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l

_.

2' CEAIRMAN AHEARNE': The Sunshine Act requires that
!

3! there be no short notice of a meeting voting to held on less
,

i

4i ~than one week's notice, and there will be two subjects discussed.

I

g 5i One may be able to be covered very quickly.
'

E
j 6 The two subjects are di'sedssion of the Commission's
- .

8 -

S 7 program to review cperating license applications, and discussion ,

,

,

a
j 8 and at least as was listed, vote on Sequoyah full pcwer

d
y 9 ~ operating license.
z
o
$ 10 Without committing to what will actually happen,
3 -

=
.Q

11 , I'd like to get approval to hold this reeting, on:less than a
,

3 i

'd 12 week's notice.
=,

g 13 COMMISSIONER EINDRIE: Aye.
=
m

5 14 ' CCMMISSIONER ERADFORD: Aye.
t
! 15 ' CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: Since the actice of meeting was
s
-=

g 16 : scheduled, as I just indicated, I thought perhaps we could
W

$ 17 ' p robably eliminate ene issue very rapidly, because I understand
a
=
C 18 , we are not going to get to a vote on the Sequoyah full power
_

=
8
g operating license tcday, independent of what the resolution is,19
a

20- For those of you who micht be here thinking that is the case,

21 - I thought perhaps_we could resolve that issue initially.

22 I had a note frcm Cormissioner Gilinsky, that is ,

i
I

'
23 passed by his assistant this morning. It says, " Commissioner-

24 Gilinsky requests ample notification of'any Commission meeting

25 this week on.Sequoyah licensing case, so that he may return
i

.f rom travel to participate c in any such' meeting . " i
-6
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3

1| I gather, therefore, that he would -- it's a formal
!

2| request that there not he any vote taken until he does return,
I
I

3: and as I understand, he's not returning until next week. So I ,

:
i

4j have been informed, at least, that I could not get a majority

e 5 of the Commission present for such a vete, and so that will not
A

] 6 he on the agenda.
R ,

E 7- CCMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Is that clear to me, Len? Wouldo
;

s !j 8| you explain that?
d
$ 9' Let me just say that it hos certainly been the practice-
3

@ 10 to respect an individual Commissioner's wishes where he wants
z.
E !

y 11 to be present at a meeting and asks please to defer a vote or
,

S
!

y 12 : something. As best I can recall, I think I respected that
E lj 13 ' prerogative uniformly. I don't remember, offhand, writing it
=
z '

in the least clear to me that the laws of5 14 down. But it is not
c ;

* 1

.g 15 | the land and of the Commission would prevent a majority of a
= ;

j 16 | quorum of the Comrission legally gathered in meeting to go
w

$ I7 . ahead and do what they will.
x .

>

'a 18 ;.w
CEAIRMAN AREARME: Jce,~vou misunderstood mv state- i

: i
-

!
ig i

l9a ment, so therefore Len wouldn't be answering it cuite correctly,
5 ;

20 and my point is I do not believe we would have a quorum.
I
'

2I MR. EICKWIT: That's the way I understcod it.

22 | CCMMISSIONER HENDRIE : Peter can withdraw or as |

23 ' Chairman, you can say you would not vote, or move to force a i

vote. |24

t
25 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: So, therefore, there would not be a

i,
i

!

i
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4

1 i quorum, so the issue cannot be heard.
I

2i COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Very nice.
.

3| CEAIMG3 AHEARNE: I would expect that perhaps if some

4I time next week we do end up with a quorum, then we might be

i

e 5i able to address it.
@
j 6' COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Victor's note did request a

'R
$ 7i willingness to return later in the week.
g !

'

j 8' CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Given ample notification, but we
d
y 9 i had two hours' notice of this meeting, and so clearly three
?
@ 10 ' days is not ample notification.

'z
= -

@ 11 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, I haven't explored that
i

3

I I2 with him, but it seems to me at least possible he'd be prepared

5 l

g 13 - to return at the end of this week.
=

14 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That might be. I do not knew. He

M i

E 15 > was not scheduled. So, independent of that, let us then movew
= r

j 16 to the other issue, which is at the end of the meeting on j
^

I
d- 17 Sequoyah last week, Mr. Bradford had indicated that he wculd
a
=
w
z 18 i be unable to address the Sequoyah license until the Commission
- ; -

,

n '

19 f specifically addressed some concerns that he had laid out in a
>
g
n

20 . series of memos, latest memo being one that he had written

21 en the North Anna Unit 2 case,
i

22 Those memos refer to a number of steps that he wished

i23 ' to have the Cc= mission, as he explained last week, at least ;

i
!

24 explicitly address, and they then also referred back to a memo |

!
25 from Mr. Denton, referring to a list of five steps that he i

4 !
i
I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |-
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1| believed would be necessary to respond to a series of actions
|

2i that the Commission asked him to consider.
|
!

3 Peter, before Harold begins, would you like to expand

4, on that?
:
i

e 5{ COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let me just take a minute,
A i

6' John. You have summarized the innards of it perfectly f airly.
,

g ,

-

U
i 7| The outer skin looks like this:

i-
N !

j 8! We have of course, Len's memo saying that we have
d

9 reasonable assurante that the Commission regulations are
E. i

.

@ 10 : ccmplied with and frem that, of course, vould flow reasonable
3

h 11 ' assurance regarding adequate protection of the public health
3

I 12 and safety, based on this chain running from Staff experience
5 !

j 13 to the standard review plan, to the regulations.
=
m

5 14 ' What is concerning me is the number of missing links
$
@ 15 : in that picture, and they are laid out in.the memoranda. Behind
E

g 16 that, the practical significance in terms of what is troubling
s

i 17 me is that everv. time events or a c.etition or what-have-vou. .,
=

{ 18 , compel us to take a close look at what really seems to be going
=
b

19g on in plants, what we find is not consistent with the reasonable
n

20f assurance that we are told that we can extract from the review

2I pattern.

22 By that. I have in mind the ecuipment qualification

23 situation, the TMI accident itself, the problems with seismic i

i

24 design, the CA/GC programs recently. There is some thing in
.

i
25 the-difference between what is actually cccurring in the plants

t

b
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.. _- . . .- - .

f. c

I 6
i

I and that which we are told we have reasonable assurance of,

2i such that when we actually place cur reasonable assurance up ,

3, against the facts, we find that we have reasonable assurance

I

4i of something very different from what actually exists.

5y To me, that is very troublesome, and it's not a
D i

j 6i situation of an effective licensing and regulatory posture
R

; $ 7 that should be tolerated or continuing indefinitely to license
n
Q 8 in the face of.
d !
" 9

. The only way I can see to bring that to a halt is
z .

o
y 10 | in effect to fill in the missing links, and to tighten things;

'

3 |
= II ; up to the point where what we are basing our assurance on is a4 i
m ,

y 12 | much clearer picture of what is actually out there, and my memos
=
,

f =]
13 i and proposals are intended as steps in that direction.

1
-

4 m "

14.g CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Harold.
,

E I
'

.$ 15' MR. DENTON: I think we are prepared today to address
z i,

d 10 the innards.. I am troubled also by the fact that we continue
] *

f I7 to find things which are not as we thought they were.'

E i

3 18 Now, if you step back from the review process and j
:

P.
19 '| step.way back, we do' rely on the thousands of engineers who

"
m.
M i

20 i
| actually design these plants, to follow good practice,.Teet

.

II| codes, and we establish the recuirements and we audit to see;.

12 | that it-is there.
'

!

23 It has been a consistent pattern, I think, that when i

: |

1 . .i there is a problem and you _cok deeper, you can always, with l'24
|

hindsight,-say, "Howdidwepermitfireprotectiondeviceslike!| 25
!

!

i ;
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I ; that, or control rod drain lines , to go in like that?"

2| COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That's one I didn't mention.
i
I

3| MR. DENTON: Any engineer could have designed a system -

:

4! to have presented that, if you had thought about it longer. I'm

i

g 5 not sure the solution to that is more or larger regulatcry
a
] 6i staff, because we will never ecual probably the size of the AEs
R
o
S 7> who do that, or we shouldn't try to.

,

A i

j 8' I think the moves we have made toward making the

4
9!

3.

utility management responsible and having encugh technical

$ 10 ' competence themselves, that when they buy these plants, they
'

E
_

@ II , get the product they expect, that probably the safest plant
3

[ I2 ' or the safest plant design, I think probably already exists
=,

g 13 somewhere. It's probably a ecmbination of this system from one
=
w
5 14 plant, and the system frem another plant, and the system from
t .
_

$ 15 ancther plant, reflecting the competence of the engineers who.- !

=
g 16 ' designed each one of those individual systems, and how careful
A

y 17 thev were.-a
=

3 18 And all these systems may meet cur requirements, but
t i rg

I9g many of the systems do a let better job of meeting our require-
n

20| rents than others . So I can talk today about improving cur

2I audit and documentation of these areas, but the fundamental

22 issue you seem to be raising, I think, goes beycnd even the
!

23 topics we were talking about tcday of the audit. It really |
|

24 goes, I think, more to a topic that came up at the IEEE-NRC !

t

25 meeting this spring, in which a mass of representatives, FAA, f
I
i

t
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1; military, as well as utility people, contrasted the tendency of
i

2i the utilities to buy products frem people without a lot of
I
i

3i review, and pass those designs right into the regulatory group,
i

4 as opposed to when NASA or the military buys a product, it
i

g 5 gets in-detail review of an engineering nature, since they
N
+
g 6, are the customer, at every step along the way.
R

'

o
5 7 i We have had a few initiatives trying with some
~

!

j 8 utilities to make them undertake this initial responsibility
d
s 9, to assure the product they are getting frem the architects!

.

3
$ 10 ' or nuclear steam system sucolier really does look at in depth

- --
z ,

=

{ 11 and meet all of our requirements, as well as theirs, andi

3

Y I2 industrial codes and good practices.
=

13 It might be that reorientation is in the long run,
=

14 with the utility really having the technical competence and
Ej 15 strength to be sure the product that's being built complies.
=

-d I6 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, I would be the first
A

h
I7

.
.

to agree that there may be other links in the chain more-

= '

} 18 important than the ones--
: i

"g 19 (Laughter.)
n

20 -- I have picked up on here. But it has seemed to me

2I that there are -- the areas I have pointed to are ones that
;

i
22 I illustrate shortcomings in our own knowledge of what we have |

i

23 approved, what's actually out there, and hcw they relate to

24 ] the regulations and the reg guides. i

i i
s t

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

! i
J- 1
4 I
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1 beyond there, and the most important interface may be the one

2| between our process and the one you have just been describing,
I

3 at least from our point of view the most important, in that

< \

4| it would then enable us to ascertain the extent to which
i

2 5 the industry had impreved its construction practices, procure-
R
+
g 6| ment practices, whatever it is that leaves you with drainage
-

E
'

t 7| problems in the control rod in one plant and unqualified
a

'

j 8 equipment in another,
,

d i
2 9 But, anyway, this was my starting point.

,

Z
!

@ 10 l MR. DENTCN: Well, thi- had its beginnings in a.

z :

= 1

j 11 memo frem the Ccmmission, I think, back in May that asked
3

y 12 ' what would it cost in resources to document and justify
= .

j 13 departures from any regulatory type guidance, and we answered
=
z
5 14 | that in the memo with the five steps, and that really shouldn't
- .-

'=j 15 ' be seen as my proposal as the most productive way to go.
*=

g 16 ' COMMISSIONER 3RADFORD: No, I'm afraid I misconstrued
A

N 17 that at the last meeting. I think it was your description of
E

h 18 , what would have to be done, more than sorething that you urged
-

19 f upon us,g
n ;

20 | MR. DENTOM: We have since rethought this issue

i e

21i and have a proposal -- have something we can talk about today as
I

$
22 ' a direction we would co. I have a memo describine how we !

- - i 1
. [

'23 ' would propose to go in resconse to Eincham, that is on its |
'

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

I

25 So what I would like to do is to talk about |

. .

i

: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. i
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|
1' in general about how I think we could respond to your thoughts

!
i

2i 2, 3, 4, and 5 of your memo.
i

3| CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: By that, you mean, Mr. Eradford,
!

4 North Anna,

i

5g MR. DENTON: Yes. 4 was done. Five we are certainly i

nj 6 committed and have a group specifically formed to carry out
'R

C
5 7 the improvements and tech specs. So I think it's really items
A i

j 8I 2 and 3 that should be the real focus of the review.
d
$ 9 What we see as being needed and what would have a
z
O;

I j sa ety payoff for the plants that are in operation would beL
O

=

@ 11 ; to revise,'as I indicated in my earlier memo, revise the state
D

'$ I 2 ' of review plan, so there is a confluence between the regulations
E .

a
g 13 , and the standard review plan, so we are sure that each of the
=

1 *4

5 14 i review areas and each of the regulations is picked up in their'

$ |j 15 i appropriate review areas, and reference the latest reg guides,
|=

j 16 ' and sweep in branch technical positions or any other action
'

w ,

.

U. 17 plan items that may be appropriate. So that we're starting
a
=

3 18 with a review which can establish the one-to-one correspondence1
;

t in -

19g between what our review does and what the regulations require,
n

20 ! so we can document that.

2I COMMISSIONER 3RADFORD: Harold, let me just ask

22 ' this question about the standard review plan. I understand,

23 with the possible exception of General Design Criterion 51, f
I

24 -you have some degree of confidence that the safety significant|
,

|
25 regulations are picked up in the standard review clan in ene wav -

,

- |!
j'
$ JALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 or another.
I

2i COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Even 51 is picked up in the
i

I

3 review areas. It just doesn't reference the one that is

4| explicitly mentioned somewhere as an acceptance criteria basis
1

5| or in the evaluation.g
A

'

4 i
-

g 6* CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Now since the standard review
,

R t

$ 7| plan was not prepared specifically against the regulations, it
M !j 8 seems to me you might get two areas of gap. One is that you
d i

:; 9> would have regulations that weren't picked up in the plan.
z
O i

$ 10; That you say you're reasonably sure you don't have.
z
-

! II ' The other would be that the plant itself representing
S '

|

I 12 | the type of thing that needs to be done to assure a safe
,

:-

j 13 ' reactor led you to review areas that are essentially not
u ,

n
5 14 i covered directly by the reculations. In effect, does the plan
$j 15 - suggest areas where there should be regulations, that there
= i

g 16 , aren't?
A

y 17 MR. CASE: I don't think that's the case. There's
a
=
-

3 18 another point that has to be touched in this -- what we are
,

-

P I95 i calling it, revising the standard review plan. One mentioned
5

20 : in the General Counsel's memo merely the fact that a general

21 design _ criterion is referenced in the standard review plan does
!
I

22 , not necessarily mean that all aspects or requirements of that j
-

23 GDC have been covered. So we will have to check that in |

{

|I24 : upgrading the standard review plan, too.
1

25 MR. DENTON: Our standard review plans vary widely.-

I
i

|,*
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1

1! There are some regulations such as Appendix I which are very
1

2 explicit, and we do essentially have independent calculations.

,

3! We don't need the licensee's input on it very much.
;

I

4| There are other regulations such as in the human
.

I

5| factors area where there are very few regu?ations and generalg
'9

] 6; guidance, and we have rected already'since TMI h pyramid of
-

E !
S 7 recuirements with regard to procedures and human factors andj

*n
Ij 8 control of design. All. point back to a very brief and concise

d |

9

3.
regulation, and might eventually indicate a need to be more

@ 10 ! explicit, specifically in the regulations themselves, as the
E

'

h 11 j pyramid grows frev the bottem a!.1 fror one initial regulation.
3 ,

5- I2 |
i The Bingham amendment uses the criteria of the

5 I
g 13 regulations of particular safety significance. We have tried
:

i
z
y I4 ; several screening alternatives on that, all of which lead me to
e
C 15 think that we ought to ask the licensees to address this
- ,

j 16 ' issue of compliance with the regulations, using the latest !

w i

N I7 intercretative document, so to speak, of the Cc= mission, such
w -

=
6

3 18 as standafd review plans and re7 guides,!

c I

b
I9 ; CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Harold, when you say "such as,"g

M '

20 could ycu eliminate "such as" and explain to me when you say

2I interpretative documents, what does that list encompass?

22 ' MR. DENTON: Well, if we had to produce it today,
9 I

23 it would be the existing standard review plans and the existing
;

! reg guides , now hidden at a much lower level of branch !24
!
I

25 technical positions, and some staff practices which ray have |
i

: ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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1 never been documented.
!.

2| CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: When you say you would ask the

3; licensees to review against --
;. .

4 :! MR. DENTON: I would propose as I did to take the

i
5.j next six months to prepare the standard review plans so they

7
i

j 6' really are the interpretative guidance of the Commission, to be
,

R ;

& 7; sure they are comprehensive and. complete, where they sweep in
i ;

j 8| current regulations, and any of these other less formal means

4 !
o 9
z,

! of spelling out requirements.
!

c '

y 10 1 MR. CASE: That's what we described in our August 19
z |
E i.

Q 11 | memo. Now what Harold is saying is-we also believe that that
3 i

y 12 will be necessary for Bingham, in order to do what Bingham

4 |
g 13 ! requires. The only difference between the two is Bingham
=
x

%
14 says you only must do this on regulations of particular safety

; ;

_C
'

g 15 significance, so it is a subset of the job that we described
; =

j 16 in our August 19 memo. But the details, how far in informal
A

I $ 17 guidance you go down,-will be the same in both cases. It.will
x ,

4

;- =

{ 18 ' not necessarily be as broad as the Bingham approach.
= i

,

' 1 19 'g MR. DENTON: - Now if I had this list of regulations
; M
<

.
I

' 20 , eg . sicnificant -- carticular saf etv sicnificance decided, I

lll would interpret'the Commission guidance document, which we j ]

|D
22 , would be preparing. Then I'd ask the licensees to respond

|
.

23 and demonstrate how they meet that regulation, following . |
t

24 -interpretative guidance; and if they don't follow it that way, [,
'

1
1

25 then explain.why it's still acceptable, if it is, or whatever
'

I
*

i

4
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!

1! basis, and that is the job that would take them, I guess --
|

2 estimates range from four months to nine months.4

I
i

3| MR. CASE: First, it would take us about six months, as
;
i

4! Earold in'dicated, to develop a list of regulations and the

Ie 5 interpretative guidance or the revised standard review plan.
*A \

e
3 6 Interpretative guidance , revised standard review plan, Ie

..

R ;

R 7 consider to be synonymous. It wculd take us about six months
'

;

j 8' to develop that, and then we expect it will take perhaps up

d
d 9; to nine months for the licensees to address, so that we'd
Y

@ 10 , ge t --

E_
E 11 . MR. D ENTON : I like this idea, because it tells me< 1
3 i
' 12 under which LP it is, which at the moment, when the applicationd
E
=
5 13 comes in, I've got to find resources or search through the
E

y 14 , docket, to try to find areas, if there are any, as to where
!t,

! 15 : the regulations may not be met in the way we think they should
'

B !
-

g 16 he met.
s ,

p 17 So I like this idea of putting the burden on the
1

5 '

5 18 licensee, saying using the guidance memos for all these
:
-

{ . 19 regulations, which ones do you not meet the normal way? This
M

20 helps me identify right off. I will still audit behind it,

21 such as IRS does, but it sure sharpens my process of just
:
I

22 ' having 13 volumes, all of which are purported to meet the

23 regulations.

I

24 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In the latter comment, it sounds |
3 |

25] like you're talking about the future.
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I

1| MR. CASE: Yes, he was, but you cac. also.use this
!

2| for the SEP reviews'as a cuide to which areas you should look,
-

i

3 into.

4 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Well, am I mistaken? I thought

I
; 5 the Singham amendment referred to --
0 !

3 'h ! MR. DENTON: Yes, it does, and what I'm leading
E io
S 7 |- toward is tying together --

,

. .

b l

g 8 ! MR. CASE: But it requires an evaluation of those
d i

k 9| plants, John. So I'm saying it would have the same purpose
z :
o 1

y 10 ; in that evaluation.
z - i
: 1

@ 11 MR. DENTON: I foresee, and will eventually get
a
y 12 ; around to proposing here, a plan that looks like this
:

1- ,

j 13 ' (indicating) called "NRR Plan to Require Licensees and
, = ,

m

5 14 i Applicants to Document Deviations from Current Safety and
9 :

i

.
15 i Safeguard Requirements."g

i

j 16 That, in effect, treats them all the same, old plants
s

N 17 and new plants, recognizing that they are in various stages.
E

f 18 | Let me just maybe carry on what I would do with a reply that
;-

E :

I9 ! came'in frcm old plants, just for the moment, under Singham.s
= ,

t

20 : I think once we got the replies in, we'd take a
,

t

21| quick look at them all to see if there are any immediate ;
:

t

22 ! - safety problems that shewed up, and where they identified they f'
i 1

23 ' didn't use today's interpretative guidance, and the difference |
|

|

24-! between what they did use and what is required today is so big, |
!

25 we'd have to add to them.
.

.
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|

1 ! Once I had screened those out, then I would propose
1

2 -- then my plan would be to attack the rest of them on a much

j

3| more select basis, taking into account population density, date
!
t

4| of the application, where we just knew that our review practice
I

g 5i had changed , and old plants since that ti.Te did much better,
R

$ 6 ! and would have a different set of priorities, once we got
R ;

o
S 7| over the immediacy and devised a plan to do that,
s i

j 8' And what I would expect is there would be more payoff
d
Q 9i for the older plants, and the deviations ought to be in the
2

$ 10 | same areas, where the SEP program is already at work.
z
= i

5 II COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: By older plants , you meani

3 i

Y 12 the older non-SEP plants?
E '

y 13 MR. DENTCN: The SEP plants who were really licensed
=

| 14 before the general design criteria --
b
=

15 !g CCMMISSICNER BRADFORD: Am I wrong in thinking
=

j 16 that the SEP itself will have done most of the work?
M
' 17 MR. CASE: Well, in a different approach. It has ag
=

} 18 safety topic approach, and we recently started to make
:

I9 comparisons between a safety topic approach in which regula-
n

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

2l an overlap of those two approaches.

22 ! MR. DENTON: So that would be the test. If it came !
!

!23 ' back that there were deviations from every regulation, and it
|

24| looked major to us, in addition to the ones we have identified !

25 in the SEP Program, it would say something about the cuality
6

t,

.

J i
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1 of the reviews that were done back in those days, or the idea
;

2 that we went into the SEP program. I would expect there to be
1

3' very little payoff except in procedural documentation for
|

4 plants that just received a license. For those, our review is

g 5j meaningful.
n .

j 6| I would not be anxious to even have North Anna
n -

7! start this process. That's last en my priority, because I
C
"

s i

$ 8 |1 would expect the icwest payoff.
d i

$ 9| So let me just leave aside for the =cment how I'd
z
o
y 10 do this review and go to document to give you a flavor. So
E
=
y 11 what I think we would now see as having the highest payoff
3

Y 12 ' would be to take all the existing plants, that is all that
= i

13 had a license before June 30th, when the Bingham amendment was
=

j 14 : signed, and af ter we had gotten public comments on exactly what
:g !

15 ' the plan was, and the significant safety and so forth, recuired

j 16 of all those plants, identify and justify deviations for a
A ,

N 17 revised SRP.
S

18 ' CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now would that be essentially
:
5

19s the same thing as asking each of the plants whether they meet
5

20 ' current regulations and regulatory guides?

2I , MR. CASE: Yes.

22 MR. DENTON: Yes. As interpreted by this

i
23 interpretative document, which would be the revised updated |

24 standard review plan.

25 - CHAIRMAN'AHEARNE: I assume that over the last seven
4

.
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!

I years, there have been a number of cases where you have, or
:

2 the Commission has excused a plant frcm meeting a modification
!

3| to a regulation.

!
4i MR. DENTON: I think our process has gotten more

g 5! formal and certainly the granting of exemptions is now much
N I

4 6| more visible, and there are probably plants which needed2
R ;

*
S 7 execptions, but which just weren't documented at the time.
N

\9 8; CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes. But the concept of yourFi
1

d !

ix

9| ratchet committee, in which you were forward looking in some,.

3 , .

10 'I backward icoking on others, I gather what you are saying here5
,

5_ i

! II j is that all of those plants that might have been excused from
3 1

"E 12 I meeting a particular recuirement will here be asked to justify
5 6

" 13 i5 having been excused?
=
m

5 I4 | MR. CASE: Yes. And the justification need not be
c
=

15g any more than when the ratchet committee approved that chance
= !

g 16 i in the regulatory guide, it said it need not be forward-
w
..

5 I7 ' fitted -- or it need not be back-fitted.a
5

} 18 MR. DENTON: But when we review it, I expect those
!

"g 19 '! decisions to stand up, by and larce,
n

20 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Where will one, at the end
i

2I of this, be able to go to find out what the technical justificaJ
;

22 tion was for -- the planc operator will say, "You didn't make
:
i

us backfit it," but if screbody wants to know why not, how do !23

'

24 , we find that cut?
!
1

25
'

MR. CASE: I think if we carefully word cur E 7gham

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC..
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1| request, it will ask for both safety reasons and procedural
i

2I reasons. So we will try to get both.

I

3| MR. DENTON: The licensees undoubtedly think they
!.

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

5| don't meet it using version 6 of the reg guide, they meet itg
S

3 6| using version 5. So I would expect that we would go through
R
a
S 7; every. regulation, every significant regulation, their views on

I,

u i

g 8; how they think they meet it, or how the design meets it, and if
d
d 9| they meet it using today's guidance or yesterday's guidance,
3.

@ 10 and still currently, they will say so. But we will at least
z
: .

@ Il | get a column on all those areas where they don't meet it using
3

y 12 today's guidance, and then they would have to provide a brief
5
a
5 13 technical justification as to why the way they do meet it is
=

,

m
5 14 adequate, and I would expect them to cite things like ratchet
b
_

{ 15 , committee decisions.
=

f 16 i COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But their technical justifica-
-A

N 17 tions as to why they might feel they shouldn' t have to meet
E
e
5 18 version 6, when they meet version 5, would not necessarily be
_

=
*

19 ! the same as the justification that the ratchet committee hadg
n

20 for not backfitting.
;

2I ' MR. CASE: I would say it may or may not be the same.

22 CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: So then if in a case, let us say,

23 ' where a plant met regulatory guide 2, and we are now up to

24 regulatory guide 6 --

25 MR. CASE: Revision 2, revision 6,arethesameguidej
!

1 -

a I
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I yes.
'

2| CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Since the reg guide is a guide in
I

3| how you meet the regulation, and since they already at one

4 time had met it, I-imagine they would not have normally kept

I

g 5! reviewing how they meet the new regulatory guide. And I guess
9 !
j 6: what you are saying is, however you would expect them -- in

i-

E !

E 7; fact, require them now -- to compare against the new regulatory
~

$ 8 guide. And I am not sure where you two came out in your answer.
d |

$ 9! It sounded to me like, Ed, you were saying that just
2

5 10 being able to meet the ratchet -- saying, well, the ratchet
z i

= i

$ Il committee approved us having to meet it, is not going to be
3

Y I2 enough. Whereas, Harold, I nnought you said that you expected
,=

g 13 i that might be the case.
=
m

5 I4 | MR . D ENTON : No, I would always want a technical
b _

,5 15 justification as to why that design met it.
,

j 16 In addition, I think when we go to review '':eir
s

N I7 answer, I would give a lot of weight to the ratchet committee
w
=

{ 18 , decisions.
t

"g 19 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In general, if the ratchet
" !

20 committee had said the reg guide revision 6 need not be

2I applied retroactively, would a licensee then have gone through i !;
I l

1

22 - an analysis of why it is all right? I
i

23 MR. CASE: No, no, not as part of his application

i

24 review. | I.

' 1
i

25 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So this, then, would be -- you .

|

1

i
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!
1

I1 - would expect new work, you would expect a licensee would do,
I

2I in order to evaluate this?
I
I

3i MR. CASE : Yes.
i

- i

4 ! CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: And the older the plant, the more
:

i

g 5i work that would be required; is that correct?
8 |

3 6| MR. CASE: Yes.

R
C
E 7| MR. DENTON: Yes.

A !

j 8| MR. CASE: I think that's right.

d

2.
CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: But you feel that could still be2 9'

5 10 | done within the nine months?
'z

= t

@ ll MR. DENTON: Yes. And it's more onerous for thej

3 ; .

f I2 f older plant, and I guess I have heard estimates of nine as
:
g 13 probably the older plants, and who they would turn to would
=
z
-

I4 he the AEs who designed those plants. They would have aj
$ !

15g i, difficult chore, but they would be the first ones to, in the
: .

g 16 | first instance, know how the plant was desicned.
M :

N l7 CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: When you have estimated four to
a
? I

} 18 ; nine months, did you take into account if they do turn to the
, =
l b I

19! a AEs, the finite number of AEs? Is the nine months asstning ;

\ M

| 20 ! that the AE is covering all ,f the plants he might have to be

i

2l covering?

22 MR. DENTON: No, we did not attempt to assess the
!

23 impact on AEs.

24 i MR. CASE: John, let me say one thing on that. It

25 will go out for public comment, and I think that's one of :
i
4

. I
*

!
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I the things you'll get, is this time is not long enough because.

2 ! MR. CORNELL: One critical factor,in all this, though,
I
i

3 as-far as Bingham is concerned, is what percentage of your

4! regulations you include in the term safety significance. If
,

5y you. can sweep 90 percent of ther under, that's one effort. If
I

"

j 6 you sweep 10 percent, that's another effort. So that nine
,

n ,

*
" 7

i months _vou have to worry. about would consider what the --
_

M i

IE g
n CEAIRMAN AHEARNE : But I would cuess one of the,

d
" 9~. things the Commission has to address is that if Earcid is
3

'j 10 | proposing if we agree with a plan to cover all the SRP and all
=

II the regulations, whether it makes any sense then for 3ingham;

N I2 to take a subset of that and ask all the licensees and the= ,

- '

~

5 13 ' Staff to first focus on that subset and then co back over the: -

=
5 I4

same kind of process for the remaining. It might just make
2 ,

3
h 15 : more sense to have them do it all at once I don't know.=

,
*

16i MR. CORNELL: The only thing I would cuestion there
m
* 17
3 is the extent to which NRC resources --
%

18
MR. DENTON: Well, if we have the replies frcm all_

F '

"
19

3 the operating plants, screhow that really sharpened out abilityn

20 '
to identify where they met current practices in the regulation'

i
21

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

22
of the table and say that then for new operating licenses,

23 |
once we had our standard review plan in-house, we could begin '

24
to write.SERs in which we would actually find and document, as>

25 we audited the application, we would write.an SER wnich would

,
f
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i |

I| find more precisely in a document how they meet the regulations,

2
|- using today's guidance, And so that's my second point, is I
L !

3| think for all plants off in the future, say after January 1,
,

4| ' 82, ve can SERs which will identify and justify deviations
!
i <

g 5 from this revised standard review plan.
| A ;

i j 6 MR. CASE: Fe are going from one extreme, for operating.
i

| R '

=,

S 7| plants in Bingham, and new operating plants --|

. M ;

! O MR. DENTON: For new operating plants, we already
L d !
' " 9' had office letter 9, which we intended when we could get there ji . ;

| z ,

i e i

| $ 10 to do this sort of thina, anyway. So I see office letter 9 on
_E

$ II ; one hand, and Bingham on the other, as --
* i

Y I2 , CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: If it's office letter 9, then I

4 i,

| g 13 assume that the da.te is January of '77.
=
m

5 I4 (Laughter.)
,

-

E 15 ;
g i MR. DENTON: But we haven't issued any licenses for
=

y 16 -plants documented after '77, I don't think.
~

A

N I7 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Fell, you haven't issued a license,
w
= i

j g 18 but there is a set --

? 4
e I9 , MR. DENTON: So then this left some plants in the

.

|s
5

20 * m iddle , and that's-what I. call the intermediate licensing

| 21 f category.
!

! 22 MR. CASE: This proposal would supersede office letter
i

23 9.

124 (Laughter.)
'
1

25 .CHA.I2 MAN AEEARNE: I figured that, but I still want
|

i
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!

l the answer, e; plicitly, not implicitly.;

!
2i MR. DENTON: Well, then, the difference, one major

3 difference is it outs the burden on the licensee to make the
i
i

4| initial comparison, not on the staf f. In office letter 9, the
i

g 5| Staff is obligated to identify all the differences, and this
e i

@ 6| puts it more on the licensee. That's the first shot.
R !o
E 7i COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let me ask a question about

8|n
| the office letter 9 approach, which has been pu:: ling me, even
d i

n; 9| though it may now be history.
E !

$ 10 i I had assumed when I first understcod office letter
z !
= !

@ 11 i 9, that the standard review plan as applied to those plants
8 |

| 12 ' would be a list of items that one went through and checked
= i

m
j 13 ; off for all plants.
=
'A i

5 14 | I came later to understand that that isn't quite
'

ic
! 15 the way that the standard review plan works; that you decide
E i

t.

16g which elements of it to apply to any given plant, when the
s

N 17 license comes in.
5
-
~

; 18 Now how, then, could you have applied the of fice letter
= i

6
19g 9 approach, given that you weren't going to be reviewing the

M i

20 application pursuant to all elements of the plan, in any case?
!

21 MR. DENTON: Well, that's a different issue, and is

1
'22 at the heart of the manpcwer resource issue, is the extent to i

.

1i

23 which you do'it. I think it's a bit like IRS, that they don't

i
24 audit every item in everybody's return. They have developed j

25 techniques to --

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. |.
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i

1 | COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Right. But when you speak
i

2 | of documenting the deviations frcm the standard review plan, it's
i

!

3| one thing to review the licensee 's documentation or deviations ,
!

4| and I can understand hcw you could do that with an audit
i

g 5| approach. But,if the Staff itself were going to undertake
b i

@ 6| to document the deviations between the application and the
R ,

$ 7| standard review plan --

| 8|
N

; MR. CASE: Then you'd have to review the whole thing.
d |

y 9! That's one reason why office letter 9 has not ever-been
z
O

$ 10 : implemented very much. It posed a well-nigh impossible job
Z !
_

'4
11 for the Staff to do.

~

,

k

| 12 CEAIRMAN AEEAR"E: I am still trying to make sure
: -

-

g 13 , I understand what you have been posing. You were also, I think,
=

.

m
g 14 : propo' sing that in those cases where the NRC has said that a
$j 15 | new regulation or a new regulatory guide need not be met for

r

f 16 ; plants prior to some date, I assume at the time when that was
w

d 17 said, that the appropriate or at least some level of NRC had
a
=
>2 18 | concluded that was an appropriate action.
_
-

E 19 ;
g You are now asking in a way the licensees to justify
a

20 ' the NRC's judgment.

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

22 ! MR. DENTON: I guess that Reed will state his basis

23 for why he thinks he meets a regulation that our reg guide

24 interprets. Now why the reg guides change, we learn new '

. . ,

i |
+ .

25 | experience, and like in fires, at the previous review, it !
i

l
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I

1| wasn't deep enough.
t

2| So where the disparity gets big enough, we go back and
!

3j make everybody meet it. In many cases, though, it's more
t

~

4 incrementalism and tidying-up.

I
g 5j CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, but ny point here was at
0 ;

!

3 6 least I guess from -- I would have thought that each time we
R !
$ 7| tighten the regulation or provide more detail to a requirement,
~

i

j 8| that we examine or someone examines for us, whether or not
d
[ 9 that cught to be required of existing plants. And then when
2

.

5 10 ; we conclude it need not, we have done it for what we believed
i

3_

@ ll ! to be sufficient reason. And I am not saying we have had
a !

>

g. 12 good and sufficient reason. I am just trying to understand
=
m

g 13 : the theory.
.' = ,

n
5 I4 | It appears what we are saying now is that we are
+
= .

j 15 asking licensees to verify whether or not, or to check whether
,

*
i

g 16 or not we had good and sufficient reason.
A

N l7 ' MR. DENTON: That's true.
E

E 18 ! MR. CASF: Generally the reason was the game wasn't
= ,

8 -

19g worth the cost. The game in safety versus the cost of
|

"

20 implementing.

2I MR. DENTCN: Let me hit them all. What we could
i

22 I do, if we re-baseline everybcdy, back where all the old plants
i

23 and all the --
1

24 CFAIPMAN AEEARNE: That's what No. 9 does.

25 MR. DENTON: Yes, and the intermediate categories, ,

!
a
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:

1 though, between June 30th of this year and when we start

2I documenting the SER, we 'have a couple of options. I would

3| propose that ani- license that is issued between June now and
;

4| January 1, that we would go bach and require that they also

i
e 5- justify any deviations from the revised SRP after the license
a !

a i

g 6' were issued.
!Re i

S 7 Suppose we issue one next month, that those SERs
s .j 8| were already written. They are not any better quality than
d ,

0 9 I the ones that were issued before June 30th. So I would bring
?, |

@ 10 them up to the same standard.
z
= .

j 11 ' MR. CASE: After licensing. Same approach as Singham.
3 .

I 12 | MR. DENTON: If you wanted to get off to a head

5 |
i g 13 ' start in determinine is cur audit focusing in the right areas,

=
x

5 14 I I would go to option 2 under that, which says that, let's
t
= .

g 15 | start with those -- let's pick those SERs which haven' t yet
=

g 16 been issued, and which are still being written down in the
s
y 17 Staff and review is still active; for example, becinning on

Iw
= '

{ 18 | April 1st, we could begin the document deviations from the !
P .

.I
l9 :-

g existing standard review plan in NUREOG 0694.
5 ,

20 ! MR. CASE: In other words, they're existing documentsj
i

21 I they're part of the base of'the revised standard review plan,
| |

22 a good part, but not all. I- something that's available |
23 today, you give it to the licensees and start working on this. f

!
24 MR. DENTON: So it would hold the potential for i

,

i
!

25 sharpening our audit. In other words. if our audit is really
I

i
i
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i
1 looking in the wrong areas and isn't finding deviations, by

1

2I starting with the SERs issued after that date -- and the reason

3 I picked the date is I've got to pick something, asseming you

-

4i don't want a big impact while we wait to redo them all, I

; 5| think that date could be accomplished with little impact.
R |

k 6 And just from looking at the ddvanced schedule, I
R
R 7| can tell you which plants fall where. Then on cps, carrying
A
j 8| the same sort of thought forward, there are two alternatives,
d ,

a

?.
9| likewise, for any cps which we would issue the SER final~

@ 10 i before January 1st of '82, for which we have everything in place .

'

_3

$ Il ' We could document departures from existing standard review
D i

Y I2 plans on 7/18, the new reg for CP matters, and any CP af ter
5 i
a
5 13 - that from the revised standard review plan.
=

.

m
; 5 14 |i So then if you had this and we reviewed it and so

_C

.j 15 forth, and new requirements came up next year, what appears to
;=

*

10i be needed is every year that we bundle up our requirements
w <

N 17 ' that have changed and sweep it through all plants that have
w
=

} 18 any kind of license, construction permit or operating license ,
'

-

E i

192 and make a determination formally then that, reg guide 6 either
3 i

20| does or does not have to apply, you knew, to make the ratchet
'

21! committee more formal, and issue official notice and SER to
i

22 everyone. So that Appli6ations stay current, and each time
:

we come up with a new reg guide, the system is much more !23
|
i

24 formal in infoiming everybody, no, you don' t have to worry |
I

25 abou+- this; or yes, you do. And I think that was missing, '

~

t
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|
.

|
4 'l perhaps, in the former.

|
.

2j CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, wouldn't it, though,

!

3.| consistently be -- I would have thought that consistency --
i
i

4j at least the first approach would be each time we come up with

5| a reg guide, require the licensee to justify the deviation frome

8 !
j 6 it? I don't understand why if we believe that is the appropriate

i

R
& 7| thing for your first step, it wouldn't then be the appropriate

s
'

3 8' action to take eacn time -- or at least once a year.
n

d i

= 9| MR. DENTCN: I think that 's what I am saying. There
$
E 10 | is some process to make that determination, whether we ship it
z !

= '

E 11 to him directly or --
<
3 .

j 12 | CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Well, all I'm saying is I think

5 !
g 13 you would have already reached the conclusion from the theory
:

1

| 14 at the first point that from thence on, once a year, you would
-

'-s
2 15 | request the licensees either come to agreement with or justify
5 i
_

. 16 ' deviation frem, and modifications.*

B
z

y 17 COMMISSIONER HENDRII: There are some of those things
a .

= !

5 18 where it gets very cumbersome. Every year the Staff wtll have
: i-

i

} 19 some improvement they believe in their understanding of the
5

20 | dynamic analysis plant systems, and will propose, well, now,

21| cn new analysss,_ let's modify the alpha parameter and substitute
i

22 for it a three-turn that will give us a better fit. You don't

23 ' want to go back to 70-odd operating plants and ask each cf them

bu2- 24 > to justify why his seismic analysis shouldn't be redone or |
I

.25 that basis. If you think it's a profound enough difficulty in !

t
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i

1' the seismic analysis where it ought to be done, then it's much
|

2 |i more than just a modification of the SRP. But you can make a

I
3: determination richt flat when you propose that. It's fair

i
4 enough to do it on new analyses. but it just isn't worthwhile.

I
g 5j MR. CASE: But there will be some in between, easy
O

;

j 6| to decide,not to,...and easy.to decide. They've got to, where
R ;
e
" 7 it depends on yhe individual plant, and I can see asking
- .

n . -

| 8! licensees en those.
I

d i

z,
9I CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: But you would, at least in this2

O Iy 10 i record you are keeping then of each plant, you would have a
3

h II i record of the explicit basis and the justification. I guess
3 i

I 12 | what you are saying is that currently the ratchet ecmmittee
= ;

13 ' decisions do not exist on that kind of a justification?
=
W
5 I4 i MR. CASE: They do not,{

b
=

5 MR. DENTON: I think only the two extremes do, byj e

=

g 16 and large. This chart just kind of graphically portrayed
|w !
|

5- 17 the ac. c. roach I had talked about, the time f rames , the 630 frame
a

'=

} 18 i and the 182 frame,-and then the ones in between. And I guess .

|-

# ! I

19 | one issue I wanted to raise is where do you think it's worth-g
a

20 | while to try to do in this kind of context, starting in April,

21! using the existing stance d review plan, in documenting
i

22 deviations? That is consistent with office letter 9, and that I

23 gives us ti.Te to recuire that thoseplantsdocumentwherethey|

24) think they deviate, and for us to review it, and again produce
| |

|
25 such documentation. It wouldn't be complete. but it would be aj

r !

I
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l

1! large part of the way there. and it would still leave a little
i

2i bit to pick up later on in that application. But eventually

3 we'd get everybcdy, we 'd have a file so we can answer the
.

i

4j quese. ion for every applicant, how they meet today's interpreta-

5I tive guidance of the regulations, er why it is all right ifn
3 i
n '

@ 6j they don't; what action they have taken.
n ,

6, 7i CHAIPMAN AHEARNE: How many SERs do you think --
A !

j 8' MR. EISENEUT: In addition to the -- between the
d

i,

d 9; second part -- seven plants are scheduled right now.
,

z :
o *

y 10 | MR. CASE: Between 4/1/81 and 1/1/82.
" z i

-

j 11 | MR. EISENHUT: That's right. I'll just tell you
3 ;

y 12 in the.first one, in addition to the plants we have acted on
-

i
-

g 13 new, there are about six more units , a couple of them multiple
2
*n
g 14 e units. In the second group, there are seven different ' stations.1

$
2 15 ' a couple of ther which are multiple units.a
#

|

g 16 MR. DENTON: I don't think doing that will decrease
s

| p 17 the Staff resources. The whcle thrust of our review of these
w
=
5

18 | plants is they meet the existing SRP, even though we don' t
=
H

. $ 19 , audit at all. Supposedly our good judgment and expertise have
n

20- picked up those difficult spcts, and if it really is working

21 that way, there shouldn't be much of a need for Os and As on

22 ' revised design as a result of using the SRP on thasa sevan !
!

23 ' ar .2ight plants that sa mentioned. |
!

24 CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: So that you wouldn't say that as
+ ,

25 whatever responses come back in, you would not, you are saying,'

.
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1! see that as a large consumer of Staff time?
. I

..

2! MR. CASE: Provided the Staff is given the latitude
!

3| of selecting the ones, if any, that they feel must be looked-

i

#^

4| into, as contrasted to describing and justifying each deviation
:

5; in the SER.=
E in -

$_ 6I MR. DENTON: And that gets to the point then that
R i

$ 7| this page which is titled "Our Review of the Deviations
; I

j 8[ Identified," and I think that is where the differences in
d
o; 9 manpower come in. If you just go to item 2 following up on
z ,

e ,

y ~ 10 ! this discussion, that we supposedly do identify 70 areas in
z i

: I
j 11 which there is some deviation between their design and our
3 !

( 12 standard review plan, our approach to the regulation, and
=

! 13 we selectively audit those and look at 15 or 25, and we pick
4

m
3 14 | out these areas somehow and find that in those areas, when
b !
=
g 15
. they use their code and we use our code, we always find that
= <

'

16j it results in match, and the cuestion is, do we have to do that
.s

N 17 in every one? Or do we do enough to gain confidence? And
a
E i

-

3 18 | that's where the recource estimates, I think, have gotten
= i

.e.
19

n
,

widely varied,g
i

20 , MR. CASE: There's such a wide use of resources
!

21! on what people think has to be done at this time of the NRC
|

1

22 ;
,

evaluations.
.

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

24 ; do the review, they think it won't increase -- in other j
~

i

.15 , words, . if they ~ don't have to ' document every deviation found, !
!,
h
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:

1 it won' t increase their resources .'

!

2 MR. CASE: After all, we have to do an audit process,

3 and so it will just be another aid in deciding which things to
- t

4' audit.
i

5! MR. DENTON: It would refocus the review moree
S !

] 6| sharp 1y toward those areas where there are deviations, and we
# :

,

$ 7| would spend less time in those areas where reportedly there is-
~

j 8 compliance.
d
k 9'I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, you would have to document
?

$ 10 | why you don't audit each deviation.
I_

@
11 MR. DENTON: Why?j

3
i

N 12 f CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Because once.sa licensee has
!5

a i13 ' identified a deviation from a regulation --5
m

j 14 MR. CASE: No, it's not our deviation from a regula-
9 ,

E !
E 15 , tion,-it's --
a
: i

j 16 | MR. DENTON: It's IEEE guidance.
A

i 17 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: All right, but you've got to have ;
a
=
-

18 ;
-

a ccmment as to why you think that's acceptable.

$
g 19 , MR. CASE: Well, I would hope it would be covered
M

20| by generic comment. If it were important enough to worry about,
! !

2I the Staff would have looked into it.
!

22 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What the licensee, in effect,'
:

23 will be saying is that the regulation is met, but for one

24 reason or ano ther, the guidance, the more specific guidance |
.

I
25 document is not. What you are saying is that in 15 or 20 of |

t
t
t
i
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i

1i those 70 cases in which you said that, you will have checked
!,

2| and let's say you'll be satisfied as to the regulation.

t

3i MR. CASE: And the particular way of implementing
i
I

4 to require some change will have to justify it being all right

I

g 5 as proposed, or insist on a change.
0 |

T.23 6| COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: The assumption will be for
R i

$ 7j the -- I'm not sure that I --
A

i
j 8 MR. DENTON: We tend to get ratcheted ir.to doing
d
d 9
z,

them all, but suppose you were the reviewer and you st7.rted

e
y 10 : working your way through these deviations, and you were the
3_
j 11 sole reviewer. Af ter you had done 20 and they all worked outj
3

$ 12 , in conclusion that they did meet the regulation, your enthusiasn,
=
,

j 13 ' would wane.
,

m

5 14 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: What you are really saying is
$

{ 15 ; the SER might look like, as you say, we checked items 1 through
= i

g 16 20, here are the others, but we --
A

d 17 MR. DENTON: Yes, we randomly audited this batch and
w
E
3 18 found all' these okay. Now if you don't find them okay, of
=
8
g 19 , course, you look further.
n

20 ' COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But they might all be

21 mentioned in the SER --
i

22 i MR. CASE: Well, they're sure to mention the

23 application. You could do it again in the SER.
t

i

24 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: So that in your conclusion --!
!

25 I guess your conclusion would be a sentence at the end of the !
i
!

|
i
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I! SER saying, "We did this many and concluded we had, adequate
- !

2! assurance."

3 MR. CASE: Yes.
:

' i

4! And then, as the lawyers would say, it's
t
|

g 5j a rebuttable presumption.
E :
a
g 6 (Laughter.)
R .

o
S 7, MR. DENTON: So I think the advantage of starting
; i

j 8| that kind of thing is it would show whether or not our present
d
k 9' focus is really on those areas where there are deviations.
z
O i

y 10 i In other words, are we unnecessarily grinding through certain
E
_

. @ II| review areas where the result turns out to be the same, and
3

Y 12 maybe it would help sharpen the focus if we kind of started
= ,

13 |-2
.by worrying about the identified deviations that they knewg

=
m

5 14 ! about, and just haven't told us specifically about, rather
t I

w
15fj than on kind of a random audit of the things to get into the

=

j 16 right areas to begin with.
A

5' 17 Now if that's a wrong presumption, and we have to do
E
-

} 18 a lot, then I think we are adding a couple more manyears to the
P !
w I9a review.

20 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But that also would tell you
!

21 something else , if you found --

22 CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Now I guess between 1 and 2, you
|

23 cover all plans, either in one stage or another, essentially? i

24 MR. DENTCN: Yes.

!
25 MR. CASE: Yes. 1

f
#

i , .-
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I: CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: So No. 1 refers to plants holding
|

2' operating licenses?

31 MR. CASE: Yes.
I
i

1

4i MR. DENTON: Yes.
!

5!g CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: So then you,would figure somewhere
9

] 6! between roughly 210, 280 professional manyears in No. l?
7 |

'

d 7j MR. CASE: Well, yes, except we're going to add to
3 i

| 8| the total in No. 1 by'those that have been issued OLs after
J- ,

9 '9 | - - June 30 which was the date of the Bingham snendment, and the
? !

5 10 time to take to implement doing this review as part of the
E.-

. $ Il j application. review process. So there will be two more plants
D '

y 12 ; added to the number.
E i

y ' 13 I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But if I didn't have those 10,
= i
n I

g 14 i then rouchly in No. 2 I would have somewhere around 180
t |

: I
g 15

! manyears? -

=

j 16 MR. CASE: 'Can I ask how you got that?
-s

N 17 ' CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: 90 plants times two professional
- :s
= i
w i

3 18 manyears.
A
n

19g MR. CASE: If we. had to do all of them.
M !

20 ! CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, my first question was, all

21-|
plants are included in 1 and 2, and the-answer was yes. So,

22 therefore, --

23 ' MR. CASE: All deviations, I mean, John. The two

24 ' manyears per plant'in.No. 2 is if we are required to justify

25 all deviations. If we are only required to selectively look at
;
31

fi - ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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1
. deviations and include those in our review process, there is

1

2 nothing to be added to the current rate.

'

3 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: There is some block of plants
-

1

4| that maybe-already have a construction permit?
|

= 5i .MR. CASE:. Yes.E' 'le ij- 6I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That don't have the operating
O
$ 7| license. And those are approximately 70?
; i

j 8| MR. CASE: 70. This proposal would wait through the
d i

o 9' OL stage.
,

2
0
y 10 | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: For those?
E |

h II ! MR.-CASE: Yes.
m. ,

Y I2 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You would not address any of those
5, !

f 13 plants until the OL stage. Okay. So then that would be down .

m

$ 14 ; stream. You would plan, then, on picking up this say 250
-
-

M

g 15 ' professional manyears for No. 1 over how many years?
=

_ g 16 ; (Inaudible voice frem audience.)
x

N I7 MR. CASE: That's the ceneral number that we talk
E

~

3 18 : about among ourselves.
?

*

,

e l9 , CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right. So the conclusion is-

R

20 that the Bingham amendment will lead you to 50 manyears per
,

21 year over the next five years. ;

22 | Now, of course, I don't mean to thereby imply, my
i 1

23 gosh, because we are really addressing a different issue, we I

!i

| 24 , are~ addressing the response to Peter's request. What are we

25 to do for an independent --
,

,

I '

i
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1

|

1 : MR. DENTON: I would like to think once again that
|

2! those numbers are a bit high for the more recent plants, and
i.

3! there is a great deal of uncertainty, and it varies between
!
I,

4' review branch and review branch, as to how difficult doing

i

5g Bingham for existing plants is.,

9 :

j 6 Some branches foresee great turmoil for plants that
,
*R

$ 7| were really designed in areas where there have been substantive
A |
| 8) changes, where if you take hydrology and flooding as a big one,
d
d 9! there probably hasn't been a substantive change since 1970.
3.

@ 10 So probably in that area there won't have to be any review for
E_

@ 11 i any plant after 1970. We'll all be focused on plants before
s

Y 12 that. So there's a great deal of uncertainty in trying to
= .

!

5 13 , arrive au these manyears, and they will vary very widely,
=
m

3 14 : depending on the age of the plant.
$ I

15 CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: That's professional manyears?

g 16 MR. DENTON: Yes.
M

y 17 CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: Have you a rough estimate of the
E

f 18 : licensee professional manyears?
=

I9 '8
! MR. DENTON: No. But Bingham requires that we publishs

n

20 | something for public ccmment, and that's probably where we

2I ! will pick this oneup.
|

22 ' CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: Well, I was really trying to more |
:,

23 focus on the broader question of what we are asking for,

24 ; because it really covers a broader scope.

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

I,

!
s<
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|
1 ! five years.

1

I

2| CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: No, I understand. My next question
i

3| is going to be your judgment of since that is a fairlyj
:

f I

4! substantial portion of your professional manyears, and I would

5|| assume that since, as you pointed out, this is shifting'the;
r I
e i

3 6I burden frcm our doing the review to the licensee doing the
- .

k 7| review, I would assume that there is an equivalent burden --
3j 8 at least some large number of --

,

d |

:[ 9i MR. BICKWIT: ~sn't it two manyears per plant? I

?.
g 10 | thought that's what your June 13th memo said. -

E '

- .

j ll ! MR. CASE: But that's for new applications, and
3 ,

y 12 | perhaps even more than that for old applications.
= i
- '

_: 13 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I think probably the five
= !
z
g 14 | years is too short.
b ,

=
E 15 ' CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I ' m no t sure . At least av-w
=
*

16 | own position on the length of time will -- that's appropriate,
~

g
M

$ 17 will be pretty much based'on your answer to the next question,
d
-

5 18 | which is your judgment of the safety significance of these -

r !
P '

19g reviews.
A

20 ' MR. DENTON: One that would vary with age. I think

21f the older the plant is, the more valuable this will be. I

22 don't expect it to have much of a payoff for ones we just

23 ' issued.

|24 CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, that's too broad an answer.
t

25 MR. DENTON: Well, I think there is a payoff in the f

!
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1
| olde,r ones, and that's why we initiated the SEP program. Now

2 if it turns out that we-really have gotten good correspondence

3| here, the SEP program will already be attacking the principle

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

5g there will be -- it will work the first year on those deviations
,
3 6 which have the highest compared to all other taska we do, suche
R
R 7>-

> as --~

A I

S 8'M CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: But as you've pointed out, what
d
d 9 '!j you're laying out the first six months of your program is
-

E
j 10 | our Staff, because it's attempting to put the SRP into an
= ,

E 11 '
g updated matrix. Now you turn around and ask the licensees.

d
f 12 ' New the amount of time you give the licensee to do this has

.

c
: 13 i: ; to some in event be based upon our judgment as to how important
-

E 14 ! . . . ..

d it is to safety signi:1cance.
e
9 15
2 Now if it's very unimportant, then clearly it would
=

T 16
M go below asking them to do a number of analyses that we have
m
C 17'

d already asked them on the action plan. The action plans result
E

18 |w
in asking the licensees to do a number of analyses,t=

s"
19j If, on the other hand, this is of a higher safety

20 '
significance, then we task the licensees, we would tell them

21 ' that this ncw should take priority over those other efforts,.

'
,

22 ' |

| and in particular ought to be completed to later than X period
|

123
of time. And similarly, if it is of a higher safety i

l
24 :

significance, we ought to ensure that our Staf f ef fort is I j.

25 devoted to that on a much more rapid time.
'

i
'

-
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1 So I'm not saying obviously that it will be automatic,
;

i

2| but we need some sense as to what is your relative sense of
.

'3 , safety.

.

4 MR. DENTON: Well,. based on our SEP program today,
,

I
5g there are only a few items which I would put in a higher

"
I

@ 6.! category than the action plan items , and if you discount the
R '

$ 7| licensee's effort for the moment, once I got the replies back
n I

[ 8! in, I would be in much better shape to give you a judgment as
d i

' d 9| to.what the significance was, because then I would know across
.

z i

O '

$ 10 ! the whole spectrum of regulations how close they are to today's
3 |

h II'| practice, and then we could really make a good judgment.
3 i

I I2 ! I.would expect if we got to such supplies, then
'

E !
13 there would be some enunciator lights going off in that matrix

-

,

, = ;

a

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

.

=<

.g 15 | of them, to me -- I think I look upon this as a 40-year ?.eng
= .

j 16 | haul. They're ones in which you want to get a good basis
s
N 17 i for deviations from today's practice to put the issue to bed.'

u
=

j j 18 But I'd be surprised if you just find rampant issues, that
-

E i

19 the whole plant design was so f ar out of kilter, item by item,
, i

j' 20 i that we would place it higher on the action plan items.

i
21 Maybe r arrell has looked at the SEP items for many"

;

!

. 22|_

years, and would like to give his perspective.
i

23 MR. EISENEUT: Well, I think there is clearly a

24 benefit to going back to 'the old plants, and I think there'

25 will be very close correlation between those SEP topics thatt

- ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC. !
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1! are being reviewed and this list. And for that reason, I
I

2 think certainly the safety benefit is going to get less and
1

i

3j less, as you come up to modern plants, and come up past
i

t' ' I

4l plateaus, and therefore one of the ways you could do it, for
!
<

; 5! example, to minimize the impact on the licensee is to recognize
9 !

$ 6! that all kinds -- at one point in time is you could stagger
,

a
e
S 7 the inputs. You could require the first 20 plants in sequence
sj 8 of time per year come in, for example, and respond to that.

,

Id

$ 9! It minimizes and staggers out the input from the industry, and
z ,

O '
_

3 10 | it also -- for example, you' re not going to really be looking2

3 I

_

@ 11 at them that fast, and all the different pieces internally,j
S

Y 12 ! anyway. That's just one'ariation. There's lots of other
= ;
-

t

j 13 ' variations.,

= |
m

5
I4 '; CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I'm not trying to minimize impact.

u - +
E !

.g 15 | What I'm trying to do is see if I can't get a feel for knowing
= .

g 16 that we have finite resources , and there are finite knowledgeable ;
s
i 17 people on the outside who can look at the analyses, do tbe
w
=
~

18 : analyses we are laying on. Where do we require the licensees
= !
s

l9a to put their effort, and where do we end up determining our
n

20 ' effort?
|,

#.

21 : And there just is a point where you cannot continuously
I I

I !

22 | add good ideas without trying to begin to put them in priority.i
4

I

23 ' MR. EISENEUT: I think that's right. f
1

24 | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: We have a lot of Staff effort, f
:

25 as you know, devoted' to reviewing material coming in,-a'nd I was|
!

l

.
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| trying to see whether you had some sense of whether or not --I

i

2 ! and perhaps you are saying I'll just have to wait and see on.
I

| the public comments, et cetera.3
i

f

| I was trying to see whether you had some sense as4
|

$ 5 | to whether these should take crecedence over the action plan.
~s I

'n

3 6 MR. CASE: I think the answer you are getting in
-

E
'

5 7 general is no, but there may be some specifics, yes. In general ,

5 !g 8 we don't think so.
d
:[ 9: MR. EISENHUT: I thi.sk that's right, and I didn't
E

@ 10 ' mean it in the sense of minimizing impact. I recognize this
E
_

@ 11 ! concern, too, with the number of requirements that are going
3

y 12 | out to utilities. You hear every day, you hear them saying, "I
=
2
5 13 , just can't keep doing all of these different things. Which do
=
m

5 14 ' you want me to do first?" And that's really the same question,
t

f 15 f CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I think we have a responsibility
= <

E I6 to say what we want done first.
W !

N 17 MR. EISENEUT: I agree.
E
-

5 18 ' MR. DENTON: When we did the auxiliary feedwater
c
8

19g reliability review and looked at all plants on that, what we
n

20 ' found is we were able to classify some plants, and it wasn't

21 necessarily by age, either. Some plants appeared to have much
4

!

22 more reliable designs than others, and some of them we thought

23 needed treatment right away, and others we were much more i
!

24! relaxed about upgrading procedures and refinements.

25 I tend to think except for these outer layers of |
!.

- | |
1
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1 ! really poor design, the bulk of our safety improvements will
!

i
2 come in the area of operational safety, rather than fine-tuning

!
3 i of desians. If we find some more design problems that are

i
# 4 high contributors to risk, like one in a thousand or so, we

|
I

g 5 | obviously want to fix those. But my own assessment is that
9- |

$ 6 things we are doing in the action plan have a greater potential
R ;

|' for risk reduction than in attacking a lot of small design
e
E 7

A !

3 8 ! changes, unless you find something that is really just a very
d .

d 9
E,

poor design.

5 10 i MR.. CASE: ._. . But one can't completely -- I'm
z I
= <

$ 11 sure Mr. Bradford will say it if I don't -- the difficulties
3

j 12 we found in fire prevention and in equipment qualifications --
E. i

j 13 ' CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Ed, I didn't say you didn't. What
:

I
m

5 14 ' I'm trying to point out is that certan..; the problem the

E
15 Commission based in trying to propose a budget is we can't[-

= .

j 16 get all the resources everybody wants, and we have to, on this
s

d 17 side, try to decide on which of you comes in and says, "In
5
-

} 18 I order to do our job, we need this and we need that," we have
=
b

19s to try to reach some balance as to what our priorities are,
R ;

20 , and in a sense of how much can we get and where do we direct

i

21 ' ' that effort.

22 In the same way, we have got to recognize, as we

23 go out and ask people to do things for us, in the same vein,

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

25 how. fast must those be -- appointed? There are some things we
1

'
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lI say have to be done immediately. We have concluded they are of
I

2I extreme importance. There are some we say can wait till the

3 first outage. There are others we say we can really wait for a

4| study and analysis, and I'm trying to see if I can't get a

5g better sense of how this fits into that program.
,

3' 6|' The number estimates you gave were for five-year
R .

=
S 7 programs. That would mean in some ways you might look at this
s
j 8, as a lifetime program. That doesn't give me the idea that you

i
d.

9
z, i feel it should take precedence over some of those analyses in
o <

$ 10 | the action plan.
z i

= i

$ II | I am trying to draw a distinction between something
n >

,

y 12 , that is a good idea and something that isn't absolutely
E ! s

5 .13 necessary.
=
m

5 I4 , MR. DENTON: And I guess I see the 30 or so manyears:

$ |
.j 15 | reporting in the SEP program to represent our collective

i*

j 16 judgments as to the priority this sort of effort requires.
* I

N 17 Whether we call it that, or revised documentation, that's the
d
E 18 level of effort that I think ought to go into these old plants
--

G l9g compared to all the other tasks we are doing.,

n

20 COMMISSIONER 3RADFORD: What I think I'm hearing back
,

21| from you is that it is really very hard to put a priority cn

I22 this one until you have that one first round of responses,

23 because if they came in very bad, in the sense that there were i
i

f24- a lot of deviations, and then very little justification, this
i

; might suddenly seem a great deal more important than items which25

<

.
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1 .' ' presently seem less important at the time.
! -

2 ! CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But unfortunately we have to face

3 that problem even before that, because we've got to be prepared
I

l

4 i to tell'the licensees, whom we have already asked to do a

!

's 5 | bunch of analyses. I'm sure some of the answers will be okay.
A !

$ 6 ! "You have asked us to do these sets of analyses, but this time

R ;

$7 { do we do those, or do we do these? We can't do both."
A :

j 8| Now, certainly in some cacos they can do a lot more
d !

:[ 9j of both than they say, but they have the same problem, because
'z

= i

$ 10 ! there's a finite limit, and I think it's our responsibility to
3 !

h 11 , be prepared to say what comes first.
3 i

y 12 | MR. DENTON: And I think we have pointed out once
5 : .

j 13 ' that these older plants have some ccmpensating features about
=

g'A 14 ! them. They tend to be in remote sites, low power level, very
I

H <

= ij 15 ' conservative designs in scme areas.
x

d 16 ' COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: These are the SEP plants.
A

y 17 MR. DENTON: The Yankees, the Dresdens, the'Lacrosses.
w
c

18 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Harold, could I take you back3
C. ,

& 19 '3 to' your June -- what is it, 10 -- memo? June 13 memo. And
M

20 | could you relate the five points that were -indicated there as

21 being what would be necessary if the Commission really went;

!

22 after this hearing against what you now are proposing, and just
|

23 quickly indicate -- |
1

1

24 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: It probably might be at least j
.

i
it5 useful to include somewhere in the record what _he request was!

,

I i
'

i l

i
-

I.
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t
I

l- COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, it's --
i

2 CHAIRMAN AREARNE: We have sent Harold a memo saying
!

-3 it is part of his review for all the- full power operating
'

4
| licenses, including Sequoyah, Salem and North Anna, the
,

I
S 5 Commission requests the extent to which the plant complies'

-0 !
| @ 6 | with current rules, reg guides and branch technical. positions
| R ;
. o
| t 7, for 10 CFR Parts'20, 50 and 100 be clearly identified. When

,

| 3 !

[
j 8| the plant does not.ccmply with current NRC rules., reg guides,
d i

L % 9| or branch technical positions, without exception, the review
1 E
I 5 101 should indicate the standard that is met, and nature of non-

i

| z
: E !

Q 11 ! conformance, whether protection has been afforded by equivalent'

t

_ y 12 | means, and should include a short summary of the Staff's
=. ,

!

g" 13 basis for accepting the nonconformance, or determination that
=
m

E I4 . equivalent protection is afforded.'

$ |

[ . 15 ; And we had asked, Harold, or we had asked actually
*

i
i

j 16 Bill Dircks to give us an estimate of the Staff, licensee
w
.-

E 17 and resources involved in implementing that.
m
5 |

| 5 18 MR. DENTON: I think there are two differences. One
: =
| 5 |&

g 19 : is when we responded to that, we'didn't have in the mind the
M. !,

.20! idea of particular significant regulations, which was the
L. - ..-

2I language in Bingham. So that makes some difference, although

I
:

i

i

12- it's hard to know a criori how much difference it makes.

23 Probably the largest one difference'is the approach

24 ' to the answers we get, and when we responded in those five |
,

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

i

i
_ _ , . _ _

-- ALDERSON REPORTlNG COMPANY, INC.
. , _ _ _ _

!
_



|. .

,

48'
i

1! documents, provide a_ written piece of paper for each one, sort
!

2i of by rote, regardless of the time it took, and on reflection,

3i many of those items sure don't warrant complete coverage, and
I

i.-

( 4; the difference would be in applying the source-selective
I

g 5| treatment to the different ones that come back.
0 |

j 6| I think so far as the licensees are concerned, there

R
$ 7 is not much difference between that memo and what we are now
A
j 8' proposing. It's more in how do we approach the results. We

d i

y 9i have gotten a little more experience. I have required a couple
3 !

@ 10 i of licensees to do this sort of thing. I found in the files

3_ !

j 11 | where we had required, I think, Zion to do this a couple of
3 !

I 12 | years ago in a different connection. And so I have been able
3
a 13 ' to read the responses from licensees since June, which I didn'tg
=
w
$ 14 | know what I was asking for in June. Now I have looked at some
'

-c !
-

115 of these, and I see how they reply.

i
-

g 16 ; Now they tended to reply they are meeting the reg
A

N 17 guides or the general design criteria. We don't have any
w .

= <

-
-

j 18 : replies in house that meet the standard review plan that I have
'

$ 19 ! seen. But I find it quite useful, and it helps really focus
5

20 . the attention on areas of concern, just from reading those

21 comparisons. There are about 240 standard review plans. I
!

i

22 think that is coing to be -- many of the standard review plans
; '

23 ' don't have reference reg guides, so licensees -- I mean they :
t
.

24 are self-suf ficient standard review plans. So it would be forj
,

i
,

25 the first time that the licensees have had to actually say, "I !
'

J

|
'

i
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I

I | am meeting this regulation, and do I meet the standard review'

2 | plan approach that's current or not? And if not, why not?"

3 They just haven't had to face that kind of question internally.

4| COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: In the past, the burden of
I

g 5' that has rested with the Staff.
R |
4 0 ':2 MR. DENTON: Yes.
R
*
5 7, MR. SHAPAR: Except that when the regulatory guide
R *

j 8 is not met, the applicant on occasion has to justify when his
,

d |
"
~. 9, own approach would meet the regulation, rather than the reg*

z
o
y 10

i cuide. Isn't that true, Harold?
'

3
_

! II | COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But does he have to tell you
3
# 12i that the reg guide isn't met?
=
-

g 13 MR. CASE: No.
=
M i

5 I4 MR. DENTON: No. And we sort of do that in the Qs
b
_j 15

i and As , that this approach doesn't seem to meet the reg guide,
=

g 16 and he writes back, and you take it frem there. And in many
A
''

17-

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

b IO ' lot of a.lternatives that are acceptable. It just takes more
E :

h I9 of the reviewer's time.
n

20 ; MR. SHAPARr In fact, the reg guides say that

21 ' specifically in the prefaces, some of them.

22 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I don't have any more en

23 this. I do have one other question in OGC.
,

i
24 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Why don't you go ahead and ask it%

25 COMMISSIOMER BRADFORD : In terms of the various

|
.
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1 ! recommendations that have sprung from this series of memos,
i

2' there is one of yours that isn't directly in the line we have

3 been talking about. That was your third one, in your August 14

I'' 4, memo, about tbe review process, including cualifications of

!
g 5| applicants and applicants' contractors. Can you elaborate on
9 <

$ 6! that a little bit?
R *

2 7| MR. BICKWIT: At the meeting in which that was
A i

j 8| discussed, we stated that increased emphasis might not be
'

d
q 9| appropriate, but before we could make a judgment like that,
?, .-1

y 10 j we would like to know exactly what emphasis is now placed.
z

.

= i

j 11 ; All we wanted to say was that a very strong emphasis should be
3 I

.

N I2 ; placed in that area, but I don't feel competent to make the
4 !

j 13 judgment that it should be greater than what is now placed,,
s =

m '

5 I4 without knowing the precise dimensions, of what emphasis is now
,

b ;

=
15.g placed on that area.

=

j 16 ' With respect to the other aspect of that recommenda-
w
.

17 tion, it is really an enforcement policy matter, and that, IU
w
=
6 i

3 18 think, the Commission and the Staf f are in agreement, has to be
: ,.

b 19 'g addressed more specifically in the enforcement policy than it
n

20 - was addressed in the draft enforcement policy that was initially
I',

21| submitted.
- )
22 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD : To the extent it's enforce-

i

23 ment policy, it's pretty well outside the envelo=.

24 MR. BICKWIT: That's right. I think everyone agreed
,

25 that it was more appropriately dealt with in the context of

t i
!
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1{ enforcement policy, of strong enforcement policy as it relates
;

2 to the f ailure to report and the f ailure to make forthright

3 statements.
1
'

( 4 MR. CASE: You're not saying that's the only place

i

g 5| it should be addressed? You're not saying it should not be

0 \

@ 6| addressed in the licensing process at all in your comments, are
'

R
$ 7j you?

Aj 8 MR. BICKWIT: No, but I think it is primarily

4 !
9i addressed in the enforcement policy. The best way to ensure

I :

$ 10 | that a licensee is making statements which are truthful is to
z 1

= 1

y 11| have an enforcement policy under which, when you find a state-
3 !

j 12 ! ment that is not truthful, that strong action is taken by the

E ij 13 : Ccmmission.

h 14 i CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Len, at the last meeting, it was
!$

2 15 | pointed out that what they were trying to get at is if we retain
x
= |

g 16 , a ny type of a system that is fundamentally based on an audit
m

d 17 ' rather than a check of every point, that we have to recognize
w
= t

E 18 ' that carries with it a very great reliance on the quality of
-

-

$ 19 , the work that is being submitted, and one of the ways that you
M >

t

20 i ensure that that quality is there obviously is through the NRR

But then another way you ensure it's there is when you|
'

21| review.

22 find the quality missing, then the enforcement policy is stiff

23 ' on it.

24 , CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Let's see. The plan is

25) headed "NRR Plan to Require Document Deviations from Current
a

,
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i

1 . Safety and Safeguard Requirements." I've come to learn that
I
!

2' there's some importance in being clear as to the difference in

3| current requirements and applicable requirements. We really

4 are talking about, in effect, keeping the justifications current.

I

g 5j MR. DENTON: I haven't figured out the best scheme
O

@ 6 for keeping them current, but obviously we are to go this way
R -

$ 7; and get them all baselined. Then the natural adjunct would be
s '

j 8, to keep them current, so that we wouldn't -- people sitting here
d .

n} 9i 10 years from now wouldn't have the same concern.
E '

$ 10 ! COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Do you have more questions?
E_

$ Il i John, I have a suggestion if there are no questions.
3 :

I 12 i COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: No, I just inquire, you know,
5, !

y 13 we meet here and attempt to resolve an bnpasse which, at the
=

$ 14 ' moment, is the license --
t
_

{ 15 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That's the suggestion I was

=. <

16g going to make. I would like if you all will indulge me, to
a
p 17 take this and just chew on it over tonight. It looks to me
w
= <

G 18 ; to be very much what I had in mind, and since we are not going
_

c
8 l9e to be voting on Sequoyah this evening, in any case, just let
5

20 me communicate to you in the morning whether this -- what I
~

.

21 ! had in mind.Obviously you still have to make up your own
I
:

22 minds as to whether or not that is what you have in mind.

|<23 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I would like to clarify a few
!

things. If you did reach this conclusion, what would be your L24 1

I | !

25 Ed, you had mentione 1 something about public ccmment. Was youp '

i
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1 | proposal in betting this is the approach NRR would take, that
!

!

2| you would put this out for public comment?

I

3 MR. CASE: No, I said that only in response to

I

4| Bingham-related questions, because Bingham requires -- and
i

!

y 5| correct me if I mn wrong -- a development of a plan and sending
0 |

@ 6' it out for public comment, and then sending it to Congress.
R .

C
S 7 |, So, implicit in Bingham you have to get public
A ij 8| comment. Now it's not quite clear what you get public comment
d 4

$ 9i on, but you have to get public comment on the plan, whatever
z .

O i

y 10 | that is.
E i

-

5 II i MR. DENTON: That would only apply to existing
3

i

5- 12 ! operating plants.
~

|

j 13 MR. SEAPAR: Not for applications for new licenses.
.= ,

>p

% I4 | MR. BICKWIT: I can't find that in the Bingham --
- ,

E '

g 15 MR. DENTON: We'll turn back to our Bingham reviewers.
=

j 16 | CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: You are referencing the wrong
A-

N 17 ' answer. The cuestion I asked was how much licensee restructure
5

-

=
3 18 - would be required to do this? And your answer was, you would
= i

s
19s expect that to ccme out in public ccmment.

5 -

20 ' MR. CASE: I thought you were talking about number one.

!

21 | CHAIPMAN AHEARNE: I'm talking about --
i

l22 ' MR. CASE: The whole thing? !

!

23 CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: Primarily the first item on this,!

24 , which is all --
I-

25 MR. CASE: But that's Bingham, f
I

!
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1 | COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Steady on. Can I throw my

i

!

2 ! body in the middle here?
I

3 It seems to me that we have said it would be nice

4 to know what we're starting off'to give people a chance to
|

5g comment on it, at least. I do believe that the plant with
e
@ 6 | the Bingham amendment either does require or strongly --
R \
o i

S 7 ! MR. BICKWIT: It does require.
A \

! 8' COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: It's highly desirable to
d
2 9 i have an opportunity for comment, and I think what you do here
?,

$ 10 is, you say, "Hi, there, folks. We've got the Bingham amend-
z
= :

@ 11 ment over here , and we 've also been thinking about some
a
y 12 , shnilar upgradings of things as follows, and we invite your
= ,

3 !

15 13 : comments on these complementary pieces of what together form
=
m
j 14 | an overall upgrading of the documentation, procedural steps,
E

y 15 keeping up with things. Actually looking at existing plants,
=

g 16 et cetera." And then you've got -- then you've got the whole
"A |

N 17 plan, and indeed the Bingham amendment is met by scme sub-
w
=
-

18 section of that, but you've got the whole plan.
.

-
'

f
I

,

= :
Ih 19 |; You say, "We appreciate comments. Don't takeg

M

20 ) forever about it." And then we get a lot of screams, hollers,
!

21 ! and maybe the usual comments, and then we can see.
I ,

:

22 It seems to me now that what one would like to move !
!

,

23 toward, then, is a proposed -- is an outline of said preposed

24 plan which suffices for your purposes, Peter, in which the :

!
25 rest of us could' agree to. And then it could go out saying, I

t
i

i
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,| "Hi, there. The Commission contempiases the following." And1

!

I 2 ! then we'd see where we go from there.
!

3 ! CHAIRMAN AREARNE: If I again --
i

|4 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Okay.<4

!
e 5 ! CHAIRMAN-AHEARNE: Your answer on going out to public
h !

@ 6 comment would have just been the Bingham portion, which wouldi

R |

2 7 be the first place?
'

A |

$ 8 MR. DENTON: Yes sir.
'

d
k 9 MR. CASE: Dr. Hendrie has expanded that.
3
$ 10 | CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Well, if he did, it was a little
z.,

_ ,

$ 11 ; hard for me to understand, how you would ask for public
3;

I 12 ! comment on what's going to be done on existing operating licenses
5
a
5 13 ' and then put in place the same system for new operating
= i

w
$ 14 : licenses. But that's --
y -

2 15 ' MR. CASE: My only answer to that would be office
x

d. 16 - letter- 9 was to be implemented without public comment, too.
A

N l7 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Yes, but it was never implemented.
3
r
E 18 ' MR. SHAPAR: The language in Bingham, byLthe way,
- -

G.
19-g is, such sums as' may be necessary shall be used by the NRC

M.

20. to develop, submit to the Congress, and implement as soon as,

21| practicable, after notice and opportunity for public comment,
t

I
22 a comprehensive plan for system.atic safety evaluation.

,-
. ,

23 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Now'what I wanted to ask Peter,

24 . it wasn' t _ clear to me , _ Peter, in reading your memos, wherher
:

L 25 you envisioned any public comment on the procedure that we might
! l

!

| *
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I ;put in place.

2 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I haven't, but I wouldn't rule

3f
'

it out..
-

4 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I didn't read your going that

i

g 5j way, but since you -- okay.
.n !

$ 6| CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You said you wouldn't rule it out.
R
... -

7 |. My. question is would you accept.it? I'm not trying to lead"-

s !

j 8| you into anything, . but I would have thouc'.tt that given .what
d
y 9 you have written, that that was nou --!
z

,

? -i

g 10 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: It hadn't occurred to me.
z i

= .

' .-

! II i Let me think about it. But off the top of my head, I think
3 i

Y I2 it might.be useful. There is a significant enough uncertainty
=, ,

i

j 13 ! as to what is really entailed that it might be helpful. At the
= ,

j 14 same time, what it's not going to really clarify is what I
E !

$. 15 ' understood to be the fundamental-determination of the resources
=

y 16 | involved. That is, just what the responses back will really
a

; .

N I7 look like. Not the response, but the comments to the --
a
~= .

18 |
=

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's determinative of all3
=
8-
t 19 , re so urces . It isn't determinative of the resources the
M

:

20.| licensee has. We have a responsibility to take that into

2I consideration, too.

$

22) CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: That's right.

23 Ibu3 I guess I'm.not sure of the steps the licensees,

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

.- 25 work -that _ will be required in preparing ~the ultimate responses,,

;
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1 ; without that work being done, then they don't know much more
|
'

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

3, is, actual safety significance.

i
4: CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The significance they would expect

!

I

e 5 to be able to make an accroximate estimate of the resourcesi

A I
--

9

@ 6, required to do that.

9 ,

$ 7| MR. CASE: To do the initial job, but then they also
!;

$- 8! -- well, we don' t know how much the Staf f is going to do,
i

d i

: 9i so we don't know how much to allot to hhat phase of the effort.

I
$ 10 | MR. DENTON: The feeling seems to be --
z .

= 4

j 11 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I was trying to get, if I
.

U !

f 12 | could, some sense from Commissioner Bradford as to whether --

3 i
E 13 r and I guess your answer is you hadn't really considered the
E

y 14 i
public comment aspect, and you are not sure where you would

t !
=
c 15 , come out as to whether allowing it would be consistent with.

'w
= i

j 16 ' your requirements before we could go ahead with licensing.
M

d 17 COMMISSIONER 3RADFORD: Nhat I'd like to come up
w
=
5 18 with is just a blueprint for dealing with this question.
:
- >

3 19 | As I say, just sitting here thinking about it, I don't see
|a '

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

i
1

21 ! micht be useful.
;

-

I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I'm sorry, Joe. I interrupted j.22
t

youearlier$23

24 - CCMMISSIONER HENDRIE: No. !
' ;

25 MR. DENTON: In trying to get a handle on it, it i

a i
'

s

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC. !



. 1

58

I | seems as though the direct answer from the utilities about
!

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

3! the concern that they have implicit behind this first step is

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

g 5! else, that they would establish all these deviations when they
'

8
@ 6; think they adequately showed compliance.
n i

7: Well, then, as the os and As develop and Staffo
n

s !

j 8| positions harden, what flows from that finding, that today's
4

z.
criteria are the only acceptable means, and I think the effort9!

o
y 10 ! that that would require is so the first step --
E
=

$ II , CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Do you have inherent in your
3 ,

y 12 ! outline the assumption that today's criteria are the only
:
,

g 13 ' acceptable 2s?
=
x i

5 I4 MR. DENTON: No.

s
y 15'1 MR. CASE: Particularly not when you do selective
=

E 10 audit. You don't look at all the deviations. I don't see
;

A

f 17 ,
,

how one could have in mind you've got to meet all of those.
=
5 18 MR. BICKWIT: But that's one of your alternatives,
=
$

'

l9 ' is-to look at the deviations.s
R

i

20 MR. CASE: That's not my alternative.

21 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I still don't see where

22 ! the item makes a dif ference there, because whatever the standard

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

24 if you were in fact using today's criteria, then a lot of the
,

25 items would flunk, and you'd have co go further, and vou'd wind
t
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1 ! up with pretty near all of them.

2 MR. SHAPAR: Specific requirements, of course, are

3| grandfathered.
!

4| CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In the past.
1

I

5i MR. SEAPAR: Yes.e
A i

n ;

@ 6j CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: But in here, it says that that

9 -

d 7| may no longer be true.
M ij 8! MR. CASE: A reexaminction of that.

1

J >

q 9| COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: At least you want to knew why ,

z
:

$ 10 ' MR. DENTON: So I guess some are concerned before
z
= '

j 11| they would untangle from this review, they would be subject
D :

y 12 to de, novo review with resultant changes to upgrade the plant
: i,

g 13 i from yesterday's to today's standards, and where exactly are we
=
m

5 14 : going to draw the line is that process.
$ !

2 15 i COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: But it -- well, it's very
w i

= t

d 16 ' hard to answer, sitting here. My assumption is that the people
^
y 17 who did the review and granted the exemptions are somewhere
w
= ;

3 18 either in memory or on paper or something, that there is some
c

19 | sort of a reconstructable record, and we will have that.b
g
M :

!20 What I'd be looking for is a pattern of either a complete

21 ; failure of justification, or some areas where the exemptions
i

22| have beccme so widespread in ways that subsequent knowledge
,

23 had caused us to worry about that we might want to go back and

24 rethink. I wouldn't assume that we were automatically going
i

25 j back and pulling all of the grandfatherings and all
i

1
1

I-
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1: exemp tions .
|

2 CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: No, I wasn't trying to imply that I

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

f

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

l
g 5i would require a reexamination of every;hing that we have grand-
8 !
j 6| fathered.
R ,

& 7 Now it may be a minor reexamination and it may bej

5
j 8|| major, but it does not mean that we grandfathered automatically

'

d
0; 9 i excludes it from reexamination.
? '

E 10 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: No, I'm afraid one of the
z
= i

j ll! things that drives the examination to be much more extens..ve
D '

( 12 ! than it might otherwise need be, is if we can't easily recon-
5
y 13 ! struct the basis for ht, the examiners don't have to go back
=
m

5 14 | and do it over again.
$ !

2 15 | CEAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, except whether or not we
w i= ;

j 16 - can reconstruct the basis isn't really relevant.
w

y 17 ' CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Scmebody has to reconstruct
x
=
G 18 j it,
=
$ |

19 , CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's right. What we are reallyg
n

20 ! saying is, to sum up the gist of my earlier questions, what

21 we are really saying to some plants is, independent of whether

22 ' we have justification of why we grandfathered you, you have

23 to now justify it.
:

24 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I have a hunch if we have a {,

l

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

i
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1 back and it will look remarkably like our record.
,

2' (Laughter.)

3i MR. SEAPAR: Of course, that raises the question of
i

i

4j whether or not your present backfitting ' criterion; as elusive

g 5 as it may be, is the one that you want to apply to this circum-
S

,

j 6| stance.
R
{ 7 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, there are obviously issues
A

| 8' that will be imbedded in what criteria do you assume for
d i

; 9; acceptability.
3
5 10 MR. SEAPAR: It also ties in even further with the
z .

= i

j 11 question of what your safety goal is.
D

I 12 CEAIRMAN AEEARNE: All right. Then I guess where
5 '

g 13 we are, Peter, you will give us your views, and I'm sure that
=
m
5 14 we will be considering it, and that will include the issue of

'b= i

15 -g public comment question, which I think is --
=

d 16 ' MR. CASE: One small caveat. If one goes out for
A

$ 17 public cc= ment and takes an extended period of time, some of
5
-

} 18 - these dates might have to change correspondingly.
-

? l9g MR. DENTON: And we are proceeding with the update I

a .

I20 of the standard review plan.

2I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, I assume that's happening

22 independently.

23 MR. DENTCN: Yes, that's right. Yes.

24 ' CHAIRMAN AEEARNE: Now, I guess, Peter, they're related

25 to* the earlier discussion depending upon where you ccme out
i

l
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1| on this. If you finally conclude that it is not going to meet
i

2 your concerns, then I would gather that you could still be

3 in the same position you were last time at Sequoyah.
,

- i

4! CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Well, that's right, but I
.

I
5, don't think that's likely, John. I think this is pretty clearlya

h !
,

] 6; -- I had -- I mean I don' t know where we' re all going to come

R i

$ 7' out jointly.
A

,

'

j 8! CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Then perhaps you might check to
d
y 9i see whether or not you might think it appropriate to see
?
$ 10 | whether Victor would come back.
3
_

@ ll , COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I will give him a call.
3 -

,

N 12 i COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Earlier than Friday afternoon.
E !

j 13 I won't be here this coming Friday afternoon.
=
'n !

5 14 ' I am prepared to be absent if --
$ i

] 15
.

(Laughter.)
=

j 16 . MR. BICKWIT : You keep fouling these things up.
W

N 17 CCMMISSIONER BRADFORD: I should mention that when
w
f

18 I did last talk to Victor, he indicated some intent to3
= ;

b
19 ! circulate a proposed modification or something of scme sort.g

n

20 : So I wculd think he might --

21 CHAIRMAN AREARNE: That I did not know. His paper
!

22 ' didn't mention that. |

23 COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: No, that's right.

24 CEAIRMAN AREARNE: I see. |

25 Any other? :

i,

;

,
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!
1

1 All right.
i

2 .Oihere upon , a t 5 : 4 0 p .m. , the meeting was

3| adjourned.)

4,

i

e 5;

h I
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3 6!
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UNITED STATES,

L' ! ' ' , , NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION...

-{* \. WASHINGTON,0.C. 20555

I%, s/ .

***** August 20, 1980- ; ,

OFFICE oF THE - F gw,

i' CoMMIS$ LONER ] ;,, y
y nps

- -)

!O,s c3 --' -.,

b r* 3
,' IE $1

MEMO TO: ' Chairman Ahearne .. . ,
,

Commissioner Gilinsky (d
Commissioner Hendrie N #

W. ^

FROM: Peter A. Bradford

SUBJECT: NORTH ANNA UNIT 2

I am prepared to issue the North Anna license subject to'

*

the following: Q
1. The finding on page one of the license should be made in<

,

terms of " reasonable assurance" rather than as an absolute [[ A3 (L
finding that the regulations are met. It is clear that gy <3
we are in no position to make a sweeping finding regarding

; the regulations as a whole.

2. A Commission agreement to. take the action necessary to
avoid making a bad regul,atory 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 Rcview Plan;

(SRP) .
'

3. All. existing and future operating licensees should be
included in the effort outlined in Item 2. With.the
possible exception of the older p'lants 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.;

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

F '5. 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 specifications
that were based on pre-NTOL requirements. However, I do -

not believe that the potential changes are significant
enough to' withhold issuance of the North Anna OL.

cc: William J. Dircks
Samuel J. Chilk
Edward Hanrahan
Leona rd Bickwit
Harold Denton

,
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- E NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
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July 31,1980

OFFICE oF THE
CoMMISSloNE R

6

i

MEMO TO: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Hendrie a

. yg
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 find anything tin Harold's July 23, 1980 memo on
this subject to change the opinion I expressed in my July 10'

We are currently waiting for OGC's memo on the legality. memo.
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 memo for the Commission to consider before it
approves another operating license.

cc: Samuel J. Chilk -

Ed Hanrahan
Len Dickwit

i

.-

%

s



-
, i

~

{ (
g/WU%o " UNITED STATES 7-e #e' 1, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION '

,

h-'A * WASHIN GTON. D.C. 20555r .

'k . . . . . o July 10,1980

OFFICE OF THE
COMMISSIONER

MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Hendrie

77.5.
FROM: Peter A. Bradford

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

It see.ms 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 implications are as to the public health and safety are
issues which are less clear. However, I do not see hok we can responsibly
allow it-to continue and to worsen with each new license application.

Briefly, the situation is as follows:.

1) 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 compli-
ance with NRC regulations."

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

3) 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 a matter of inference by the staff rather than
actual knowledge.

4) The staff does state that the SRP was used extensively in reviews
of NT0L 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 appli-
cations .can eventually be shown, in detail, to be in compliance ,.

with the Commission's regulations and other NRC regulatory require-[' , .,

ments. ..s ; o
,,

,2 ~' 's 2, -
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5) In 1976, Ben Rusche initiated a policy requiring' deviations
from the acceptance criteria in the SRP to be documented 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 7 I would
also request OPE and 0GC to work with the staff to develop such a
program along the lines of the five-step review outlined in the June 13
memo for the Comission to consider before it spproves another-operating
license. '

cc: W. Dircks, ED0
- L. Bickwit 0GC

E. Hanrahan, OPE
S. Chilk, SECY

:
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S.MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearn ? ~ .. :* ~~ "...'

Comissioner Gilinsky -
.

!

.. Commissioner Hendrie
Coinnissioner Bradford' .

:

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

THRU: William J. Dircks, Acting Executive (Signd)Yli!!!smL Dircks
Director for Operations

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 1

reports of the conformance of power reactor applications with NRC
safety regulations would be desirable. In light of this and the '
continued Comission 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 applicable -

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 two
months. -

.
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Next the staff will modify tihe 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 Evaluatiori 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.*

1

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office.of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation-

GC
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Hendrie
Commissioner Bradford

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 was to advise you of the costs to the NRC of !

having to certify in detail how structures, systems and compone..ts of a
nuclear reactor facility comply with each current safety-related regulation,
r69ulatory 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 confom to the D.mmission's regulations. This dichetomy has
raised a number of questions concerning our discharge.of regulatory respon- .

sibilities with respect to assuring compliance with the Commission's.
regul ations. 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 those ,

'

instances where the regulation is specific (e.g.,10 CFR 50.46 and 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 tems (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 j

focusing on an explicit accounting of compliance with broad principles.
,

I
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Background of the SRP

The Standard Review Plan was develcped in the early 1970'.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 a substan-
tial increase in independent technical assessment in such areas as design-

and perfomance of emergency core cooling systems design and performance
of containment and other accident mitigating safeguards, design and per-
fomance of radwaste systems, geology 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 technical .

review in the 1970'.s provided a far 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 as 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
-

4

cations. For these prior reviews the only criteria for judgment were
those of the regulations as amplified by the GDC. .

-

Imbedded in that judgment of " adequacy" by virtue of the experience of the |
:t

reviewers involved in drafting the SRP is an assessment of conformance to i
.

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 i

.
activity of high manpower cost indicated in my memorandum of June 13,

' 1980.-

Concruence of the SRP and the Regulations
1

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.

basi's for determining acceptability. The technical basis consists of
specific criteria' which typically include reference to Part 50 and 100,
and particularily the General Design Criteria of Appenob: A, regulatory
guides, codes and standards, and branch technical positit,ns.

1., .

.
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While, as 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 a post facto study of these
interrelationships and found, for example, that all but one General Design
Criterion is specifically referenced in the SRP.s. The only GDC not
refercnced explicitly in the SRP is GDC 51 " Fracture Prevention of
Contatnment Pressure Boundary." However, SRP Section 3.8.2, which should
have included such a reference, does specify that the materials of steel
contd!nments 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, a prelim-
inary survey was made of these documents. Enclosure 1 to this memorandum
provides a listing 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, listed by
Regulatory. Guide (Table 3); and

.

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

In general, the degree of congruence between a 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 identification and documentation concerns as'

expressed in my June 13, 1980 memorandum, I 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 Licensina Process

Applicants for pemits and licenses have had femal guidance on how to
prepare their Safety Analysis Reports since June 1966, when a " Guide to the
Organization and Contents of Safety Analysis Reports was issued by the AEC.
Revision 1 to this guide was issued in October 1972, as the " Standard
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for. Nuclear Power Plants."

.The Standard Fomat was revised again in September.1975 (Revision 2) and in
November 1978 (Revision 3).

Since 1972 the staff guidance has required that applicants explicitly
describe confomance with the. General Design Criteria, (Appendix A to 10
CFR 50). Revision 3 (November 1978) was the first Standard Fomat 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 a 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, a design satisfying the basic
safety requirements of the Commission's' regulations is nevertheless requ' ired.
The absence of explicit documentation justifying th'e deviation makes the

'

"conformance trail'' that much more troublesome. -

My confidence that our overall review assures compliance with Commission
regulations is supported by the staff perfomance 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 addition
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 applicable 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
requi rem'ents. It is the applicant who bears the burden of proof on the
issue. 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 a usefu1~ summary of confomance,
the remaining thousands of pages of an application are needed to adequately
evidence specific compliance. Th'e 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 1.o those necessary to
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 a vexing, manpower intensive effort to which the staff f 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 to the^ industry and the public regarding acceptable ways to meet
the rules and regulations, the emphasis that the staff places in its -

.r.eviews on areas of particular controversy and importance to safety, and
the fact that both the ACRS review and the hearing pr.ocess throw additional
spotlights on the areas of safety significance relating to the regulations,
gives confidence that our review process results in a reasonable basis
for judgments as to whether the regulations have been met.

M| f
Harold R. Denton, Director

[bEnclosure: -

Preliminary Survey of
Interrelationships Between
the Regulations, SRPs and

. Regulatory Guides

cc: OGC
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* ' ' STANDARD REVIEH PLAN SECTIONS WHICH REFERENCE GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA

GDC_. SRP Sections

1 3.22/3.9.2/3.9.3/3.9.5/3.11/4.5.2/5.2.3/5.4.2/6.3/7.1/7.2
7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3/10.3.6

2 2.4.'3/3.2.1/3.3.1/3.3.2/3.4.1/3.4.2/3.5.1/3.5.3/3.8.1/3.8.2. .

3.8.3/3.8.4/3.8.5/3.9.2/3.9.3/3.9.4/3.9.5/3.10/3 11/5.4.6
5.4.7/6.3/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3/9.'1.1/9.2.1
9.2.6/9.3.1/9.3.3/9.3.4/9.3.5/9.4.1/9.4.2/9.4.3/9.4.5/9.5.4/
9.5.5/9.5.6/9. .5 7/9.5.8/10.3/10.4.7/10.4.9

3 7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3/9.5.1'

'

4 3. 5.1/3. E. 2 / 3. 5. 3/3. 6.1/ 3. 6. 2/3. 8.1/3. 8. 2/3. 8. 3/3. 8. 4/3. 8. 5
3.9.2/3.1.3/3.9.4/3.9.5/3.11/5.4.1/5.4.6/5.4.7/6.3/6.7/7.1
7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3/9.1.1/9.2.1/9.2.6/9.3.1/
9.3.3/9.3.4/9.3.5/9.4.1/9.4.2/9.4.3/9.4.4/9.4.5/9.5.4/9.5.5
9.5.6/9.5.7/9.5.8/10.2.3/10.3/10.4.7/10.4.9.

5 5. /, . 7/6. 3/7 .1/7. 2 /7 . 3 /7 . 4 / 7. 5 /7. 6/8.1/8. 2 /8. 3 / 9.1.1/9. 2.1
9. 2. 6/9. 3.1/9. 3. 4/ 9. 3. 5/ 9. 4.1/9. 4. 2/ 9. 4. 3/9. 4. 4/9. 4.5/9. 5.1'

.
9.5.4/9.5.5/9.5.7/9.5.8/10.4.7/10.4.9

:
,

10 3. 9. 5 /4.2 /4. 3 /4. 4/7.1/7. 2/7. 3/7. 4/7. 5/7. 6|
11 4.3 .

12 4.3/7.1/7.2/7.7
. .

- 13 4.3/5.2.3/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6/7.7/8.1/8.2/8.3/15.4.7
.

14 3.9.1/3.9.2/4.5.2/5.2.3/5.4.2.

15 - - 3. 9.1/ 3. 9. 2 / 3. 9. 4 / 5. 2. 2/ 5. 4. 2 /7.1/7. 2/7 . 6/7.7 /9. 5. 6

16 3.8.1/3.8.2/6.'1.1/6.2.1
,

17 6.3/8.1/8.2/8.3/9.5.4
9

18 8.1/8.2/8.3-

,

19 5.4.7/6.4/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.6/7.7/9.4.1/10.4.9
'

o 20 3.9.4/4.6/6.3/7.'1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6/15.4.2/15.4.3

-
21 4.6/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.5/8.1/8.2/8.3

.

22 7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/).6/8.1/8.2/8.3
-

,

23 3.11/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.4/7.5/7.6
'

~ 24 7.1/7. 2/7.3/7. 4/7. 6/7. 7/7. 5
-

,

.

.

O _ _ _ . .
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25 4.3/4.6/7.1/7.2/15.4.2/15.4.3
,

26 3.9.4/4.5.1/4.6/7.1/7.2/7.4/7.7/9.3.4/9.3.5
' *

27 3.9.4/4.3/4.6/6.3/7.1/7.2/7.4/7.5/7.7/9.3.4/9.3.5

28 4.3/4.6/7.1/7.2/7.5/1.6/7.7
.

e ,

29 . 3. 9. 4/7.1/7. 2 /7. 3/7. 4/7. 5 /7. 6 /7. 7/9. 3. 4'

.

,

30 3.9.4/5.2.5 ..
.

- 31 3.9.4/5.2.3/5.3.1/5.4.2
'

32 3.9.4/5.2.4/5.4.2*

.

'

i 33 7.1/7.4/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3/9.3.4'

34 5.4.6/5.4.7/6.1.1/7.1/7.3/7.4/7.5/8.1/8.2/8.3/10.3.

,

- -
. .

35 . 6.1.1/6.3/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3

36 6.3/6.6 -
-

'

37 6.3/7.1/7.2/7.3/7.5/7.6' .

38 6.2.1/6.2.2/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3.

| 39 6.2.1/6.2.2/6.6
.

40 3.9.6/6.2.1/6.,2.2/7.1/7.3/7-5/7.6/1576-5- ---

.

41 6.1.1/6.2.5/6.5.2/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3

42 6.Z.!/6.2.5/6.5.2/6.5.6 .
.

43 3.9.6/6.2.3/6.2.5/6.5.2/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6
.

44 5.4.7/6.1.1/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6/8.1/8.2/8.3/9.2.1/9.2.6
9.5.5/10.4.7/10.4.9 .

,

45 5,4.7/9.2.1/9.2.6/9.5.5/10.4.7/10.4.9
'

46 3. F. 6/5. 4. 7 /7.1/7. 3 /7. 5 /7. 6/ 9. 2.1/9. 2. 6/ 9. 5. 5 /10.'4 .7/10. 4.
. .

50 3.8.|/3.8.2/6.2.2/6.2.5/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6
*

52 6.2.6 .

.

53 6.2.6
.
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54 6.2.1/6.2.4/6.2.6/6.3/6.7/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6

55 .5.4.,6/5.4.7/6.2.4/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6/15.6.2/15.6.5

56 5.4.6/5.4.7/6.2.1/6.2.4/6.3/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6
' ~

57 5.4.6/5.4.7/6.2.4/7.1/7.3/7.5/7.6
'

60 10.4.1/10.4.3/11.5 .

|
61 -3.1.1

.

#- 62 9.1.1 , ,

63 9.1.1/11.5 .

'

64 10.4.1/10.4.3/11.5.

.
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REGULATORY GUIDES WHICH REFERENCE GENERAL DESIGN CRITERIA..

-
.

GDC Ree 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 1.29,1.48,1.57,1.59,1.60,1.61,1.76,1.92,1.102.1.117.1.122,
' '

1.124,1.129,1.130,1,135,1,142

3 1.75,1.120 .

4 1.14,1.44,1.46,1.78,1.91.,1.95,1".96,1.106,1.115,1.142'

5 1.104 .
** -

.

13 1.56,1.97,1.133
..

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 ---

19 1.78,1.95,1.97,1.11'4
.

20 1.22
. .

.

21 1.75,1.118

28 1.77.

.

30 1.45,1.65,1.84,1.85

31 1.36,1.65,1.83,1.99,1.106'

32 1.83
.

35 1.2.1.7,1.82-

-

. .

36 1.82
'

37 1.82 .

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 GDC Reculation-

1.1 Net Positive Suction Head for Emergency 41
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 a
*

Loss of Cool, ant Accident for Boiling 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 Boilinge

} Water Reactors

i 1. 6 ' Independence Between Redundant Standb'y ~ ' 17
(Onsite) Power Sources and Between
Their Distribution Systems '

. . 1.7 Control of Combustible Gas Concentrations 35
* *

in Containment Following a loss of Coolant.

Accident-

,
Supplement to' Safety Guide 7, Backfitting-

Considerations -
.

,

1.8 Personnel Selection and Train ~ing ''

,

1.9 Selection, Design, and Qualification of
Diesel-Generator Units Used as Onsite ,

Electric Power Systems at Nuclear Power-

Plants (Com:nents requested by 1/26/79)
.

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

,

1.li Instrument Lines Penetrating Primary 55, 56 )
Reactor Containment j,

-
.

.

. .

Supplement to Safety Guide 11, Backfitting .

Considerations

1.12 . Instrumentation for Earthquakes -|*

,

!
:

.

1
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1.5242 '

. ,

1.5243 - -

44 1.27

45 1.127 *

.

.

50 1.63,1.80,1.81-

,

53 1.35,1.90
- ,

. 54 1.96,1.141

55 1.11,1.141

56 '.11.1.141

57 1.141'

,.

''

f 60 1.21,1.140
, ,

61 1.13,1.98,1,104,1,140 ,

54 1.97..

.

Appendix B 1.128,1.30,1.31,1.33,1.34,1.37,1.38,1.39,1.40,1.46
1.54,1.58,1.64,1.73,1.74,1.88,1.94,1,100,1.116,1.123-

50.55A 1.26,1.46,1.53,1.62,1.75,1.118

.
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1.13 Spent Fuel Storage, Facility Design Basis 61

1.14 React'or Co61 ant Pump Flywheel Iritegrity 4

1.15 Testing of Reinforcing Bars for Category 1

1 Concrete Structures .

~

1.16 Reporting of Operating Information -- 1-

Appendix A Technical Specifications -
,

1.17 Protection of Nuclear Plants Against.

Industrial Sabotage

.
1.18 Structural Acceptance Test for Concre'te 1

Primary Reactor Containments

1.19 Nondestructive Examination of Primary 1

Containment Liner Welds.

;.
1.20 Comprehensive Vibration Assessment 1. .:

Program for Reactor Internals During
Preoperational and Initial Startup Testing

,

1.21 Measuring, Evaluating and Reporting Radio- 60
activity in Solid Wastes and Release of
Radioactivity in Liquid and Gaseous*

Effluents frcm Light Water-Cooled Nuclear
Power Plants

,

.

1.22 Periodic Testing of Protection System 20

Actuation Functions ',
.

1.23 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 and Pressurized Water !.

*

Reactors .

1.26 Quality Group Classifications and Standards 1 50, 55A |
!

for Water Steam-and Radio-Waste-Containino~ '

Components of Nuclear Power Plants
_

.

'

.
O

- |
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1.27 Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power 44

Plants .

>

1.28 Quality Assurance Program Requirements App B

(Design and Construction)

1.29 Seismic Design. Classification 2

1.30 Quality Assurance Requirements for App'B'

the Installation, Inspection, and'

Testing of Instrumentation and Electric .

Equipment
2..

1.31 Control of Ferrite Content in Stainless 1, 14 App B

Steel Wald Metal
'

1.32 Criteria for Safety-Related Electric 17, 18
.

Power Systers for Nuclear Power Plants
,

.

.
. Acp B1.33 Quality Assurance Program Requirements.

(Operation).-
'

1.34 Control of Electroslag Weld Propertie's App B-

1.35 Inservice Inspection of Ungrouted Tendons 53 .

in Prestressed Concrete Containment
' Structures
,

1.36 Nonmetallic Thermal Insulation for 1, 14, 31
Austenitic Stainless Steel.

.

'

1.37 Quality Assurance Requirements for App B

Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated
Components of Water-Cooled Nu' clear Power * .

Plants

1.38 Quality Assurance Requirements for App B
.

Packaging, Shipping, Receiving, Storage,
and Handling of Items for Water-Cooled
Nucle,ar Powsr Plants-

'

.

1.'39 Housekeeping Requirements for Water-Cooled App B
'

- Nuclear Power Plants

.1.40 Qualification Tests of Continuous-Duty . App B
:

Motors Installed Inside the Containment
of' Water-Coole'd Nuc16ar Power Plants .

.

.

.

| .

| .
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1.41 Preop 6 rational Testing of Redundant 1

Onsite Electric Power Systems to Verify
Proper Load Group Assignments

'

1.42 Interim Licensing Policy on As-Low-As-
Practicable for Gaseous Radiciodine-

Releases from Light-Water-cooled Nuclear
Power Retetors -

1.43 Control Stainless Steel '. tid Cladding of 1''

Low-Alloy Steel Componer..s*

~ 1.44 Control of the Use of SeN~sitized Stainless 1, 4

- Steel

1.45 Reactor Coolant ~ Pressure Boundary Leakage 30
-

Detection Systers

1.45 Protection Against Pipe Whip Inside 4'

.

Containcent'

:

,- 1.47 Bypassed and Inoperable. Status Indication - 50.55A,..

2

for Nuclear Power Plant Safety Systems App B

'

-1.48 Design Limits and Leading Cc=binations for 2

.
Seismic Category I Fluid System Components

.

1.49 Power Levels of Nuclear Power Plants

- 1.50 Control of Preheat Temperature for 1

Welding of Low Alloy Steel

- 1.51 Inservice Inspection ,of ASP.E Code Class
2 and 3 Nuclear Power Plant Components'

1.52 Design, Testing, and Maintenance Criteria 41, 42, 43
for Post-accident Engineered-Safety-

-

'

Feature Atmosphere Cleanup System Air
Filtration and Absorption Units of

.

Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear. Power Plants .

~

1.53' ' Application of the Sir.gle-Failure - 50.55A

Criterion to Nuclear Power Plant Protection
.

Systems
-.

.

App B'.
1.54 Quality Assurance Requirements for -

Protective Coatings Appliced to Water-
Cooled Nuclear Power Plants

1.55 * Concrete Placement in Category 1 Structures 1 .

.

O

.
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1,56 Maintenance of Water Purity in Boiling 13, 14, 15
Water Reactors..- ..

,

1.57 Design Limits and Leading Combinations 2
for Metal Primary Reactor Containment
System Components

1.58 Qualification of Nuclear Power Plant. App'B

Inspection, Examination, and Testing
.

Personnel .

1.59 Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power 2
'

Plants
'

'

1.60 Design Response Spectra for Seismic 2

Design of fiuclear Power Plants

1.61 Damping. Values for Seismic Design 2

of Nuclear Poder Plants
.-

1.62 Manual Initiation of Protective Actions 50.55A"
'

,_
.

1.63 Electric Penetration Assemblies in 50
Containment Structures for Light-Water- -

Cooled Nuclear Power Plants-

1.64 Quality Assurance Requirements for App B
.

the Design of Nuclear Power Plants

1.65 Materials and Inspection for Reactor 1, 30, 31
Vessel Closure Studs

.

1.66 Nondestructive Examination of Tubular 1

Products

1.67 Installation of Overpressure Protective 1
'

Devices

1.68 Initial Test Programs- for Water-Cooled 1

Nuclear Power Plants
-

1.68.1 Preoperational and initial Startup
Testing of Feedwater and Condensate
Systens for Boiling Water Reactor

-. .

Power Plants .

,

*

1.68.2 Initial Startup Test Program to Demonstrate 1

Remote Shutdown Capability for Watcr-Cooled
Nuclear Power Plants .

*

^
-

3
.

*
.
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1.69 Concrete Radiation Shields for Nuclear 1

Power Plants .

,

1.70 Standard Format and Content of Safety 1

Analysis Riports for Nuclear Power .
.

Plants - LWR Edition

1.71 Welder Qualification for Areas of Li~mited 1
' '

Accessibility - .
'

1.72 Spray Pond Piping Made From Fiberglass- 1
,

Reinforced Thermosetting Resin
2

.

l'.73 Qualification Tests of Electric Valve App B
.

Operators Installed Inside the Containment
,

of Nuclear Power Plants

1.74 Quality Assuran'ce Terms and Defin'itions App B
,

.; 1.75 Physical Independence of Electric Systems 3, 17, 21 50.55A

s

1.76 Design Basis Tornado for Nuclear Power 2.

Plants-

.

1.77 Assumptions Used for Evaluating a 28
Control Rod Ejection Accident for

,

Pressurized Water Reactors*
-

,

1.78 Assumptions for Evaluating the Habit- 4, 19
"

ability of a Nuclear Power Plant Control
Room During a Postulated Hazardous
Chemical Release

,

'

1.79 Preoperational Testing of Emdrgency Core 1

Cooling Systems for Pressurized Water '

Reactors
'

1.80 Preoperatio,nal Testing of -Instrument Air 1, 50
"

Systems
,

,

1.81 Shared Emergency and Shutdown Electric 1, 50
-

- Systems for Multi-Unit Nuclear Power -

,

.
Plants

,

'1.82 Sumps.for Emergency Core Cooling and 35, 36, 37, 38' .

Co'ntainment Spray Systems 39, 40 -

.

- .

.
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.
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1.83 Inservice Inspection of Pressurized Water- 14, 15, 31, 32
*

Reactor Steam Generator Tubes

~ , 3011.84 Design and Fabrication Code Case
Acceptabili-ty - ASME Section III 4

Division 1 |

!

1.85 Materials Code case Acceptability .- 1, 30

ASME Section III Division 1 *

'

1.86 Termination of Operating Licenses for-
.

-

Nuclear Reactors ._.

1.87 Guidance for Construction of Class 1 L1
'

. Components in Elevated-Temperature
Reactors (Supplement to ASME Section
III Code Classes 1592, 1593, 1594,
1595, and 1596)

'

- 1.88 Collection, Stora9e, and Maintenance of App B
Nuclear Power Plant Quality Assurance~

:
'

.
Records

..

1.89 Qualification of Class IE Equipment for
Nuclear Power Plants .

1.90 Inservice Inspectien of Presiressed 53-

Concrete Containment Structures With
~

-

Grouted Tendons

.
1.91 Evaluations of Explosions Postulated to 4 -

Occur on Transportation Routes Near
Nuclear Power Plants -

,

"

1.92 Combinin'g Modal Respo'nses and Spatial 2
'

'

Components in Seismic Response. Analysis .
.

1.93 Availabilitf of Electric Power Sources ' 17

- 1.94 Quality Assurance Requirements for In- App B
sta11ation, Inspection, and Testing of .

Structural Concrete and Structural .

Steel During the Construction Phase of -

.

Nuclear Power Plants -

'

1.95 Protection of Nuclear Power Plant Control .4, 19 :

Room Operators Against an Accidental '
..

,

Chlorine- Release

1.96 , Design of Main Steam holation Valve 4, 54 -

Leakage Control Systems for Boilding

|
- Water Reactor Nuclear Power Plants

-
.

,

!'
.

*
.
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1.97 Instrumentation .for Light-Water-Cooled -13, 19, 64
Nuclear Power Plants to Assess Plant
Conditions During and Following an Accident

1.98 Assumptions Used for Evaluating the . . 61

Potential Radiological Consequences of a - .,

Radioactive Offgas System Failure in a
*

Boiling Water Reactor
.

1.99 Effects of Residual Elements on Predicted 31 .

Radiation Damage to Reactor Vessel
Materials :

.

' '
1.100 Seismic Qualification of Electric Equipment App B

for Nuclear Power Plants
'

*

.

. 1.101 Emergency Planning for' Nuclear Power Plants

.' 1.102 Flood Protection for Nuclear Power Plants 2 .

5
'

t.' 1.103 Post-Tensioned Prestressing Systems for 1'

!. Concrete Reactor Vessels and Containments'

- 1.104 Overhead Crane Handling Systems for Nuclear 1, 5, 61 .

-

Power Plants ._

1.105 Instrument Setpoints 1-

1.106 Thermal Overload Protection for Electric 1, 4, 31
' , Motors on Motor-Operated Valves

5
1.107 Qualifications for Cement Grouting for 1 e

-

Prestressing Tendons- in Containment .

i Structures

1.108 Periodic Testing of Diesel Generator 17, 18 _.

' "

- Units Used as Onsite Electric Power
Systems at. Nuclear Power Plants

~

.

App I
1.109 Calculation of Annual Doses to Man From

4 -

Routine Releases of Reactor Effluents for
,

the Purpose of Evaluating Compliance with -
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I

.

App.I
1.110 Cost-Benefit Analysi,s for Radwaste

Systems for Light-Water-Cooled
.

,

Nuclear Power Reactors
4
App I

1.111 Methods for Estimating Atmospheric Trans- -

port and Dispersion of Gaseous Effluents
in Routine Releases from Light . Water-Cooled

,
'

_ Reactors
- - '

s
.

.
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1.112 Calculation of Releases of Radioactive App I
Materials in Gaseous and Liquid Effluents
from Light-Water-C,ooled Power Reactors

~

1.113 Estimating Aquatic Dispersion of Effluents App I
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 4

Missiles

1.116 Quality Assurance Requirements for App B-

Installation, Inspection, and Testing.

of Mechanical Equipment and Systems
.

'. 1.117 Tornado Design Classification 2

18, 21 50.55A1.118 Periodic Testing of Electric Power
-

,

and Protection Systems -
.

,

'

1.119 Surveillance Program for New Fuel
Assembly Designs -

1.120 Fire Protection Guidelines for Nuclear 3
.

Power Plants -

1.121 Bases for Plugging ~ Degraded PWR Steam 14, 15
-

Generator Tubes
'

1.122 Development of Floor Design Response 2
Spectra for Seismic Design of Floor--

Supported Equipment or Components

1.123 Quality Assurance Requirements for App B'

Control of Procurement of Items and
Services fo.r Nuclear Power Plants.

~

-

1.124 Service Limits and Loading Combinations 2
3for Class I Linear Type Cc=ponent

*

Supports-

,

App 1;1.125 Physical Models for Design and Operation
-

'

of Hydraulic Structures and Systems for ,

Nu' clear Power Plants
-

.

D

9

N
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4
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1.126 An Acceptable Model and Related Statistical- App K
Methods for the. Analysis of Fuel
Densification *

.

1.127 Inspection '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 .

,

1.129 Maintenance, Testing, arid Replacement .2
of Large Lead Storage Bitteries for Nuclear
Power Plants-

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

', Compone.nt Supports
,

1.131 Qualification Test of Electric Cables,-

Field Splices, and Connectiorv for
Light-Water-cooled Nuclear Power Plants' -

-

1.132 ' Site Investigations for Foundations of .

Nuclear Power Plants

1.133 Loose-Part Detection Program for the 1, 13
.

Primary System of Light-Water-Cooled
Reactors

'

1.134 ' Medical Certification and Monitoring
of Personnel Requir.ing Oper.ated Licensese

'

1.135 Normal Water Level and Discharge at 2'
*

Nuclear Power Plants

11.136 Material for concrete containments i

,
,

1.137 . Fuel-Oil Systems for-Standby 17.
.

Diesel Generators .

. 1.138 Laboratory Investigations of Soils
- for Engineering Analysis and Design ~

.

of Nuclear Power Plants,.

*
1.139 Guidance for Residua-1 Heat Removal

-

_

1.140 Design, Testing, and Maintenance 60, 61
Criteria for Normal Ventilation Exhaust ,

System Air Filtration and Adsoiption*

Units of Light-Water-coo 1 C Ntelear
- '

. -

Power Plants-
.

^
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1.141 Containment Isolation Provisions for 54, 55, 56,
Fluid Systems 57

Safaty-Related Concrete Structures for 2, 41.142 -

Nuclear Power Plants (Other Than
Reactor Vessels and Containments)-

1.143 De.st:;n Guidance for Radioactive Waste
Management Systems, Structures, and*

Components Installed in Light-Water-"

Cooled Nuclear Power Plants*
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1.

.

SRP Section Title Regulation GDC Reg. Guide

2. l'.1 Site Location' and Description Pt 100
,

'

.....,

2.1.2 Exclusion Area Authority and Control . . Pt 100
~

2.1.3 Population Distribution . . . . . . . . . Pt 100

2.2.1-2.2.2. Locations and Routes, Descriptions. . . . 1.78,1.91,1.95
>-

- * .

2.2.3 Evaluation of Potential Accidents . . . . Pt 100 .'
1.27,1.76 -' -

2.3.1 Regional Climatology . . . . . . . . . .. .

.
t

2.3.2 Local Meteorology . . . . . . . . . . ..
.

.

1.21, 1.232.3.3 - Onsite Meteorological Measurements Programs " .

!..

2.3.4 Short Term (Accident) Diffusion Estimates.Pt 100 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.23, 1.24, 1.25
1.27, 1.77'

.

2.3.5 Long Term (Routine) Diffusion Estimates . 1.21, 1,23, 1.42, 1.111
-

'

2.4.1 Ilydrologic Description . . . . . . . . .. .

|
'

.

- '
- .

.

,

2.4.2 Floods . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . .. 1.29, 1.59, 1.102, 1.135 j-

,

2.4.3 Probable Maximum Flood (PNF) on Streams
and Rivers . . . . . . . . . . .,. . . .. 2 1.29, 1.59, 1.102, 1.135 -

'

2.4.4 Potential Dam Failures (Seismically
Induced).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pt 100-App.A 1.29, 1.59, 1.102, 1.135'

.

2.4.5 Probable Maximum Surge and Seiche g' -

Flooding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.29, 1.59, 1.135

2.4.6 . Probable Maximum Tsunaml Flooding l.29, 1.59', 1.102, 1.135
'

i ...

m

2.4.7 , Ice Flooding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.27, 1.29, 1.135
-

.
-

- .

_

n
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SRP Section Title Regulation GDC Reg. Guide
| >.

,2.4.8 CoolingWaterCa.[1sandReservoirs.. 1.27, 1.29, 1.59, 1.102, 1.135 ,'
,

,

. .

'

2.4.9 Channel Diversions . . . . . . . . . .. 1.27'

2.4.10 Flood Protection Requirements I'.25, 1.29, 1.59, 1.102 :. . . .. .

'8
'2.4.11 Low Water Considerations 1.27....... *

. ,

2.4.12 Disorsion, Dilution, and Travel' Times
-

of accidental Releases of Liquid -

E f fl uen ts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pt 20 1.26, 1.27, 1,.29
o

'

2.4.13 Groundwater . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pt 20 -

2.4.14 Technical Specifications and Emergency
Operation Reiuirementsl ........

,

2.5.I' $as[c Geologic and Seismit Infonnation. Pt 100-App.A

2.5.2 Vibratory Ground Motion . . . . . . . . P t ,100-App.A 1.60

2.5.3 Surface Faul ti ng . . . . . . . . . . . . Pt 100-A p.A
-, .

, ,

2.5.4 Stability of Subsurface Materials Pt 150-App.A 1.132. ..

.

Pt 100-App. A
i . 2.5.5 Slope Stability ,. . . . . . . . . . . .

! 3.2.1 Seismic Classification .'. . . . . . .. Pt 100-App.A 2 1.29
.

r.,

'

3.2.2 System Quality Group Classification App.B. 50.55A 1 1.26, 1.29, 1.48, 1.51*
..

.

3.3.1 Wind Loadings . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

21 3.3.2 Tornado Loadings ............

2 1.102
i 3.4.1 Flood Protection . . ... . . . . . . .-

,,

3.4.2' Analysis Procedures . . . . . . . . . . 2
.
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SRP Section Title Regulation GDC Rei., Guide-

.

3.5.1.1 Inte,rnally Generate'd Missiles
(Outside Containment) . . . . . . ,- 4 1.13, 1.27, i.115'

.
,

.

3.5.1.2 Internally Generated Misslics -

(Inside Containment) ASMG or ACI 4
-

.......

3.5.1.3 Turbine Missiles . . . . . . . . .. Pt 100 4 1.115,1.117
.

,

.

3.5.1.4 Missiles Generated by Natural -

Phenomena . . . . . . . , . . . . . 2, 4 1.76
,

-

-

3.5.1.5 Site Proximity Missiles'

.

(Except Aircra f t) . . . . . . . . . Pt 100 1.76, 1.91

3.5.1.6 Aircraf t llazards Pt 100........ .
.

3.5.2 Structures, Systems, aild Components ,

to be Protected from Externally
Genera ted Miss li cs . . . . . . _ . . . 4 1.13, li27, 1.115, 1.117

*

3.5.3 Darrier Design Procedures 2,4.-. . ..
- *c,.

3.6.1 Plant Design for Protection Against -

Postulated Piping Failures in
Fluid Systems Outside Containment . 4 1.29, 1.46

:

3.6.2 Determination of Drcak L.ocations and .
,

*

Dynamic Effects Associated with the *

Postulated Rupture of Piping . . .. 4 1.46,

..

!Pt 100-App.A 1.60, 1.61' 3.7.1 Scismic Input . . . . . . . . . . . -

3.7.2 Seismic System Analysis . . . . . .

3.7.3 Seismic Subsystem Analysis ....

'

3.7.4 Seismic Instrumentation Program . . Pt 100-App.A 1.12"
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SRP Section Title Regula tion GDC Reg. Guide
,

;
-

3.8.1 Concre te , Con ta i nmen t . . . . . . . . ACI 2,' 4, 16, 1.10, 1.15, 1.18, 1.19..l.35 4

50 1.55 '!-
,

.

3.8.2 Steel Containment ASME 2, 4, 16, 1.57
.

50 -
>

3.8.3 Concrete and Structural Steel Internal |,

Structures of Steel or Concrete -

Con ta innen ts . . . . . . . . . . . . . ACI, ASMG 2, 4 1.10, 1.15, 1.55, 1.57
.

-3.8.4 Other Category I Structures ACI 2, 4....
.

3.4.5 Founda t ions . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2, 4-
.

.. ,

!3.9.1' Special Topics for Mechanical
Component ~s . . . . . .,.'. . . . .. ASHE, App.8 14, 15 1.68

. . .

3.9.2 Dynamid Testing and Analysis of
Systems, Components, and Ecuipnent . ASME 1, 2, 4, 1.20, 1.67, 1.68

14, 15 .

,

3.9.3 ASME Code Class -1, 2, and 3 ( mpreents, .

Component Supports, and Core '
.

S.upport S tructures . . . . . . . . .
,

1, 2, 4 1.40, 1.67

3.9.4' Control Rod Drive Systems ... . . .. ASHE 2, 4, 15, .l.26, 1.29. 1.48 -

20, 26, 27,
29, 30, 31,.'

*', - 32~
.

,
.

3.9.5 Reactor Pressure -Vessel ' Internals ' .. 1, 2, 4, 10
, ,

h.
'

3.9.6 Inservice Testing of Pump's and Valves 50.55A 37, 40, 43, 46
,

'

3.10 Seismic Qualification of Category I
Instrumentation and Electrical

' Equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Code 2 1.89, 1.100*

,

..
.
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SRP ' Sec tion Title Regulation GDC Reg. Guide
.

.

'3.11 Environmental Design of Mechanical -

- and Electrical Equipment . . . . . . 50.55A, 1, 2, 4, 23 1.31, 1.32, 1.40, 1.53, 1.63
App.D 1.73, 1.89*

3.11.5 Chemical and Radiological ,

-

Environt.cntal Estimates . . . . . ..
* -

4.2 Fuel System Design . . . . . . . . . 10

4.3 Nucl ea r Des i gn . . . . . . . . . . . 10, 11. 12,
.

>
~ 13, 20, 25,

*

27, 28
.

1.684.4 Thermal and llydraulic. Design . . . . 10 ..

4.5.1 Control Rod Systen Structural
Materials.. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 26 1.31, 1.37, 1.44, 1.85

4.5.2 Reactor Internals Materials . . . .. ASME 1, 14 1.31, 1.44
.

'

4.6 20, 21, 23
25, 26, 27,-

28 .

5. 2.1. 3 Compliance with 10 CFR 5 50.55a . . 50.55A 1.84, 1.85
App.B ;

5.2.1.4 Applicable Code Cases . . . . . ... ,

*

5.2.2 Overpressure Protection . . . . . . 15 1.68.

5.2.3 Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary
Haterials . . . . . . . . . . . . . ASME, 1, 13, 14, 1.26, 1.31, 1.34, 1.37, 1.43,

App.G 11 1.44, 1.45, 1.56, 1.71, 1.85
.

5.2.4 RCPB Inservice Inspection & Testing ASME 32
.

5.2.5 RCPB Leakage Detection . . . . . .. 50.55A 30 1.45
_ _ _ _ . _
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SRP Section Ti tle Regulation GDC Reg. Guide
,

5.3.1 Reactor Vessel Materials . . . . . . ASME, App.G, 31 1.31, 1.34, 1.43, 1.50, 1.65
App.fl.

'5.3.2 Pressure-Temperature Limits ASME, App.G..... -

App.ll. ;
.

5.3.3 Reactor Vessel Integrity . . . . . . ASME, App.G. 1.33, 1.37, 1.38, 1.39
,

5.4.1.1 Pump Flywheel Integrity (PWR) 4 1.14
'

.. .

.

5.4.2.1 Steam Generator Materials . . . . .. Code 14, 15 1.37, 1.85 -

' '

31
-

-

5.4.2.2 Steam Generator Inservice Inspection Code 1. 32 .. 1.83

5.4.6 Reactor Core Isolation Cooling
Sys tem (BWR) . . . . .* . . . . . . . . 2, 4, 34 1.29, 1.46, 1.68

s 55, 56, 57
'

5.4.7 Residual lleat Removal (RllR) System . 2, 4, 5, 1.22, 1.26, 1.29, 1.33, 1.46,
34, 44, 55, 1.68'

56, 57, 19- .

45, 46 <

-

,
.

1 5.4.8 ReactorWaterCleanupSystem(BWR). 1.26, 1.29, 1.56
: : ,

.

5.4.11 Pressurize 7 Relief Tank '. v. 1.26, 1.29
....

* o .!. . s

6.1.1 Engineere,d Safety Features Metallic Code 16, 34, 35, 1.7, 1.31, 1.36, 1.37, 1.44, *
Materials 38, 41, 44 1.50, 1.54, 1.85.

,
'

6.1.2 Organic Haterials . . . . . . . . .
- 1.3, 1.4, 1.54

.

6.1.3 . Post-Accident Chemistry . . . . . .

6.2.1 Containment Functional Design . . . 50.46 16, 50, 38, 1.4, 1.26, 1.29, 1.97 ,

Code 54, 56,.
,,

g
39, 40,

'

:,



. . _ _ ._ _ - __ _ _ __ . .- _. . _ .

.- s. - . . ~ . . . . .

. . ., . .

. . - . . . . . . .

.
,

, . . , .
,

e.

w-,
, ,

. . - .
. .

-7- *
.

, ,

!

SRP Section Title Regulai.lon GDC Reg. Guide j
.

t

' 6. 2.' 2 Containment lleat Removal 30, 39,.40 1.1, l'.26, 1.29, 1.82, 1.97 '|
Systems . . . . . . . . 4 50 >

. . . .
,, ,

J
6.2.3 Secondary Containment Functional .,

Design . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. App.J 43 1.26, 1.52,- 1.9,6 -

. . . . 54, 55, 1.3, 1.4, 1.11, 1.26, 1.296.2.4 Containment Isolation Systems *

56, 57 1.41 .'-

! * 6.2.5 Combustible Gas Control in -

Containment . . . . . . . . . . . . 50.46 41, 42, 1.7, 1.26, 1.29, 1.52
43, 50'

, ,

6.2.6 Containment Leakage Tesuag . . . . App. J 52, 53,t.54
1

'3 Emergency Core Cooling System . . . 50.46 2,4,5,17 1.1, 1.11, 1.29, 1.46, 1.47
. 20,27,35, 1.52, 1.68, 1.79,.

.

36,37,54,56- ,

, . .

6.4 Ilabitability Systems . . . . . . .. 19 1.52, 1.78, 1.95'
,

6.5.1 ESF Fil ter Sys tems . . . , . . . . . . Pt 100 1.3, 1.4, 1.25, 1.52
-*

.

6.5.2 Containment Spray as a Fission
Product Cleanup System . 9. . . .. 41,42,43 1.3, 1.4~

I

6.5.3 Fission Product Control Systems 1.3,1.4
. .

i

6. 5 .~ 4 Ice Condenser as a Fission Product,.

Cleanup System . . . . . . . . . ..
' .

6.6 Inservice Inspection of Class 2 and
3 Congenents Code 36,39,42,'

.
45

|
*

.

! 6.7 Main Steam Isolation Valve Leakage
' Control System'(BWR) 2,4,54 1.26, 1.29, 1.96, 1.102, 1.117.

'
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,

7.1 I n troduc ti on . . . . . . . . . . . . 50.55A 1-5,10,12,13 1.6.1.7,1.11,1.22,1.29 lj
,

.

15,19,20-24,25 1.30.1.32,1.47,1.53,1.62, |>
26-29.33-35,37,38 1.63,1.68.1.75.1.78,1.89 ;

40,41,43,44,46, 1.96,1.97,1,100,1.105, ;

50,54-57 1.118,1.120,1,12,1.15, .f.
1.67,1.80,1.95-'

.

7.2 Reactor Trip System 50.55A 1-5,10,12,13,15, 1.11,1.22,1.24,1.30,1.47, .~

19,20-24,25,26,27 1.53,1.62,1.63,1.68.1.75,. . . . ... . .

' 28,29,35,37 1.89,1,100.1.105,1,118,
'

1.120
'

1

7.3 En9fneered Safety Feature Systems 50.55A 1-5,10,13,19,20- 1.7,1,11.1.22,1.29,1.30,'

24,29,34,35,37, 1.47.1.53.1.62,1.63,1.68 ..

38,1-40,41,43,44, 1.75,1.80,1.89,1.96,1.100
50,54-57 1.105.1.106.1.113,1.120-

'

7.4 Systems Required for Safe Shutdown . 50.55A 1-5,10,13,19,20- 1.6.1.7,1.11,1.22,1.29,
24,26,27,29,33, 1.30.1.32,1.47,1.53,1.62,
34. .1.63.1.68,1.69,1.80.1.89,

'l.100'

.

7.5 Safety-Related Display -

Ins trumenta tion . . . . . . . . . . 50.55A 1-5,10,12,13,15, 1.6.1.7,1.11,1.22,1.29, .
19,20-24,25,26-29, 1.30.1.32,1.47,1.53,1.63,
33-35,37,38,40,41, 1.68.1.75,1.89,1.97.1.100,, *

43,44,46,50,54-57 1.105,1,118,1.120'

'
'

7.6 All Other. Instrumentation Systems 1-5,10,13.15,19, 1.5.1.7.1.11,1.12,1.22, *
-

20-24,20,29,33,35, 1.29,1.30.1.32,1.45,1.47,,

Requi red f or S a fe ty . . . . . . . . *

37,38,40,41,43,44, 1,53,1.62,1.63.1.67.1.68
'

46,50,54-57 1.78,1.79.1.80.1.95,1.100-,

1.105,1.106.1.118,1.120
<

7.7 Control Systems Not Required for 12,13,15,19.24,26, 1.30,1.63.1.68,1.120
27,28,29

S a fe ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
'

1.105.1.106.1.118,1.120
Appendix Branch Technical Positions (ElCSB) .

- ___-___ _ ____ R d L __-_ -_ ________
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.iAppendix General Agenda Station Site-Visits. . -

7-8
|

-

8.1 In troduc tion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50.55A 1-5,13,17,18, 1.6,1.9,1.29,1.30,1.32,
2),22.33-35, 1.40,1.41.1.47,1.53,1.63,
38,41,44 1.68.1.73,1.75,1.81,1.89,

1 93,1.100,1,106.1.108,
1.120,1,128,1.129

,

' 8.2 Of fsi te Power Sys tem . . . . . . . . . 50.55A 1-5,13,17,18, 1.30,1.32,1.41,1.47,1.68, -

21,22.33-35, 1.93.1.118,1.120 ;,

38,41,44 >

B.3.1 A-C Power Sys tems (Onsi te) . . . . . . 50.55A 1-5,13,17','18, 01.6.1.9.1.29,1.30,1.32 I

21.33-35,38, 1.40,1.47,1.53,1.63.1.68,,

41,44 1.73,1.75,1.81,1.89,1.93,.

1.100,1.106.1.100,1.118,1.120
.

8.3.2 D-C Power Systems (0nsite) . . . . . . 50.55A 1-5,13,17,18, 1.6.1.29,1.30,1.32,1.41,
21,22,33-35, 1.47,1.53,1.63,1.68,1.75,
38,41,44 1.81,1.89,1.93,1,100,1.118,.

1.120,1,128,1,129,

- ,

Tabic 8-1 Acceptance Criteria for Electric Power.

9.1.1 New Fuel Storage . . . . . . . . . . .. 2,4,5,61,62, 1.13,1.29,1.102.1.115,1.117 '
'

63

9.1.2 Spent Fuel S torage . . . . . . . . . . 2,4,5,61,62, ,1.13,1.29,1,102,1,115,'I.117 -

' 63
9.1.3 Spent Fuel Pool Cooling and Cleanulf - ,

,

System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

9.1.4 Fpel llandlin9 System . . . . . . .. .
.

9.2.1 Station Service Water System (SWS) . . 2,4,5,44; 1.26,1.29,1.102.1.117
.

. 45,46- -

-

,

- .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ __ __
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,j.

9.2.2 Cooling Wa ter Sys tem . . . .. . . . . . ;_
.

, r
<9.2.3 Demineralized Water Make-up i

System (DWMS) . . . . . . . . . . . ..
,

9.2.4 Potable and Sanitary Water Systems . . J

9.2.5 Ul timate lleat Sink . . . . . .. . . . .
-

'
'

9.2.6 Condensate Stora9e Facilities 2,4,5,44,45 1.26,1.29,1.102,1.117....

46
*

9.3.1 Compressed Air System (CAS) . . . . .. 2,4,5 1.26,1.29
s.

9.3.2' Process Sanpling System (PSC) . . . .. 1.21,1.26,1.29,1.143
,

9.3.3 Equipment and Floor ~ Drainage -

System (EFDS) .....!...... 2,4 1.29 -

. . .
.

9.3.4 Chemical and Volume Control System *
,

(PWR) (Including,Doron 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 i
System (CRAVS) . . . . . . . . . . .. 2,4,5,19 1.26.1.29,1.117 -

.

'
-

9.4.2 Spent Fuel . Pool Area Ventilation .
,

System (SFPAVS) . . . . . . . . . . . 2,4,5 1.13,1.26,1.117
. .

,

9.4.3 Auxiliary and Radwaste Area Ventilation -

System (ARAVS) . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,4,5 1.26,1.29,1,117
,

'

9.4.4 Turbine Area 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,l.117
System (ESFVS)

_ _ _ _
___



___ _ _ . _ _ _. ._ . __ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _. _ __. __ _ ._

.

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

,
,. ,

.

- , -

, ,

*.
-11- , ' , }

SRP Section Title Ret ulation GDC Reg. Guide -{
'

* 4

9.5.1 Fire Protection System ! . . . . . . 3,5 .1,70.1.101 |,,

J

9.5.2 Consnunications System (CS) . . . . . . )-

9.5.3 Lighting Sys tems (LS) . ... . . . . . .
.

'

9.5.2 Coninunications System (CS) !. . . ..

9.5.3 Lighting Systems (LS) . . . . . . .. .

'

-

I9.5.4 Diesel Engine Fuel Oil Storage and 2,4,5,17 1.26,1.29,1.68,1,102,
Trans fer Sys tem . . . . . . . . . . . ( 1.117,1.137,

9.5.5 Diesel Generator Cooling Water 2,4,5,44,45, 1.26,1.29,1.60,1.102,1.117
System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 ,,

'

9.5.6 Diesel Generator Starting System . . 2,4,15 1.26,1,29,1.68

9.5.7 Diesel Engine Lubrication System . . 2,4,5 1.26,1.29,1.68.1.102,1.117
'

'

9.5.8 Diesci Generator Combustion Air 2,4,5 1.,26,1.29,1.68.1.102.1.117.
i

Intake and Exhaus t System . . . . . . *

9.5.9 Main Steamline Isolation Valve .
.

.

ScalingSystem(BWR)........ .

;

4 10.2 Turbine Generator 1.68 j
'

10.2.3 Turbine Olsc Integrity . . . . . . . ASHE 4 -

.

10.3 Main Steam * Supply System (HSSS) 2,4,34 1.26,1,29,1,102,f,111' ..
;

10.3.6 Steam and Feedwater System ' A$fE 1 1,3bi,26,1,27,1,44,1,M
1.71.1.85 |

Materials . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
' .63160,64

10.4.1 Main Condensers (MC) . . . . . . . . |
l'.26

, .
' 10.4.2 Main Condenser Evacuation System

(HCES) . . . . . . . . . .'. . . . .
0 |
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1

15.4.3 Turbine Gland Scaling System (TGSS) . 60,64 1.26

10.4.4 Turbine Bypass System (TOS) . . . . . 1.68
;

!
10.4.5 Circulating Water System (CWS) .

... ,

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

,

'

10.4.7 Condensate and Feedwater System (C&FS) 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) . .. 2,4,5,19,44, 1.26,1.29,1.62,1.102.1.117
45,46

11.1 Source Terms . . . . . . ... . . . .. Pt 20 App.I 1.112 NUREG-0016-0017
"'

~

11.2 Liquid Waste Systems . . . . . . . .. Pt 20 App.I 1.21,1.60,1.143 -

"

11.3 Gascous Waste Systems Pt 20 App. I 1.140,1.143
. . . . . . ..

'
'"

11.4 Solid Waste Systems . . . . . . . . . Pt 2O App. I 1.143
4

'

11.5 Process and Effluent Radiological
Monitoring and Sampling Systems . . . 60,63,64 1.21,1.97 i

"
,

I
12.1 Assuring That Occupational Radiation

Exposures.are As Low as
Practicable (ALAP)'.

.

13.2 Radiation Sources . . . . . . . . . . ,

'

12.3 - Radiation Protective Design Features.*

.12.4 Dose Assessment . . . . . . . . . . .

12.1 .Assurin9 That Occupational Radiation Pt 20 1.8(8.8,8.10)'

,
.

Exposures are as low as Practicable (ALAP)
.

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .



. _ _ _ - . - . . . .

,
..

e q. . . . . . . . . ..
. . . .

. . .
. ..

.

. .
.

.. . ,. .
-

*t.

... :

. ,7,
. ,.

-13- ..'
,

,

SRP Section Ti tle Regulation GDC Reg. Guide

12.2 Radiation Sources . . . . . . . . . .
'

12.3 Radiation Protective Design Features. Pt 20 1.21,1.52,1.69(8.8)'

12.4 Dose Assessment Pt 20 .
...........

12.5 llcalth Physics Program Pt 20 1.0,1.16,1.39(8.2,8.7,
. . . . . . . 8.8,8.9,0.10) -

,

' '
*

.

13.1.1 Managenient and Technical Support-

Organiza tion . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50.34(a)(9) 1.8
.

.

,

(b)(7)*

13.1.2 Operating Organization . . . . . . . .
s . . .

13.1.3 Qualifications of Nucicar Plant |
Personnel . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.

'

13.2 Training Pt 55 1.8. 1.101*

'

13.3 Emergency Planning . . . . . . . . .. Pt 100, App.E 1,.97, 1.101

13.4 Review and Audit. . . . . . . . . ..

50,'54(1)(j) 1.33 .

13.5 Plant' Procedures . . . . . . . . .. '

(k)(1)
'

13.6 Industrial Security ,. . . . . . . .. Pt 73 1.17

14.0 Initial Plant Test Programs (PSAR) ...
,

g .14.1 Initial Plant Test Programs - FSAR .. 1.68
.

1.68.

14.2
~

15.0 ' Introduction j

15.1 "' Increase in lleat Removal by the
Secondary System a-



_ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ .- __. -_.

,

; .
- . . . . . . . . .. . , ,.

,

. . ,
.

,

. . , ' * *-
.

,

.~
~

.

-14- .
.

,,

SRP Section Title Regula tion GDC Reg. Guide .
.

. .

15.1.1-15.1.4 Decrease in Feedwater Temperature, ;
-

Increase in Feedwater Flow, ;

Increase in Steam Flow, and !

Inadvertent Opening of a Steam
Generator. Relief or Safety Valve . .

.

.

15.1.5 Spectrum of Steam System Piping
Failures Inside and Outside of -

.

Containment (PWR) . . . . . . . . . Pt 100
. .

15.2 Decrease in lleat Removal by the
*

Secondary System ,

, ,

*

15.2.1 Steam Pressure Regulator Failure "
15.2.5 (Closed), Loss of External Load or.

Turbirie Trip, Closure of Main Steam
Isolation Valve (DWR), and Loss of
Condenser Vacuum . .'. . . . . . . I

*

,

F|
-

.

15.2.6 Loss of Non-Emergency A-C Power to
*;*

the Station Auxiliaries . . . . . . ,
,

..

i
.

15.2.7 Loss of Normal Feedwater Flow . . . |-

.
,

IcedwaterSystemPipeDreaksInside
'

Pt 100 -

15.2.8
and Outside Containm9ni. (PWR) . . . ;

:

15.3 Decrease in Reactor Coolant
Flow Rate . . . . . g . . . . . . . .

.
,

15.3.1 Loss of Forced React 9r Coolant Flaw ;
'

..

15.3.2 Including Trip of Pump and Flow g i
'

Controller Halfunctions . . . . . . ,

15.3.3 Reactor Coolant Pump Shaft Seizure Pt 100-

15.3.4 and Reactor Coolant Pump Shaf t Dreak -

.

15.4 Heactivity'and Power | Distribution
Anomalles . . . ... . . . . . . . . .
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15.4.1 Uncontrolled Co'ntrol Rod. Assembly With- i'
drawal From a Subcritical or. Low. Power '

Startup Condition . . . . . . . . . . . !

15.4.2 Uncontrolled Control Rod Assembly
Wi thdrawl a t Power . . . . . . . . . 20,25 -

.

15.4.3 Control Rod Hisoperation (System
Halfunction or Operator Error . . . 20,25 -

.

15.4.4 Startup of an Inactive Loop or .
,

15.4.5 Recirculation Loop at an Incorrect
' *Temperature, and Flow Controller ,

Halfunction Causing an Increase in *

BWR Reactor Coolant Flow Rate . . .
69

15.4.6 Chemical and Volume Control System
Halfunction That Results.in a.

Decrease in the Baron Concentration -

in the Reactor Coolant (PWR) . . . ASME'

-

,

.

I 15.4.7 Inadvertent Loading and Operation Pt 100 13
'

of a Fuel Assembly in an Improper .

Position .

,

15.4.8 5pectrum of Rod Ejection Pt 100 .l.5, 1.77 |
.

Accidents (PWR) . . . . . . . . .

15.4.9 Spectrum of Rod Drop Accidents Pt 100 1.77
(BWR).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...

-
.

15.5 Increase in Reactor Coolant, ,

Inventory . . . . . . . . . . . .
.

i 15.5.1 Inadvertent" Operation of ECCS and
15.5.2 Chemical and Volume Control System.

Halfunction That Increases Reactor'
.

] . Coolant Inventory . . . . . . . .'

'

.
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15.6 Decrease in Reactor Coolant Inventory . f

15.6.1 Inadvertent Opening of a PWR Pressurizer
Safety / Relief. Valve or a DWR ,

,

Sa fe ty/ Rel .i c f Va l ve . . . . . . . . . . , ,

.

15.6.2 Break in Instrument Line or Other Lines
from Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary . .

That Penetra'te Containment . . . . . .. 55 1.11
.

'

15.6.3 Steam Generator Tube Failure
Accident (PWR)............. Pt 100 --

'

15.6.4 Main Steam Line Dreak Accident (DWR) .. P t.100 1.5
,,

15.6.5 Loss of Coolant Accidents Resulting
from Spectrum of Postulated Piping

*

Dreaks Within the Reactor Coolant
Pressure Boundary . . . . . . . . . . . 50.46 40, 55 1.52'

15.7 Radioactive' Release from a' Subsystem
*

i

or Component .

> . *

15.7.1- Waste Gas System Failure . . . . . . .: Pt 100 ,

,,

15.7.2 Radioactive Liquid Waste System .

Leak or Fa ilure . . . . . . . . . . . . Pt 100 i

'
-

15.7.3 Postulated Radioactive Releases duc
'to Liquid. Tank failures . . . . . . . . Pt 20'*

15.7.4' Fuel llandling. Accidents 1.25' -

,

15.7.5 Spent Fuel Cask Drop Accidents . . . .. Pt 100 1.25
1

-

15.8 Anticipated Transients Without Scram .. |

|-
..

15.8 Anticipated Tra'nsients Without Scram .. Pt 100 1.3, 1,4 !

: )-
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16.0' Technical Specifications . . . . . . . 50.36

17.1 Quality Assurance During Design and 1.28,1.30.1.37,1.39,1.54,
Cons truc tion . . . . . . . . . . . . . App. 0 1.58,1.64,1.74,1.88,1.94

.

. .

'

17.2 Quality Assurance During the 1.8,1.28.1.30,1.37,1.39,'

Operations Phase App. D.Pt 55 1.54,1.58,,1.64.1.74,1.88,
'

1.94

.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Comissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Hendrie.

f
NComissionar Bradford *

'

^~
THRU: William J. Dircks

Acting Executive Director Tor Operations .

~

..
.

'
. .

.

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

.

SUBJECT:. . COMPLIANCE OF OPERATING LICENSE AoPLICATIONS WITH CURREhT
NRC REGULATIONS, REGULATORY GUIDES, AND BRANCH TECHNICAL ~

. POSITIONS '
.

-

.-.

_
This memorandum responds to t May 12, 1980 memorandum from S. J. Chilk to
W. J. Dircks wherein the Comission rcquested an estimate of the staff and. = = =

MiWi!! applicant resources required to identify the extent to which operating license
-

applications ' comply with all current safety-related regulations, regulatory-

guides, and branch technical positions, and to document the br.ses for any
instances of non-confomance.

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
. both 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 *w
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 documenting these restructured staff
reviews. The problems involved in accomplishing this activity and the bases

'for our estimates are presented below.
. .

The first problem involves the fact that the staff's current review procedures
a're not directed toward providing a detailed and specific accounting of compli-. .

ance with each and every regulatory requirement and related regulatory guide.-

Rather, the radiological safety review of operating license applications is
based on the Standard Review Plan (SRP) which incorporates by reference appli-
cable regulatory guides and all approved Branch Technical Positions (see._.

!E5: Enclosure 1). Conformance with the Standard Review Plan and its references.

. . . . . -
,

,

? ~
- ,. _,,,

,

[ ]2. (.S
~' '

. ,
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is generally believed to constitute compliance with applicable NRC regulations.
.although a systematic analysis to establish this congruence has not been con--

ducted. It should be noted. however, that compliance with individual regula- ~

~~

tions has been adjudicated favorably in some previous cases, and contentions
have been admitted in some chrrent cases which involve compliance with each
of the applicable regulations.

A second problem is that the staff's review is of the audit type; that is, not,

all plant features are reviewed by the staff for conformance to the Standard-

Review Plan. Given the nature of an audit review, it is not possible for the . .,

staff to demonstrate in detail that an application is in complete compitance '

with all elements of either the Standard Review Plan or the applicable regula .-

tio.ns. However, if the results of the audit review are favorable, the staff
has felt that it'is able to conclude with reasonable 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 Reports have always been
_ Z. Written to su:mnarize the results of the audit reviews and were not intended

to document all aspects of the review. These reports tend to highlight those, m.m.

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 confomance 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 appropriate guidelines for assessing compliance in
instances where such guidelines do not currently exist in the SRP. Develop-

'

a list 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 as new staff requirements related to TMI,
and a number of staff positions given interim approval by the Director*

of HRR pending incorporation in the SRP. '. .
,

. . (2) Require applicants to address in detail in their license applications'

their conformance with all current safety regulations, current regulatory.

guides not in the SRP, the SRP, and other approved staff requirements or.

positions.
'

7L
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(3) Require applicants to justify any areas of n'on-confomance with the.regula-
tory, requirements and guidance listed above. - ~

.

~

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

'

.(5) Prepare safety evaluations to address enciof the matters described above
to. indicate the degree of conformance and the bases for any areas of non--

.

confomance.
.

-
~

.

Item (1) invo1ves considerable front-end work necessary to organize the_ reviews
on a. consistent basis. We. estimate that abo ~ 7eeda ,m-T ~&

saiR6fi@- h(*4M.J:eggjg! in this work.ed to accomplish this one- 1me eTYort. 'ON s6ii
effort wo be.

'

n ei We estimate that it would take each appli-
- cant about W --3&&*% to accomplish Items (2) and ) and a

.omparablee effort on the part of the staff to accomplish Items and(5)
for each application.

While we believe a requirement for this fem 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-tem OLs.--

Ritther, if the Comission decides to adopt this approach for all new applica--e - -

tions, we recomend that a reasonable grace period for implementation be-- - =-

' adopted (about ih 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 tem OL applications, it was used extensively in the staff reviews .,.

of those applications.. In conjunction with the TMI-related requirenents,
the " normal" staff review that was performed for these plants provides-

greater assurance of adequate compliar.ce 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 Comission's regulations and other NRC regulatory 1

requirenents. .
, ,

- (3) The manpower costs to NRC and licensees at this time would be very
'

disruptive of activities now underway in response to the changes in
'

regulatory requirements steming from Three Mile Island..
.
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(4) 'There would $e large econcaic costs in accomplishing these activities
on near-tem applications before authorizing full power operation -

because of the extensive delays that would result. -

.

.
pg/. h_ _ g

-

_-

Harold R. Denton, Director
'

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
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,

*i - Background Information' on Application ;[ - {" I,

,C h
, ,' 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 c.
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, he Divisions of System Safety, Project Managementissued NRR Office Letter No. 9 (Attachment 1).This Office Letter directed t ,

and Site Safety and Environmental Analysis to establish and submit procedures

to the NRR Office Director by August 1,1976,NRR Office Letter No. 9 alsofor documenting the bases for all
deviations from the Standard Review Plans.
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 merurandum directed that i
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 afternate 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 bffice
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 v

not required to be reviewed in accordance with the policy established in NRR ,
*

t eOffice Letter No. 9. These applications are listed below: **
|

Salem 2 McGuire 1 & 2 '"

North An". c Fermi 2
1

. Farley 2 Zimmer 1 |Diablo Canyon 1 & 2 Shoreham 1 ;
Sequoyah 1 & 2 Watts Bar 1 & 2 '

.
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For all remaining operating license applications the policy established in c.
NRR Office 1.etter No. 9 was to be implemented as part of the normal review
activities for these applications.

We are currently revfewing NRR Office Letter No. 9 to determine if it is
feasible to extend 3ts applicability to more plants..
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June 18," 1976 -

- g- . - - . ...

' ' . . ' w,, g
. ,.

.
*

"
.

=

R. Heineun, Director, Division of Systems Safety 5
.~~

R. Boyd, Director, Division of Project Management . . 5
L Denton, Director, Division of Site Safety and Envirozzmental Analysis g
V. Stcilo, Jr., Director, Division of Operating Reactors , a

.

E._
~

NRR OFFICE I.EITER NO. 9 - c
:=

i
. y. . .

SUBJECT: Documentation of Departures fron Standard Review Plan g
IE

.. . . .

The purpose of this Office Letter is to establish NRR policy with E*

respect to documentation of departures from the Standards. Review Plan E
(SRP). Use of the Standard Review Plan as a routine tool in our review E

This letter directed in part that:
'

12, 1975. Eprocess was established by Office Letter No. 2 dated August~

$
" Standard Review Plans should be used by 'cach NRR project

-- r.znager and technical reviewer to assure consistent evaluation E
for all applications. Careful attention to the uniform E
i=plementation of SRD's by each individual NRR staff member $=-

=?# vill assure an ac:.eptable level of safety for all plants E,

licens ed*."
' $.

'

g

A special problem arises with respect to operating license' reviews 5-
Ewhen these review plans are used. Because the construction permit

reviews of these facilities were not reviewed along the Standard g.

Review Plan guidelines, licensing decisions were and are continuing g
to be made concerning the acceptability of 11ternative approaches. g
These decisions, and especially the bases for these decisions, are g
often not documented in the Safety EvaluatJens which :u::n.arize the g
staff reviews. The staff spends considerable resources assuring that s
plants have a safe design prior to authorizing plant operation, but {the staff acco=plishnents can be lost if the bases for staff decisions f
are not clearly docunented for future use. -

$5
Fron time to time in the future, we will be called on to demonstrate E
the safety of operating plants and their relationship to current licensing E
criteria. It would be extrenely difficult and iurfficient on these @
occasions for the staff to re-review and deter =ine the bases for -g
acceptance of these plants with respect to various current issues. 5
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Therefore, in an effort to =4n4=4re the'nunber' of plants where this ,

duplicative effort may be necessary', I am directing the. Divisions of M
Systems Safety, Project Management, and Site Safety and Environmental
Analysis 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 Evaluation. .

Special attention should be given to documenting departures
from SRP Acceptance Criteria. The Division of Project - ig
Management will take the lead responsibility for coordinating

^

this effort. ,,,
,,

~

2. Implement these procedures for all operating license Safety -

Evaluation Reports to be issued after January 1,1977'.,,
_

_

_

"-

|.
-- --- en C. Rusche, Director

..
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

~
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,,

***** September 20, 1976 |
-

.
'

4 4,. g
a

B
'

.
.

MEMORANDUM FOR: Roger S. Boyd, Director, Division of Project Management
Robert E. Heineman, Director,~ Division of Systems

Safety
. . . _ _

Victor Stello, Jr., Directori Division of Operating.
Reactors =

Harold R. Denton, Director, Division of Site Safety 3
and Environmental Analysis . g_

_

FROM: Ben C. Rusche, Director,- Office of Nuclear Reactor j
Regulation ,7

- e.
SUBJECT: DOCUMENTATION OF DEVIATIONS FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW..

PLAN BE

Reference NRR Office Letter No. 9 which established NRR policy with 5
- respect to documentation of departures from the Standard Review Plan. h

"~

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

Safety Evalu'ation Re' orts issued after January 1,1977, for plantsp
under review for operating licenses and issued after August 1,1977,

d@M
-

for applications under review for constnJction permits or preliminary
design approval are to incorporate cbcmentation of the deviations

'from the Standard Review Plan.
,,,

.

4.4% A-<

Ben C. Rusche, Director s
Office of Nucle-' Reactor Regulation

Enclosura: s,

Procedure g

cc w/ enclosure: Ik
NRR Technical Personnel
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M
Introduction E

=
5

'tha staff review of nuclear plant designs described in Safety Analysis g-

=_- - .-

Reports is performed within the guidelines established by the Standard g
5

Review Plan (IURm-75/087), issued in September 1975, ard as since a . 5
5

mended. Use of the acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan as N,

- e
a measure of the acceptah.lity of plant design featuresiassures both a h

. m
consistent evaluation of proposed plaat designs and an accep, table level h

~
'

E

-

of safety for all plants licensed. She Standard Reviev Plan also de- @
Ei

scribes and documents the acceptability of specific design approaches @
: m
,@ to satisfy certain of the acceptance criteria. We recognize, however, @

Ei
s M

that alternate design approaches may satisfy these acceptance criteria [w.

=
equally well. Further, we recognize that, with proper justification, 9

: - 5
applicants may be able to denonstrate that particular previsions of the y~

=
acceptance criteria need not be met at all.- g

s
Currently, significant difficulties arise when the Sta:xiarrd Review Plan *

is used during the operating license review of a plant design, These N
50.

difficulties stem from the fact that the plant design at its construc- g
i

tiof[ permit stage of licensing was reviewe:1 and approved against differ-'

ent guidelines due to tne lack of the Standard Review Plan at that -

earlier stage of review; some future reviews will enco:nter the saw h
:. =

, , - - difficulties due to the same reason or to changes to the S_andard Review

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

B
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deviations will exist in the plant design relative to the then current }r

::-

Standard Review Plan, and the staff is or will be faced with licensing
.

=

decisions regarding the acceptability of the design described in the s
s

Final Safety Analysis Report. )
:E

. =

In the past, applicants have eW considerable efforts justifying',

and the staff has spent considerable tim evaluating, particular plant
Es

6esign features to assure an acceptable level of safety. Often these g
3efforts have not been properly dmmted to clearly indicate the bases g
-.

for acceptability of the design. 7.b icprove the usefulness of our
i

Safety Evaluation Reports as a record of such decisions and to minimize _ - - . -

the need for future reassess.ents of ocerating plants to demonstrate -"

9j._,
. . . . .

adequate levels of safety relative tc current criteria, it is desirable f
in

that the bases for su& licensing decic4cns be clearly documented in the $
$

Safety Evaluation Reports that su:rcarize the staff review of the Final s

Safety Analysis Report. To this end, any deviations from current
si

Standard Review Plan acceptanca criteri.a vill need to be listed and

justified in the Final Safety ;ulysis Report and in the staff's Safety B.

4|Evaluation Report prior to c:I::pletion of the ogerating license stage
m

of review.

A problem of similar type bu' of cui less magnitu6e may exist with re- $
i

spect to some construction per=i anf sta.dard design agplications and-

associated staff review. Since >11 new apolications for construction _._
. = ..

permits or for preliminary dasign a;=roval of sta.-dard designs must ad- -

==~-

dress the information needs i6entified in Revisica 2 to the Standard --_

Format and Content of Safety A.alysis Reports, deviations from the a
EM'T bD"D ad Abb'oa

L_
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~i;;;a:ceptance criteria of the Standard hview Plan are exmeted to be non-e.4- ;;

EP
-

istent or minimized. However, alternate design approaches may be proposed EE
--

=

by the applicant, and it is possible that deviations may arise during the h
==
=

course of the review. In any event, any deviations or alternate design =]=
=Er

. approaches, whether, initially proposed or developed during the course of 5
_==

the staff review, will need to be listed and justified in the Preliminary 3
=-

Safety Analysis Report and in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to -h
=,
-

ccmpletion of this stage of review. 3
.... =.=_:-=

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

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

~

g:Z.

4.d, ....?" that adequate documentation of 6eviations and alternate approaches in plant
M

. . . .

-
-

designs relative to the Standard Review Plan is provided in Safety 7.nalysis E
E. r
=

Reports and in Safety Evaluation Reports, respectively. g-

.:=
52
=

Definition of~ Deviation E
=
=

For the purposes of this procedure, a deviation is defined as a lack of con- E
G.

formance of a plant design feature to one or more provisions of the accept- h
::ance criteria given in the Standard Review Plan. An alternate and acceptable

design approach to satisfying the Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria

is not considered to be a deviation, but the bases for acceptability must

also de documented in the safety Analysis Report and in the Safety Evalua-
>

tion Report. -
E
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Procedure =
:s
-

The procedure for doeuren._ing de7iati:ns frca the Standard Revie ? Plan g
E

requires the applicant initially to identify the deviation and provide g
==
=

the bases for acceptability. *: tis %rration should be included in g
E

the Safety Analysis Repct md revieved by the staff as a part of the g
E

normal review process. De results of the review should be described E
E
E

in t.ne Safety Eva satios Reprt 'to provide clear documentation of all g.

.=-

==

deviations, including the bases fer acce_:tability. Tne same procedure E
E

should be followed for alte:nne 6esign a proaches. We procedure is 5
5

based on the implicit a-h s ion tha: a program will be established g
=
=

whereby plants licensed for operation will be maintained continuously --

@!!=_

. . . . =
up-to-date with regard to cianges in 15 msing requirements (i e., at If_

t= =
=- =-

the time a new staff pcsiticn is 6evalo,:ed, a decision regarding its j5
t=
=

applicability on a generic ' asis or ca each plant, on a case-by-case. =:
=
=

basis, will also be r-* and in:lerested). 5
=!
-
=.

E
me specific steps in the procedure fee a new application are: E

_

E
ne applicant will idectif and p ovide bases for all deviations @1. 3

E
from the acceptance critaria give; in the Standard Review Plan. E

D.
We information shcxCd be co-Mred in those Safety Analysis $=:

- E
-- Report sections that descrire tiae systers, ccoponents, or struc- g

=a
" tures in which tne dsviaticns exist. In addition, the applicant 5

~

E,=.

should provide in gh7er 1 a st=na y listing of the deviations E
E
Sand an identificat3o: cf the se:ticas in the Safety Analysis ' g
E

Report wherein - e deria-io.s a e 6escribed and justified. = _ , [
=. =
'C E

C
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2. During the acceptance review of the Safety Analysis Report, the g
staff should determine that this information has been provided b

.

and should inform the applicant of any obvious deficiencies.

3. Following docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff

should perform a review of the deviations and their bases, iden- M'

h. tify other deviations that should be discussed in the Safety

Analysis Report, and recuest additional information as necessary @-

Ei
at the first rotnd request.for additional information (0-1) stage

of review. ,

= - - - 4. At the second ror.rx3 request for additional information (0-2) k#

[E: stage of review, the staff should inform the applicant of its h
positions on 'the. deviations and their bases.

.

5. Following review of the a:plicant's response, draft Safety

Evaluation Report-irputs should be prepared that describe each

.
' deviation and the results of the staff review of the bases for

their acceptability; the Safety Evaluation Report inputs should 5

also include a general statement denoting acceptability of the
4

applicant's design relative to the grouping of acceptance criter-

ia given in the Standard Review Plah sections. As stated previous-
"

) - 1v, the Safety Evaluation Report inputs'should aiso include dis-

cussions of a::y alternate approaches-to staff positions that have -

] been adopted by the applicant and the bases for acceptability.-
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6. The Licensing Project Manager should include a section in the f
'

Safety Evaluation Report that notes that the review has been -.

made using the Standard Review Plan criteria as of the appli- e

cation ' ' et date, tabulates all deviations from those criteria, f
,

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 Siese procedural st ps will be made in order to h

implement the procedure for applications currently in the licensing

process. Specific steps will be taken to assure that the implementation , , - q

will be consistent with the Comission's standardization and replication " n. .. ,_

, -

policies. -
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1. Plants Currently Under Review for Operating-Licenses y
Er
==

' 2ree plants have Safety Evaluation Report issuance dates g
u

currently scheduled beyond January 1,1977. n ese are Shoreham
~_;*

(March 1977), Zinner-1 (July 1977), and Hatcf12 (December 1977). E
E

We will request the applicants for Shoreham and Zincer to subnit' E

S@their listing of deviations with justification in our second
.E,

round requests for additional information scheduled for Septem-

ber 1976. Reviewers should begin independent reviews of these g
E
Eplants at this time to permit completion of effort in time for

Safety Evaluation Repcrt issuance. A letter will be sent to the

1: applicant for Hatch to request subnittal of the needed informa- -

.

tion.
$'

One plant, Watts Bar 1/2, has recently been tendered for docket-

'ing. 'lhe request for the list of deviations with justification

will be, included in our initial request fo: additional informa-

tion. iE

One plant, Fermi 2, will hrve its Safety Evaluation Report issued

late this year. However, it will be incomplete since operation

is not contemp_ced until 1980. A major supplement will be issu-

ed a year or so before operation. A letter to the applicant 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 Evaluation g

@
s
$.

.

$
=

_
.. O~ * *

~
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Reports beyond Jant: arf 1, 1977. NseplantincludeDavisBesse-1, Ii .

Arkansas -2, and M:G-ire 1/2. =

2. riants with constrtctien-Permits and-Ehich-Will Acoly for e
-F
-

m
ooerating Licer.ses y

. _

Tne LaSalle 1/2 and EPISS 2 applications are st.'..<3uled for $
Y

FSAR subnittal in Septsaber 'and October 1976, respectively. We !i

can implement the procedure for these plants.at the acceptance
,

review stage. . . ,

- -

_ _

For the other 27 plamts beyond these two that currently have a

construction permit, a letter will request inclusion of the de- ..

,

viation information in the Final Safety Analysis Report. .] [.

3. Plants * Currently thder Review for *Constraction-Permits '

|
Intters will be seat to applicants for plants which have issuance g

dates for Safety E7aluation Reports, or major supplements to up- |

date delayed plants, c::rrently scheduled beyond August 1,1977, to

inform them that their Safety Analysis 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, h delayed plants include Douglas Point 1/2,

Greenwooo 2/3, Allens creek 1/2, Montague 1/2, and Barton 1/2.

.
New England 1/2 has be.m tendered for docketing. Tne requirement _ . _ .

-

on the list of deviations and justification will be included in

our initial.reques: for additional'information. 'r =

,

O * * lg *
lD

'

3
'

Y E\,

. . M M X X/AL
.



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

g... . .

? i,

?TiL% . m

_;._;;.= , 3 f
. .

'

.

s |
1

Other plants (25 in nuhi,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 1,1977.

4. Future Construction Permit Applications

The requirement for the list of deviations and justification
,

will be included in our acceptance review letter for those

applications submitted within six months of issuance of the

change to the Standard Format discussed in item 6 below. The

information will be expected to be in a Safety Analysis Report

3- submitted after such a' period of time.

5. Construction Permit Aoplications Referencino Acoroved Standard 9

Desions or Replicating Base Plants 3'

:

i

The requirement for providing the list of deviations and justifi-

cation in the Preliminary Safety Analysis Report will be imple-

mented only for those portions of the Preliminary Safety Analysis .j

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

Evaluation Report is beyond August 1,1977.
. _ .. ,

===-
4
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6. General
'

=
-

-
~

:=
=

A change to the Standard Fotvat will be processed to require
=-

the inclusion of the listing of deviations and justification M
--
=

sn Safety Analysis Reports. g
.
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MEMORANDUM FOR:. R. Boyd,' Director Division of Project Management .E,

R. Heineman, Director, Division.of Systems Safety E
V. Stello, Director, Division of Operating Reactors @. H. Denton, Director, Division of Site Safety and E

,

. .

. Environmental Analysis . E
- - '

'.
.

E::'

FROMi ~ ' Ben C. Rusche, Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor $Regulation E.
..

iE
SUBJECT: REVISED PROCEDURE FOR DOCUMENTATION OF-DEVIATIONS -E

FROM THE STANDARD REVIEW PLAN @..

r

=EE
=NRR Office Letter No. 2, -issued on August 12, 1975, directed the :taff 2,_ _

.

- - - to use the Standard Review Plan to assure consistent evaluatici of Eall applications. It also directed that, except for clarification E$f and correction of errors, the Standard Review plan would remain fixed M~~

until any proposed change of substance was considered by the Division E
Directors,. rev.iewed by the Regulatory Requirements Review Comittee, @and then. authorized by the Director, NRR. ', g-

.
.

- u
NRR Office. Letter No. 9, issued on June 18, 1976, addressed the special E

i problem associated with implementation of Office Letter No. 2 in E
operating license reviews when the construction permit reviews were E
not conducted on the basic of the Standard. Review Plan guidelines. EIt noted the necessity to document decisions made on bases other than E
those defined in the Standard Review Plan and, of equal importance, E

'

the reasons for the acceptability of such bases. It then directed M,

. the staff to develop -for my app' roval, procedures for documenting Ethe bases for deviations from the Standard Review Plan in each oper- g
ating license Safety Evaluation, and to implement those procedures E

-

. for.611 operating license Safety Evaluation Reports issued after E
! January 1,1977. My memorandum of September 20, 1976, approved an E
! implementing procedure recomended to me by the NRR Division Directors. :Ei
. This procedure addressed both operating license and constructien per- @! mit applications. =

,

5
The experience rined in attempting to use the implementing procedure #

for operating license reviews nearing completion has shown th'.t. -h
'

J contrary to our expectation at the time the procedure was developed, Mr. :" 'the staff is unable at this time to conform to the requirements of =]
~

~~

the implementing' procedure without incurring a substantial delay in E
~

E
- E

E
E

| .. ..
- fE

.=

~
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|



_ _ ._ _ _

; .' P.ultiple Addressees' - -2- JAh 3 : -- - --,

Q__ %.
-

.

.

.
. . . - -

_- . ..
-

- -

.

'

completing the reviews for, these applications. Vnile there is~ no ,1 g-
.

concern as- to the safety level established by the.. staff review, the
dyfact remains that a significant effort would be required at this '',

,

time for the staff to identify, for an ongoing operating license
review, all devi.ations 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 dire'c~tive ' - gestablishing an alternate pmgram that would:: ~ r w
,

... .e
(1) Require the staff to. assess the Standard Review Plan, determine @any changes needed to assure that all' requirements therein are a

realistic and practical of achievement, and initiate the actions E
needed to impleme t those. changes ~ in, accordance with the policy g
established in NRR Office Letter No. 2. g

(2) Require the staff to impfement'the policy es't'ablished in NRR h
'

,,

Office Letter No. 9 for all construction pemit applications h!
docketed after September 1,1976. ]

,

,

~ '

(3) Require the staff to implement the policy established in NRR' - 5
Office Letter No. 9 for all operating license applications Edocketed after January 1,1977. '

, x . , _. |;-

*

The Division Director's have indicated that approval of the proposed [
alternate progran would pemit the staff to conduct its review of '

operating license applications,' almost from the start'of such reviews', '

with the knowledg~e that confomance to Office Letter No. 9 would be
a requisite for licensing. Such timely knowledge should limit the
impact of this requirement on the schedule for completion of the. staff
review. I have also been infomed that if the alternate program is
approved, then four operating license applications that would have =

othemise been re.;uired to'confom to Office Letter No. 9 will not g
be required to so confom. m

-

E.

I have decided to approve the reconmended alternate program. This !!
approval is based on (1) the conviction tha.t the singular issue is :-

one of documentation and not safety, (2) the knowledge that the F

applications (four) to be added to the number reviewed without thr (d
alternate program will pemit a limited number of operating license -

}need to completely confom to the procedure, and (3) the staff itself' @
,

. M
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-
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. ' ~ .
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.= -
is ,not prepared to implement the procedur6 in a timely manner for Mi
the four applications involved. Accordingly, my memorandum of M
September 20, 1976, is withdrawn and is superseded in its entirety 5
by this memorandum. In essence, the procedure for documentation M
(Enclosure 1) remains unchanged for construction pemit reviews but EEE

modified so that only limited participation will be required of - EEE

licensees involved in operating license reviews, and the implemen- EEE

tation program (Enclosure 2) has been nodified so that the appro- EEE

priate Safety Evaluation Reports, including those associated with H.

operating license, construction pemit, and design approval appli- E
cations, will document deviations from the Standard Review Plan and 5
the bases for the acceptance of such deviation. if

/ M,

.

/ E
/7 .

==
, =

~,sQ 1 vid t . EEE
::

Ben C. Rusche, Director .Es
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation g.

=

Enclosures: 5
~~ 1. Procedure for Documentation g

of Deviations from the M
2Standard Review Plan .
=='

2. Implementation Progren EE
==

.

EE.

cc w/ enclosures: =g
NRR Technical Personnel EEL'

EEE

5
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.

Introduction. . .

-

E
The staff review of nuclear plant designs described in safety Analysis g

liliiReports is perfor:ned witbin the guidelines establisned by the Standard g
#=

~ Review Plan (NUREG-75/'587), issued in Septemaer 197i, and as since N'

N
amenced. Use of the acceptance criteria of the' Standard Review Plan as g
a measure of the acceptability of plant design features assures both a

con' istent evaluatich'of proposed plant designs and an acceptable levels

~

of safety for all plants licensed. The Standard Revi,ew Plan. also,de-

scribes and documents the acceptzoility of specific design approaches h
- to satisfy certain of the' acceptance criterian: We recognize, however,

it
a

~

that alternate design approaches may satisfy these acceptance criteria f
equally wel'l. Furthe'r, we recognize that, with proper justification,

applicants may oe able to de::cnstrate that particular provisions of the h
acceptance criteria need not be met at all. s

*
*. . .

Currently, significant difficulties arise when the Standard Review Plan 2
Nis useo during the operating license review of a plant design. These

cifficulties stem from the fact that the plant design at its construc-

tion permit stage of licensing was reviewed and approvec against differ-

ent guidelines due to the lack of the Standard Review Plan at that

earlier stage of review; some future reviews will encounter the same

cifficulties due to tne same reason or to changes to the Standard Review

.? Plan that have occurred curing the ir.tervening period. In either event,

,

i 0
**

| -

|
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ceviations will exist in the plant design relative to the then current g
.

. 2

Standard Review Plan, and the staff is or will be faced with licensing {
.

. =_,

decisions regarding the acceptacility of the design descrioec'in the EE

-Er
. g--

Final Safety Analysis Report, g
=-

- .
-

In the past, applicants have expended considerable efforts justifying, Ej
, r

and the staff has spent consideraole time evaluating, particular, plant h,

d
design. features to assure an acceptable level of safety. Often,these-

-

efforts have not been properly documented to clearly. indicate the bases-

for acceptability of the design. To inprove the usefulness of our.

Safety Evaluation Reports as a record of 'such decisions and to-miniIrpe

the need for future reassessnents of operating plants to demonstrate __,, y
acegaate levels of safety relative to current criteria,. it.is cesirable t

that the cases for such licensing decisions .be clearly documented in the b
$

Safety Evaluation Reports that su:Imarize the staff review of the Final !$

Safety Analysis Report. To this end, any deviations 'from current g
5E

Stancard Review Plan acceptance criteria will neec to De listed and !g=

justified in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to completion 'of h
Ei
5

the operating license stage of review. Further, such deviations will * i'

ialso need to be listed and justified in the licensee s Final ~ Safety g

Analysis Report for' any facility reviewed to the requirements of the' )~

Standard Review Plan at the construction permit stage of review. [g

N-

5
A proolem of similar type but of much less magnitude nay exist with re- $

spect to some construction permit and standard design applications and ._. 1

associated staff reviews. Since all new applications for construction f, . . _

..;...

|
-

_

_e
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permits or for preliminary design approval of standard cesigns must ad- M
EE

dress 'the information needs identified in Revision 2 to the Stancard 5
ss
EE

Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports," deviations from the =
*

==:
acceptance criteria of the Standard Review Plan are expected to be non- M

EE
existent or minimized. However, alternate design approaches 'may be proposed 3

-
. EE

by the applicant, and it is possible that deviations may arisE during tne 5
555

course of the review. In any event, any deviations or' alternate design M
==

approache's, whether initially proposed or developed during the course of h
==

tne staff review,'will need to be listed and justified in the Preliminary ' h'

:=
EEESafety Analysis Report and in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report prior to my

- :=
ccepletion of this stage of review. - - M

. ==
. . . . :Ee
. . . .

=55 This oo:unent presents tne procedures that should be followed (1) by appli- h
Em

cants and (2') Dy staff reviewers ans Licensing Project Managers to assure 5
- - Em

that adecuate documentation of deviations and alternate approaches in plant %
1

designs relative to the Standard Review Plan is provided in Safety Analysis 5
a

Reports ard in Safety Evaluation Reports, respectively. 5
E
EC

Definition of Deviation
555

For the purposes of this procedure, a deviation is defined as a lack of con- $|
E

formance of a plant design feature to one or more " provisions of the accept- (
ance criteria given in the Standard Review Plan. An alternate anc acceptable

~
.E

@
E

design approach to satisfying the Standard Review Plan acceptance criteria Q
EE

is not considered to be a deviation', but the bases for acceptaDility must 5
EE

5;.g. also se dccu: Tented in the Safety Analysis Report and, as appropriate, in the -

=
;.;- =

Safety Evaluation Report. $#

55
55
Ed
= . ,
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Procedure For Construction Permit Aoolications
$.- .

.n
,

Tne procedure ,for documenting deviations f.rce the Standarc Review Plan g
E

for construction permit applications regaires the applicant initially to @
2

identify the . deviation and provide the bases for acceptability. This- @-
=
=

..information should be. included in the Safety Analysis Report and reviewed
Q=- m

by.the staff as a part of tne normal review process. The results of the i=-

E
review should be described in the Safety Evaluation Report to provide clear

r.-

documentation of all deviations, including the bases for acceptability. @
ga-..

The same procedure should be. followed for alternate design approaches. $
IE'

The procedure is based on the implicit assu::ption that a program will be

established whereby plants licensed for operation wil1 be maintained $
-

.

- Bcc,atinuously up-to-date with regard to changes in licensing requirements g
. .. - =

(i.e., at the time a new staff position.is developed, a decision r&garding ~g j
; --

_
, .

its applicability on a generic basis or on each plant, on a case-by-case
.: .

casic, will a' Iso be made and inglemented). - -

'

.x .

- -
-

.

The specific steps in the procedure for a construction permit application
-

.@are:
M

1. The applicant will identify and provide bases for all deviations E
$'

from the acceptance criteria given in the Standard Review Plan. @
. . . 3

Tne information should be contained in those Safety Analysis g
. . av. -
Report sections that describ.e the systems, co:rponents, or struc- =

'

tures in which the deviations exis . In addition, the applicant -<

h
snould provide in Cnapter 1 e s=::cary listing of the deviations

and an identification of the sections in the Safety Analysis [" $'

N,

e
Report wherein the deviations are described and justified. o

5.._ h
'

I
'
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-

I
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2. During the acceptance review of thF Safety Analysis Report, the
f_. .

-

. . - . , . -..

staff should determine that this information has Deen provided h
-

and should inform the applicant of any obvious deficiencies. $
- .- -

. . . <, .

3. Following docketing of the Safety Analysis Report, the staff
'

should perform a review of the deviations anc 'their bases," iden- iEi

tify other deviations that snould be discussed in the Safety
. -. . , . ., ,

Analysis Report, and request accitional information as necessary ..- -
. , . .

at the first round recuest for additional informat1,on (0-1) stage -r
M..

of review. .
..

. . . -
_

::

E
,_ 4. At the second round request for additional information (Q-2) _5

.._ [ stage of review, the staff should inform the applicant of.its
2.=. '

~

-
. psitions on the deviations and their bases.

., - - .
.

i.

'

5. Following review of the' applicant's response, draft Safety @
E

Evaluat' ion ~ Reprt inputs should be prepared that describe each E
= . * * . .

deviation and the results of the staff review of the bases for E
5

their acceptability; the Safety Evaluation Report inputs should y
als'o include a general statement cenoting acceptability of the h

~-.

applicant's oesign relative to the grouping of acceptance criteria h
E

given in the Standa' d Review Plan sections. The Safety Evaluation fr

Report'. inputs should also incluoe discussions of any. alternate .h
E

approaches to staff positions that have been adopted oy the applicant [
' E

. _ . . .. and the bases for acceptability. E
. =

. . _ . b
?;;' I

=
=

*$.
=
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6. The Licensing Project Manager snould incluoe a section pr. the Ej
*

i ., .. . . -

Safety Evaluation Report that notes that the review has oeen made i,
p... .

using the Standard Review Plan criteria as of the application s
3

docket date, tabulates all dev'iations fr'om those ' criteria, and [

identifies the . location:in the. Safety. Evaluation Report where

.. . . - - , -
-

. fthe discussion may be f'ound. .

'. ts
'

' - .

. .. .p .-.. . g. .

The procedural steps, given above relate tio futur'e construction permit g
' . . . . .. . t. ::

Some slight modifica' ions t'o these procedural steps will %;
. . . . . . .

applications. t.

h.
.. . .-- '

be mace in order to inglement the procedure.for construction permit P

japp .ications docketed after . September 1,1976, and currently in the

licensing process. . . -
-

. .
-

.

. .. . .

Proceaure Ebr' Ooerating License.'Acolications "

.-- : .

. . , . . .- ' ' V# ;..
-

Tne procedure for cocumenting deviations from the Standard Review' Plan -

for operating license applications docketed after January 1,- 1977, and [
*

for which the construction permit review was. conducted in accordance

with the Standard Review Plan'is' to be identical t.o tlutt described above

for a new construction pe.mit application. The following procedure shall

be followed for other operating. license applications docketed after

January 1,1977:
{

, ..

l. The staff should perform its review of the Safety Analysis Report

so as to identify any, deviations from the Stardard Reyiew Plan. $
a

i2. The safety Evaluation Report inputs provided,by the technical g
.

. . .
. . . ~~~ q.

review groups should describe each deviation and the bases g
_

=

_

:
.
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.westaolisneo oy the staff for its acceptaoility; tne Safety Evalua- M- :. .- - - =.
. . - ,..

=
tion Report ingits should also incluoe a general statement oenoting JE

acceptaoility of the a licant's aesign relative to the grouping 5__
E2.

of acceptance criteria given in the'Stanuard Review Plari sections. E~

' . =
=

2ne safety Evaluation. Report inputs should alsd'incluoe oiscussions y=
of any alternate approacnes to staff positions'that havelbeen' * E'

=
-

optea oy tne applicant ano the cases for acceptacilit'y.- =M
''

'

,

=;
- *

-
-2-

s ..
. ..

=3. 2ne assistance of tne applicant snoula not ce reg.lireo witn respect E
- -

.
- :. . . =

to ioentification of aeviations from tne Stancaro Teview Plan. b
=.

If specific acceptance criteria now in tne Stancard Review Plan E-, , . _

=
=

. were usea tor evaluatiag tne application at tne donstruction permit
E]E
=

d. ..' paase of review, even though tn'e Stancarc Review Plan either aid 5E
' *

m
.

. .=._-

not exist as,such at the time of that review, or was not useo at E
---

=_
tnat time, then applicacie requests for information may oe maae E55

,

, ==
of the applicant provioed tnat tne use of the specific acceprance 5'

. =a-

! criteria at that stage of review is cocumented in the recorc of
h__.
,

tne construction permit review ano deviations from those criteria 5
a

are ioentifieo oy the staff during its operating license stage 5
=
=

of review. In accition, for all otner acceptance criteria useu E
.7_.
m

in tne oesign of tne facility, applicaole requests for infor-
_$
=

r.arion may oe made of tne applicant to tne extent neeoed to per- E
E
=amit tne staff to inuepenoently Juage tne current acceptaoility g
a--. -
-

dsa of tne oesign waicn was cased upon sucn criteria. In Inese E!Ej
.

.:.:::::=
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C.latter instances, however, the applicant, wnile it may, shoulo !55!
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not ce requirea tio justiry its oesign oy comparing it to an* g.. . ..

. . .
-
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~-'

a.tternate oesign cevelopeo ey tne applicant utilizing tne
, .

. . r- . .. .
. ....

.. . acceptance criteria currently in toe Stancara Review Plan. Z
. . . . .

;;;*- c .
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4. ..Tne Licensing Project Manager snould incluce a section in tne . 55
= . .=_==_. ,

,
. .

.. . Safety. Evaluation Report that notes tnat .tn'e review,nas been
* E:: .

- =-
:---

Mmar.s.e using the Stancarc Jeview P.Lan criteria as.of the appli- .

==

cation oocket cate, taouiates all oeviations from tnose criteria, b
==:

ano icentifies tne location in tne Safety Evaluation Report h,

. - . .; . 25..

vnere tne ciscussion may oe found. ~
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As with tne proceoure for constru: tion permit applications, specific
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ENCLOSURE 2
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@ - IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

d-

. .

: . .

~
-

. - . ,

I. PLANT INVOLVEMENT
'*'..

.
. - -

.. ... . .

1. Plants Currently Under Review for Operatino 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:

. . - . 7 .

A_f_.m., 89 *
g.

. . .
.

M.___ e P_e_ 89 .
,

* e ,.

Salem 2 V ' McGuire 1 & 2 /
-Gev & h:;c-1- - -

Fenni 2 /
North Anna 1 & 2 / Zimmer 1 /

.

'

Farley 1 '& 2 /. -M:tch 2- -

Diablo Canyon 1 &.2 / Shoreham 1 / cf-Sequoyah'1'& 2 < Watts Bar 1 & 2 2
~ Th:: - Mil: I c h .d--2- ~

2. Plants With Construction Pemits and Which Will Aoolv 'for Operating
Licenses. -.=-.

~ - -

All plants with construction pennits which were not reviewed in si
m29 accordance with the Standard Review Plan and f6r which appli - R

cations for operating licenses are to be docketed after January 1,
1977, will be included in those for which we will implement the
policy established in Office Letter No. 9. Such plants are: '

LaSalle 1 & 2 -Norttr%nni 3 & 4 - "

San Onofre 2 &'3 Forket River 1
Sumer 1 YPPSS 1

*

Hanford 2 Callaway 1 & 2-
South Texas 1 & 2 -Seabrook 1 & 2
Susquehanna 1 & 2 Millstone Point 3 |Waterford 3 '

Bea'ver 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 15 2 .Vogtle 1 & 2
Bellefonte 1 & 2 Bailly 1
Clinton 1 & 2

In addition, those plants listed in ihms 3.b. and
..:c . 3.c. on page 2 of this enclosure should be included

in this list as they are issued construction permits.. g
,. =
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3. Plants Currently Under' Review for CorNtruction Pemits

a. The only plants for which applications for a construction ~
permit were docketed after September 1,1976, and for a

which we will implenent the policy established in Office {
Letter No. 9 are: 1

'

>-

db Ehslihd 1 12 -- ,- g.

=

.b. Plants'for which applications for a construction permit have ,

been docketed, for which our review is complete, nearly com- i
plete, or significantly in process, and for which we will
not implement Office Letter No. 9 are:

Harris 1, 2, 3 & 4 Pebble Springs 1 & 2
St. Lucie 2 - Ocv is Bes' set 8 3 "

,,
~

Perry 1 & 2 --40shkonong+&-2---
River Bend 1 & 2 --d wr.s g t 1 --& -3- .

WPPSS-4 Hartsville 1 & 2
Pilgrim 2 Skagit 1 & 2 -

-J.thntic 14 2 Clinch -itfVdr+- -

'

Wolf Creek 1 - J-tAehoun-2--
Cherokee 1, 2 & 3 Farble Hill 1 & 2 . _ , ,

-

~~
-Perkins 1, 2 & 3 M reene-Gounty 1

"i'

-Tyrone-1-- Phipps Bend 1 & 2
-Ster 14ng-4 - Black Fox 1 & 2

'

-Mmtesce+&-t- Yellow Creek 1 & 2 .

WPPSS 3 & 5

c. Plants for which applications for a c' nstruction pennit haveo
been docketed, for which a significant portion of our review
has been completed, for which a long delay in the need for
construction pemits 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. 9 are:

,

Allens Creek 1 & 2 -Berten.<1--&-2--
-Montague-PE 2-- -Greenwc42-a-3-
-C;ggles Pui.:. 1 E 2- .

3
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54. Future Construction Pemit Applications -

. F
'

The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple- .?
mented for all future construction pemit applications. The E
applications currently listed to be tendered during 1977 include: $

-Eri c -l '.-2- -Sears--Isl and--l-&-2--
'

-Sundeseri. i &2- {er. tral _ Iowa-4 E.

Summi t-1-&-2- . San-Joaquin-12,-2 -3-4 4-- E
-Carroll- l -&-2 E

E
5. Construction Permit Applications Referencino Acoroved Standard @

Desions or Replicatino Base Plants E
E:.

The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple- 7
mented only for those portions of the Preliminary Safety Analysis F
. Report that require a de novo review in accordance with the E..

Standardization Policy or the Replication Policy, as applicable. [
E

6. Desion Acoroval and Manufacturino License Aeolications M
E

- The policy established in Office Letter No. 9 will be imple- E
~. . . . .

mented for all design approval and manufactiring license appli- E
cations docketed after September 1,1976. On this basis it is E
expected. that the policy y_ill, be implemented for RESAR 414 E
G'BBSAR, and all later sut.Lntted applications. [.

E
II. IMPi.EMENTATION METHODS E

E
1. Construction Pemit and preliminarv Desion Acoroval Aeolications S

E
New England 1 & 2, a replicate plant, will be the first' construction i
pemit plant to be subjected to this review. Although the appli- !
cation has been docketed, the review was not Scheduled to begin E
until January 1977. We will discuss the Office Letter No. 9 E
requirements with the applicant as soon as practical and will E
femalize our infomation needs in a letter signed by the appro- [
priate DPM Branch Chief. Until six months after the Standard .g
Fomat is changed to require the needed infomation in the Safety E
Analysis Report, all subsequent construction pemit and prelimi- E
nary design approval applications will be handled in a similar i
manner. The discussions with the applicants will be held in EE

as timely a manner as practical ir. order to provide the appli- 'E.
cants with as much time as possible to respond to our needs. E
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2. Oceratino License and Final De'sion Aoproval Aeolications k
E

In order to fully infom the first several applicants in this @
group of the basis of the requirements that we will impose upon iE
them and to try to assuage their concerns as to the extent of iE
the infomation we will require from them, we will arrange @
discussions with the as soon as practical. These wil? be 15
arranged in the order of their docketing, which is expected to ;g
be Watts Bar 1 & 2. San Onofre 1 & 2, LaSalle 1 & 2. Stmer 1 f
Hanford 2, Comanche Peak 1 & 2. Midland 1 & 2, and Grand Gulf i-
1 & 2. Our infomation needs will be fomalized in a letter 5
to the applicant. The letters will be signed by the appropriate i
DPM Smnch Chief. f

I
Modification of the Standard Fomat will require the needed j-

inforration in the Final Safety Analysis Reports for plants g
having construction pemits based on a review in accordance a:
with the Standard Review Plan. iE"

m
.=

3. Conduct of Discussions g.

bThe dist"nsions referred to in Sections II.l' and II.2 above *=-
are to be conducted by the DPM Assistant. Director for Light ~" ~~ E!

Kater Reactors.
'

~ E
w= 3

4. Standard Fomat
"

k
:=-

The Office of Standards Development will be requested to modify b
the Standard Fomat to require the Safety Analysis Report to finclude the infomation needed to confom to the policy estab- f

lished in Office Letter No. 9. }
5. Chances Recuired in the' Standard Review Plan h

E
The Directors of DPM, DSS, and DSE are to provide to the Director, E
NRR, by May 1,1977, a Tist of items in the Standard Review i
Plan that should be modified to assure that all requirements (
therein are necessary, realistic, and practical of achievement. 2

The Directors will at that time recommend a program to develop i

the required changes to the Standard Review Plan and obtain j
the necessary manage ent approval for such changes. i:
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