

MR. CASE: I think that's richt.

CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: But you feel that could still be
done within the nine months?

MR. DENTON: Yes. And it's more onerous for the
older plant, ané I cuess I have heard estimates ¢f nine as
probably the older plants, and who they would turn to weould
be the AEs who designed those plants. They would have a
difficult chore, but thev would ke the first ocnes to, in the
first instance, know how the plant was desicned.

CEAIRMAN AFEARNE: When you have estimated four to
nine months, did vou take intc account if they do turn to the
AEs, the finite number of AEs? Is the nine mcnths assuming
that the AE is covering al’' -f +the plants he micht have to De
covering?

MR. DENTCN: No, we did nct attempt to assess tle
impact on AEs.

MR. CASE: John, let me say cne thing on that.

> '

will go out for public comment, and I think Lhat

S one oL

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the things vou'll get, is this time is not long enouch because.

MR. CORNELL: One critical factor.in all this, though,

as“far as Bingham is concerned, is what percentage of your
reculations you include in the term safetv significance. 1If
you can sweep 90 percent ¢f themr under, that's one effort. If
you sweep lC percent, that's another effort. So that nine
months you have to weorry about would consider what the =--

CEAIRMAN AHEAPNE: But I would cuess one of the
things the Commission has to address is that if Barc'd is
propesing if we agree with a plan to cover all the SRP and all
the regulations, whether it makes any sense then for Bincham
to take a subset cf that and ask all the licensees ané the
Staff to first focus on that subset and then co back over the
same kind of process for the reraining. It micht just make
mor: sense to have them do it all at once I den't know.

MR. CORNELL: The only thing I would questicn there

is the extent to which NRC resources =--

(]

MR. DENTON: Well, if we have the revlies from all
-

the operating plants, screhow that really sharpened out abilitv

to identify where they met current practices in the regulation

and where they didn't -- let me just put that off on one side

-

Or new operating licenses,

L2 1)

of the table and sav that then
once we had ocur standard review plan in~house, we could begin
to write SERs in wvhich we would actually £ind and document, as

we audited the aprlication, we would write an SER wnich would

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC.
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find more precisely in a document how thev meet the regulations,

using today's guidance. And so that's my seccnd pein%, is I
think for all plants off in the future, say after January 1,
'82, we can SERs which will identify and justify deviations

from this revised standard review plan.

|
|
|
|
|

i
|
|
i
|
|

MR. CASE: We are goinc from one extreme, for operating

plants in Bingham, and new cperating plants =-

MR. DENTON: For new operating plants, we already
had office letter 9, which we intended when we could get there
to do this sort ¢f thinag, anyway. Sc I see cffice letter 2 on
one hand, and Bingham on the other, as =--

CEAIPMAN AHEARNE: If it's office letter 9, then I
assume that the da<e is January of '77.

(Laughter.)

MR. DENTON: But we haven't issued any licenses Zor

plants documented after '77, I don't think.

CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: ell, vou haven't issued a license,

but there is a set --

MR. DENTON: So then this left some plants in the
m iddle, and that's what I call the intermediate licensing
category.

MR, CASE: This propesal would supersede office lett

(Laughter.

want

(o

CHAT2MAN AEEARME: I ficured that, but I stil

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the answer, e.plicitly, not irplicitly.

MR. DENTON: Well, then, the difference, cne maior
difference is it puts the burden on the licensee to make the
initial comparison, not cn the staff. 1In office letter 9, the
Staff is obligated to identify all the differences, and this
puts it more on the licensee. That's the first shot.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let me ask a guestion about
the office letter 9 arprocach, which has been puzzling me, even
though it mayvy now be historv.

I had assumed when I first understcod cffice letter
9, that the standard review plan as applied to those plants
would be a list of items that one went throuch and checked
off for all plants.

I came later to understand that that isn't Quite
the way that the standard review plan works: that you decide
which elements of it to apply to any given plant, when the

license comes in.

Now how, then, could you have applied the office letter

9 approach, given that yocu weren't going to be reviewing the
application pursuant to all elements of the rlan, in any case?
MR. DENTON: Well, that's a different issue, and is
at the heart of the mancower resource issue, is the extent to
which vou do it. I think it's a bit like IRS, that they don't

audit every item in evervbedy's return. Thev have develcped

technigues to ==

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Right. But when you speak

of documenting the deviations from the standard review plan, it's
|

cne thing to review the licensee's documentation or deviations,

and I can understand hcw vou could do that with an audit .

approach.

to deccument the deviations

But if the Staff itself were coing to undertake

between the aprlication and the

standard review zlan =--

MR. CASE:

Then you'd have to raviev the whole thing.

That's one reason whyv office letter 9 has not ever-been

implemented very much. It

for the Staff

I understand what

proeosing

new reculation or
plants prior to some date, I

said, that the aprropriate or at least some level of

concluded

the NRC's

for why he thinks he meets a regulation that our

interprets.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE:

posed a well-nigh impossible jcb v

to do.

. : |
I am still trving tc make sure ,

1

vou have been posine. You were also, I think,

that in theose cases where the NRC has said that a

a new reJulatory cuidé need not he
assume at the time when that
that was an appronriate acticen.
You are now asking in awav the licensees to justiiy

judement.

MR, CASE: Yes, I think that's right.

MR, DENTON: I cuess that Reed

Vlow whyv the reg cuides change, we learn new

experience, and like in fires, at the previcus review, 1t

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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'
|
|
!

So where the disparity cets big encugh, we g¢ back and

make everykcdy meet it. In manv cases, though, it's more

incrementalism and +%idying-up.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNL: Yes, but mv point here was at

least I cuess from -- I would have thought that each ti

tighten the reculation or provide more detail to a reguirement,

that we examine or someone examines for us, whether or

me we

not

that ought tc e required of existing plants. And then when

we conclude it need not, we have done it for what we teliesved

to be sufficient reason. And I am not saving we have had

good and sufficient reascn. I am just trying to understand

the theorv.

It appears what ve are saving now is that we
asking licensees to verifv whether or not, or to check
cr not we had gocod and sufficient reason.

MR. DENTON: That's true.

MR. CASE: Generallv the reason was the zame
worth the cest. The came in safety versus the cost of

implementing.

are

whether

wasn't

MR. DENTCON: Let me hit them all. What we couléd

do, if we re-baseline evervbedv, tack where all the ol
and all the =--

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: That's what No. 2 does.

d plants

MR. DENTOI: Yes, and the intermediate categories,

ALDERSCIN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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though, between June 30th of this year and when we start
docurenting the SER, we have a couple of options. I would
propose that an license that is issued between June now and
January 1, that we would go back and require that they also
justify any deviaticns from the revised SRP after the license
were issued.

Suppose we issue cne next month, that those SIRs
were already written. They are not any better cuality than
~}ie cnes that were issued before June 30th. So I would brinc

them up toc the same standard.

MR, CASE: After licensing. Same approcach as Bingham.

MR. DENTON: If vou wanted to get cff to a head

start in determining is cur audit focusing in the ricght areas,
I would go to option 2 under that, which says that, let's
start with those =-- let's picx those SERs which haven't yet
teen issued, and which are still being written down in the
Staff and review is still active; for example, becinning on

April lst, we could begin the document deviations from the

existing standard review plan in NURECG 0694.

'

MR. CASE: In other words, thev're existing documents,

they're part of the base cof the revised standard review plaa,

(r

a gooé part, but not all. I something that's available

today, vou give it to the licensees and start werking on this.

MR. DENTON: So it would hold the pctential for

sharpening our audit. In other words. if cur audit is really

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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LIS looking in the wrong areas and isn't finding deviations, by |
2 starting with the SERs issued after that date -- and the reason |
3 I picked the date is I've got to pick something, assuming vou
4 don't want a big impact while we wait to redo them all, I
]
; 5 1 think that date could ke accomplished with little impact.
S ;
§ 6 And just from loocking at the ddvanced schedule, I
g /1
i 7 can tell you which zlants fall where. Then on CPs, carrying
3
§ 8 the same scrt of thought forward, there are two alternatives,
-‘.:
" 9 likewise, for any CPs which we would issue the SER final
z .
; 10 tefore January lst of '82, for which we have everything in placsa.
S |
2 1 #e could document departures from existing standard review
2
4 12 plans on 7/18, the new reg for CP matters, and any CP after .
§ ,
= 13 that from the revised standard review plan.
=
g 14 So then if you had this and we reviewed it and so
g 15 forth, and new requirements came up next yvear, what appears to
=
2 16 be needed is every vear that we bundle up cur reguirements
7
§ 17 ; that have chanced and sweep it through all plants that have
AR
b 18 any kind of license, construction permit or operating license,
s 19 ; ; : 3 - ; ; i o
g and make a determination formally then that reg guide 6 either
20 does or doces not have to apply, you kncw, to make the ratchet
2‘1 commitcee more formal, and issue cfficial notice and SER to
i
2 everyone. So that aprlications stay current, and each time
23 { we come up with a ngw reg Juide, the svstem is much more
24 3 forral in infofming everybody, no, vou don't have to worry
3 abou* this; or ves, you do. And I think that was missing,

s ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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perhaps, in the former.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, wouldn't it, though,
consistently be -- I would have thought that consistency =--

at least the first approach would be each time we come up wit:

a reg guide, require the licensee to justify the deviation from

it? I don't understand why if we helieve that is the arpropriate

thing for your first step, it wouldn't then be the aprrecpriate
action to take eacn time == or at least once a vear.

MR. DENTCN: I think that's what I am saying. There
is scme process tc make that determination, whether we ship it
to him directly or --

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, all I'm saying is I think
you would have already reached the conclusion from the theory
at the first point that from thence on, once a yvear, you would
request the licensees either come to agreement with or justify
deviation from, and modifications.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: There are

w

where it cets very cumbersome. Every vear the Staff w.ll have
some improvement they believe in their understanding of the

dynamic analvsis rlant systems, and will propcose, well, now,

{
|

|
|

ome cf those thincs

on new analvses, let's modify the alpha parameter and substitute

i

for it a three-turn that will give us a better f£it, You don't

want to go back to 70-0dé operating plants and ask each ¢f them

v

to justify why his seismic analysis shouldn't ke recdone on

L
n

that basis. If vou think it's a profound enouch di

ALDERSCON REPORTIMNG COMPANY, INC.
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the seismic analysis where it ought to be dcne, then it's much
more than just a modification of the SRP. But yocu can make a
determination richt flat when vou propose that. It's fair
enough to do it on new analvses. but it just isn't worthwhile.

MR. CASE: But there will be some in tetween, easy
tc decide not to, and easv.to decide. They've got to, where
it depends on ghe individual plant, and I can see asking

licensees cn those. !

CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: 3But vou weould, at least in this

record vou are keeping then of each plant, ycu would have a
record of the explicit basis and the justificaticn. I guess
what you are saying is that currently the ratchet cocmmittee
decisions do not exist on that kind of a justification? |
MR. CASE: They do not.
MR, DENTON: I think only the two extremes do, by
and larce. This chart just kinéd of graphicallv pcrtrayed
the aprcrecach I had talked about, the timeframes, the 6,J frame
and the 182 frame, and then the cnes in between. And I guess
cne issue I wanted to raise is where do vou think it's worth-
while to try to do in this kind of context, starting in April,
using the existing stanc. 'd review plan, in documenting
deviations? That is consistent with office letter 2, and that

gives us tire to require that thcse vlants document where they

‘0

think they deviate, and for us toc review it, and again produce

such documentation. It wouldn't ke complete. but it woulé ke a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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large part of the wav there. and it would still leave a little

bit to pick up later on in that aprlication. But eventually

we'd get evervbedy, we'd have a file sc we can answer the
ques*ion for every applicant, how thev meet today's interpreta-
tive guidance of the regulations, c¢r why it is all right if
they don't; what action thev have taken.

CHAIPMAN AEEARNE: How many SERs do you think =--

MR. EISENEUT: In addition to the =-- between the
seccend part -- seven plants are scheduled right now.

MR, CASE: Between 4/1/81 and 1/1/82. ?

MPR. EISENHUT: That's richt. I'll just tell you |
in the first cne, in addition to the plants we have acted on
ncw, there are about six more units, a couple of ther multiple
units. In the second group, there are seven different étations:
a couple of ther which are multiple units.

MR. DENTON: I don't think doing that will decrease
the Staff rescurces. The whcle thrust of our review of these
plants is they meet the existing SRP, even thcugh we don't
audit at all. Suppcsedly cur good judgment and expertise have
picked up thocse difficult socts, and if it really is working
that way, there shouldn't be much of a need for Qs and As on
revised desicn as a result of using the SRP on thsos2 sevan
3r 2ight plants that ~v2 mentioned.

CHAIRMAN AHEEARNF: So that vou woulédn't savy that as

whatever responses come back in, vou would not, you are saving,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



JOO TTH STHREET, SW. | HEPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C 20024 (202) 654 2345

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

2]

R

38
see that as a large consumer of Staff time?

MR. CASE: Provided the Staff is given the latitude
of selecting the ones, if any, that theyv feel must be looked
into, as contrasted to describing and justifying each deviation_
in the SER.

MR. DENTON: And that gets to the point then that
this page which is titled "Our Review of the Deviaticns
Identified," and I think that is where the differences in
manpower come in. If you just go to item 2 following up on
this discussion, that we supposedly do identify 70 areas in
which there is some deviation between their design and our
standard review plan, our apprcach to the regulation, and
we selectively audit those and look at 15 or 25, and we pick
out these areas somehow and find that in those areas, when
they use their code and we use cur code, we alwayvs find that
it results in match, and the cuestion is, do we have t¢ do that
in every one? Or do we do enough to gain confidence? And
that's where the recource estimates, I think, ha&e gotten
widely varied.

MR. CASE: There's such a wide use of resources
on what people think has to be done at this time of the NRC
evaluations.

MR. DENTON: Now the best estimate of the people who

ne

ot

H

do the review, thev think it won't increase -- in ¢

words, if they don't have to document every deviation found,

ALDERSON REFORTING COMPANY. INC.
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it won't increase their resources.

MR, CASE: After all, we have to do an audit process,
and so it will just be another aid in deciding which things to
audit.

MR. DENTON: It would refocus the review more
sharply toward those areas where there are deviaticons, and we
would spend less time in those areas where reportedly there 1is
compliance.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, you would have to document
why you don't audit each deviation.

MR. DENTON: Why?

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Because once .a licensee has
identified a deviation from a regulation =--

MR. CASE: No, it's not our deviaticn from a regqula-
tion, it's ==

MR. DENTON: It's IEEE guidance.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: All right, but you've got to have

«Q

a comment as to why you think that's acceptakle.

1, I wouléd hope it would be covered

MR. CASE: We
by generic comment. If it were important encugh to worry about,
the Staff would have locked into it.

COMMISSIOMER BRADFORD: What the licensee, in effect,

will be saving is that the regulation is met, but for one

reason or another, the guidance, the mcore specific guidance

(&7
(@]
'

document is not. What vou are saying is that in 13 or 2

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,. INC.
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those 70 cases in which you said that,

and let's say you'll be satisfi
MR. CASE: And the pa

to require scme change will hav

as proposed, or insist on a chea
COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD
the == I'm not sure that I ==

MR. DENTON: We tend
them all, but suppose vou were
working your way through these
scle reviewer. After you had d
in conclusion that they did mee
would wane.

CCMMISSICNER BRADFORD

34
you will have checked
ed as to the regulation.
rticular way of implementing

it being all right

e to justify

nge.

: The assumption will be

to get ratcheted irto doing
the reviewer and you started

deviations, and you were the

cne 20 and they all worked cut

t the regulation, vour enthusiasq
:
|

: What you are really saying is

1 through |

the SER might lcok like, as vou say, we checked items
20, here are the cothers, but we =-
MR. DENTON: Yes, we randomly audited this batch and

found all these ckay.

course, you lcok further.

COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD:

mentioned in the SER ==
Well,

application.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: So

I guess your conclusicon would be a sentence at the end of

ALDERSON REPOR

Now if you don't

thev're sure %o

You could o it again in the

find them ockay, of

But thev might all be

mention the

SER.

conclusion ==

that in your

~he
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SER saying,

assurance.”

MR.

And

"We did this many ané concluded we had, K adequate

CASE: Yes.

35

then, as the lawvers would say, it's

a rebuttable presumpticn.

that kind of thing is

(Laughter.)

”RI

DENTON: So I think the advantace of starting

it would show whether or not our present

focus is reallv on those areas where there are deviations.

In other words, are we unnecessarily grinding through certain
review areas where the result turns out to be the same, and
maybe it would help sharpen the focus if we kind of gtarted
by worrying about the identified deviations that they know

about, and just haven't told us specifically about, rather

than on kind of a random audit of the things tc get intc the

right areas to begin with.

Now if that's a wrong presumption,

a lot, then I

review.

something

cover all

anéd we have to do

think we are adding a ccuple more manyears to the!

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: BRBut that alsc wcoulé tell you

else, if you found =--

CHEAIRMAN AEEARNE: YNow I guess between

plans, 2ither in cne stage or ancther,

MR.

..vA\.

DENTCN: Yes.

CASE: Yes.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: So No. 1l refers to plants holding
operating licenses?
MR. CASE: VYes.

MR. DENTCN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So then you,would figure somewhere

between roughly 210, 280 professional manyears in No. 1?2

MR. CASE: Well, yes, except we're going to add to
the total in No. 1l by those that have been issued OLs after
June 30 which was the date: of the Bingham amendment, and the
time to take to implement doing this review as part of the
application review process. Sc¢ there will be twc more plants
adéed to the number.

CHAIRMAN AHEAPNE: But if I didn't have those 10,
then rouchly in No. 2 I weuld have somewhere around 180
manvears?

MR. CASE: Can I ask how you got that?

CHAIRMAN AEBARNE: 90 plants times two professicnal
manvears.

MR. CASE: If we had to do all of them.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Well, mv first cuestion was, all

plants are included in 1 anéd 2, and the answer was ves. So,

therefore, ==-

MR. CASE: All deviations, I mean, Jchn. The two

r

ed £o justify

agui

1]
"

manyears per plant in No. 2 is if we ar

(e
ir

all-deviations. If we are only reguire

o selectively look at

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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deviations and include those in our review process, there is
nothing to be added to the current rate.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: There is scme block of plants
that maybe already have a construction permit?

MR. CASE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That don't have the cperating

license. And those are approximately 707?

MR. CASE: 70. This propcsal would wait through the

QL stace.
CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: For those?

MR. CASE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You would not address anyv of theose

plants until the OL stage. Okay. So then that would be down-

stream. You would plan, then, on picking up this say 250
cprofessional manyears for No. 1 over how many years?

(Inaudible voice from audience.)

MR. CASE: That's the general number that we talk
about among ourselves.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right. So the conclusion is
that the Bingham amendment will lead vou to 30 manvears per
vear over the next five vears.

Now, of course, I don't mean toc thereby imply, my

n

gosh, hecause we are reallv addressing a different issue, we
are addressing the response to Peter's regquest. What are we

to do for an independent --

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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MR. DENTON: I would like to think once again that i

those numbers are a bit high for the more recent plants, and i
there is a great deal of uncertainty, and it varies between
review branch and review branch, as to how difficult doing

Bingham for existing plants is.

Some branches foresee great turmoil for plants that
were really designed in areas where there have been substantive
changes, where if vou take hydrology and flocding as a big one, |
there probably hasn't been a substantive change since 1970.

So probably in that area there won't have toc be any review Zor
any plant after 1370. We'll all be focused on plants before

that. So there's a great deal of uncertainty in trying to

arrive at these manyears, and thev will vary very widely,
depending on the age of the plant.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: That's professicnal manyears?

MR. DENTCN: Yes.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Have yov a rough estimate cf the
licensee prcfessional manyears?

MR. DENTON: No. But Bingham reguires that we publish
something for public cocmment, and that's probably where we
will pick this oneup.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I was reallv trying to more
focus on the brocader guestion of what we are asking for,
because it really covers a broader scope.

MR. CASE: You know, there is nothing magic in the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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five years.
CHAIRMAN AFEARNE: No, I understand. My next questioﬁ

is going to be your judgment of since that is a fairly

substantial portion of ycur professional manyears, and I would

assume that since, as you pointed out, this is shifting the
burden from cur doing the review to the licensee doing the
review, I would assume that there is an equivalent burden -- ;
at least some large number of -~

MR. BICEKWIT: ZIsn't it two manyears zer plant? I
thought that's what your June l3th memo said.

MR. CASE: But that's for new applications, and |
perhaps even more than that for old applications. ﬁ

COMMISSIONER EENDRIE: I think probably the five
years is toc short.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I'm not sure. At least my
own position on the length of time will -- that's appropriate,
will be pretty much based on your answer to the next guestion,
which is your judgment of the safety significance of these
reviews.

MR. DENTON: Cne that would vary with ace. I think
the clder the plant is, the more wvaluable this will be. I
don't expect it to have much of a pavoff for cnes we just
issuegd.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, that's tco broad an answer.

MR. DENTON: Well,-I think there is a pavoff in the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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older ones, and that's why we initiated the SEP program. dJow |
if it turns out that we really have gotten good correspcndence
here, the SEP procram will already be attacking the principle

of efficiency. But I wouldn't take it to the end. I think

there will te =-- it will work the first vear on those deviations
|

i

which have the hichest compared to all other tasks we do, such

as e

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But as vou've pointed out, what
vou're layving out the first six menths of vour program is
our Staff, because it's attempting to put the SRP into an

updated matrix. Now vou turn around and ask the licensees.

Now the amcunt of time vou give the licensee to do this has

to scme in event be based upon cur judgment as to how important|
it is to safety significance. |
Now if it's very unimportant, then clearly it would
go below asking them tc do a number of analyses that we have
already asked them cn the action plan. The action plans result
in asking the licensees to do a number cf analyses. |
If, on the other hand, this is of a higher safety
significance, then we task the licensees, we would tell them
that this now should take pricrity cover those other efior<s,
and in particular oucht to be completed ro later than X period

of time. And similarly, if it is of a hicher safety

o
h
[l

taff affort is

significance, we cught to ensure that our

devoted to that on a much more rapid time.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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So I'm not saying obviously that it will be automatic,

but we need some sense as toc what 1s your relative sense of

safety.

MR. DENTON: Well, based on our SEP program today,
there are only a few items which I would put in a higher
catecory than the action plan items, and if you discount the
licensee's effort for the moment, once I got the replies back
in, I would be in much better shape to give vou a judgment as

|
i
l
|
|

-

to what the significance was, because then I would kKnow acreoss |
s

the whole spectrum of reculations how close they are to :oday'si
practice, and then we could reallv make a ¢ood judgment. t
I would expect if we got to such supplies, then :

there would be some enunciator lights going cf£f in that matrix f

that we would want to move on rather immediately. But the rest|

~

of them, to me ~- I think I lock upon this as a 40-year ag
haul. Thev're cnes in which you want to get a gocod basis
for deviations from today's practice to put the issue to bed.
But I'd be surprised if yvou just find rampant issues, that
the whole plant design was so far out of kilter, item by item,
that we would plac< it higher on the action plan items.

Mavbe [arrell has looked at the SEP items for many
years, and would like to give his perspective.

MR. FISENEUT: Well, I think there is clearly a
benefit to going back to the old plants, and I think there

will be very close correlation between those SEP topics that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.



300 TIH STREET, SW. | REPORTERS BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345

10

R

12

13

14

15

16

18

19

20

2]

23

42 |
are being reviewed and this list. And for that reason, I
think certainly the safetyv benefit is going toc get less and
less, as you come up tc modern plants, and come up past
plateaus, and thera2fore one of the ways you could do it, for
example, tc minimize the impact on the licensee is to recognize
that all kinds -- at one point in time is you could stagger
the inputs. You could reguire the first 20 plants in seguence
of time per year come in, for example, and respond to that.
It minimizes and staggers out the input from the industry, and

it also -- for example, vou're not going to really be locking

at them that fast, and all the different pieces internally,
anyway. That's just one ‘ariaticn. There's lcts of cother
variations.

CEAIRMAN ABEARNE: I'm not trying to minimize impact.i

What I'm trying to dc is see 1if I can't get a feel for knowing

that we have finite rescurces, and there are finite knowledgeakble
pecple on the cutside whe can lcok at the analyses, do the
analyses we are laying ocn. Where do we regquire the licensees
to put their effort, and whers dc we end up determining our
effort?

And there just is a point where you cannot continuously

add good ideas without trying to begin to put them in priority.

o 3

- ; '
ink that's right.

MR. EISENHUT: I ¢t

n
(r
(2 1)

Ll

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: We have a lot of aff efforet,

as you know, devoted tc reviewing material coming in,-and I wasl

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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trying to see wvhether ycu had some sense of whether or not =--
and perhaps you are sayinc I'll just have to wait and see on
the public comments, et cetera.

I was trying to see whether you had scme sense as
to whether thcse should take precedence over the action plan.

MR. CASE: I think the answer vou are getting in

1
!
|
)
|

1

general is no, but there mav be some specifics, ves. In generan

we don't think sec.

MR. EISENHUT: I thiak that's richt, and I didn't
mean it in the sense of minimizing impact. I recognize this
concern, too, with the number of regquirements that are going
out to utilities. You hear every day, you hear them sayving, "I
just can't keep doi.g all of these different things. Which &
you want me to do first?" And that's really the same guestion.

CHEAIRMAN AHEARNE: I think we have a responsibility
to say what we want done first.

MR. EISENEUT: I agree.

MR. DENTON: When we did the auxiliary feedwater
reliability review and locked at all »lants on that, what we
founéd is we were able to classify scme plants, and it wasn't
necessarily by ace, either. Scme plants apreared to have nmuch
more reliable designs than others, and some of them we thoucht
needed treatment richt awav, and others we were much more
relaxeé about upgrading procedures and refinements.

I tend to think except for these cuter layers of

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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really poor design, the bulk of our safety improvements will
come in the area of operational safety, rather than fine-tuning |
of designs. If we find some more design problems that are
high contributors to risk, like one in a thousand or so, we
otviously want to fix those. But my own assessment is that ;
things we are doing in the action plan have a greater potential

for risk reduction than in attacking a lot of small design

changes, unless you find something that is really just a very
poor design.

MR..CASE: ... .. But one can't ccmpletely -- I'm
sur: Mr. Bradford will say it if I don't -- the difficulties
we found in fire prevention and in equipment qualifications =- |

CHEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Ed, I didn't say yeou didn't. What|
I'm trying to point cut is that certai...,  the problem the
Commission based in trving tc propose a budget is we can't
get all the resources everybody wants, and we have to, on this
side, try to decide on which of you comes in and says, "In
order to do our job, we need this and we need that," we have
to try to reach some balance as to what our pricrities are,

and in a sense of how much can we get and where dc we direct

that effort.

In the same way, we have got to recognize, as we
go out and ask people teo do things for us, in the same vein,

what are our priorities? Where are the efforts we place, and

how f£ast must those be -- appointed? There are some things we

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. '
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say have to be done immediately. We have concluded they are of
extreme importance. There are some we say can wait till the
first outage. There are others we savy we can really wait for a
study and analysis, and I'm trying to see if I can't get a
better sense of how this fits into that pregram.

The number estimates you gave were for five-year
programs. That would mean in scome ways you might look at this
as a lifetime program. That doesn't give me the idea that you

feel it should take precedence over some cof those analyses in

the action plan.

I am trving to draw a distincticn between something |
that is a good idea and something that isn't absclutely
necessarvy.

MR. DENTQN: And I guess I see the 30 or so manyears
reporting in the SEP program to represent cur collective
judoments as to the priority this sort of effort requires.
Whether we call it that, or revised documentation, that's the
level of effort that I think ought to go into these old plants
compared to all the cther tasks we are doing.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What I think I'm hearing back;
from you is that it is really very hard to put a priority on

this one until vou have that one first round of responses,

LA

=
=

because if thev came in very bad, in the sense that there we

on, tiali

e |
ui

'4.

a lot of deviations, and then very little justificat

-

might suddenly seem a great deal more important than items which

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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presently seem less important at the time.

CHAIPMAN AHEARNE:

But unfortunately we have to face

i iianen

that problem even before that,
to tell the licensees, whom we

bunch of analyses.

"You have asked us to dc these sets of analvses, but this

do we do those,

Now, certainly in some caces caey can do a lot

of both than thev say, but they have the same problem, because

there's a finite limit, a~d I
be prepared to say what comes

MR. DENTON:
that these older

them. They tend

I'm sure some of the answers will be

or do we do these?

first.

to be in remcte sites,

because we've got to be prepared.
have already asked to do a

okavy.
time

We can't de both."

meore

think it's our responsibility to

And I think we have pcisited out once

plants have some compensating features about |

low power level, very

conservative desicgns in scme areas.

COMMISSIONER
MR. DENTON:
COMMISSIONER

to your June =-- what is it, 10

after this hearing against
guickly indicate =--
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE:

useful to include somewhere in

BRADFORD:
The Yankees,

BRADFORD:

what would be necessary if

what

These are the SEP plants.

the Dresdens, the Lacrosses.

Harold, take vou back!

-- memo? June 13 memo. And

vou relate the five points that were iadicated there as

the Commission really went

you now are preposing, and just
It orobably might be at least
the record what .he request was.!

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, it's =--

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: We have sent Harold a memo saying
it is part of his review for all the full power operating
licenses, including Secuoyah, Salem and North Anna, the
Commission requests the extent tc which the plant complies
with current rules, reg guides and branch technical positions
for 10 CFR Parts 20, 50 and 100 be clearly identified. When
the plant does not comply with current NRC rules, reg guides,
or branch technical positions, without exception, the review
should indicate the standard that is met, and nature of non-
conformance, whether protection has been afforded by eguivalent!
means, and should include a short summary of the Staff's
basis for accepting the nonconformance, or determination that
equivalent protection is afforded.

And we had asked, Harold, or we had asked actually
Bill Dircks to give us an estimate of the Staff, licensee
and resources involved in implementing that.

MR, DENTON: I think there are two differences. One
is when we responded to that, we didn't have in the mind the
idea of particular significant regulations, which was the
lancuage in Bingham. So that makes some difference, although
it's hard tc knew a priori how much difference it makes.

Precbably the largest cne difference is the aprroach
to the answers we cet, and when we responded in those five

steps, it was on the assumption that we would ourselves review

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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documents, provide a written piece of paper for each one, sort
of by rote, regardless of the time it took, and on reflection,
many of those items sure don't warrant complete coverage, and
the difference would be in aprlying the scurce-selective
treatment to the different ones that come back.

I think so far as the licensees are concerned, there
is not much difference between that memoc and what we are now
proposing. It's more in how do we approach the results. We g

have gotten a little more experience. I have reguired a ccouple

£ licensees to do this sort of thing. I found in the files
where we had required, I think, Zicn to do this a couple of
years ago in a different connection. And so I have been able
to read the responses from licensees since June, which I didn't;
know what I was asking for in June. Now I have locked at some |
of chese, and I see how they reply.

Now they tended to reply they are meeting the reg
guides or the general design criteria. We don't have any
replies in house that meet the standard review plan that I have!
seen. But I find it quite useful, and it helps really focus
the attention on areas of ccncern, just from reading those
compariscens. There are about 240 standard review plans.
think that is coing to be =-- many of the standard review plans

des, so licensees -- I mean thevy

LA
'4.

11
-

+

don't have reference reg

o

are self-sufficient standard review clans. So it would be

the first ~ime that the licensees have had tc actually say, "I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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am meeting this recgulation, and do I meet the standard review

plan approach that's current or not?

And if not, why not?"

They just haven't had to face that kind of guestion internally. |

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: In the past, the burden of

that has rested with the Staff.

MR. DENTON: Yes.

MR. SHAPAR: Except that when the regulatory guide

is not met, the applicant on occasion has to justify when his

own approach would meet the regulaticn, rather than the reg

guide. 1Isn't that true, Earold?

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: 3But does

that the reg guide isn't met?

MR. CASE: VNo.

MR. DENTON: No. Ané we sort

and As, that this approach dcesn't seem to

and he writes back, and vou take it

he have to tell yocu

do that in the Qs

meet the reg guide,

there. And in many

instances, the reg guide is only one approach and there are

lot of a. ternatives that are acceptable.

of the reviewer's time.

MR. SHAPARY In fact, the reg

It just takes mcre

guides say that

specifically in the prefaces, scme of them.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I

this. I do have one other gquesticn i

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Why don't

COMMISSIONER 3RADFORD: I

don't have any more cn

go ahead and ask

-

(2 1Y

of the various

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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recommendations that have sprung from this series of memos,
there is one of yours that isn't directly in the line we have
been talking about. That was vour third one, in your August 14 |
mremo, about the review process, including gualifications of
applicants and applicants' contractors. Can you elaborate on

that a little bit?

MR. BICKWIT: At the meeting in which that was

20024 (202) 5542345

discussed, we stated that increased emphasis might not ke
appropriate, but before we could make a judgment like that,
we would like to know exactly what emphasis is now placed.
All we wanted to say was that a verv strong emphasis should be
placed in that area, but I decn't feel competent to make the
judcment that it should be greater than what is ncw placed,
without kxnawing the precise dimensions, of what emphasis is nowf
placed on that area.

With respect tc the other asnect of that reccmmenda-

tion, it is really an enforcement policy matter, and

think, the Commission and the Staff are in agreement, has to be:

addressed more specifically in the enforcement policy than

"‘j
s
z
z
9
z
7
-
2
;:‘
z
=
=
3
o
-
=
£
%
2
=
=
7
=
=
=

was addressed in the draft enforcement policy that was ini

submitted.
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: To the extent it'
ment policy, it' v well outside the envelocr.
think evervcne agreed

M

-~
-

that it was meore appropriately t with in the context

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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enforcement policy, of strong enforcement policy as it relates
to the failure to report and the failure to make forthright

statements.

MR, CASE: You're not saying that's the only place

it should be addressed? You're not saying it should not be

!
)

addressed in the licensing process at all in your comments, are|
you? |
MR. BICRWIT: ©No, but I think it is primarily
addressed in the enforcement pclicy. The best way to ensure
that a licensee is making statements which are truthful is to |
have an enforcement policy under which, when vou find a state- .

ment that is not truthful, that strong action is taken by the

Ccmmission.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Len, at the last meeting, it was |
pointed out that what they were trying to get at is if we retain
any type of a system that is fundamentally basec on an audit
rather than a check ¢of avery point, that we have to reccgnize
that carries with it a verv great reliance on the guality of
the work that is being submitted, and one of the ways that you

ensure that that guality is there obviously is through the NRR

0
ot
e 3
®
L]
1]

review. But then another way you ensure it' is when vou

;-
-

find the cuality missing, then the enforcement policv is sti

L

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let's see. The plan is

headed "NRR Plan t¢ Recuire Document Deviaticns from Current

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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52 |
Safety and Safeguard Recuirements." I've come to learn that
there's some importance in being clear as to the difference in
.
current requirements and applicable reguirements. We really ;
are talking abcut, in effect, keeping the justifications currené.
|
MR. DENTON: I haven't figured out tne best scheme |
for keeping them current, but obviously we are to go this way
and get them all baselined. Then the natural adjunct would be i
to keep them current, so that we wouldn't -- people sitting heré
10 years from now wouldn't have the same concern.
COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: Do you have more guestions?
John, I have a suggestion if there are nc guesticns.
COMMISSIONER EENDRIE: No, I just inguire, ycu knew, |

we meet here and attempt to resclve an impasse which, at the

moment, 1s the license =-- 1

n
ot
e 3

CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That' 1@ suggestion I was

going ¢to make. I would like if you all will indulge me, to
take this and just chew on it over tonigcht. It lcoks to me
to be very much what I had in mind, and since we are not going
to be voting on Seguoyah this evening, in any case, just let
me communicate to you in the morning whether this -~ what I
had in mind.Obwviocusly veou still hawve to make up your own
minds as to whether or not that is what vou have in mind.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I would like to clarify a Zew

things. If you did reach this conclusion, what would te your =-=

Ed, you had mentionel scmething abcut public comment. Was your

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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proposal in betting this is the apvroach NRR would take, that
you would put this out for public comment?

MR. CASE: VNo, I said that only in response to
Bingham-related guestions, because Bincgham requires -- and
correct me if I am wrong -- a development of a plan and sending
it out for public comment, and then sending it to Congress.

So, implicit in Bingham ycu have to get public

comment. Now it's not quite clear what you get public comment
on, but you have to get public comment on the plan, whatever

that is.

MR. DENTON: That would only apply to existing
operating plants.

MR. SEAPAR: VYot for apvlications for new licenses.

MR. BICKWIT: I can't find that in the Bingham -- ;

MR. DENTCN: We'll turn back to our Bingham reviewers.

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: You are referencing the wrong
answer. The cuestion I askad was how much licensee restructurg
would be recuired to do this? And vour answer was, you would
expect that to come out in public comment.

MR, CASE: I thought vou were talking about number cne.

CHAIPMAM AEEARNE: I'm talking about =--

MR. CASE: The whecle thing?

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Primarily the first item on this,

MR. CASE: But that's Bingham.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Steady on. Can I throw my
body in the middle here?

It seems tc me that we have said it would be nice
tc know what we're starting off to give pecrle a chance to
comment on it, at least. I do believe that the plant with
the Bingham amendment either does require or strongly =--

MR. BICXWIT: It dces reguire.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: It's highlv desirable to
have an opportunity for comment, and I think what you do here
is, you say, "Hi, there, folks. We've got the Bingham amend-
ment over here, and we've alsc been tihinking about some
similar upgradings of things as follows, and we invite your
comments on these complementary pieces of what together form
an overall upgrading of the documentation, procedural steps,
keeping up with things. Actually loocking at existing plants,
et cetera." And then vou've got =-=- then you've got the whole
plan, and indeed the Bingham amendment is met by some sub-
section of that, but you've got the whole plan.

You say, "We appreciate comments. Don't take
forever about it." 2nd then we get a lot of screams, hollers,
and maybe the usual comments, and then we can see.

I+ seems to me now that what one would like to move
toward, then, is a proposed =-- is an outline of said proposed

plan which suffices for vour purposes, Peter, in which the

rest of us could agree to. And then it cculd ¢o cut saying,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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"Hi, there. The Commission contemp.ates the following." And
then we'd see where we go from there.
CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: 1If I again -~

COMMISSICNER HENDRIE: Okay.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Your answer on going out to public:

comment would have just been ilie Bingham portion, which would
be the first place?

MR. DENTON: Yes sir.

MR. CASE: Dr. Eendrie has expanded that.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, if he did, it was a little

hard for me to understand, how you would ask for public

comment »n what's going to be done on existing cperating licenses

and then put in place the same svstem for new cperating
licenses. But that's =--
MR. CASE: My only answer to that would be cffice
letter 9 was tc be implemented without public comment, tocC.
CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Yes, but it was never implemented.
MR. SHAPAR: The language in Bingham, by the way,
is such sums as may be necessary shall be used by the NRC
to develop, submit to the Congress, and implement as scon as
practicable, after notice and oppertunity £for public comment,
a comprehensive plan for systematic safety evaluation.

-

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now what I wanted tc ask Pete

A ]

’

it wasn't clear to me, Peter, in reading ycur memos, whether

vou envisioned any public comment on the procedure that we might

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: T haven't,

it out.

56

but I wouldn't rule

|

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I didn't read your going that

way, but since vou =-- okay.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You said you wouldn't rule it out.

My question is would vou accept it? I'm not trying to lead

veu into anything, but I would have thouc.it

you have written, that that was not =--

that given what

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: It hadn't cccurred tc me. §

Let me think about it. But off the top of my head, I think |

it might be useful. There is a significant

as to what is really entailed that it might

same time, what it's not going to really clarify is what I

enough uncertainty
be helpful. At the|
|

-

understood to be the fundamental determination of the rescurces

involved. That is, just what the responses

back will really

lock like. Not the response, but the comments to the --

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's daterminative of all

resources. It isn't determinative of the resocurces the

licensee has. We have a responsibility €9

consideration, too.

take that into

COMMISSICONER BRADFORD: That's cight.

I guess I'm not sure of the steps

in preparing their comments, will actually do. Some of the

work that will ke required in preparing the

ultimate respcnses,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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without tihat work being done, then they don't know much more

clearly than we do just what the actual significance of the task
|
|

is, actual safety significance.
CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The significance, they wnuld expect |
to be able to make an approximate estimate of the resources
required to do that.
MR. CASE: To do the initial jeob, but then they alsc |
-- well, we don't know how much the Staff is going to do,
so we don't know how much to allot to that phase of the effort. |
MR. DENTON: The feeling seems to be -- i
CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I was trving to get, if I
could, some sense from Commissioner Bradford as to whether --
and I guess your answer is you hadn't reallv considered the
public comment aspect, and you are not sure where you wculd
come out as to whether allowing it would be consistent with
vour requirements before we could go ahead with licensing.
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What I'd like to come up
with is just a blueprint for dealing with this question.
As I say, just sitting here thinking about it, I don't see

any reason to rule out public comment. It seems toc me it

might be useful.

CEAIRMAN ABEARNE: I'm sorry, Jce. I interrupted

you earlier.

COMMISSIONER EENDRIE: No.

MR. DENTON: 1In trving tc get a handle on it,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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seems as though the direct answer from the utilities about

complying with each regulation doesn't bother them, as much as

the concern that thev have implicit behind this first step is

a feeling that they've got to meet with today's criteria or

else, that they would establish all these deviations when they

think they adequately showed compliance.
Well, then, as the Qs and As develop and Staf:f

positions harden, what flows from that finding, that tcday's

h

criteria are the only acceptable means, and I think the e

r

hat that would require is so the first step --

CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: Do you have inherent in vour
outline the assumption that today's criteria are the cnly
acceptable ;82

MR. DENTON: No.

MR. CASE: Particularlyv not when you do selective
audit. You don't lock at all the deviaticns. I don't see
how one could have in mind vou've got to meet all of those.

MR. BICXWIT: But that's one of vour alternatives,
is to locok at the deviations.

MR. CASE: That's not my alternative.

CCOMMISSICONER BRADFORD: I still don't see where

the item makes a difference there, because whatever tnhe standand

is, is the one vou apply to the items that you audited, and

(T

if you were in fact using today's cri

items would flunk, and you'd have to

19}

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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| | up with pretty near all of them. !
2 é MR, SHAPAR: Specific regquirements, of course, are |
3 ; grandfathered.
4 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In the past.
3 5 MR. SHAPAR: Yes. .
; 6 | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But in here, it says that that :
§ 7 ; may no longer be true. }
g 8 MR. CASE: A reexamination of that.
; 9 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: At least you want to kncw why,
g 10 | MR. DENTON: So I guess some are concerned before %
§ 1 | they would untangle from this review, thev would be subject |
g 12 to de novo review with resultant changes to upgrade the plant |
g 13 from yesterdav's to todav's standards, and where exactly are weé
g 14 going to draw the line in that process. é
g 15 COMMISSIONER BPADFORD: But it =-- well, it's very
=
ﬁ 16 J hard to answer, sitting here. My assumption is that the pecple
g 17 who d4id the review and cranted the exemptions are scmewhere
g 18 either in memory or or paper or scmething, that there is some
g '9j' sort of a reconstructable record, and we will have that.
20 What I'd be loocking for is a pattern of either a complete
21 failure of justification, or some areas where the exemptions
22" have beccme so widespra2ad in ways that subseguent knowledge
23 { had caused us to werry about that we might want to go back and
24 i rethink. I wouldn't assume that we were autcmatically going
|

35 back and pulling all of the grandfatherings and all

j .
| i ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. i
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exemptions.

CHAIRMAN AEFEARNE: YNo, I wasn't trving to imply that

]

we were automatically doing that. I do believe that this does =-

I was answering Howard's gquestion. I think it does mean that we

would require a reexamination ¢f everything that we have grané-

i

fatnered.

Now it may be a minor reexamination and it may be
major, but it doces not mean that we grandfathered automatically'
excludes it from reexaminaticn.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: No, I'm afraid cne of the |
things that drives the examination to be much mcre extens ve
than it might otherwise need e, is if we can't easily recon-
struct the basis for it, the examiners don't have to go back
and do it over again.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, except whether or not we
can reconstruct the basis isn't really relevant.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Scmebody nas to reconstruct
€.,

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's right. What we are really
saying is, to sum up the gist of my earlier questions, what
we are really saying to some plants is, independent of whether
we have justification of why we crandfathered yvou, you have

to now justify it.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I have a hunch 1f we have a

record of our justification for doing it, the answer will come

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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back and it will look remarkably like our record.
(Laughter.)
MR. SHAPAR: £ course, that raises the guestion of

whether or not your present backfittine ctritericn, as elusive

as it may be, is the one that you want to apply to this circum~'

stance.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, there are obkvicusly issues
that will be imbedded in what criteria dc you assume for
acceptability.

MR. SEAPAR: It also ties in even further with the
question of what your safety goal is.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All richt. Then I cuess where
we are, Peter, you will give us your views, and I'm sure that
we will be considering it, and that will include the issue c¢f
public comment guestion, which I think is -~

MR, CASE: One small caveat. If one goes ocut for
public comment and takes an extended period of time, some of
these dates might have to change correspondingly.

MR. DENTON: And we are preoceeding with the update

f the standard review plan.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, I assume that's haprenin

independently.

MR. DENTCN: Yes, that's richt. Yes.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now, I guess, Peter, they're related

to°"the earlier discussion depending upon where you come out

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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on this. 1If vou {inally conclude that it is not going to meet
your concerns, then I would gather that you could still be
in the same position you were last time at Seguoyah.

COMMISSIONEF BRADFCRD: Well, that's right, but I |
don't think that's likely, John. I think this is pretty clearl%
= I had == I mean I don't know where we're all going to come
out jointly. ;

CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Then perhaps you might check to
see whether or not vou might think it appropriite to see
whether Victor would come back.

COMMISSIONER BRADFCORD: I will give him a call. i

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Earlier than Friday afternoon.
I won't be here this coming Friday afternoen.

I am prepared to be absent if =--

(Laughter.)

MR. BICKWIT: You keep fouling these things up.

CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I should menticn that when
I did last talk to Victor, he indicated scme intent to
circulate a proposed modification or something of scme sort.
So I would think he might =--

CHAIRMAN AHKEARNE: That I did nct know. His paper
didn't mention that.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yo, that's right.

CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: I see.

Any other?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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All right.
(Whereupon, at 5:40 p.m., the meeting was

adjourned.)
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August 20, 1980

OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSIONER

MEMO

FROM:

SUBJE

the £

5.

cc:

TO: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky

Commissioneg Hendrie

Peter A.‘Bradford
CT: NORTH ANNA UNIT 2

I am prepared to issue the North Anna license subject to
ollowing: .

The finding on page one of the license should be made in E;LED ‘
terms cf "reascnable assurance" rather than as an absoluteld’ﬂs (S
finding that the regulations are met. It is clear that EF'<>
we are in nc position to make a sweeping finding regarding

the regulations as a whole.

A Commission agreement to take the action necessary to
avoid making a bad regulatory situation worse. Specifi-
cally, I think we need to direct the staff to undertake
the five steps outlined in Denton's June 13th memo,
including the effort to update the Standard Hiview Plan
(SRP) . ‘

All existing and future operating licensees should be
included in the effort outlined in Item 2. with the
possible exception of the colder plants not covered by
the Systematic Evaluation Plan, this effort should be
targeted for completion in 18 months, The North Anna
license should be modified to specifically include this
requirement.

Modification of the Technical Specifications to include the
technical specification change proposed in SECY-80-370.

Continuation of the effort to improve the Tech Specs for
upcoming OL's. I believe that additional improvements
can be made, especially to the technical sp2cifications
that were based on pre-NTOL requirements. However, I do
not believe that the potential changes are significant
enough to withhold issuance of “he North Anna OL.

wWilliam J. Dircks
Samuel J. Chilk
Edward Hanrahan
Leonard Bickwit
Harold Denton
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’ UNITED STATES :

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 205535

July 31, 1980

OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSIONER

MEMO TO: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Hendrie

FROM: Peter A. Bradford

SUBJECT: NORTH ANNA OPERATING LICENSE - COMPLIANCE OF NRC
LICENSES WITH NRC REGULATIONS, REG GUIDES, BRANCH
TECHNICAL POSITIONS AND LICENSEE COMMITMENTS

I do not finc anything 'in Harcld's July 23, 1980 memo on
thie subject to change the opinion I expressed in my July 10
memo. We are currently waiting for OGC's memo on the legality
of further licensing. Even if legal, I repeat that it cannot
be sanctioned as acceptable Commission policy unless we have
laid out a clear and reasonably rapid pathway toward bringing
some order to this chaotic situation. Consequently, I reiterate
my suggestion that OPE and OGC work with the staff to develop
such a program along the lines of the five-step review outlined
in the June 13 meno for the Commission to consider before it
approves another operating license.

cc: Samuel J. Chilk
Ed Hanrahan
Len Bickwit
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July 10, 1980

OFFICE OF THE

COMMISSIONE

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne

FROM:

Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Hendrie

L.
Peter A. Bradford

SUBJECT: COMPLIANCE OF NRC LICENSES WITH NRC REGULATIONS,

REG GUIDES, BRANCH TECHNICAL POSITIONS AND LICENSEE
COMMITMENTS

It seems to me that, from a legal and organizational standpoint,

the situation described in Harold Denton's June 13 memorandum on this
subject can only be called a mess. Whether it is actually illegal and

just

what its implicatiors are as to the public health and safety are

issues which are less clear. However, I do not see how we can responsibly
allow it to continue and to worsen with each new license application.

1)

3)

4)

Briefly, the situation is as follows:

Because of the way the Standard Review Plan is organized, there is
no detailed and specific accounting of compliance with Commission
regulations. In fact, there are some regulations for which there
is no corresponding guidance to the reviewers in the SRP. The most
the staff can say is that "conformance with the Standard Review
Plan and its references is generally believed to constitute rompli-
ance with NRC regulations.”

The Standard Review Plan does not reference all the current Regula-
tory Guides, and some of those that are referenced contain grandfathering
conditions.

Because of the audit nature of the staff reviews, not all plant
features are reviewed for conformance with the SRP. If the elements
reviewed are in order, compliance of the rest of the application
with the rest of the plan is assumed. Thus, actual compliance with
all elements of either the Standard Review Plan or the applicable
regulations is a2 matter of inferencc by the staff rather than

actual knowledge.

The staff does state that the SRP was used extensively in reviews

of NTOL applications, but "strict compliance" was not required.
Therefore, the staff can conclude only that "the audit reviews
conducted by the staff provide reasonable assurance that the aopli-
cations can eventually be shown, in detail, to be in compliance
with the Commission's reguiations and other NRC regulatory require-
ments. :




5) In 1976, Ben Rusche initiated a policy requiring deviations
from the acceptance criteria in the SRP to be dccumented in all
SER's issued after January 1, 1977. However, he abandoned that
policy on January 31, 1977 because of the "substantial delay” it
would cause. He then made the requirement applicable to OL appli-
cations filed after January 1, 1977 which eliminates all of the
near-term operating licensees. In any case, compliance with the
Rusche policy would not completely solve the problem, for, as
stated above, the Standard Review Plan does not reflect all of the
NRC's regulatory requirements.

I am asking by copy of this memorandum for the General Counsel's
opinion on the legality of issuing licenses when the Commission cannot
affirmatively demonstrate that all of its regulations are met. However,
it seems to me that even if licensing is in fact legal under these
circumstances it cannot be sanctioned as acceptable Commission policy
unless we have laid out a clear and reasonably rapid pathway toward
bringing some order to this chaotic situation. Consequently; 1 would
also request OPE and OGC to work with the staff to develop such a
program along the lines of the five-step review outlined in the June 13
Tgmo for the Commission to consider before it approves another operating

icense.

Dircks, EDO
Bickwit, 0GC
. Hanrahan, OPE
. Chilk, SECY

cc:

wvimr- =
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearnee@eGy
Commissioner Gilinsky '
fommissioner Hendrie
Commissioner Bradford

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
THRU: William J. Dircks, Acting Executive (imes \illiam J.Di
Director for Operations PSR T L e
SUBJECT: COMPLIANCE OF OPERATING LICENSE APPLICATIONS WITH

CURRENT NRC REGULATIONS, REGULATORY GUIDES, AND BRANCH
TECHNICA!. POSITIONS

This refers to and supplements my memoranda to you of June 13 and July 23
on the above subject. As I noted in my June 13 memorandum, the staff
believes that better documentation in the staff safety evaluation
reports of the conformance of power reactor applications with NRC
safety regulations would be desirable. In light of this and the
continued Cormission interest in this subject, the staff now plans

to undertake the first of the five steps needed to complete the
overall program described on pages 2 and 3 of my June 13 memorandum
on this subject. The reasons for undertaking this first step at

this time are: (1) this portion of the overall program can be
accomplished without serious impact on other priority NRR programs;
and (2) completion of this step will put us in a much better position
to estimate the time and resources needed by the staff and industry
to complete the entire program.

As part of this first step the staff intends to develop a matrix
between the existing Standard Review Plan sections and anplicable
safety regulations. This matrix would identify those instances in
which there currently is sufficient correlation between the Standard
Review Plan sections and the regulations, and instances where such
correlation is lacking. For example, where acceptance criteria for
satisfying a regulation do not currently exist in an appropriate
Standard Review Plan section, this would be identified. In cases
where the acceptance criteria in a Standard Review Plan section are
adequate but the evaluation findings of the section do not explicitly
reference the appropriate regulation, this also would be identified.
We estimate that the matrix could be completed within the next twu
months.
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Next the staff will modify the Standard Review Plan using the matrix
to make the Plan congruent with the regulations. As part of this
effort, previously approved staff requirements and positions not
currently covered by the Standard Review Plan will be incorporated
in the Plan. This will include at least a cross reference to the
approved TMI requirements specified in NUREG-0694. We estimate

that this portion of the first step can be accomplished in 3 to 4
additional months.

The remaining steps outlined in my June 13 membrandum to improve

the documentation in the staff's Safety Evaluation Reports of the
conformance of power reactor applications with the regulations will

not be begun until the lessons learned from these initial steps have
been incorporated in the overall plan and there have been further
discussions with the Commission. In the meantime, applicants for
operating licenses (starting with North Anna 2) have been requested

to address, with supporting references and as part of their application
for an operating license, the question of whether their facility

has been designed and will be operated in compliance with all applicable

NRC regulations.
/941/” 47{;.

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation

cc: SEC%/////
GC
PE
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne '

Commissioner Gilinsky

Commissioner Hendrie

Commissioner Bradford

(Signed) William J. Dircks

THRU: William J. Dircks

Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: COMPLIANCE OF NRC LICENSES WITH NRC REGULATIONS, REGULATORY
GUIDES, BRANCH TECHNICAL POSITIONS, AND LICENSEE COMMITMENTS

—

On June 13, 1980, I transmitted a memorandum to you on the above subject.
The purpose of that memorandum wzs to advise you of the costs to the NRC of
having to certify in detail how structures, systems and compone .ts of 2
nuclear reactor fazility comply with each current safety-related regulation,
regulatory guide and branch technical position. My memorandum discussed
the difficulties of, and consequent resource needs associated with,
comprehensive documentation of compliance with every aspect of each require-
ment of the Commission's regulations governing nuclear reactor design and
operation. On the other hand, my memo touched only lightly on the staff's
overall assessment that our -eview provides adequate assurance that licensed
facilities conform to the . amission's regulations. This dichotomy has
raised 2 number of questions concerning our discharge of regulztory respon-
sibilities with respect to assuring compliance with the Commission's
regulations. As a result, I believe some amplification with respect to
these questions is warranted.

As pointed out in my memorandum, our review is based on the Standard

Review Plan (SRP). Each section of the SRP contains acceptance criteria
which reflect the requirements in the Commission's regulations. In these
instances where the regulation is specific (e.g., 10 CFR 50.46 2nd Appendix
K) the acceptance criteria in the applicable sections of the SRP reference
the regulation and therefore the review does focus on explicit conformance
with the regulation. In those instances where the regulation is stated in
broad terms (e.g., General Design Criteria) the acceptance criteria in

the applicable section of the SRP reference regulatory guides and branch
technical postions generally related to the regulations and therefore the
review does focus on explicit conformance with these guides and positions.
Thus, our review emphasizes an in depth evaluation of the principal systems
and structures important to safety against detailed criteria, rather than
focusing on an explicit accounting of compliance with broad principles.

R l ~\ L CVSs o2
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Background of the SRP

The Standard Review Plan was develcped in the early 1870's at the time

of substantial expansion of the technical review staff and a shift in review
activities to a far more penetrating in-depth review of principal structures
and systems important to safety. This change in review included a2 substan-
tial increase in independent technical assessment in such areas as design
and performance of emergency core cooling systems, design and performance

of containment and other accident mitigating safeguards, design and per-
formance of radwaste systems, zeology and seismology, and structural design
techniques.

Although still an audit review in the sense that not every system and not
every “nut and bolt" is explicitly evaluated, the expansion of techniceal
review in the 1370's provided a fer more comprehensive assessment by
AEC-NRC of critical systems than had been conducted earlier by AEC.

As a result of expansion in staff and in depth of review, it was felt
important to provide, for this newly expanded staff, clear guidance 2s to
what was expected of the review that they were to conduct. The SRP was the
written expression by experienced staff reviewers of the factors to be
considered in properly reviewing particular systems. It is important to
recognize that, although there is no explicit correlation between the SRP
and the regulations, the experience upon which the drafters of the various
portions of the SRP drew was their prior experience in reviewing appli- -
cations. For these prior reviews the only criteriz for judgment were
those of the regulations 2s amplified by the GDC.

Imbedded in that judgment of "adeguacy" by virtue of the experience of the
reviewers involved in drafting the SRP is an assessment of conformance to
the requirements of the GDC and other Commission regulations. Unfortunately
for posterity and for the types of questions posed recently, but under-
standable in light of the time and manpower pressures that existed in the
early 1970's when the SRP was being developed, the chain of reasoning of
the reviewers who drafted the SRP was not preserved. To develop an explicit
technical basis relating the SRP to the Commission regulations is the
activity of high manpower cost indicated in my memorandum of June 13,

1980.

Congruence of the SRP and the Regulations

Each SRP is organized into four sections: areas of review; acceptance
criteria; review procedures; and evaluation findings. The acceptance
criteria contain a statement of the purpose of the review and the technical
basis for determining ezcceptability. The technical basis consists of
specific criteria which typically include reference to Part 50 and 100,
and particularily the General Design Criteria of Appena'x A, reguiatory
guides, codes and standards, and branch technical pnsitiuns.
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While, 2s mentioned before, there has been no fully disciplined attempt
to relate every rule and regulation to every applicable standard review
plan or Regulatory Guide, we have made 2 post facto study of these
interrelationships and found, for example, that all but one General Design
Criterion is specifically referenced in the SRPs. The only GDC not
refercnced explicitly in the SRP is GDC 51 “Fracture Prevention of

Conta‘ nment Pressure Boundary." However, SRP Section 3.8.2, which should
have included such a reference, does specify that the materials of steel
contenments or steel portions of steel and concrete containments be
reviewed for compliance with Article NE-2000 of Section NE of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. Compliance with this section of the
Code will in general provide assurance that the basic requirements

of GDC 51 are met.

To provide some additional perspective as to the interrelationships between
the GDC, the other regulations, the SRP's, and Regulatory Guides, 2 prelim-
inary survey was made of these documents. Enclosure 1 to this memorandun
provides a 1isting of:

1. SRP sections where specific GDCs are referenced,
listed by GDC (Table 1);

2. Reg. Guides where specific GDCs are referenced,
listed by GDC (Table 2);

3. A cross-list of GDCs and regulations, 1isted by
Regulatory Guide (Table 3); and

4. A cross-list of regulations, GDC, and Regulatory
Cuides, listed by SRP section (Table &).

In general, the degree of congruence between 2 regulation and the SRP for
any particular set of structures, systems or components reflects the
specificity of the regulation itself and any implementing guidance, the
experience of the staff, and the influence and interests of the Commission,
the ACRS, the Boards, the public, and the industry.

Therefore, although there are jdentification and documentation concerns as
expressed in my June 13, 1980 memorandum, 1 am nonetheless confident that
the link exists in fact so that when a license review is properly carried
out in accordance with the SRP, such a review adequately assures conformance
with the Commission's regulations.
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SRP and Licensing Process

Applicants for permits and licenses have had formal guidance on how to
prepare their Safety Analysis Reports since June 1966, when a2 "Guide to the
Organization and Contents of Safety Analysis Reports was issued by the AEC.
Revision 1 to this guide was issued in October 1872, as the "Standard
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants.”
The Standard Format was revised again in September 1975 (Revision 2) and in
November 1878 (Revision 3).

Since 1872 the staff guidance has required that applicants explicitly
describe conformance with the General Design Criteria, (Appendix A to 10
CFR 50). Revision 3 (November 1978) was the first Standard Format to
specify that applicants should address conformance with Regulatory Guides,
but most applicants have done this since about 1973. Most SARs since
1972-73 contain sections which address the extent to which each GDC

and, each applicable Regulatory Guide issued up to 2 time some months prior
to the SAR submittal date is met.

Although justification for deviations from the Standard Review Plan has not
yet been required to be explicitly documented, reviewers are expected to
use the SRP as a guide in their review of all applications. In cases of
facilities substantially constructed before the SRP was promulgated, the
specific recommendations of the SRP or referenced regulatory guides may not
have been followed or be needed. However, 2 design satisfying the basic

safety requirements of the Commission's regulations is nevertheless required.

The absence of explicit documentation justifying the deviation makes the
“conformance trail™ that inuch more troublesome.

My confidence that our overall review assures compliance with Commission
regulations is supported by the staff performance in hearing cases in

which the issue of compliance with particular provisions of the Commission's
regulations has been challenged. In such cases, testimony in &ddition

to the summary statements in our SER is often needed to explain how our
review has lead us to the conclusion that the system in question will
perform safely and in accordance with the appliceble Commission's regula-
tions. Although this may entail substantial additional explanation than
that provided by the SER, the issue of compliance has been generally
adjudicated favorably to the staff.

Finally, it is important to recognize that although the staff's review
of an application is partially an “audit® review, the applicant for a
license is obligated to assure compliance with applicable regulatory
requirements. It is the applicant who bears the burden of proof on the
jssue. For issues in controversy the applicant bears this burden in the
hearing process; for matters not in controversy before Licensing Boards,
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the applicant bears this burden in the staff's review process. As a part
of an application for an operating license, Section 3.1 of a typical FSAR
recites compliance with all GDCs. While 2 useful summary of conformance,
the remaining thousands of pages of an application are needed to adequately
evidence specific compliance. The staff's audit review process tests these
assertions. This review results in changes in principal safety systems.

In general, these changes have not been limited to those necessary tc
comply in a minimal fashion with the language of the applicable regulation,
but in general go beyond to assure the use of “good" design.

CONCLUSION

The problem of documentation of conformance with the Commission's regulations
is 2 vexing, manpower intensive effort to which the staff, due to time

and manpower limitations, has been forced to give inadequate attention. By
good management effort, I hope to improve this situation and to gradually
eliminate it. But to do so by an intense effort will be costly. This was
the thrust of my June 13, 1980 memorandum. However, the defects in documen-
tation should not be misconstrued as evidence of defects in the review
process. Using a audit process, it is simply not possible for the NRC to
state, based on its own knowledge, that every rule and regulation has been
met for every applicable action by the applicant. However, considering the
certifications made by the applicant, the degree to which guidance has been
provided tc the industry and the public regarding acceptable weys to meet
the rules and regulations, the emphasis that the staff places in its

reviews on areas of particular controversy and importance to safety, and
the fact that both the ACRS review and the hearing process throw additional
spotlights on the areas of safety significance relating to the regulations,
gives confidence that our review process results in a2 reasonzble basis

for judgments as to whether the regulations have been met.

gl £ L

P
Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regu1at1on

Enclosure: — ”U BP

Preliminary Survey of
Interrelationships Between
the Regulations, SRPs and
Regulatcry Guides

cc: 0GC
OPE
SECY



ENCLOSURE 1

PRELIMINARY SURVEY OF
INTERRELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE
REGULATIONS, SRPS AND REGULATORY GUIDES



TABLE 1

STANDARD REVIEH PLAN SECTIONS WHICH REFERENCE GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA
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20
21
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23
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SRP Sections
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3.22/3.9.2/3.9.3/3.9.5/3.11/4.5.2/5.2.3/5.4.2/6.3/7.1/1.2
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REGULATORY GUIDES WHICH REFERENCE GEMERAL DESIGN CRITERIA

&0C Reg Guides

1 1.68,1.69,1.70,1.71,1.72,1.79,1.80,1.81,1.84,1.85,1 .87
1.103,1.104,1.105,1.106,1.107,1.128,1.133,1.136,1.10,
1.15,1.16,1.18,1.19,1.20,1.26,1.31,1.36,1.41,1.43,1. 44,
1.50,1.55,1.66,1.67,1.65

2 1.29,1.48,1.57,1.58,1.60,1.61,1.76,1.92,1.102,1.117,1.122,
1.124,1.129,1.120,1.135,1.142

3 1.75,1.120 y

4 1.14,1.44,1.46,1.78,1.91,1.95,1.96,1.106,1.115,1.142

5 1006

13 1.56,1.87,1.133

14 1.31,1.36,1.56,1.83,1.121

15 1.56,1.83,1.121

17 1.6,1.32,1.75,1.93,1.108,1.137

18 1.32,1.108,1.118 ’

9 1.78,1.95,1.97,1.114

20 1.22

21 1.75,1.118

28 1.77

30 1.45,1.65,1.84,1.85

3 1.36,1.65,1.83,1.99,1.106

32 1.83

35 1.2,1.7,1.82

3 L2

37 U ¥

38 1.82

39 1.82

40 1.82

41 1.1,1.52
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GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA AND REGULATIONS REFERENCED IN REGULATORY GUIDES

Number Reg. Guide e - Regulation
1.1 Net Positive Suction Head for Emergency &)

Core Cooling and Containment Heat
Removal System Pumps

1.2 Thermal Shock to Reactor Pressure 35
Vessels
1.3 Assumptions Used for Evaluating the

Potential Radiological Consequences of 2
Loss of Coolant Accident for Boiiing Water
Reactors. ' _

1.4 Assumptions Used for Evaluating the Potential
Radiological Consequences of a Loss of
Coolant Accident for Pressurized Water
Reactors

1.5 Assumptions Used for Evaluating the
Potential Radiological Consequences of
a Steam Line Break Accident for Boiling
Water Reactors

1.6 Independence Between Redundant Standby 17
(Onsite) Power Sources and Eetween
Their Distribution Systems

;= Control of Combustible Gas Concentrations 35
in Containment Following a Loss of Coolant
Accident

Supplement to Safety Guide 7, Backfitting
Consicderations

1.8 Personnel Selection and Training

1.9 Selection, Design, and Qualification of
Diesel-Generator Units Used as Onsite
Electric Power Systems at Nuclear Power
Plants {Comments requested by 1/26/79)

1.10 Mechanical (Cadweld) Splices in Reinforcing 1
Bars of Category I Concrete Structures

1.1 Instrument Lines Penetrating Primary .58, 56
Reactor Containment

Supplement to Safety Guide 11, Backfitting
Considerations

lR Instrumentation for Ezrthquakes




&2
43
44
45
50
83
54
55
S6
57
60
61
54

Appendix B

50.55A

1.
N
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.
1.

52

52

27

127 :
63,1.80,1.81
35,1.9Q

€6,1.141

11,1.141

11,.1.14)

141

.21,1.140 .

.12,1.98,1.104,1.140

.87
.128,1.30,1.31,1.33,1.34,1.37,1.38,1.39,1.40,1.46
.54,1.58,1.64,1.73,1.74,1.88,1.94,1.100,1.116,1.123
.26,1.46,1.5;.1.52,1.75.1.118
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1.13 Spent Fuel Storage Facility Design Basis 61
1.14 Reactor Codlant Pump Flywheel Integrity 4
1.15 Testing of Reinforcing Bars for Category 1

1 Concrete Structures .
1.16 Reporting of Operating Information -- 1
Appendix A Techrnical Specifications

.57 Protection of Nuclear Piants Against
Industrial Sabotage

1.18 Structural Acceptance Test for Concrete 1
Primary Reactor Containments

1.19 Nondestructive Examination cof Primary 1
Containment Liner Welds

1.20 Comprehensive Vibration Assessment _ .o
Program for Reactor Internals During
Precperational and Initial Startup Testing

1.21 Measuring, Evaluating and Reporting Radio- 60
activity in Solid Westes and Release of
Radioactivity in Liquid and Gaseous
Effluents frem Light Water-Cooled Nuclear
Power Plants

1.22 Periodic Testing of Protection System 20
Accuation Functions '

.23 Onsite Meteorological P-~grams

1.24 Assumptions Used for Evaluating the

Potential Radiological Consequences of a
Pressurized Water Reactor Gas Storage
Tank Failure

1.25 Assumptions Used for Evaluating the Potential
Radiological Consequences of a Fuel Handling
Accident in the Fuel Handling and Storage
Facility for Boiling 2nd Pressurized Water
Reactors _

1.26 Quality Group Classifications and Standards 1 50, S3A
for Water Steam-and Radio-Waste-Containing
Components of Nuclear Power Plants



1.27

1.28

1.29
1.30

1.34

-3.

Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power
Plants

Quality Assurance Program Requirements
(Design and Construction)

Seismic Design Classification

Quality Assurance Requirements for

the Installation, Inspection, and
Testing of Instrumentation and Electric
Equipment

Control of Ferrite Content in Stainless
Stee]l Wald Metal

Criteria for Safety-Related Electric
Power Systems for Nuclear Power Plants

Quality Assurance Program Requirements
(Operation)

Control of Electroslag Weld Propertiéﬁ

Inservice Inspection of Ungrouted Tendons
in Prestressed Concrete Containment
Structures

Nonmetallic Thermal Insulation for
Austenitic Stainless Steel

Quality Assurance Requirements for
Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated
Cgmponents of wWater-Cocied Nuclear Power
Plants

Quality Assurance Requirements for ‘
Packaging, Shipping, Receiving, Storage,
and Handling of Items yor Water-Cooled
Nuclear Power Piants

Housekeeping Requirements for Water-Cooled

Nuclear Power Plants

Qualification Tests of Continuous-Duty
Motors Installed Inside the Containment
of Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants

44

1, 14, 31

App B

App B

App B

Acp B

App B

App B

App B

App 8B

Fep B
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1.42

1.43

1.44

1.45
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Preoperational Testing of Redundent
Onsite Electric Power Systems to Verify
Proper Load Group Assignments

Interim Licensing Policy on As-Low-As-
Practicable for Gaseous Radioiodine
Releases from Light-Water-Cooled Huclear
Power Rezctors .

Control Stainless Stee! ''eld Cladding of
Low=Alloy Steel Componer..s

Conitrol of the Use of Seﬂsitized Stainless
Steel

Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Leakage
Detection Systems

Protection Against Pipe Whip Inside
Containment

Bypassed and Inoperzble Status Indication -
for Nuclear Power Plant Safety Systems

Design Limits and Loading Cembinations for
Seismic Category 1 Fluid System Components

Power Levels of Nuclear Power Plants

Control of Preheat Temperzture for
Welding of Low- Alloy Steel

Inservice Inspection of ASME Code Class
2 and 3 Nuclear Power Plant Components

Design, Testing, and Maintenance Criteria
for Post-zccicdent Engineered-Sa™i* '
Feature Atmosphere Cleanup System Air
Filtration and Absorption Units of
Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants

Application of the Si~1le-Failure ,
Criterion to Nuclear Fower Plant Protection
Systems

Quality Assurance Requirements for
Protective Ccatings Appliced to Water-
Ccoled Nuclear Power Plants

Concrete Placement in Category 1 Structures

a1, 42, 43

1

50.58A,
App B

50.55A

App B



56

.57

.58

.59

.60

.61

.62

.63

.64

.65

.66

.67

.68

.68.1

.68.2

Maintenance of Water Purity in Boiling
Water Reactors

Design Limits and Loading Combinations
for Metal Primary Reactor Containment
System Components -

Qualification of Nuclear Power Plant:
Inspection, Examination, 2nd Testing
Personne)

Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power
Plants

Design Response Spectra for Seismic
Design of huclear Power Plants

Damping Values for Seismic Design
of Nuclear Power Plants

Manual Initiation of Protective Actions
Electric Penetration Assemblies in
Containment Structures for Light-Water-
Cooled Nuclear Power Plants

Quality Assurance Requirements for
the Design of Nuclear Power Plants

Materials and Inspection for Reactor
Vessel Closure Studs

Nondestructive Examination 6f Tubular
Producis

Installation of Overpressure Protective

Devices

Initial Test Programs for Water-Cooled
Nuclear Power Plants '

Precperational and Initial Startup
Testing of Feedwater and Condensate
Systems for Boiling Water Reactor
Power Plants

Initial Startup Test Program to Demonstrate
Remote Shutdown Capability for Water-Ceooled

Nuclear Power Plants

13, 14, 15

App B

50.53A
50

ARpp B

1, 30, 31

1

1

1 .



1.68

1.70

1.75

e

b

Concrete Radiation Shields for Nuclear
Power Plants

Standard Format and Content of Safety
Analysis Reports for Nuciear Power
Plants - LWR Edition

Welder Qualification for Aruvas of Limited
Accessibility B

Spray Pond Piping Made From Fiberglass-
Reinforced Thenmosetting Resin

Qualification Tests of Electric Valve
Operators Instzlled Inside the Containment
of Nuclear Power Plants

Quality Assurance Terms and Definitions
Physical Independence of Electric Systems

Design Basis Tornado for Nuclear Power
Plants

Assumptions Used for Evaliating a
Control Rod Ejection Accident for
Pressurized Water Reactors

Assumptions for Evaluating the Habit-
ability of a Nuclear Power Plant Control
Room During a Postulated Hazardous
Chemical Release

Preoperational Test‘hg of Emergency Core
Cooling Systems for Pressurized Water
Reactors

Preoperational Testing of Instrument Air
Sys“ems

Shared Emergency and Shutdown Electric
Systems for Multi-Unit Nuclear Power
Plants

Sumps for Emergency Core Csoling and
Containment Spray Systems

3,17, 2

35, 36, 37, 38
39, 40

App B

App B
50.55A



.85

.86

.87

wJe

Inservice Inspection of Pressurized Water
Reactor Steam Generator Tubes

Design and Fabrication Code Case
Acceptability - ASME Section 111
Division 1

Materials Code Case Acceptability -
ASME Section III Division 1 .

Termination of Operating Licenses for
Nuclear Reactors

Guidance for Constructi&h of Class 1
Components in Clevated-Temperature

‘Reac*ors (Supplement to ASME Section

111 Code Classes 1582, 1583, 1584,
1585, and 1536)

Collection, Storace, and Maintenance of
Nuclear Power Plant Quality Assurance
Records

Qualification of Class IE Equipment for
Nuclear Power Plants

Inservice Inspection of Prestressed
Concrete Containment Structures With
Grouted Tendons

Evaluations of Explosicons Postulated to
Occur on Transportatior Routes Near
Nuclear Power Plants

Combining Modal Responses and Spatial
Couponents in Seismic Response Analysis

Availability of Electric Power Sources '

Quality Assurance Requirements for In-
stallation, Inspection, and Testing of
¢ructural Concrete and Structural
Steel During the Construction Phase of
Nuclear Power Plants

Protection of Nuclear Power Plant Control
Room Operators Against an Accidental
Chlorine Release

Design of Main Steam ¥solation Valve
Lezkage Control Systems for Boilding

Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants

14, 15, 31, &

53

17

App B

App B



1.97

1.98

1.100

1.101
1.102
1.103

1.104

1.107

1.108

1.109

1.110

1.11

Instrumentation for Light-Water-Cooled
Nuclear Power Plants to Assess Plant
Conditions During and Following an Accident

Assumptions Used for Evaluating the .
Potential Radiclogical Consequences of 2
Radicactive Offgas System Failure in 2
Boiling Water Reactor ,

Effects of Residual Elements on Predicted
Radiation Damage to Reactor Vessel
Materials :

Seismic Qualification of Electric tquipment
for Nuclear Power Plants

Emergency Planning for Nuclear Power Plants
Flood Protection for Nuclear Power Plants

Post-Tensioned Prestressing Systems for
Concrete Reactor Vessels and Containments’

Overhead Crane Handling Systems for Nuclear
Power Plants

Instrument Setpoints

Thermal Overload Protection for Electric
Motors on Motor-Operated Valves

Qualifications for Cement Grouting for
Prestressing Tendens in Containment
Structures

Periodic Testing of Diesel CGeneraztor
Units Used as Onsite Electric Power
Systems at Nuclear Power Plants

Calculation of Annual Doses to Man From
Routine Relezses of Reactor Effiuents for
the Purpose of Evaluating Compliance with-
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix !

Cost-Benefit Analysis for Radwaste
Systems for Light-Water-Cooled
Nuclear Power Reactors

Methods for Estimating Atmospheric Trans-
port and Dispersion of Gaseous Effluents
in Routine Releases from Light-Water-Cooled

Reactors

13, 19, 64

61

3]

App B

1, 5, 61

1, 4, 2

17, 18

App 1

“hop 1

App 1
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1.112 Calculation of Releases of Radiocactive App I
Materials in Gaseous and Ligquid Effluents
from Light-Water-Cooled Power Reactors

1.112 Estimating Aquatic Dispersion of Effluents App 1
from Accidental and Routine Reactor Releases
for the Purpose of Implementing Appendix I

1.114 Guidance on Being Operator at the Controls 19
of a Nuclear Power Plant

1.115 Protection Against Low Trajectory Turbine H
Missiles
1.116 Quality Assurance Requirements for App B

Installation, Inspection, and Testing
of Mechanical Equipment and Systems

1.117 Tornado Design Classification 2

1.118 Periodic Testing of Electric Power 18, 21 50.55A
and Protection Systems - .

1.118 Surveillance Program for New Fuel i
Assembly Designs -

1.120 Fire Protecticon Guidelines for Nuclear
Power Plants

1.121 Bases for Plugging Degraced PWR Steam
Generator Tubes

1.122 Development of Floor Design Response
Spectra for Sei-mic Design of Floor-
Supported Equipment or Components

1.1283 Quality Assurance Requirements for
Control of Procurement of Items and
Services for Nuclear Power Plants

1.124 Service Limits and Loading Combinations
for Ciass I Linear Type Ccmponent
Supports

1.125 Physical Models for Design and Operation

of Hydraulic Structures and Systems for
Nuclear Power Plants
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1.126 An Acceptable Model and Related Statistical App K
Methods for the Analysis of Tuel
Densification :

1.127 Inspeétion of Water-Control Structures 45

Associated with Nuclear Power Plants

1.128 Installation Design and Installation of 1
" Large Lead Storage Batteries for
Nuclear Power Plants

1.128 Maintenance, Testing, and Replacement 2
of Large Lead Storage Bftteries for Nuclear
Power Plants

1.130 Service Limits and Loading Combinations 2
for Class I Plant-and-Shell-Type
Component Supports

1.131 Qualification Test of Electric Cables,
Field Splices, and Connection for
Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants

1.132 Site Investigations for Foundatiohs of
Nuclear Power Plants

1.133 Loose-Part Detection Frogram for the 1, 12
Primary System of Light-Water-Cocled
Reactors

1.134 Medical Certification and Monitoring
of Personnel Requiring Operaztor Licenses

1.135 Norma]l Water Level and Dischirge at . -
Nuclear Power Plants

1.136 Materizl for Concrete Containments ' 1

1.137 Fuel-0i1 Systems for Standby 17
Diesel Generators :

1.138 Laborato;y Investigations of Seils
for Engineering Analysis anc Design
of Nuclear Power Plants

1.139 ° Guidance for Pesidual Heat Removal

1.140 Design, Testing, and Maintenance 60, 61
Criteria for Normal Ventilation Exhaust
System Air Filtration and Adsor ption

Units of Light-Water-Cocla. Nuclear
Power Plants



1

1.141 Containment Isolation Provisions for 54, 55, 56,
Fluid Systems . 57
1.142 Saf:ty-Related Concrete Structures for 2, 4

Nuclear Power Plants (Other Than
Reactor VYessels and Containments)

1.143 Des?3n Guidance for Radioactive Waste
Management Systems, Structures, and
Components Instailed in Light-Water-
Cooled Nuclear Power Plants
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8.2

8.3.1

8.3.2

Table 8-1
9.1.1
9.1.2
9.1.3

9.1.4
9.2.1

Title

General Agenda Station Site Visits. .,

Introduction

Offsite Power

A-C Power Systems (Onsite)

D-C Power Systems (Onsite)

Acceptance Criteria for Electric Power.
New Fuel Storage

Spent Fuel Storage

System

ooooooooo

oooooo

------

Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanup

System . . . .

Fuel Handling System
Station Service Water System (SWS) . .

oooooooooooo

ooooooooo

oooooooooooo

Regulation

GDC

50.55A

50.55A

50.55A

50.55A

1-5,13,17,18,
21,22,33-35,
ja,a1,44

1-5,13,17,18,
21,22,33-35,
36,41,44

1-5,13,17518,
21,33-35,38,
41,44

1-5,13,17,18,
¢1,22,33-35,
38,41,44

2,4,5,61,62,
63
2,4,5,61,62,
63

2,4,5,44,

. . 45,46

X

i.

1.32,1.41,
,1.68,1.75,
1.100,1.118,
2

.13,1.29,1.102,1.115,1.117 |
.13,1.29,1.102,1.115,1.117

26,1.29,1.102,1.117
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9.2.2 Cooling Water System . . . . . . . ..
2.2.3 Demineralized Water Make-up

SR IBE) . . - 5 ¢ 6 v b s s 6 ows
9.2.4 Potable and Sanitary Water Systems . .
9.2.5 Ultimate fleat Sink . . . . . . . ...
9.2.6 Condensate Storage Facilities . . . . 2,4,5,44,45  1.26,1.29,1.102,1.117

16 ’

9.3.1 Compressed Air System (CAS) . . . . .. 2,4,5 1.26,1.29
9.3.2 Process Sampling System (PSC) . . . .. 1.21,1.26,1.29,1.143
%33, Equipiment and Floor Drainage

System (EFDS) . . . . . SRR AR | 2,4 1.29
9.3.4 Chemical and Volume Control System ’ '

(PWR) (Including Boron Recovery System.) 2,4,5,26,27, 1.26,1.29,1,102,1.117

' 29,33

9.3.5 Standby Liquid Control System (SLCS). 2,4,21,26,27 1.26,1.27,1.102,1.117
9.4.1 Control Room Area Ventilation

System (CRAVS) . . . . . . . . . . .. 2,4,5,19 1.26,1.29,1.117
9.4.2 ., Spent Fucl.Pool Arca Ventilation ‘

System (SFPAVS) . . . . . . . « « . . 2,4,5 1.13,0.26,).307
9.4.3 Auxiliary and Radwaste Area Ventilaiion .

SUSRD . RRIIEE s < & .8 b 8 b ow b e 2,4,5 _ 1.26,1.29,1.117
9.4.4 Turbine Arca Ventilation System (TAVS). 2,4,5 1.26,1.29,1.117

9.4.5 “Engineered Safety Feature Ventilation 2,4,5 1.26,1.29,1.117

System (ESFVS)




ki~

SRP Section Title Requlation GDC Req. Guide
¥
9.5.1 Fire Prolection System . . . . . . . : 3,5 1,78,1.101
9.5.2 Comnunications System (CS) . . . . .
9.5.3 Lighting Systems (LS) . . . . . . ..
9.5.2 Communications System (CS) . . . .. !
9.5.3 Lighting Systems (LS) . . . . . . .. '
. 9.5.4 Diesel Engine Fuel 011 Storage and ' 2,4,5,17 1.26,1.29,1.68,1.102,
Transfer System . . . . . . . . . .. i 1.117,1.137
9.5.5 * Diesel Generator Cooling Water 2,4,5,44,45, 1.26,1.29,1.66,1.102,1.117
T R e o R 46 3
9.5.6 Diesel Generator Starting System . . 2,4,15 1.26,1.29,1.68
9.5.7 Diesel Fngine Lubrication System . . 2,4,5 1.26,1.29,1.68,1.102,i.117
9.5.8 Diesel Generator Combustion Air | 2,A,5 1.26,1.29,1.68,1.102,1.117
Intake and Exhaust System . . . . .. '
9.5.9 Main Steamline lsblatlon Valve
Sealing System (BWR) . . . . . . . '
10.2 Turbine Generator 1.68
10.2.3 Turbine Disc Integrity . . . . . . . ASME 4 _
10.3 *  Main Steam'Supply System {[MSSS) . . 2,4,34 1.26,1.29,1.102,1.117
10.3.6 Steam and feedwater System CASHE 1 1.0 ,0,36,1.37 1 ,44,1 %0
1.71,1.085
Materfals .« « ¢« ¢ « s ¢ s s o o v oo |
10.4.1 Main Condensers (MC) . . . . . . - - 60,64 1.64
10.4.2 ‘Main Condenser Evacuation System 1.2

(MCES) . « ¢ « « o ¢ & « Yo wiv %08
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SRP Section Title Requlation GDC v Reg. Guide
10.4.3 Turbine Gland Sealing System (TGSS) . 60,64 1.26
10.4.4 Turbine Bypass System (T0S) . . . . . 1.68

10.4.5 Circulating Water System (CHWS)

10.4.6 Condensate Cleanup System (CCS) . . . ASME 1.56

10.4.7  Condensate and Feedwater System (CAFS) 2,4,5,44,45,46 1.26,1.29,1.68,1.102,1,117
10.4.8  Steam Generator Blowdown System (SGBS) 1.143

10.4.9 Auxiliary Feedwater System (AFS) . .. 55452.19.44. l.26.].29.1.&2.1.102.1.117

1.1 Source Terms . . . . . . . B Pt 20 App.1 1.112 : NUREG-0016-0017

n.2 Liquid Waste Systems . . . . . . . .. Pt 20 App.I 1.21,1.60,1.143

11.3 Gascous Waste Systems . . . . . . .. Pt 20 App. 1 12140.1.143 '

1.4 Solid Waste Systems . . . . . « . . . Pt 20 App. I 1.143 "

11.5 Process and Effluent Radiological

Monitoring and Sampling Systems . . . 60,63,64 1.21,1.97 v
12.1 Assuring That Occupational Radiation (

Exposures are As Low as
Practicable (ALAP)

12.2 Radiation Sources . . . « « « « « « .
12.3 Radiation Protective Design Features.
12.4 Dose Assessment . . . « « « « « ¢ . .
12.1 Assuring That Occupational Radiation Pt 20 ' 1.8 (8.8, 8.10)

Exposures are as Low as Practicable(ALAP)
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SRP Seclion

12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5

13.1.1

131.2
13.1.3

13.2
13.3
13.4
13.5

13.6
14.0

14,1

14.2
15.0
15.1

Title

Radiation Sources . . . . . . . . . .
Radiation Protective Design Features.
Dose Assessment

..........

Health Physics Program . . . . . . .
Management and Technical Support

Organfzation . . . . « . . . « « « 4
Operating Organization . . . . . . ..

Qualifications of Nuclear Plaht
Personnel . . . . . « . . Vs B e $A08

Training
Emergency Planning . . . . . . . . ..
Review and Audit- . . . . « . « « «s

Plant Procedures

Industrial Security .. . . . . . « ..
Initial Plant Test Programs (PSAR) ..

Initial Plant Test Programs - FSAR ..

‘Introduction |

" Increase in lleat Removal by the

Secondary System

w)3e
Requlation GDC

Pt 20
Pt 20
Pt 20

50.34(a)(9)
(b}(7)

Pt 55
Pt 100, App.E

50,54(1)(J)
(k)(1)

Pt 73

Reg. Gulde

1.21,1.52,1.69 (8.8)

1.8,1.16,1.39 (8.2,8.7,
8.0,8.9,0.10)

1.8

1.8, 1.101
1.97, 1.100

1.33

1.17

1.68
1.68



SRP Section
15.1.1-15.1.4

15.1.

15.2

15.2.
15.2.

NN

15.2.

15.2.
15.2.

15.3

15.3.
15.3.

15.3.
15.3.

15.4

(5.

PN =

-

-14-

Title

Decrease in Feedwater Temperature,
Increase in Feedwater Flow,
Increase in Steam Flow, and
Inadvertent Opening of a Steam
Generator Relief or Safety Valve .

Spectrum of Steam Zystem Piping
Fatlures Inside and Qutside of
Containment (PWR) . . . . . . . . H

Decrease in lleat Removal by the
Secondary System

Steam Pressure Regulator Fallure
(Closed), Loss of External Load or
Turbine Trip, Closure of Main Steam
Isolation Valve (DHR), and Loss of
Condenser Vacuum . . . . . . . « .

Loss of Non-Emergency A-C Power to
Lthe Station Auxiliaries . . . . . .

Loss of Normal Feedwater Flow . . .

(\.\
Feedwater System Pipe Breaks Inside

and Outside Containmenl (PWR) . . .

Decrease in Reactor Coolant
Flow Rate . . . . . poooe e e e

Loss of Forced Reactor Coolant Fl.w
Including Trip of Pump and Flow
Controller Malfunctions . . . . . .

Reactor Coolant Pump Shaft Seifzure
and Reactor Coolant Pump Shaft Dreak

Reaclivity and Power Distribution
Anomalies . « « - ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o &

Requlation GDC

Pt 100

Pt 100

Pt 100

Req. Guide
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SRP Section Title Requlation

15.4.1 Uncontrolied Control Rod Assembly With-
drawal From a Subcritical or. Low Power
Startup Condition . . . . . . . . . ..

15.4.2 Uncontrolled Control Rod Assembly
Withdrawl at Power . . . . . . . ..

15.4.3 Control Rod Misoperation (System
Malfunction or Cperator Error . . .

15.4.4 Startup of an Inactive Loop or
15.4.5 Recirculation Loop at an Incorrect
Temperature, and Flow Controller
-Malfunction Causing an Increase in
BWR Reactor Coolant Flow Rate . . .
15.4.6 Chemical and Volume Conirol System
. Malfunction That Results in a
Decrease in the Boron Concentration
in the Reactor Coolant (PWR) . . . ASME
15.4.7 Inadvertent Loading and Operation Pt 100
of a Fuel Assembly in an Improper
Position c
15.4.8 Spectrum of Rod Ejection Pt 100
Accidents (PWR) . . . . . . . . .
15.4.9 Spectrum of Rod Drop Accidents Pt 100
. (BHR) » . . . . L I I I I I D A
15.5 Increase in Reactor Coolant
Inventory . . « « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o
15.5.1 Inadvertent Operation of ECCS and
15.5.2 Chemical and Volume Control System

Malfunction That Increases Reactor
-.Coolant lnventory ........

20,25

20,25

13

Reg. Guide

1.5, 1.77

1.77




SRP Section Title
15.6 Decrease in Reactor Coolant Inventory .
15.6.1 Inadvertent Opening of a PHR Pressurizer
Safety/Relief Valve or a BWR
Safety/Relief Valve . . . . . . . . . .
15.6.2 Break in Instrument Line or Other Lines
from Reactor Coolant Pressure Doundary
That Penetrate Containment . . . . . ..
15.6.3 Steam Generator Tube Fallure
Accident (PHR) . . . . . « « « « v « o
15.6.4 Main Steam Line Break Accident (DWR) ..
15.6.5 Loss of Coolant Accideats Resulting
from Spectrum of Postulated Piping
Breaks Within the Reactor Coolant
Pressure Doundary . . . . . « « « « « .
15.7 Radioactive Release from a Subsystem
or Component
15.7.1 Waste Gas System Failure . . . . . . ..
15.7.2 Radioactive Liquid Waste System
ek or FaIlWE . v « i 5 5 e s 8 s 4 @
15.7.3 Postulated Radioactive Releases due
to Liquid Tank Failures . . . . . . . @
15.7.4 Fuel Handling Accidents
15.7.5 Spent Fuel Cask Drop Accidents . . . ..
15.8 Anticipated Transients Without Scram ..
15.8 Anticipated Transients Without Scram ..

=16~

Requlation

GDC

Pt 100
Pt 100

50.46

Pt 100

Pt 100

Pt 20

Pt 100

Pt 100

55

40, 55

Req. Guide

.11

1.5

1.52

1.25
1.25

1.3, 1.4
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SRP Section Title Regulation GOC Req. Guide

16.0 Technical Specifications . . . . . . . 50.36

17.1 Quality Assurance During Design and 1.26,1.30,1.37,1.39,1.54
EORRBTRERIIN & « + ¥ 5 s s 0.5 8 b e App. D 1.56,1.64,1.74,1.80,1.94

6
17.2 Quality Assurance During the 1.8,1.28,1.30,1.37,1.39,
Operations Phase App. D.Pt 55 1.54,1.5
‘ 1.94
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Conmissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Hendrie
Commissionar Bradford [:,

THRU: Nilliam J. Dircks :
’ Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: ; Harold R. Denfon, Director
: Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
SUBJECT: COMPLIANCE OF OPERATING LICENSE APPLICATIONS WITH CURRENT
NRC REGULATIONS, REGULATORY GUIDES, AND BRANCH TECHNICAL®

POSITIONS : :

-

This memorandum responds to the May 12, 1980 memorandum from S. J. Chilk to

W. J. Dircks wherein the Commission requested an estimate of the staff and
~applicant resources required to identify the extent to which operating license
~ applications comply with all current safety-related regulations, regulatory

guides, and branch technical positicns, and to document the buses for any

instances of non-conformance. . ‘

Based on our review of this request, we have concluded that such an effort
would require significant additional staff and applicant resources. We esti-
mate that about two additional man-years per application would be required by
oth the staff and each license applicant. (The staff currently estimates

about 11.5 professional man-years are needed to conduct an OL safety review).
In addition, about three man-years would be required at the front-end to
restructure the way the staff reviews applications for compliance with those

. regulations and related regulatory guidance documents that are not normally
addressed in staff safety reviews and Safety Evaluation Reports, and to issue
additional guidance for conducting and ducumenting these restructured staff

_reviews. The problems involved in accomplishing this activity and the bases
for our estimates are presented below.

The first problem invelves the fact that the staff's current review procedures
are not directed toward providing 2 detziled and specific accounting of compli-
ance with each and every regulatory requirement and related regulatory guide.
Rather, the radiological safety review of cperating license applications is
based on the Stancard Review Plan (SRP) which incorporates by reference appli-
cable regulatory guides and all approved Branch Technical Positions (see
Enclosure 1). Conformance with the Standard Review Plan and its references

LEg-8Lr 12
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{s generally belfeved to constitute compliance with zpplicable NRC regulaticns,
although a systematic analysis to establish this congruence has not been con-
ducted., It should be noted, however, t compliance with individual regula-
tions has been adjudicated favorably in some previous cases, and contentions
have been admitted in some clrrent cases which involve compliance with each

of the applicable regulations.

A second probiem {s that the staff's review is of the audit type; that is, not
all plant features are reviewed by the staff for conformance *a the Standard
Review Plan. Given the nature of an 2udit review, it is not possible for the
staff to demonstrate in detail that an applicaticn is in complete compliance
with 211 elements of either the Standard Review Plan or the applicable regula-
tions. However, {f the results of the audit review are favorable, the staff
has felt that it is able to conclude with reascnable assurance that.the entire
application is in compliance with the regulations and the SRP.

A third problem involves the fact that there are some regulations for which
there is no corresponding guidance to reviewers in the SRP. One known example
is that General Design Criterion 51, "Fracture Prevention of Containment .
Pressure Boundary," is not explicitly referenced in the relevant SRP sections.

A fourth problem is that the staff Safety Evaluation Repor:s have always been
written to summarize the results of the audit reviews and were not intended

- to document 211 aspects of the review. These reports tend to highlight those

- areas in which disagreements occurred between the staff and the applicant and
the way in which these areas were resolved. Therefore, it is not always
possible to find in these reports an accounting of the conformance of these
applications to some of the NRC regulations or regulatory guidance that received
most of the staff attention in these reviews.

In order to accomplish and document the type of review described in the May 12
Chilk memorandum, the staff would have to complete the following activities:

(1) Review each of the applicable NRC safety regulations, including all sub-
parts, and prepare approprizte guidelines for assessing compliance in
instances where such guidelines do not currently exist in the SRP. Deveiop
a 1ist of current regulatory guides not incorporated by reference in the -
SRP and a list of approved staff requirements and positions not yet
incorporated in the SRP, such 2s new staff requirements related to THI,
and a number of staff positions given interim approval by the Director
of NRR pending incorporztion in the SRP.

(2) Require applicants to address in detail in their license applications
their conformance with a1l current safety regulations, current regulatory
guides not in the SRP, the SRP, and other approved staff requirements or

pesitions.
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(3) Requ1r§ applicants to justify any areas cf non-conformance with the regula-
tory requirements and guidance 1isted above.

(4) Review resﬁonses to (2) and (3) above. This review would be an expansion
of the staff audit review to include a1l aspects of the application that
deal with current regulatory requirements and guidance.

_(5) Prepare safety evaluations to adiress each of the matters described above
te indicatz the degree of conformance and the bases fur any areas of non-
conformance.

Item (1) involves considerable front-end work necessary to organize the reviews
on a.consistent basis. We estimate that abodE giTess - R

effort would be required to accomplish this one-time efYort. Otlires

WaLlE alsocbecinuolved in this work. We estimate that it would take each appli-
cant about twamaddiriopaFTEnevesrs to accomplish Items (2) and (3) and 2
comparable effort on the part of the staff to accomplish Items (4) and (5)

for each application.

While we believe a requirement for this form of documentation in the staff
safety evaluation reports may be desirable, we do not recommend that it be
implemented as a prerequisite for authorizing full power for near-term OLs.
Rather, if the Commissior decides to adept this approach for all new applica-
tions, we recommend that a reasonable grace period for implementation be
adopted (about 15 years in our judgment) for the following reasons:

(1) We believe that the health and safety of the public is being adequately
protected by the current staff safety review process. Although strict
compliance with the Standard Review Plan has not been required for the
near term OL a2ppiications, it was used extensively in the staff reviews
of those applications. In conjunction with the TMI-related requirements,
the "normal® staff review that was performed for these plants provides
greater assurance of adequate compliarce with the complete body of
regulatory requirements than for any other plants in operation.

(2) The audit reviews conducted by the staff provide reasonable assurance
that the applications can eventually be shown, in detail, to be in
compliance with the Conmission's regulations and other NRC regulatory
requirements.

3) The manpower costs to NRC and licensees 2t this time would be very
disruptive of activities now underwey in response tc the changes in
regulatory reguirements stemming from Three Mile Island.
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(4) There would be large economic costs {n accomplishing these activities
on near-term applications before authorizing full puwer operation
because of the extensive delays that would result.

\

Karold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: I .

Background Information on
Application’ of Standard
Review Plan

cc: OPE
0GC
SECY
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o : Background Information on Application L*J
: of Standard Review Plan : §

Jn August 12, 1975, B. C. Rusche, the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR) issued NRR Office Letter No. 2. NRP Office Letter No. 2 directed ..
that except for clarification and correction of errors, the Standard Review

Plan would remain fixed until any proposed change of substance was considered

by the Division Directors reviewed by the Regulatory Requirements Review Committee,
and then authorized by the Director, NRR. .
Mr. Rusche, on June 18, 1976, issued NRR Office Letter No. 9 (Attachment 1).
This Office Letter directed the Divisions of System Safety, Project Management,
and Site Safety and Environmental Analysis to establish and submit procedures
to the NRR Office Director by August 1, 1976, for documentina the bases for all
deviations from the Standard Review Plans. ‘NRR Office Letter No. 9 also
directed that these procedures were to be implemented on all operating license
application reviews by January 1, 1977.

On September 20, 1976, Mr. Rusche issued a memorandum (Attachment 2) to the

NRR Division Directors approving the implementary procedure for documentation
of deviations from the Standard Review Plans. This memorandum directed that ;
Safety Evaluation Reports issued after January 1, 1977, for plants under review
for operating licenses incorporate documentation of deviations from the Standard
Review Plan.

On January 31, 1977, Mr. Rusche issued a memorandum (Attachment 3) to the NRR
Division Directors. This memorandum withdrew the directive set forth in the
September 20, 1976, memorandum and in its stead issued a superseding directive

establishing an af%ernate program as follows: ‘

(1) Require che staff to assess the Standard Review Plan, determine ‘
any changes needed to assure that its requirements were realistic
and practical of achievement, and initiate the actions needed to
implement these changes.

(2) Require the staff to implement the policy established in NRR Office
Letter No. 9 for all operating license applications docketed after
January 1, 1977.

As a result the applications for fourteen operating licenses now in review were « B
not required to be reviewed in accordance with the policy established in NRR B~
Office Letter No. 9. These applications are listed below: i

Salem 2 McGuire 1 & 2
North Anr ¢ Fermi 2
Farley 2 Zimmer 1
Diable Canyon 1 & 2 Shoreham 1

Sequoyah 1 & 2 Watts Bar 1 & 2



For all remaining operating license applications the policy established in
NRR Office Letter No. 9 was to be implemented as par: of the normal review
activities for these applications.

We are currently reviewing NRR Office Letter No. 9 to determine if it is
feasiple to extend “ts applicability to more plants.
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“u%;“ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
i “F WASHINGTOWN, D. C. | 0658

""" June 18, 1976

-

R. Heineman, Director, Division of Systems Safety

R. Boyd, Director, Division of Project Management

.. Deanton, Director, Division of Site Safety and Envirommental Analysis
V. Stcllo, Jr., Director, Division of Operating Reactors
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NRR OFFICE LETTER NO. 9 -

il

SUBJECT: Documentation of Departures from Standard Review Plaé .

The purpose of this Office Letter is to establish KRR policy with
respect to documentation of departures from the Standard Review Plan
(SRP). Use of the Standard Review Plan as a routine tocl in our review
process was established by Office Letter No. 2 dated August 12, 1875.
This letter directed in part that:

"Standard Review Plans should be used by each NRR project
mznager and technical reviewer to assure consistent evaluation
for all applications. Careful attention to the wniform
izplecexntation of SRP's by each individual NRR staff member
wvill assure an acieptable level of ctafety for 21l plants
licensed."

A special problem arises with respect to operating license reviews
when these review plans are used. Because the construction permit
reviews of these facilities were not reviewed aleng the Standard
Review Plan guidelines, licensing decision:: were and are continuing
to be made concerning the acceptability of .7’ternative approaches,
These decisions, and especially the bases for these decisions, are
often not documented in the Safety Evalua: 'ons which csummarize the =
staff reviews, The staff spends considerable resources assuring that ﬁi
plants have a safe design prior to authorizing plant operatiom, but ;
the staff accomplishments can be lost if the bases for staff decisioms =
are not clearly documented for future use. 1

i

[HH
H

From time to time in the future, we will be called on to demonstrate

the safety of operating plants and their relationship to current licensing
criteria. It would be extremely difficult and iorfficient on these
ocecasionas for the staff to re-iveview and determine the bases for
acceptance of these plants with respect to various curreant issues.

AR
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EEE | Multiple Addressees -2 June 18, 1976

Therefore, in an effort to minimire the nuzber of plants where this
duplicative effort may be necessary, I &= directing the Divisicns of
Systems Safety, Project Management, and Site Safety and Environmental
dnalysis to do the following:

1. Establish and submit procedures to me by August 1, 1976, for

documenting the bases for all deviations from the Standard

Review Plans in each operating license Safety Evaluatiom.

Special attention should be given to documenting departures

from SRP Acceptance Criteria. The Divisicn of Project

Management will take the lead responsibility for coordinating

this effort. , -~
2. Implement these procedures for &ll opecating license Safety

Bvaluation Reports to be issued after January 1, 1877.

en C. Rusche, Director -
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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%, $ UNITED STATES
K NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

feeas : : ~ September 20, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: Roger S. Boyd, Director, Division of Project Management

Robert E. Heineman, Director, Division of Systems
Safety

Victor Stello. Jr., Director. Division of Operating.
Reactors

Harold R. Denton, Director, Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis

FROM: Ben C. Rusche, Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation
SUBJECT: DOCUMENTATION OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW
PLAN

Reference NRR Office Letter No. 9 which established NRR pelicy with
respect to documentation of departures from the Standard Review Plan.

I now have approved the implementing procedure for documentation of
these deviations. A copy of this procedure is enclosed.

Safety Evaluation Reports issued after January 1, 1977, for plants
under review for operating licenses and issued after August 1, 1977,
for applications under review for construction permits or preliminary
design approval are to incorporate documentation of the deviations

from the Standard Review Plan.
ag ( v‘\J/l/~

Ben C. Rusche, D1rector
Office of Nucle - Reactor Regulation

Enclosura:
Procedure

cc w/enclosure:
NkR Technical Personnel
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PROCEDURE ' FOR* DOCUMENTATION

OF DEVIATIONS - FROM TEE STANDARD REVIEN PLAN

Introduction

The staff review of nuclear plant designs cdescribed in Safety Analysis
Reports is performed within the guidelines established by the Standard
Review Plan (NUREG-75/087), issued in September 1975, and as since a-
mended, Use of the acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan as
a measure of the acceptar.lity of plant design features assures both a
consistent evaluation of proposed pleat designs and an acceptable level
of safety for all plants licensed. “he Standard Reviev Plzan also de-
scribes and documents the acceptability of specific design aporoaches
to satisfy certain of the acceptance criteria. We recognize, however,
that alternate design ‘app:oaches may satisfy these acceptance criteria
equally well., PFurther, we recognize that, with proper justification,
applicants may be able to demonstrate that particular srovisions of the'

acceptance criteria need not be met at all.

Currently, significant difficulties arise when the Standard Revigw Plan
is used during the coperating license review of a plant design, These
difficulties stem from the fact that the plant design zt its construc-
tioh: permit stage of licensing was reviewed and aporoved acainst differ-
ent guidelines due to tne lack of the Standard Review 2lan at that
earlier stage of review; some future reviews will encomter the same
difficulties due to the szme reascn or to changes to t-e Sz2ndard Review

Plan that have occurred during the intervening perioS. In either event,

) /
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deviations will exist in the plant design relative to the then current
Standard Review Plan, and the stzff is or will be faced with licensing
decisions regarding the acceptability of the design described in the
Pinal safety Analysis Reoort.

In the past, applicants have expendec considerable efforts justifying,
and the staff has spent considerzble time evaluating, particular plant
desicn features to assure an acceptatle level of safety. Often these
efforts have not been properly document=¢ to clearly indicate the bases
for acceptability of the Gesign. To improve the usefulness of our
Safety Evaluation Reports as a recoré cf such decisions and to minimize
the need for future reassesszents of operating plants to demonstrate
adequate levels of safety relative tc current criteria, it is desirable
that the bases for such licezsing Gecisions be clearly documented in the
Safety Evaluation Reports that summarize the staff review of the Final
Safety Analysis Report. TO this end, zny deviations from current
Standard Review Plan acceptasc: criteria will need to be listed and
justified in the Final Safety 21zlysis Report and in the staff's Safety
Evaluation Report prior to cxoletioz of the operating license stage

of review.

A problem of similar type but of muct less magnitude may exist with re-
spect to some construction permit and stadard design applications and
associated staff reviews. Since 21l n=w 2zplicaticons for construction
pernits or for preliminary design ascroval of standard designs must ad-
dress the information needs identifis€ in Revisicn 2 to the Standard

Format and Content of Safety 2Anzlysis =sports, deviations from the
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acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan are expected to be non-ex-
istent or minimized. However, alternate design approachss may be proposed
by the applicant, and it is possible that deviations may arise during the
course of the review. In zny event, any deviations or alternate design
approaches, whether initially proposed or developed during the course of
the staff review, will need to be listed and justified in the Preliminary
Safety Analysis Report and in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to

campletion of this stage of review.

This document presents the procedures that should be followed (1) by appli-

cants and (2) by staff reviewers and Licensing Project Managers to assure

that adequate documentation of deviations and alternate approaches in plant
designs relative to the Standard Review Plan is provided in Safety Mnalysis

Reports and in Safety Evaluation Reports, respectively.

pefinition of Deviation

For the purposes of this procedure, a deviation is defined as a lack of con-
formance of a plant design feature to one or more provisions of the accept-
ance criteria given in the Standard Review Plan. An alternate and acceptable
design zoproach to satisfyiug the Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria
is not considered to be a deviation, but the bases for acceptability must

also be documented in the Safety Analysis Report and in the Safety Evalua-

tion Rexort.
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P:‘ocedure

Toe procedure for documenzing Jeviatizms from the Standard Revie:: Plan
requires the applicant initially to identify the Geviation and provide
the bases for acceptadbility. Tris information should be included in
the Safety Analysis Report =¢ revieved ty the staff as a part of the
normal review process. Toe results of the review should be described
in the Safety Eva uation Remort to mowide clear documentation of all
deviations, includinc the bzses for :coestabdbility. The same procedure
should be followed fcr al:e:naie éesicn =croaches. The procedure is
based on the implicit assumrtion tha: a rrogram will be established
waereby plants license¢ for opsratica wiil be maintained continuously

uD-to-date with regard to canges in liczensing requirements (i.e., at

the time a new staff pesition is Gevelopsd, a decision regarding its
eoplicability on a genezic fasis or oo exch plant, on a case-by-case

basis, will also be made ani imrlemesnt=d).

The specific steps in the procsCure Zcr : new zpplication are:

1. The applicant will ilectify =& provide bases for all deviations
from the accegtzce riteria zives in the Standard Review Plan.
The information shou’d be co—=zinsd in those Safety Analysis
Report sections that descrios e systems, coaponents, or struc-
tures in whick e Gsviations exist. In addition, the applicant

should provide ia Chezpser 1 2 sz y listing of the deviations

and an jdentificztioz cf t=2 s=ctions in the Safety Analysis =
Report wherein == 3svizzions z-e described and justified. =
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puring the acceptance review of the Safety Analysis Report, the
staff should Getermine that this information has been provided
and should inform the applicant of any obvious deficiencies.

Pollowing docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff
should perform a review of the deviations and their bases, iden-
tify other deviztions that should be discussed in the Safety
Anzlysis Report, and request additional information as necessary
at the first romnd request for additional information (Q-1) stage

of review.

At the second round reguest for additional information (Q-2)
stage of review, the staff should inform the apolicant of its

positions on the deviations and their bases.

Following review of the applicant's response, draft Safety
Evaluation Report irputs should be prepared that describe each
deviation and the results of tne staff review of the bases for
their accepta.b:".itf; the Safety Evaluation Report inputs should
also include 2 ceneral statement denoting acceptability of the
asplicant's design relative to the grouping of acceptance criter-
ia jiven in the Stanjard Review Plan sections. As stated previous-
v, the Safety Evaluztion Report inputs should also include dis~

cussions of any alternate zpproaches to staff positions that have

been adopted by the zpplicant and the bases for acceptability.




6. The Licensing Project Manager should include a section in the

Safety Evaluation Report that notes {hat the review has been
mede using the Standard Review Plan criteria as of the appli-
catior © “et date, tabulates all deviations from those criteria,
and identifies the location in the Safety Evaluation Report

where the discussion may be found.

The procedural steps given above relate to future applications.
Modifications to _.ese procedural steps will be made in order to
implement the procedure for applications currently in the licensing
process. Specific steps will be taken to 2ssure that the implementation

will be consistent with the Commission's standardization and replication

policies.
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ZMPLEMENTATION

1.

Plants Currently Under Review for Operating-Licenses

Three plants have Safety Evaluation Report issuance dates
currently scheduled beyond January 1, 1877. These ere srbtebm
(March 1977), Zimmer 1 (July 1977), and Batch 2 (December 1977).
we will request the applicants for Shoreham and Zimmer to submit
their listing of deviations with justification in our second
round requests for additional information scheduled for Septem-
ber 1976. Reviewers should begin independent reviews of these
plants at this time to permit completion of effort in time for
Safety Evaluation Repcrt issuance. A letter will be sent to the
applicant for Hatch to reguest submittal of the neeced informa-

tion.

One plant, katts Bar 1/2, has recently been tendered for docket-
ing. The request for the list of deviations with justification
will be included in our initial request for aSditional informa-
tion.

One plant, Fermi 2, will have its Safety Evaluation Report issued
late this year. BHowever, it will be incomplete since operation
is not contemp. ced until 1980. A major suppledent will be issu-
ed a year or so before operation. A letter to the zpplicant will
inform him that the matter of deviations will be included at that

time. Other plants currently under review will not be considered

even though schedule changes may slip the Safety Evzluation
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Reports beyond Jam:ar.y 1, 1977. These plant include Davis Besse-l,

Arkansas -2, and McGuoire 1/2.

riants with-Constroction - Permits-and-thich-will Apoly for

Ooerating-Lice: ses

The LaSalle 1/2 ané WPPSS 2 applications are su. duled for
FSAR submittal in September and October 1976, respectively. We
can implement the procedure for these plants at the acceptance

review stage.

For the other 27 plants beyond these two that currently have a
construction permit, a letter will request inclusion of the de-

viation informatioa in the Final Safety Analysis Report.

Plants Currently Dder-Review for ‘Constroction Permits

Letters will be seat to applicants for plants which have issuance
dates for Safety Evaluzstion Reports, or major supplemem.:s to up-
dzte delayed plants, currently scheduled beyond August 1, 1977, to
inform them that their Safety Anzlysis Reports or supplements

and our Safety Evaluation Reports will need to contain the list-
ing of deviations and justification. No non-delayed plant

is in this status. ™hs Gelayed plants include Douglas Point 1/2,
Greenwood 2/3, Allans Creex 1/2, Montague 1/2, and Barton 1/2.
New England 1/2 has Deen tendered for docketing. The requirement
on the list of devizzisns and justification will be included in

our initial regques: Zcr additional information.
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Other plants (25 in number. 15 of which are in the post-ACRS
stage) will not be considered at this time even though schedule
changes may slip the Safety Evaluation Reports or supplements
beyond May 1, 1877. '

4. Future Construction Permit Applications

The requirement for the list of deviations and justification
will be included in our acceptance revizw letter for those
applications submitted within six months of issuance of the

change to the ftandard Formet discussed in item & below. The

RN I O R N T A T HI TH I TR R R H I LR T LR 1Rt i 1 1 1Rt te 31818

information will be expected to be in a Safety Anzlysis Report

submitted efter such a:period of time.

S. Construction "ermit Applications Referencing Approved Standard

Desians or Replicating Base Plants

The requirement for providing the 1ist of deviations and justifi-
cation in the Preliminary Safety Analysis Report will be imple-
mented only for those portions of the Preliminary Safety Analysis
Report that =equire a de novo review in accordance with the
Standardization Policy or the Replication Policy, as applicable.
The requirement will be applied fully to the reviews of reference
designs for which the scheduled issuance date of the Safety
e _ Evaluation Report is beyond August 1, 1977.




M

General

A change to the Standard Format will be processed to require
the inclusion of the listing of deviations and justification
in Safety Analysis Reports.

P
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UNITED S\ ATES
NJCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20858

CJEN 8. BT

HEMORANDUM FOR: R. Boyd, Director, Division of Project Management

R

R. Heineman, Director, Division.of Systems Safety

V. Stello, Director, Division of Operzting Reactors

H. Denton, Director, Division of Site Safety and
Environmental Analysis B '

FROM: = Ben C. Rusche, Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation .
SUBJECT: REVISED PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMENTATION OF DEVIATIONS

FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

NRR Office Letter No. 2, issued on August 12, 1975, directed the -taff
to use the Standard Review Plan to assure consistent evaluztio) of

211 2pplications. It also directed that, except for clarification

and correction of errors, the Standard Review Plan would remain fixed
until any proposed change of substance was considered by the Division
Directors, reviewed by the Regulatory Requirements Review Committee,
and then authorized by the Director, NRR.

NRR Office Letter No. 9, issued on June 18, 1976, addressed the special
problem associated with implementation of Office Letter No. 2 in
operating license reviews when the construction permit reviews were
not conducted on the basis of the Standard Review Plan guidelines.

Tt noted the necessity to document decisiuns made on beses other than
those defined in the Standard Review Plan and, of equal importance,

the reasons for the acceptability of such bases. It then directed

the staff to develop, for my approval, procedures for docurenting

the bases for deviations from the Standard Review Plan in each oper-
ating license Safety Evalvation, and to implement those procedures

for a1l operating license Safety Evaluation Reports issued after
January 1, 1977. My memorandum of September 20, 1976, approved an
implementing procedure recommsnded to me by the NRR Division Directors.

This procedure addressed both operating license and constructicn per-
mit applications.

The experience ~»“ned in attempting to use the implementing procedure
for operating license reviews nearing completion has shown *t
contrary to our expectation at the time the procedure was ceieloped,
the staff is unable at this time to conform to the requirerents of
the implementing procedure without incurring a substantizl delay in
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' Multiply Addressees ; -2 - JEh 5 e -

completing the reviews for these applications. kaile there is no
concern as to the safety level established by the staff review, the
fact remains that a significant effort would be required at this

time for the staff to identify, for an ongoing operating license
review, all deviations from the acceptance criteria set forth in

the Standard Review Plan and to document the bases for the accepta-
bility of these deviations. The Division Directors have now recom-
mended that I withdraw the directive set forth in my memorandum of
September 20, 1976, and in its stead issue a superseding directive ' -
establishing an alternate program that would:-

(1) Require the staff to assess the Standard Review Plan, determine
any changes needed to assure that all requirements therein are
realistic and practical of achievement, and initiate the actions
needed to impleme. t those changes in accordance with the policy
established in NRR Office Letter No. 2.

(2) Require the staff to implement the policy established in NRR
Office Letter No. 9 for 211 construction permit applications
docketed after September 1, 1976.
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(3) Require the staff to implement the policy established in NRR
Office Letter No. 9 for all operating 1icense applications
docketed after January 1, 1977. - ‘

The Division Directors have indicated that approval of the propesed
alternate program would permit the staff to conduct its review of
operating license applications, almost from the start of such reviews,
with the knowledge that conformance to Office Letter No. S would be

a8 requisite for licensing. Such timely knowledge should 1imit the
impact of this requirement on the schedule for completion of the staff
review. I have also been informed that if the alternzte program is
approved, then four operating license applications that would have
otherwise been re uired to conform to Office Letter No. © will not

be required to so conform.

U i

I have decided to approve the recommended alternate program. This
approval is based on (1) the conviction that the singular issue is
one of documentation and not safety, (2) the knowledge that the
alternate program will permit a 1imited number of operating license
applications ?four) to be added to the number reviewed without thr
need to completely conform to the procedure, and (3) the staff itself
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is not prepared to implement the proceduré in a timely manner for
the four applications involved. Accordingly, my memorandum of
September 20, 1976, is withdrawn and is superseded in its entirety
by thic memorandum. In essence, the procedure for uocumentation
(Enclosure 1) remains unchanged for construction permit reviews but
modified so that only limited participation will be required of
licensees involved in operating license reviews, and the implemen-
tation program (Enclosure 2) has been modified so that the appro-
priate Safety Evaluation Reports, including those associated with
operating license, construction permit, and design approval appli-
cations, will document deviations from the Standard Review Plan and
the bases for the acceptance of such deviation. p

//
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et {//{“- ‘L {t\
en C. Rusche, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:

1. Procedure for Documentation
of Deviations from the
Standard Review Plan

2. Implementation Progrim

cc w/enclosures:
NRR Technical Perscnnel
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EICOSURE 1

PROCEDIRE FOR DOCS/ENTATION

OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

Introduction

The staff review of nuclear plant designs cescribed in Safety Analysis
Reports is performed witbin the guidelines establisned by the Standard
Review Plan (NUREG-75/".87), issuea in Septemder 197¢, and as since
amenced. Use of the acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan as
a :eaSu:e of the acceptability of plant Gesign features assures both a
consistent evaluation of proposeé plant designs and an acceptable level
of safety for all plants licensed. Tne Standard Review Plan also de-
scribes and documents the acceptzoility of specific design approaches
to satisfy certain of the acceptance criteria.{ we resognize, however,
trat alternate design approaches may satisfy these acceptance criteria
equally well. Further, we recognize that, with proper justification,
apolicants may pe able to demonstrate that particular provisions of tﬁe

acceptance criteria need not be met at all.

Currently, significant difficulties arise when the Standard Review Plan
is usea during the operating license review of a plant design. These
gifficulties stem from the fact that the plant design at its construc-
tion permit stage of licensing was reviewed and approved against differ-
ent guidelines due to the lack of the Standard Review Plan at that
earlier stage cf review; some future reviews will encounter the same
agifficulties cue to tne sane reason or to changes to the Standard Review

Plan that have occurred auring the intervening period., In either event,
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adeviations will exist in the plant design relative to the then current
Standard Review Plan, and the staff is or will be faced with licensing
decisions regarding the acceptapility of the design descridea in the
Final Safety Analysis Report.

In the past, applicants have expenced considerable efforts justifying,
and the staff has spent consideracle time evaluating, particular plant
design features to assure an acceptadble level of safety. Often these
efforts have not been properly documented to clearly indicate the bases
for acceptapility of the design. To :'mprc":ve the usefulness of our
Safety Evaluation Reports as a record of such decisions and to minimize
the need for future reassessments of operating plants to demonstrate
agequate levels of safety relative to current criteriz, it is gesirable
that the bases for sug:h licensing decisions be clearly documented in the
Safety Evaluation Reports that suma. ize the staff review of thevFir_xa;
Safety Analysis Report. To this end, any deviations fram ci:.rtent
Stancard Review Plan acceptance criteria will need to oe listed and
justified in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to conpietion of
the cperating license stzge of review., Further, such deviations will -
also need to be listed and justified in the licensee's Final Safety
Analysis Report for any facility reviewed to the recuirements of the

Stancard Review Plan at the construction permit stage of review.

A preolem of similar type put of much less magnitude ay exist with re-
spect to scme construction permit and standard design applications and

associated staff reviews. Since all new applications for construction
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i:emi:s or for preliminary design approval of standard cesigns must ac-
dress the information needs identified in Revision 2 to the Stanaard

Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports, deviations from the
acceptance criteria of the Standara Review Plan are expected to be non-
existent or minimized. However, alternate design approaches may be proposed
by the applicant, and it is possible that 6eviatxons may arise during the
course of the review. 1In any event, any deviations or alternate design
approaches, whether initially proposed or developed curing tne course of

the steff review, will need to be listed and justified in the Preliminary
Safety analysis Report and in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to

cowletion of this stage of review.

This cocument presents tne procedures that should be followed (1) by appli=-
cants and (2) oy staff reviewers ana Llcensmg Project Managers to assure

that adsguate documentation of deviations and alternate apprcaches in plant
designs relative to the Standard Review Plan is provided in Safety Analysis

Reports and in Safety £valuation Reports, respectively.

Definition of Deviation

For the purposes of this procedure, a deviation is defined as a lack of con-
formance of a plant cesign feature to one or more provisions of the accept-
ance criteria given in the Standard Raview Plan, An alternate ana acceptable
gesign 2pproach to satisfying the Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria

is not considered to be a deviation, but tne bases for acceptapility must
2lso oe documented in the Safety Analysis Report and, as appropriate, in the

Safety Zvaluation Report,
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Procedure For Construction Permit Apolica:igas

.information should be included in the Safety Analysis Report and reviewed

Tone pfocodurc for cocumenting deviaticns froa the Standara Review Plan
for construction permit epplications recuires the applicant initially to

identify the deviation and provide the bases for acceptability. This -

by the staff as a part of tne normal review process. The results of the
review should be described in the Safety Evaluation Report to provide clear

documentation of a2ll deviaticns, including the bases for .acceptability.
Tne same procedure should be followed for alternate d'e.sign approaches.
The procedure is based on the implicit assuzption that a program will be
established whereby plants licensed for operation will be maintained

ccatinuously up-to-date with regard to cnanges in licensing requirements SEEE
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it

(i.e., at the time a new staff position is develomed, a decision regarding 7 i
its applicability on a generic pasis or on each plant, on a case-by-case

casiz, will also be made and implemented).

The specific steps in the proceaure for a construction permit application

O I H H BN e R HH T

are:

NTIHT

1. The applicant will identify and provide bases for all deviations

from the acceptance criteria given in the s;armda:d Review Plan,

| The informaiion should be contained in those Safety Analysis
Report sections that describe tre systems, components, or struc-
tures in which the deviations exist. In addition, the appiicant
snould provide in Cnapter 1 ¢ suxary listing of the deviations

and an identification of the sections in the Safety Analysis

anH U BE THHHHEE BB B H S e

Report wherein the deviations are described and justified. : .....




3.

4.

-5

During the acceptance review of the Safety Analysis Report, the
staff should det'am.ine' that this information has been prov.ided

and should inform the applicant of any oovious deficiencies.

Following docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff
shoula perform a review of the deviations ana their bases, iden-
tify other g}eviations that snould be discussed in the Safety
Analysi_s.aep;:rt, and request awaitional information as necessary
at the 'firstA round reguest for addit.i'gnal information (Q-1) stage

of review.

At the second round reguest for aaditional infermation (Q-2)
stage of review, the staff should inform the applicant of its

positions on the deviations and their bases,

Following review of the applicant's response, draft Safety

Evaluation Report inputs should be prepared that describe each
geviation and the results of the staff review of the bases for

tneir acceptability; the Safety Evaluation Report inputs should

also incluce a general statement genoting acceptability of the
aplicant's cesign relative to the grouping of acceptance criteria
given in the Standard Review Plan sections., The Safety Evaluation
keport inputs should also incluoe discussions of any alternate
approaches to staff positions that have been adopted oy the applicant

and the pases for acceptability.
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6. The Licensing Project Manager should incluoe a section :i. the
Safety Evaluation Report that notes that the review hes oeen mace
using the Standard Review Plan‘ ctite‘ ia as of tobe a;plicaﬁion
docket date, tabulates all deviations from those é:it&ia, and
icentifies the location in the Safety Evaluation Report where
the discussion may be found. |
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The procedural steps given al;ove 'reiaf;e to future construction p'ehnit

applications, Some slight modlfzcatzons'to these ptoceoare.l steps will

sy

be mace in corder to implement the procedure for construction permt

Piiiiss

applications docketed after September 1, 1976, and curtently in the

ey,

22

licensing process.

it

Proceaure For Operating License Aoplications

The procedure for cocwnentmg devxatzons from the Stamard Review Plan
for operating license applications docketed after January 1, 1977, and
for wnich the construction permit review was conducted in accordance
with the Standard Review Plan is to be identical to that described above
for a new construction pe.mit application. The following procedure shall

be followed for other cperating license applicaticns docketed after

1512551325505 S btE 05 10ks bibs da i R es iR nt Rd A A0 Hh 14 HH

Januvary 1, 1977:
1. The staff should perform its review of the Safety Analysis Report

so as to identify any deviations from the Standard Review Plan,

2. The Safety Evaluation Report inputs provided by the technical

review groups should describe each deviation ané the bases
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e.s._aol.snec oy the staff ror 1ts acyeptaoilzty, tne :uety eva.Lua-
tion Report mput.s should also mc.luae a ge.netal stawnent aenor.ing
acceptaoi.hty oI the ap;u:.cant 's aeszgn relative to tne grOupi.ng
of acceptance c:iteria given in the Stanuard Review Plan sections.
ine safety Lvaluation Report inputs saould also’ incluce uiscussions
of any alternate approacnes to starf positions tnat have -been -

‘Optea oy tne applicant anc the oases for acceptavility,

‘ne assistance orf tne applican‘t snou.lﬁ not oe lgeqaireo witn tépect
to icentification of ueviations from tne 3tancara Review Plan.
if specific acceptance criteria now in tne Stanard Review Plan -
were useq for evaiuatig tne application at tne construction perait
mase of review, even though the Stangara Review flan either aid
ot exist as such at the time of that review, or was not usea at |
taat time, then applicacle requests for information may pe maoe
of the applicant proviced tnat tne use qf tne specific acceptance
criteria at that stage of review is cocumented in the recorc of
tae construction pernit review ana deviations frca those criteria
2re lcentifiea oy the staif auring its operating license stage
of review. In acaition, for ali otner acceptance criteria useu
in tne vesign of tne facility, applicaple reguests tfor infor=-

T10n may De made OI tne applicant to tne extent neeceu to per-
rit tne staff to inuepencently Juoge tne current acceptaoility

oI tne cesign wnicn was pased upon such criteria., In tnese

iatter instances, however, the applicant, wnile it may, shoula

P




not pe reguirea to justify its cesign oy comparing it to an’

aiternate cesign cevelopea Dy the a;_:_olicaxit .uti.lizing tne =
acceptance criteria currently in e Stanarc Neviéw Plan. g

4. .Toe Lacensing Project sanager snould imluueasectiénint.ne g
= . Safety Evaluation Report that notes tnat t.ne review nas been =
maue using tne Stancara #eview Pian criteria as of the appli- %
cation oocket cate, tabulates all ceviations from tnose criteria, %

i

ana icentifies tne location in tne safety Evaluation Report

wnere the aiscussion zay oe found.

TN

As with tne proceaure for construction permit applications, specific .

I

steps wi.L,_L De taken to assure that the implementation will be con-
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sistent witn tne Comnission's stanaaraizacion ano replication poiicies.
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ENCLOSURE 2
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

I.  PLANT INVOLVEMENT

1.

Plants Curr?nt]y Under Review for Operatina Licenses

Plants for which applications for an operating license have been
docketed but for which we will not implement the policy estab-
lished in Office Letter No. 9 are:

B——Look—2— | —Arkensas—o2—

Salem 2° McGuire 1 & 2
-Bavis—Besse— ' Fermi 2 ¢

North Anna 1 &2 v Zimmer 1 v

Farley 1 &2 . : —Ratch 24—

Diablo Canyon 1 & 2 ¥ Shoreham 1 ¥
Sequoyah 1 & 2 Watts Bar 1 &2
rpree Mile [olaed-2

Plants With Construction Permits and Which Will Aoolv for Operating

Licenses

A1l plants with construction permits which were rot reviewed in
accordance with the Standard Review Plan and for which appli~
cations for operating licenses are to be docketed afier January 1,
1877, will be included in those for which we will implement the
policy established in Office Letter No. 9. Such plants are: i

LaSalle ! & 2 —NorthAnnz—3—434—
San Onofre 2 & 3 Forke: River 1
Sumer 1 WPPSS -]

Hanford 2 Callaway 1 & 2
South Texas 1 & 2 Seabrook 1 & 2
Susquehanna 1 & 2 Millstone Point 3
Waterford 3 Beaver Valley 2
Braidwood 1 & 2 . Palo Verde 1, 2 & 3
Byron 1 & 2 Nine Mile Point 2
Catawba 1 & 2 Limerick 1 & 2
Comanche Peak 1 & 2 Hope Creek 1 & 2
Midland 1 & 2 Surry 3 & 4

Grand Gulf 1 & 2 Vogtle 1 & 2
Bellefonte 1 & 2 Bailly 1

Clinton 1 & 2

In addition, those plants listed in itzas 3.b. and
3.c. on page 2 of this enclosure should be included
in this list as they are issued construction permits.
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3.

- T

Plants Currently Under Review for Construction Permits

2. The only plants for which applications for a construction
permit were docketec after September 1, 1976, and for
which we will implement the policy established in Office
Letter No. 9 are: ‘

~New—Engiend——4-2—

b. Plants for which 2pplications for a construction permit have
been docketed, for which our review is complete, nearly com-
plete, or significantly in process, and for which we will
not implement Office Letter No. © are:

Harris 1, 2, 3 & 4 Pebble Springs 1 & 2
St. Lucie 2 —Devis—Besse~2 &3~
Perry 1 & 2 —Xoshxonong—t—&-2—
River Bend 1 & 2 —demesport——&—2—
WPPSS-4 Hartsville 1 & 2
Pilgrim 2 Skagit 1 & 2
Atlentie+t2— —LHnehRiver——
Wolf Creek 1 —rt—~Lethoun——2—
Cherokee 1, 2 § 3 Marble Hi11 1 & 2
Perkins 1, 2 & 3 —Greene—County.l —
—Jyrone-}— Phipps Bend ‘1 & 2
—Sterling3— Black Fox 1 & 2
—~Montague—t+—&72 Yellow Creek 1 & 2
WPPSS 3 & 5

¢. Plants for which applications for a construction permit have
been docketed, for which a significant portion of our review
has been completed, for which 2 long delay in the need for
construction permits has occurred, for which the Safety
Evaluation Report or a substantive update of that report
is expected to be issued after January 1, 1978, but for
which we will not inplement the policy established in Office
Letter No. O are:

Allens Cresk 1 & 2 Berten &2
~Montague—t+ 8 2~ ~Ereenwou-2-873—

—Bovgtes—Poime——&-2-
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I1.

Future Construction Permit Applicztions

The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple-
mented for all future construction permit applications. The
applications currently listed to be tendered during 1577 include:

Efrie 3+4%7- Sears—island-1+&2—
-Sundesert™ 1872 Lentral-lowa—1- :
~Summit-1-&-2— SanJoaquin—i4-2,~-3-4 4—

Larroil-1-&2—

Construction Permit Applications Referencine Approved Standard
Desians or ﬁepiicating Base Plants

The policy established in Office Letter No. S will be imple-
mented only for those portions of the Preliminary Safety Analysis
Report that require a de novo review in accordance with the
Stardardization Policy or the Replication Policy, as applicable.

Design Approval and Manufacturing License Applications

The policy established in Office Letter No 9 will be imple-
mented for all design approval and manufact:ring license appli-
cations docketed after September 1, 1876. On this basis it is
expected that the policy will be implemented for RESAR 414,
GIBBSAR, and all later suLintted zpplications.

IMPLEMENTATION METHODS

1.

Construction Permit and Prelimirarv Desian Approval App1jcations

New England 1 & 2, 2 replicate plant, will be the first construction

permit plant to be subjected to this review. Although the appli-
cation has been docketed, the review was not .cheduled to begin
until January 1977. We will discuss the Office Letter No. 9
requirements with the applicant as soon as practical and will
formalize our information needs in 2 letter signed by the appro-
priate DPM Branch Chief. Until six months after the Standard
Format is changed to require the needed information in the Safety
Analysis Report, all subsequent construction permit and prelimi-
nary design approval applications will be handled in a similar
manner. The discussions with the applicants will be held in

as timely a manner as practical in order to provide the appli-
cants with as much time as possible to respond to our needs.
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Ocerating License 2nd Fin2l Desiaon Approval Applications

In order to fully inform the first several appIicaﬁts in this
group of the basis of the requirements that we will impose upon
them and to try to assuage their concerns 2s to the extent of

- the information we will require from them, we will arrange

discussions with them as soon as practical. These wil! be
arrangad in the order of their docketing, which is expected to
be Watts Bar 1 & 2, San Onofre 1 & 2, LaSalle 1 & 2, Suwmer 1,
Hanford 2, Comanche Peak 1 & 2, Midland 1 & 2, and Grand Gulf

1 & 2. Our information needs will be formalized in a letter

to the applicant. The letters will be signed by the appropriate
DPM Sranch Chief.

Modification of the Standard Format will require the needed
infoimation in the Final Safety Analysis Reports for planis
having construction psrmits based on a review in accordance
with the Standard Raview Plan.

Conduct of Discussions

The discv.sions referred to in Sections I1.1 and 11.2 above
are to be conducted by the DPM Assistant Director for Light
Water Reactors.

Standard Format

The Office of Standards Development will be requested to modify
the Standard Format to require the Safety Analysis Report to
inzlude the information needed to conform to the policy estab-
1ished in Office Letter MNo. 9.

Chanoes Reauired in the Standard Review Plan

The Directors of DPM, DSS, and DSE are to provide to the Director,

NRR, by May 1, 1877, a "ist of items in the Standard Review
Plan that should be mod.fied to assure that all requirements

- therein are necessary, realistic, and practical of achievement.

The Directors will at that time recommend a program to develop
the required changes to the Standard Review Plan and obtain
the necessary management approval for such changes.
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