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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20558

January 28, 1980

DETAILED SCHEDULE AND OUTLINE ..
FOR DISCUSSION
238TH ACRS MEETING
FEBRUARY 7-9, 1980
WASHINGTON, DC

Thursday, February 7, 1980, Room 1046, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington, DC

1) 8:30 A.M. - 12:00 Noon Executive Session (Open)
1.1) 8:30 A.M.-B8:50 A.M.: Chairman's

Report (MP/RFF)

1.1-1) Status of low power test
program for Sequoyah Nu-
clear Power Plant

1.1-2) Report of NRC Special
Inquiry Group on Three
Mile Island

1.1-3) Response from Comm.
Ahearne regarding ACRS
participation in rule-
making proceeding regard-
ing storace and disposal
of radicactive wastes

1.2) 8:50 A.M. - 12:00 Noon: Discuss

ACRS Annual Report to Congress on

the NRC Safety Research Program

({CPS et al./TGM/DZ et al.)

12:00 Noon - 1:00 P.M. LUNCH

2) 1:00 PM. - 3:00 P.M, Executive Session (

: M.=2:00 P.M.:

Discuss propesed ACRS report to

NRC on proposed changes to NRC

Criteria for Siting Nuclear

Power Plants (NUREG-0625) (DWM/RM)

2.2) 2:00 P.M.-3:00 P.M.:
Discuss proposed reply to U.S.
House of Representatives Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs (Rep. Morris K. Udall,
Chairman) regcarding component
£ailure rates and probabilistic
assessment of specific incidents

at nuclear facilities. (DO/GRQ/DJ)
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Detailed Schedule

3)

4)

3:00 AM. - 4:00 P.M.
3,1)

4:00 P.M. - 6:30 P.M.
Q.l)

ry 8, 1980, Room 1046, 1

Meeting with Director, NRF (ggn)
posed NRR action

Executive Session n

January 28, 1980

Report on Pro
to implement
from the ™I

lessons learned
-2 accident

Reports of ACRS Subcommittees

Surry Power station
Unit 2 = steam gen~
erator replacement
(HE/GRQ)
wolf Creek Nuclear
plant - seismic
sign (DO/RS)
ACRS Procedures (MP/RFT)
and Working Group on
Report of NRC Special
Inquiry Group on
™I (MWC/REF)

on:
401-1)

4.1-2)

4.1-3)

717 H Street, Nw, Washington, pC

Friday, Februa

Three “Mile Isl

and Nuclear Station

5y B8:30 AM. = 12:30 P.M.

s.

12:30 P.M. = 1:30 P.M.

6) 1:30 P.M. = 4:30 P.M.

Unit 1 (Cpen)
5.

(Portions of
closed as
prietary In
this matter.)

1)

Meet-

-~12:30 P.M.:
appli-

9:00 P.M.
EE with NRC Statf and

cant

&

this session will be
necessar, to discuss Pro-
formation related to

LUNCH
e Criteria for K 1

Fontainment (Open)
§.1) 1:30 P.M.-2:00 P.M.: geport of
ACRS i on Fluid Dy-




Detailed Schedule -3 -

7) 4:30 P.M, = 6:30 P.M, Imple

January 28, 1980

entation of JRC Bulletins and

Orders resulting from the T™MI-2 A=

cident (%En)
od) :30 P.M,-5:00 P.M,: Report

7.2)

of ACRS Subcommittee (WMM/PB)
2:00 P.M,=6:30 P.M.: Meeting
with NRC Staff

Saturday, February 9, 1980, Room 1046, 1717 H St.eet, NW, washington, DC

8) 8:30 AM. - 12:30 P.M. Executive Sessicn (Open)

8.1)

Discuss Proposed ACRS reports/

letters on:

8.1-1) NRC Safety Research
Program

8.1-2) NRC Bulletine and Crders

8.1-3) ™k I Acceptance Criteria

12:30 P.M, = 1:30 P.M. LUNCH
9) 1:30 P.M. = 4:15 P.M, Executive Session (Open)

1)

9.2)

:30 P.M.-3:00 P.™.: Discuss
proposed ACRS reports/letters
on:
9.1-1) Proposed operation of
™I-]
9.1-2) Proposed revision of
NRC Siting Criteria
9.1-3) Component failure rates
and probabilistic as-
sessment of incidents
at nuclear facilities
(reply to Congressman
M. K. Udall)
3:00 P.M.=-3:15 P.M.: Discuss
Future Agenda Items
9.2-1) Anticipated Subcommittee
activities
9.2-2) Anticipated Committee ac-
tivities
3:15 P.M,-3:45 P.M.: Reports of
ACRS Subcommittees on:
. Anticipated Transients Without
Scram (WK/TGM)
. Proposed rule on Fire Protec-
tion (MB/PST)
. laCrosse Nuclear Plant - spent
fuel storage racks (WK/JOM)




Detailed Schedule

-d -

January 28, 1980

9.4) 3:45 p.M.-4:15 P.M.: Miscel-

laneous
9.4-1)

9.4-2)

9.4.3)

Proposal reqarding
seismic qualification
of 1E Control Panels

(DO)

Proposed ACRS letter
regarding qualiﬂcation
of personnel who operate
radwaste systems (DwWM)
participation in AIF
workshop on Licensing
and Technical Issues
(MP)
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acdress and telephone number of the
person.

James B. Roberts,

Execuiive Oicer

PR Doc #0257 Fiied 12540 048 am!

o T

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Aavisory Committee on Reactor
Safs> Juards; Meeting

In accordance with the purposes of
Sections 29 and 182b. of the Atomic
Jnergy Act (42 US.C. 2039, 2232 b.). the
Advisory Committee on Reactor

‘Safeguards will hold a meeting on
February 7-8, 1980, in Room 1046, 1717 H
Sireet. NN, Washingten. D.C. Notice of
«is meeting was pubiished on January
22, 18C0.

The agenda for the subject meeting
will be as follows:
Thursday, Februcry 7. 1980

8:30 A .M -12:00 Ncon: Execulive
Session [(Open)=The Committee wall
hear and discuss the report of the ACRS
Chairmaa rega:ding miscellaneous
matters relating .0 ACRS activities.

The Committee will discuss its annual
report to Congress on the NRC Safery
Research Program.

Portions of this session v ill be closed
as necessary to protect information the

remature disciosure of which wouid
strate the Committee in the
performance of its statutory function.

1:00 P.M.-2:00 P M.: Meeting with NRC
Staff (Open)—~The Comm “tee will hear
and discuss proposed NRC Staff plans
for study of addiuonal engineered safety
features for the Zion Nuciear Stauon
Usits 1 and 2 and the [ndian Poin:
Nuzlear Station Units 2 and 3.

200 PAL -8.00 PAL: Meeting with
NAC Stcff (Cpenj=The Committee will
hear and ciscuss presentations from
members of the NRC Staff and
consultants who may be »resent
regarding proposed plans for
unyiementation of NRC Bulletins and
Orders resuiling from the accident at the
Three \Mil2 Island Nuciear Pluat Unit 2
Fricay, Februcry 8. 1980

830 AM<-1250 PAL: Three Mile
Island Necieer Stetion, Uzit 1 (Open jem
The Commitiee will hear reports from
and will discuss proapnsed plans for
restart and operation of the Three Miie
Island Nuclear Station. Unit 1 with
represenistives uf the licensee and the
NRC Stafl.

Portions of this session will be closed
as requ:red to discuss Proprictasy
Infermation applicabie to this matter.

1:30 P AL=:30 PAL: Mevting with
NARC Sa'T (Operj==The Commitiee wiil

hear presentations er * liscuss preposed
criteria for modificati~ of coniainraent
systems making use of the Mark |
pressure suppression containment
concept

Portions of this session will be closed
as required to discuss Propnetary
Information applicable to this matter.

430 PM ~6.30 P.M.: Executive Session
(Openj~The Committee will discuss its
proposed regort to the NRC regarding
proposed changes in criteria for siting of
nuclear power ,iants (NUREG-625).
The Comumittee will aiso hear and
discuss reports of its Subcommittees on
the Surry Nuclear Station steam
generator replacement and the Wolf
Creek Nuclear Plant seismic design.
Saturday Fcbruc;y 9. 1880

8:70 AM.-4:15 PM.. Executive Session
(Open}=The Committee will continue
its discussion of preposed ACRS reports
rega.ding ..atters discussed during this
meeting including the NRC safery
research program: NRC Bulletins and
Orders. tnitena for Mark | containment:
startup and operation of T™I. Unit 1;
proposed revision of NRC siting criteria.

The Committee will hear the report of
its Subcommittee on Reliability and
Probabilistic Assessment and will
discuss a proposed report to the House
Committee on (nterior and Insular
Affairs regarding equipment failure
rates in nuclear facilities and
probabilistic assessment of selected
incidents at power plants

The Commuttee will hear reports from
its Subcommittees on .Anticipated
Transients Withor.. Scram. proposed
critera for fire protection of nuclear
facilities. and changes in fuel storage
racks at the LaCrosse Boiling Water
Reactor. The future schedule for
Committee activities will also be
discussed. and the Committee will
complete discussion of items considered
during this meeting.

Portions of this session will be closed
as necessary to discuss Proprietary
Information related to matters being
considered and to protect iniormation
the premature disciosure of which
would frustrate the Commu!tee in the
performance of its statutory function.

Procecures for the conduct of and
participation in ACRS meetings were
published in the Federal Register on
Oclober 1. 1873 (44 FR 56408). In
accordance with these procedures, oral
or writlen statements may be presenied
by members of the public. recordings
will be permitted only during those
portions of the meeting when a
transcript is being kept, and questions
may be asked only by memebers of the
Commutice. its consultunts, and Staf’
Persons desiring to muke nral
statements should notily the A.CRS

EXecutive Director as far in advance as
practicable so that appropriate
arrangements can be made to allow the
necessary time during the meeting for
such statements. Use of stiil. motica
picture ard television cameras dunng
this-meeting may be limited to selected
portions of the meeting as determined
Oy the Chairman. Information regarding
the time to be set aside for this purpose
may be obtained by a telephone call to
the ACRS Executive Dir- “ar (R. F.
Fraley) prior tc the meeti- 4. [n view of
the possibility that the s:hedule for
ACRS meetings may be adjusted by the
Chairman as necessary to facilitate the
conduct of the meeting. persons
planning to attend should check with the
ACRS Executive Director if such
rescheduling would result in major
izconvenience.

I bave determined in accordance with
Subsection 10(d) Pub. L. 92463 that it is
necessary to close portions of this
meeti~e 23 noted above to protect
Proprietary Information (5 U.S.C.
5525(c)(4}] and to protect informaticn
the premature release of which would
frustrate the Commuttee in the
performance of its statutory function ($
U.S.C. 552b(c)(9)(B)). .

Further information regarding topics
to be discussed. whether the meeiing
has been cancelled or rescheculed. tae
Chairman'’s ruling on requests for the
opportunity to present oral s*atements
and the time allotted therefor car be
obtained by a .repaid telephone call to
the ACRS Executive Direstor, Mr.
Raymond R. Fraley (teiephone 202/634~
3285), between 8:15 A M. and 5:00 PM.
EST.

Date: January 22 1980.

Joha C. Hoyls,

Advisory Committee Mcnogement OfFicer
(TR Doc. A0-2807 Fiied 1-25-40 £48 amj

BILLING CODE 7500-0%-4

[Dockets Nos. 50-277, 50-278, 50-320, S0-
354, ang 50~355; STN 50-485|

Philadelphia Electric Ca., et al; Order
for Further Evidentiary Hearing

January 21. 1880,

In the matters of Philade!phia Electric
Com vany, e? ai. (Feach Bottem Atomic
Powe: Station. Un:ts 2 and 3);
Metropolitan Edison Compary, = o/.
(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station. Unit
No. 2): Public Service Electric and Cas
Co. (Hope Creck Cenerating Station,
Units 1 and 2): Rochester Gas and
Electric Corporation. ef a/. (Steriing
Power Praject. Nuclear Unit 1),

The further evidentiasy hearing on the
aircralt crash probability issue in the

VERY FOOR
ORIGINAL




Issue Date:
June 16, 1980

MINUTES OF THE

238TH ACRS MEETING e (T R\ B .
FEBRUARY 7-9, 1980 , 5 :
WASHINGTON, DC : L
+ L

The 238th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, held
at 1717 4 St. N.W., Washington, DC was convened at 8:30 2.m., Thursday,
February 7, 1980.

[(Note: For a list of attendees, see Appendix I. Mr. Bender was not present
on Saturday, February 9, 1980.]

The Chairman noted the existence of the published agenda for this meeting, and
identified the items to be discussed. He noted that the meeting was being
held in conformance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) and the
Government in the Sunshine Act (GISA), Public Laws 92-463 and 94-409, respec-
tively. He noted that no requests had been made from members of the public to
present either oral or written statements. HYe also noted that copies of the
transcript of some of the public portions of the meeting would be available in
th. NRC's Public Document Room at 1717 H St. N.W., Washington, DC in approxi-
mately 24 hours.

[Note: Copies of the transcript taken at this meeting are also available for
purchase from International Verbatim Reporters, Inc., 499 South Capital St.
S.W., Suite 107, Washington, DC 20002.)

I. Chairman's Report (Open to Public)

[Note: Raymond F. Fraley was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.]

A. Reviewers

The Chairman named M. W. Carbon and J. J. Ray as reviewers, and
J. C. Ebersole as alternate reviewer for the 238th ACRS Meeting.

8. Sequoyah Nuclear Power 2lant Unit 1 - Proposed Low-Power Testing

The Chairman informed the Committee that the NRC Staff appears to
be in general agreement with the Committee's views regarding the
proposed Low-Power Test Program for Sequoyah Nuclear Power Plant
Unit 1.

J. C. Ebersole suggested that feed and bleed tests under saturated
steam conditions would be useful. This method of emergency cool-
down relies on non-safety grade equipment, such as the PORVs and
block valves, rather than safety valves (safety-grade). Clarifica-
tion is needed regarding the nuclear industry's intent with respect
to feed and bleed. There is a need also to develop test informa-
tion under saturated-steam conditions. 2. F. Fraley suggested that
ar ad hoc subcommittee could oe formed to consider the feed and

1
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FEBRUARY 7-5, 1980

bleed concept. There may be need for some research work also. He
noted that the PORVs and block valves discharge into the quench

tank, which also is not safety grade.
W. Kerr suggested that the NRC Staff be informed that the proposed

tests should continue even if additional information is desired;
the need for additional information should not interfer: with the

test program.

NRC Staff task force under R. Baer i3
and also 2 number of other useful

the applicant.

R. P. Savio noted that an
reviewing the proposed tests,
tests that have not been proposed by

block valves in questior meet ASME require

ments (physically) for primary system boundary ~amponents, but are
not considered to be safety grade because there is no redunsant
control system for the valves. He suggested that there is a need
to review natural circulation system requiremnents.

proposed feed and bleed cooling is tied to
liary feedwater system, and should be

W, Sender noted that the

D. Okrent noted that the
the reliability of the auxi

reviewed.

C. Report of Special Inquiry Groud

Following a discussion of the Report of the Sgecia\ Inguiry Groud
on the Three Mile Island Accident, especially witll respect to those
portions of the report that dea] with the operation of the ACRS, it
was the consensus of the Committee that a detailed response from
the Committee woula be inappropriate until after the full report
has been received and studied. The Committee agreed to defer 2

commiitee report on these matters until after Volume 2 has been
received.

D. ACRS Participation in Waste Disposal and Processing Rulenaking

R. F. Fraley noted that the Commissioners have agreed to the

additional time that the Committee requested regarding its partici-
pation in the proposed rulemaking on radioactive waste processing

an¢ disposal.

Annual Report to Congress on NRC Research Programs (Open to Public)

Designated Federal Employee for

[Note: Thomas G. McCreless was the
this portion of the meeting. ]

tive summary and approved the entire
NRC's reactor safety research program

The Committee reviewed the execu
annual report to Congress on the
(see Appendix XX111).

2
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1.

Iv‘

Meeting o7 "Report of the Siting Policy Task Force", NUREG-0625 (Open

to Public)

[Note: Ragnwald Muller was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.]

The Committee discussed Draft 2 of its comments on the Report of the
Siting Policy Task Force (NUREG-0625) (see Appendix XXVI).

Meeting with Members of the NRC Staff on Implementation of TMI-.2

Lessons Learned (upen to Public)

[Note: Richard K. Major was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.)

H. Denton, NRC Staff, informed the Committee that the NRC Staff would
require that Indian Point Station Units 2 and 3 and Zion Nuclear
Station Units 1 and 2 will be required to conduct certzin studies of
filtered containment venting, hydrogen cucntrol, and containment
cooling, with a view toward installing these systems within a couple of
years. In the interim, they will be required to take several actions
spelled out in the NRC Action Plan. Orders to effect these require-
ments wil) be issued within several days.

H. Denton also requested that the Committee form an ad hoc subcommittee
to aid the NRC Staff in its review of the long-term TI-Z Tlessons
learnad actions.

H. Denton noted that an RES study indicates that because of the popula-
tion distribution around the Zion and Indian Point Sites, the two sites
together represent about 30% of the total acute risk to the public from
operating plants. He added that there is approximately a factor of 10
difference between the risks from these two sites and other nuclear
plant sites.

H. Denton said that licensee submittals on the new NRC requirements are
expected to be received around March 1. He asked that an ACRS subcom-
mittee review these submittals. He offered a further personal opinion
that plants located in areas of higher population must be demonstrably
safer than plants located at sites with lower population densities.

4. Denton noted that 52 plants have either complied with all of the
requirements of the short-term lessons learned, or have shut down to
make the changes. Eighteen plants have certified that equipment was
not available, and they have been given additional thirty days to
receive this equipment. Further, Oconee has been granted an extension
so that not more than one plant is down for modification at a time.
However, Duke Power has proposed some compensatory measures to make up
for not meeting the requirements by the deadline.

3



PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE 238TH ACRS MEETING FEBRUARY 7.9, 1980

With respect to long-term lessons learned items, 4. Denton said that
the NRC Staff is trying to resolve some of the issues currently in
dispute between them and the utilities, e.g. ATWS and MARK I contain-
ments. GE has proposed alternative 3 as their sclution to ATWS, but
the NRC Staff favors alternative 4. GE has been informed that the
Sta“f would consider it reasonable to install alternative 3 as early as
possible, but to make pipes from the liquid control system adequate to
meet the alternative 4 requirements.

H. Denton said that the NRC Staff is almost ready to recommend to the
Commission +hat Sequoyah be licensed for special low-power testing.

J. C. Ebersole suggested that additional tests should be performec at
Sequoyah to obtain information on saturation experiments, natural
circulation tests, and test the feed and bleed system for emergency
decay heat removal.

R. Mattson, NRC Staff, informed the Committee that the review of the
Report of the NR? Special Inquiry Group on the Accident on Three Mile
Island has been approved by the acting , and has been transmitted to
the commissioners (see Appendix IV). -Me said that this report actually
contains more than the NRC analysis of the Rogovin report; it also
contains a conclusion that the review performed to date is sufficient
to identify any urgent matters that need to be applied to operating
reactors or to near term operating-license (NTOL) reactors. He said
that just prior to coming to the ACRS meeting, principal members of the
NRC Staff had met with the Commissioners, and cbtained their approval
of the NTOL list of items to be applied. The Commissioners did defer
arriving at a decision of whether this list provides them with suffi-
cient margin to end the licensing pause. The Commissioners plan to
describe steps they want the NRC Staff to take regarding the Actien
Plan before they make that decision.

‘The NRC Staff has categorized the Special Inquiry Group recommendations
into four groups:

e A - It is covered by the Action Plan already,

¢ B - The Action Pian should be changad slightly in language to
incorporate the specific recommendations.

C - The Plan should be added to where an action item is missing,
and

@ D - The recommendation is a bad idea or has been considered
before and rejected.

R. Mattson noted that in draft 2 of the Action Plan, the number of
items to be addressed has been reduced from the 245 items listed in
draft 1 to 190 items; in addition it is expected that 10 to 20 items
will be added as a result of the Repcrt of the Special Inquiry Sroud.

4
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Forty-five i1tams were endorsed by the Commissioners today. Sixty to
ceventy items have meen studied fyrther, anc will be brought to the
Commissicners soon. Forty to fifty items need langer term study. He
caid that draft 3 will be availatle late in February or early in
March, and that it will be difficult for the Committee 0 review this
draft before the 239th ACRS Meeting. He said that he pelisved that
;?e Commissioners were anxious tO reach decisions on the Action
an. .

R. Mattson said that the NRC ctaff is preparing A cross-index of the
ACRS reports on Three Mile Island through December, 1979, indicating
how each speeific recommendat fon i treated 1in the Action Plan. He
gaid that the Commissioners have not asked that the Committee comment
on draft 3 pefore the NRC Staff and the Commissioners concur oOnN
it.

In answer to 2 question, 4. Denton said that the NRC Staff is request-
ing Indian Point to study the mechanisms of steam explosions %0 deter-
mine if they would be a factor in containment penetration. Beyond
that, the NRC staff is considering the use of a core ladle to delay
+ne penetration of the bottom of a containment by the molten fuel
from a reactor following an accident. He caid that the advantages of
a core ladle are that they are cheap, they seem toO be well understond
by the NRC staff, and they may pe effective 1N reducing the risk to
the pudblic.

The Committlee agreed that the TM1-2 Action p1an Subcommittee should
consider draft 3 of the NRCs Action Plan i€ available, prior to che
239th ACRS Meeting (March). The ™I-2 Implications Subcommittee was
also assigned %o consider proposed changes at the Zlion and Indian
Point Nuclear Stations resulting from the lessons learned as 2 result
, of the ™I-2 accident.

vy, "eeting On Three Mile Island Nuclear Station unit 1 (Open toO public)

[Note: Ragnwald Muller was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the neeting.)

A. Subcommittee Repert

4, Etheringten, Subcommittee Chairman, noted that at the time of
the TMI-2 accident, Unit 1 was shut down for refueling and has
been kept shut down since the accident. On July 2, 1979, the
Commission jssued 2 formal order for the unit to ramain shut down.
On August 9, the Commission fssued 2 follow=-up order giving the
reasons for its July 2 order, and specifying requirements 10 be
met as @ condition for consideration of approval for continued
operation. This second order requires an ASL3 hearing. The
+echnical and administrative requirements imposed DY the order of
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Aoz st 3 include pest-TMI-2 short-term and leong<term items appli-
caile to 211 nuclear power plants, those applicable to only Bi&W
plants, and those utnique to TMI-1 because of the Unit 2 cleanup.
The Subcommittee has heard the Metropolitan Edison report on the
status of the rester: requirements.

H. Etherington noted that one item that was no* in the NRC Staff
order concerns irtergranular stress corrosion cracking (ISCL).
He said that on April 4,7 1979 a through-wall leak was ulcerved in
the 8 inch type-304 stainless steel! piping of the spent fuel
system. Subsequently five more leaks were found in the system.
A11 failures were in the heat affected zone of the top welds.
Failures of this type are not unusual in cold water; it was specu-
Jated that boric acid may play a part in this attack. Nearly 2000
welds have been examined by UT in seven systems containing borated
water; 31 indications of cracking wera found, of which 42 were
identified by specially developed UT technigues for I[SCC. Several
repair procedures have been propcsed.

H. Etherington noted that the review of TMI-l1 will take more time
than is avaiiable at this meeting; the NRC Staff has indicated
that an intarim report i¢ not needed at this time. (For back-
ground material, see Appendix V).

W. Lipinski, ACRS Consultant, noted that the containment isolaticn
valves are of 40 in. diameter, and that the signal required to
activate the isolation is a differential of 4 psi, a pressure
that would not be reached unless there was a major leak in a
rea- .r svstem. He guestioned the safety of such an arrangement.
He .oted that the control room for Unit 1 is similar to that
in Unit 2, and that the plant computer is identical to that in
Unit 2. The Licensee plans to improve the system over the problems
noted during the TMI-2 accident by replacing the typewriters
with higher speed units. This fix may be inadequate. He said also
a question has been raised regarding the freedom of access for
operators to move through the plant in the event of an emergency.
He noted that the Licensee has not agreed to the installation of
a purge valve in the reactor vessel head. He said that the
compressed air system that operates the emergency feedwacer and
chemical systems is not seismically qualified. He also questicned
the adequacy of the additional training of operators planned by
the Licensee. ‘

I. Catton, ACRS Consultant, registered his surorise that the T™I
operating staff has concluded that information retrieval problems
during T™I-2 accident had little impact on the accident severity.
He also guestioned the adequacy of the more intense operator
training program, noting that the content of the 32 hour training
program in thermodynamics, heat transfer, and fluid mechanics, is
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8.

c.

greater than the €2 hour- training in an undergraduate course in
hydraulics and thermodynamics. He questioned alse the adequacy
of the oroposed changes for the hydrogen control system and
containment. He said that it was not clear how Regulatory Guide
1.97, Instrumentation to Follow the Course of an Accident, would
be satisfied.

Status of NRC Staff Revieﬁ

R. Volmer, NRC Staff, stated that the NRC Staff Safety Evaluation
Report was basically a response to the tchnical and adminisi-ative
{ssues tnat were raised in the NPC's August 9 order, and that the
staff was desirous of receiving the Committes's views on these
matters. He said that the NRC Staff is trying to resclve all of
the generic backloo issues as they apply to TMlI-1, e.q., the RPV
purge valve issue and the manner in which T™I-1 will comply with
Requlatory Guide 1.97. He recognized that the SER cantains a
large number of open items at this time, but noted that the
review has not been completed. He said that the requirements the
NRC Staff has recommended prior to the issuance of the Action
Plan will be required for restart, but that .o decision has been
made yet regarding the recommendations of the Special Inguiry
Group and the items specifically identified in the Action Plan.
He noted that the Commissioners have requested an expedited
treatment of the restart heiring, and the NRC Staff is trying to
meet this recuest. Because the NRC Staff is trying to pursue
these parallel paths simultaneously, it has brought the matters
to the Committee at an earlier time than normal. .

4, Silver, NRC Staff, provided an updated status report regarding
the issues that apply to .he T™I-1 restart (see Appendix vI).

D. Dilanni, NRC Staff, presented a summary report on the open
generic items that existed prior to the TMI-2 accident (see
Appendix VII).

Mr. Bender questioned the benefit to safety of attacking so many
different items simultaneously without identifying those that are
the most important.

Licensee's Presentations

1. Introduction and Utility Organ‘zation

R. Arnold, General Public Utilities Co. (GPU), representing
the Licensee, Metropolitan Edison Co., noted that although
there are a number of major jtems still unresolved with
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regard to NRC Staff requirements relating to ™I-1, his com-
pany had requestec that the Committee review those items that
have been resolved. This will provide the licensee with an
opportunity to work further on those items for which the
Committee still has concerns. He coffered the opinion that a
review can be more thorough and orderly when it is spread out
over time. He said that June 1 has been set as 2 target dii°
for completion of all the items that were identified in .ne
NRC's restart order.

R. Arnold noted that GPU has formed a new unit, GPU Nuclear
Corparation, to provide a full time single-minded dedication
with uniform policies and a maximum availability of technical
resources to safely operate all nurlear units owned bv GPU
operating companies (see Appendix V.II). This reorganization
has resulted in a tripling of the professional technical staff
supporting the current TMI activities. This new organization
will have responsibility for Three Mile Island activities and
for Qyster Creek.

In answer to a question, R. Arnold said that GPU Nuclear Corp.
plans to raview TMI-1 for reliability, probably in 1981.
D. Okrent reg'ested that the GPU Nuclear Co. provide the
Eommittee with its proposed schedule for tnis study in the near
uture.

Members raised the question of the type of level instrumen=

tation that the licensee plans to install on the reactor

pressure vessel and in other parts of the primary cooling

system, and a number of suggestions were made. However, the

licensee indicated that no decisions have been made yet regard-
X ing this instrumentation.

2. Questions on the Remainder of the Agenda

Members raised the question nf the effects of 2 total loss of
power at TMI-1. C. Hartman, GPU, described the problem that
had been raised as one of a total loss of DC power, initiated
by a loss of offsite power, and followed by subsequent inade-
quate cooling of the core. He noted that this is a multiple
failure, and has been reviewed by the Licensee with respect
to TMI-1. He said that there are some alleviating devices
present, including redundant transformers, and the fact that
the turbine driven emergency feedwater pump can function
without electricity, allowing time to respond to the event.
He said the Licensee believes that the ™I stiuvation is not
as severe as that described by the NRC Staff in the SER.
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Jo C. Ebersole suggested that this raiter should be exanined
by the Licensee in greater detail. —

D. W. Moeller suggested that at a later meeting, the Licensee
should discuss its emergency plan, including the availability
of specific highways for evacuation, regional demography,
consideration of local conditions, review of the liquid
pathways 1including consideration of the nearest downstream
water users and available methods for interdiction of liquid
releases, and the capability of field monitoring.

Because of time factors, the Committee agreed to defer consid-
eration of other matters regarding the TMI[-1 restart until
later meetings. (For handouts provided by the Licensee to the
Committee, but not discussed or considered at this meeting, see
Appendix IX.)

Plant Security (Closed to Public)

R. Skelton, Metropolitan Edison, discussad the implications
of an article appearing in the Guide, a weekly newspaper in
Cumberland, Pennsylvania, which received national publicity.
Late in December, a Guide reporter assumed the identity of a
friend and was hired to work at T™I as a watchman. In his
article, the reporter claimed that he learned a great deal
about Three Mile Island, and that he had adequate access to
perform, if he hid desired, acts of sabotage. The NRC Staft
believes he disclosed nothing that was not already known.

R. Skelton said that the bottom line is that there is, in
fact, little protection against an insider committing sabotage.
The NMRC has deferred a decision on how to handle this subject
until December, 1980.

R. Skelton also cited the incident at Surry in which sabotage
was performed on stored fuel elements by two insiders.

The article claimed that there was faulty screening of per-
sonnel, and that the Licensee was left on his own devices.
The Licensee counters that a security plan was being followed.

The rengrter 2° -3ed that th was inadequg attentiagn
4 ___ihe reportar J3lleqes (Cha here

S N8 rengres

als0 alieged
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Vi,

Meeting on Proposad Accentance Criteria for Mark ! Containments (Open to

Puoiic)

fhote: Andrew L. Bates was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.]

A.

c.

Subcommittee Renort

M. S. Plesset, Fluid Dynamics Subcommittee Chairman, noted that
Mark ! contzinments for boiling wate~ reactors have been operat-
ing on an interim basis for almost two decades. The NRC Staff
and the Mark I owners grou. have been working together, and
presumably are close to a resolution of this generic problem.
There have Laer. series of tests in different facilities: GE's
1/4 scale facility, EPRI's Small 3-D facility, NRC research has
funded a series of tests in a 1/5 scale facility at Lawrence
Livermore Labocatory, and the Mark ! Owners Group has financed a
series of full scale tests in their Mark I-type facility at
Norco, CA. He briefly reviewed the history of the programs, and
the research that has been generated by them (see Appendix X).

M. S. Plesset informed the Committee trat the Owners Group had
accepted an assumption that the NRC Staff proposed regarding loads
under conditions of high mass flow, i.e., SRV activation, which they
now believe may be unreasonably conservative. This is one of the
areas on which the Committee should focus.

Background

C. Grimes, NRC Staff, noted that the acceptance criterid for Mark I
containments is the NRC Staff's Generi. Item Al. He identified
the plants and utilities that are operating or constructing
plants with Mark [ containment systems, identified the important
design features of these systems, and discussed the history and
chronology of the development and construction of the plants (see
Appendix XI).

Lon~-Term Program Summary

R. Logue, Philadelphia Electric Co., representing the Mark I Owner's
Group, described the owners orgarizaticn, fdentified the utilities
and plants involved, and discussed the program milestones (see
Appendix XII).

T. Mulford, General Electric, discussed highlights from the Mark I
containment program (see Appendix XIV).

11
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DI

E.

Mark I Long-Term Procram acceptance Criteria

C. Grimes discussei the NR” Staff's proposed acceptance criteria
for Mark I containment systems (see Appendix XIV).

Implementaticn Programs

R. Smart, Northeast Utilities Co., representing the Mark I Owners
Group, discussed the current programs to develop and implement the
NRC Staff's criteria (see Appendix XV). “Ye noted that the big
problem is the characterization of safety relief loads. He claimed
that the propcsed NRC criteria do not give realistic response for
this prcblem; the Mark I Owners Group is still working on it. The
big modification made so far in Mark I systems is the installation
of T or Y quenchers. The Owners Groun has tried to develop a test
program to obtain structural response data and load definition data,
but so far has not been successful.

C. Grimes stated the current NRC Staff position requiring the use of
the conservative values proposed by the Staff is being pushed at
this time because the Staff believes that the development of the
criteria has gone on long enough, and that the Staff has inadequate
resources to continue the dialogue with the Owners indefinitely.

In answer to 2 question regarding the safety margins of plants that
have not yet installed quenchers, R. Smart noted that there is
adequate experience to show that these plants have blown down
su??essfully without causing any problems in the wet well or dry
we -

Several Members indicated concern regarding the effects of a
failure of the SRV piping between the safety relief valve and the
torus.

R. Logue requested that the NRC Staff assure itself that any orders
they issue regarding the Mark I acceptance criteria does not need-
lessly cause plants to shut down to meet unnecessary requirements.

C. Grimes said that the NRC Staff believes that modifications
required by the criteria should be completed within two years; the
current goal for completion is December 1981.

R. Logue said that the current Owners schedule for modifications of

plants is that all will be modified prior to mid-1981 except for
those utilities that will “ave to modify more than one plant.

12
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vil.

viIil.

Meeting on the Implementation of NRC Bulletins and Orders Pesul*ing

From the 1Ml-2 Accident (Open to Public)

[Note: Paul A. Boehnert was the Designated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting. ]l

(For background material, see Appendix XVI.)

The Chairman noted that W. M: Mathis, Chairman of the ™I-2 Bulletins
and Orders Subcommittee, was unable to attend the meeting. He sug-
gested that Members make use of the background materials provided, and
regretted that there would be no direct subcommittee report to the
Committee.

A. Qverview

W. Kane, NRC Staff, discussed the Bulletins and Orders Task Force
activities completed since it reported to the committee at the
237th ACRS Meeting (see Appendix XVII).

The Chairman noted that the Committee expected that it would
write a report on the implementation of the Bulletins and Orders
but that this report would not be written at this meeting.

B. Strengthening Reliability of Auxiliarv Feedwater Systems in
Comoustion tngineering and westinghouse Plants

M. Taylor, NRC Staff, discussed a probabilistic analysis of the
reliability of auxiliary feedwater systems in both Combusticn
Engineering and Westinghouse plants (see Appendir XVIII).

J. C. Ebersole noted that a prototype of a block valve, schedulad
to be installed in the McGuire and Catawba plamts failed to close
during full-flow testing. He said that the bleed and feed method
for emergency cooling is predicated on the belief that the PORVs
and block valves work. He suggested that it is necessary to iden-
tify the characteristics of the relief mechanisms, and to identify
that the capacity of PORVs is adequate to relieve the pressure.

D. Okrent raised the question that in some plants, PORVs are
"gagged" and asked how these valves are opened when needed. There
was no clear answer to the question.

Executive Sessions (Open to Public)

[Note: James M. Jacobs was the De ignated Federal Employee for this
portion of the meeting.]

13
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A. Subcommittee Peports

1.

Surry Power Station: Steam Generator Replacement

A movie showing the replacement of the Surry Unit 2 steam
generators was shown. H. Etherington, Subcommittee Chairman,
noted that the Subcommittee reviewed the replacement program
on October 18, and that the Committee had asked that the
Subcommittee review the current status and reprrt to the
Committee. Accordingly, the Subcommittee met with th2

licensee on January 23, 1980.

H. Etherington noted that VEPCO had constructed a refurbish-
ing building for use in the decontamination of piping, weld
preparat on, valve packing, etc. Further, a full scale
mock-up 24 the piping was made to train welders, pipe fitters,
riggers and laborers. The planning for the renlacement
included calculation of dose reduction gbtainable by shield-
ing, decontamination, special tools, tents, and glove boxes
for specific grinding and cutting operation. Health physics
and work training programs were developed, and the operation
was divided into engineering task assignments. Progress has
been reported by VEPCO in five bimonthly progress reperts,
the last covering the period from October 1 to November 30,
1979. A final report is due from VEPCO sixty days after the
completion of the work.

H. Etherington noted that while the dose estimates were
reasonably accurate, there was a major overrun in man-hours
expended in the replacement.

J. Benton, VEPCO, explained this discrepancy. He said that
the original man-hour estimates, made three years ago, were
made only for those tasks where there would be some exposure
to radiation. No estimates were included in those initial
estimates for normal routine tasks in which workers would not
be exposed. The final figures included all of the manpower
expended.

H. Etherington said that the Subcommittee believes that Surry
2 can be permitted to restart provided cther issues are
settled to the satisfaction of the NRC Staff, such as the
seismic show cause order, the IAL bulletin on anchor bolts,
and verification of a3-Suilt piping supports. (For p dect
status report, see Appendix XX.)
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2. Seismic: Wolf Creek seismic Design

D. Okrent, Subcommittee Chairman, discussed the issues raised
by a petitioner regarding the design basis earthquake for Wolf
Creek, and the issues associated with establishing a minimum
0.2g design basis earthquake for sites east of the Rockies (see
Appendix XXI). He said that because of the lack of accurate
information regarding the controlling earthquake at this site,
and more generally in‘the Eastern U.S., the decisions regarding
seismic design are a metter of Jjudgement. He suggested that
future experience may show the wisdom of having all plants with
a higher seismic flocr. He believes it would be wise for any
plant that has the flexibility to do so, to qualify the safe-
shutdown and decay heat removal equipment tO withstand a 0.23
design basis earthquake.

R. Jackson, NRC Staff, of fered his opinion that undue emphasis
is being placed on the ground acceleration value. He said
that this value is merely an anchor point for design, and
that it might be wise for the NRC to get away from this type
of t.minclogy. '

The ‘ommiitee agreed to +able a decision on the seismic issues
regarding Wolf Creek Nuclear Plant. The Seismic Subcommittee
was requested to review the seismicity of Eastern Uv.S., and
to consider the proposed recommendation for seismic response

£10or of 0.2g for plants east of the Rocky Mountains.
3. Procedures

The Committee concurred with the following recomnendations of
the Subcommittee (see minutes of the Procedures Subcommittee
and attachments, February 6, 1980 meeting, Appendix XXII):

a. Proposed changes to NRC regulations which delineate
procedures for ACRS participation in the rule making
process.

b. Proposed procedures for ACRS handling of dissenting
professional opinions, both for NRC Staff and ACRS
Consultants.

¢c. Proposed procedures for the management of the ACRS
Fellowship Frogram.

d. Recommendations resulting from comments of ACRS members

J. C. Ebersole and W. M. Mathis aimed at improving full
committee and subcommittee meetings by

15
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(1) stating the specific purpcse and objectives of
gach meeting in the meeting nctice well in advance
of the meetings;

(2) clearly informing ACRS consultants regarding what
is expected of them at meetings;

(3) setting minimum time limits regarding receipt of
documents prior to meetings;

(4) make better use during ACRS meetings of the time
set aside to discuss anticipated Committee meetings
so Members can identify items of concern/interest
in advance of the meetings. The ACRS subcommittee
chairman/cognizant staff engineer should provide a
1ist of topics to be discussed and specific meeting
objectives to facilitate this discussion;

(5) more recognition at full committee meetings of
work accomplished at subcommittee meetings (e.g.
Members should try to identify items of interest/
concern in advance of subcommittee meetings;
familiarize themselves with information discussed/
developed at subcommittee meetings, etc. to better
focus discussion during the full committee meetings;

(6) participate more actively in subcommittee activities
or limit questions at full committee meetings that
explore areas of personal interest; and

(7) subcommittee chairmen and cognizant staff engineers
examine supplementary SERs and inform the Committee
when ACRS recommendations are not implemented.
The Committee should then take appropriate action.
(Note: This is consistent with the existing
system for handling category B reports provided to
the ACRS.)

e. Proposed reorganization of the ACRS Technical Staff
based on the a.sumpticn that ten additional, permanent,
full-time staff merders, as requested by the Committee,
are approved.

f. To improve contact and communication with the Commis~

cioners and the EDO by inviting them to monthly ACRS
meetings:

16
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B.

C.

0.

4. ATWS

W. Kerr, Subcommittee Chairman, described the status of the
ATWS problem as follows:

a. S. H. Hanauer has notified the Subcommittee tnat the NRC
Staff's next ATWS report will not be available before the
end of February.

5. The subcommittee does not plan to hold another meeting
before the document has been received and the subcommittee
members have a chance to review it.

¢. 1he subcommittee has not received a proposal regarding
the resolution for Combustion Engineering plants yet.

d. S. H. Hanauer has indicated that he would like a report
from the Committee during the 240th (April) ACRS Meeting.

Future Schedule

1. Future Agenda

The Committee agreed on a tentative agenda for the 239th ACRS
Meeting (March) (see Appendix I[I).

2. Schedule for ACRS Meetings and Tours

A schedule of Future ACRS Meetings and Tours was distributed
to ACRS Members (see Appendix III). .

Quality of NRC Staff's Safety Evaluation Reports

C. P. Siess was requested to represent the Committee on a group
(D. Vassallo, Chairman) organized by the NRC Staff to review and
improve the con*ent and quality of the NRC Staff's safety evalua-
tion reports (SERs). M. W. Libarkin i1l assist in this effort.

Emergency Decay Heat Removal

The Committee agreed to set up an ad hoc subcommittee to review
proposed methods for emergency decay heat remcval such as natural
circulation and feed and bleed, and to follow those prrtions of
the Sequoyah Unit 1 low-power testing programs that apply to
these methods. Named to the Subcommittee were M. W. Carbon,

Chairman and M. Bender, J. C. Ebersole, H. Etherington, M. S.
Plesset, J. J. Ray; with A. L. Bates as cognizant engineer, and
E. Abbott and G. Young, ACRS Fellows, to provide support.
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E.

Fo

Employment of Foreign Nationals as ACRS Fellows

The Committee considered a proposal to employ a foreign national
as an ACRS Fellow as part of an international exchange program.
The Members agreed that his technical qualifications should be
considered to determine if he can contribute to support of ACRS
activities.

ACRS R=ports and Letters’

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

ACRS Annual Report to Congress on NRC Safety Research Program

The Committee completed its annual report to Congress on the
NRC Safety Research Program, Review and Evaluation of the

Nuclear Regqulatory Commission Safet Research program for
Fiscal Year 1081, NUREG-0657 (see Appendix XXIIL).

Consistency of Component Failure Experience with that
Projected in WASH=-1400

The Committee prepared a letter to Representative Morris K.
Udall regarding the consistency of component failure experi-
ence with that projected in WASH-1400 and probabilistic
analysis of selected incidents at the Davis-Besse and Rancho
Seco nuclear stations (see Appendix XXIV).

Commission Adoption of Parts of NUREG-0660

The Committee prepared a letter to the Commissioners regari-
ing the adoption of parts of NUREG-086C, Oraft 2, Action

Plans for Implementing Recommendations of the Preéident's
Commission and OUther %tudies of the 1Mi-2 Accident (see

Appendix XAV).

Report on NUREG-0625, Report of Siting Policy Task Force

The Committee completed a report to the Commissioners provid-
ing the Committee's comments on NUREG-0625, Report of the
Siting Policy Task Force (see Appendix XAVI).

Acceptance Criteria for Mark 1 Containment Long-Term Program

The Committee prepared a report to the Commissioners provid-
ing the Committee's comments on the NRC Acceptance Criteria
for ﬁre Mark [ containment long term program (see Appendix
XXV1I).
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6. Qualifications of Radicactive Waste System Operating Perscnnel

The Committee prepared a letter to the Commissioners regarding
the qualifications of radioactive waste systiem operating per-
sonnel (see Appendix XXVIII).

7. Low-Pressure Turbine Disk Cracking
The Committee approved a memorandum to the Acting Executive
Director for Jperations noting reports of cracks in westinghouse
low-pressure turbine disk assemblies, and requesting that the
NRC Staff reevaluate the probability of failure and consequences
from turbine missiles (see Appendix XXIX).

The 238th ACRS Meeting was adjourned at 3:20 p.m., Saturday, February 9, 1980.
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APPENDIX 11

FUTURE AGENDA - 2/11/80

IP/Zion changes from T™MI-2

Rancho Seco Transient (Light 2ulb Incident)
Implication re IP-3 and Zion 1 and 2, Seismic, etc.
Draft 3 of Action Plan

Future Case/Work

Response to Commissioner Gilinsky re Reliability
PNP Core Ladle

10 CFR 50 Clad Ballooning

B&W SG Sensitivity

NRC Staff Re-evaluation of Turbine Missle

B&0O

Method of Generic Item Resolution

Seismic Qualification

G. Young Memo on Systems Interactions

Follow-up of ACRS Recommendations

Meeting with NRC Chairman

Meeting with EDO

Rogovin Report, Response re ACRS items

Discussicn of proposed revisions to nuclear energy

legislation introduced by Congressman Morris K. Udall

(HR-6390)

3 hours
1 hour

4 hours

3 hours
3 hours
2 hours
2 hours
2 hours
4 hours
1 hour

1 hour
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

APPENDIX III
February 9, 1980

ACRS Members

SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS AND TOURS

The following is a list of tours and Subcommittee meetings currently
scheduled, subject to the approval of the Advisory Committee Management
Officer. If you are listed and cannot attend a meeting, or if you are not
listed but would like to attend, please advise the ACRS Office as soon as
possible.

Most hotels currently being used by ACRS Members in the downtown Washington

and Bethesda areas require a guaranteed reservation if arrival is scheduled
after 6:00 p.m. Failure to use a room under these conditions involves
forefeiture of the cost. Please advise the ACRS Office as soon as possible

if you cannot attend a meeting for which you are scheduled so that reservations
can be cancelled in time to avoid this.

M. W. Libarkin, Assistant
Executive Director for
Project Review

cc: ACRS Technical Staff
M. E. Vanderholt
B. Dundr
R. F. Fraley
M. C. Gaske
J. Jacobs

NOTE: During their February 6 meeting, members of the Procedures Subcommittee
asked that we provide as much information as possible on the background,
purpose, etc. of subcommittee meetings as early as possible. I have
tried to do this for the current list. Any comments you may have as
to format, content, etc. would be appreciated.

7 el



FEBRUARY

14

20-21

25-26

Emergency Core Cooling Systems/Reactor Fuels (Boehnert) - MP,
HE, PS

Plant Arrangements (Tam) - MB, JE, SL, CM, JR, DWM, HE

Bulletins & Orders (Boehnert) - WM, HE, PGS, MP, JE(tent.)
Babcock and Wilcox Water Reactors (Tam) - HE, JE, WM, JR
Regulatory Activities (Duraiswamy) - WK, HE, JR

Three Mile Island-2 Accident Implications (Major) - DO, MC, WM, JR
239th ACRS Meeting

Natural Circulation Heat Removal (Bates) - MC, MP, HE, JR, JE

Concrete and Concrete Struct. (Igne) - CPS, JE, PGS



SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS

2/14/80 Combined Reactor Fuel/ECCS (PB) M.Plesset, P.Shewmon,
H.Etherington - Cons: A.
Acosta, I.Catton, J.Lienhard,
F.Nichols

BACKGROUND, ETC.

The purpose of the meeting is: (1) discussion of the draft NRC NUREG
report "Cladding Swelling and Rupture Models for LOCA Analysis® -
NUREG-0630; and (2) discussion of the results of recent small-break LOCA
rests in LOFT as well as the results of PBF tests which examined the effect
of fin thermocouples on LOFT fuel temperature performance. NRC is request-
ing ACRS comment on item 1 at the March 1980 meeting. Following ACRS
comment, the NRC will issue a final version of the report.

Item (2) is being presented for the Subcommittee's information and no
Committee action is expected on this material at this time.

The NRC NUREG report noted in (1) above was published ir sarly November
1979 when it was thought by NRC that the vendors clad swell and rupture
models may be non-conservative and in violation of Appendix K. This turned
out not to be the case, nevertheless NRC believes that some modifications
in the clad swell and rupture curves are warranted, given the receipt ot
new test data from the US and overseas in recent years.

The following information has been provided:
1. Draft NUREG-0630 "Cladding Swelling and Rupture Models for LOCA Analysis.

2. NRC Memo dated Pebruary 2, 1980 from R. Meyer to P. Boehnert providing
written comments received on draft NUREG-0630.

3. NRC Memo dated November 1, 1979 from G. McPherson to T. Murley discussing
the PBF T/C Test Series Results.



SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINC

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS

2/20-21/80 Plant Arrangements (TAM) M.Bender, J.Ebersole,
S.Lawroski, C.Mark, J.Ray,
D.W.Moeller, H.Etherington

BACKGROUND, ETC.

The Subcommittee will meet on February 20 to discuss with the NRC Staff and
Sandia Laboratories the "Final Report (DRAFT), Phase I, Systems Interaction
Methodology Applications Program” (distributed to all members and subcommittee
consultants). This item is a part of the effort on unresolved safety

issued A-017, Systems Interaction. The Subcommittee will be updated on the
status of this issue and have an opportunity to comment on the progress and
future goals.

On the 2lst the Subcommittee will discussion with the NRC Staff the status
of thirteen ACRS generic items assigned to the Plant Arrangements and
Combination of Dynamic Loads Subcommittees. A background material prackage
was distributed on February 6, 1980. The meeting is aimed at resolving,
redefining or updating the status of items: 6. Fuel Storage Pool Design
Bases, 8. Protection Against Industi 3l Sabotage, 70. Design Features to
Control Sabotage, 30. ECCS Capability of Current and Older Plants, 60.
Primary Coolant Pump Overspeed During LOCA, 62. BCCS Capability for Future
Plants, 52. Safety Related Interfaces, 58. Non—-Random Multiple Failures,
23. Quality Group Classification for Pressure P taining Components, 22.
Seismic Design of Steam Line, 28. Protection Against Pipe whip, 41. Seismic
Category I Requirements for Auxiliary Systems, and 73. Vessel Support
Structures.



SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUSCOMMITTEE MEETING

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS

3/3/80 Bulletins and Orders (PB) W.Mathis, H.Etherington,
P.G.Shewmon, M.Plesset, J.
Ebersole (tent.)

BACKGROUND, ETC.

Not fully developed as of this time. Will include the folowing:
(1) Impact of folding B&O Recommendations into Action Plan

(2) problem of qualification of block valves upstream of PORVS to
close against design pressure

(3) development of criteria for use of “"feed and bleed" mode for
plant cooldown

(4) other questions from ACRS members and consultants growing out of
review of B&0 NUREG reports

(5) effectiveness of B&O Recommendations in reducing small break LOCAs
due to stuck open PORVs

References

NUREG-0645 - B&0 Summary Report
NUREG-0611 - W Generic Report

NUREG-0565 - B&W Generic Report
NUREG-0635 - CE Generic Report
NUREG-0626 - GE Generic Report

All of these documents have been distributed recently to ACRS.



SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE ~ STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS

3/4/80 Babcock & Wilcox Water Reactors (TAM) H.Etherington,
J.Ebersole, W.Mathis, J.Ray

BACKGROUND, ETC.

The purpose of the meeting will be to complete the Subcommittee review of the
Staff study to determine whether cuastruction should be halted on cercain BaW
plants because of sensitivity of the Once-Through-Steam Generator (OTSG) to
feedwater transients. Tom Novak has indicated that the Staff would like an
ACRS report on the matter in March. At present no documents other than those
available at the January 8 subcommittee meeting are available. (Replies to
the October 25 Denton 50.54 letter from WPPS, [1,4] TVA-([Bellefonte], and
Consumers-[(Midland] were available at that time). By February 15 we expect
a copy of Novak's testimony prepared for the SMUD hearing related to OTSG
sensitivity. Joe Murphy, Probabilistic Analysis Staff expects to have more
data from the IREP Study on Crystal River-3, just prior to March 4, however
a written report on the subject is behind schedule and will not be available
by March 4. B&W, which did not make a presentation January 8, has asked for
time March 4.
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SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF ENGR. & MEMBI'RS

3/5/80 Regualtory Activities (SD) W.Kerr, H.Etherington,
J.Ray

BACKGROUND, ETC.

Items to be Discussed:

1. Regulatory Guide 1.58, Revision 1, "Qualifications of Inspections,
Examination and Testing Personnel for Nuclear Power Plants" (Post
comment)

2. Proposed Regulatory Guide 1., "Qualification of Quality Assurance
Program Audit Personnel for Nuclear Power Plants®

Copies of these Guides will be forwarded to you as soon as they are available.
Status:

A draft copy of Regulatory Guide 1.58, Revision 1 (Item 1) was reviewed by
the Subcommittee at the April 4, 1979 meeting. It was issued for public
comment in July 1979. The present version of this Guide re®lects considera-
tion of the public comments. The NRC Staff requests ACRS cuncurrence in the
Regulatory Position of this Guide. Subject to the concurrence of the Regula-
tory Activities Subcommittee, this Guide will be submitted to the full
Committee for concurrence with the Regulatory Position of this Guide during
the 239th ACRS meeting.

Item 2 is a draft Guide. Subsequent to the review of the Regulatory
Activities Subcommittee, the NRC Staff mey issue this for public comment.



SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

YATE SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS
3/5/80 ™I-2 Accident Implications ~ (RKM) D.Okrent, M.Carbon,
(TENTATIVE) W.Mathis, J.Ray

BACKGROUND, ETC.

The purpose of this meeting would be to discussion the studies on proposed
acditional ESF at the Indian Point Units 2/3 and Zion Units 1 & 2. Memo
rejarding Task Force Review of IP and Zion for Add'l ESF distributed
1/24/80. It is unclear whether ACRS participation will be requested.



SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

DATE SUBCuMr . TTEE STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS
3/25/80 AD Hoc Subcommittee on " (AB) M.Carbon, M.Plesset,
Natural Circulation Heat H.Etherington, J.Ray,
Removal J.Ebersole
BACKGROUND, ETC.

The Subcommittee w'1l meet to revies the information presently available on
natural circulation and bleed and feed systems. Background documents are
being assemblied an¢ will be provided to Subcommittee members. The areas
where there is inadequate information available will be examined. Planned
programs in NRC Research and test at Sequoyah and North Anna will be
reviawed to determine their ability to meet the information needs.
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SCHEDULE OF ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE __ STAFF ENGR. & MEMBERS
3/25-26/80 Concrete and Concrete Structures (EI) C.P.Siess, J.Ebersole,
P.G.Shewmon

BACKGROUND, ETC.

Objectives of Meeting

1. To review "user needs” in structural enyineering and the way in which
these have been and are being met by

a) research projects in Structural Engineering Branch (SEB)
b) Technical Assistance Program (TAP) by “user" offices

2. To review past, present, and proposed research programs in SEB, including
those related to the SSMRP.

3. To review long-range plans of SEB and their relation to user needs and/or
to needs perceived within RES.

4. To explore the procedures, approaches, and philosophy of the SEB as
they related to user need requests, priorities, RES initiatives, short
vs. long term needs and projects, research by industry, by DOE, or by
other federal agencies vs. research by NRC, unsolicited proposals,
sole-source contracts (or grants), etc.

5. To consider research needs as visualized by members of the siocommittee
and consultants.

Participants

Subcommittee members

Subcommittee consultants: 2Zudans, Pickel, white

RES: Bagchi, Chief SEB; Shao, AD for General Reactor Safety Research
NRR: Schallf, Qlief, SEB

I&E: (possibly Shewmaker)

et al

Information to be Provided in Advance of Meeting

1. Bagchi will be asked to provide:

a) a summary of current and proposed research projects n SEB-RES, with
current and propnsed budgets.

(continued)
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2.

b) a roster of SEB-RES staff with brief blodata including education
and experience in design, construction, or research, together
with their present assignments and duties. -

¢) coples of user need requests covering current and future activities.
d) copies of program plans, RFPs, proposals, etc., related to user needs,

Representatives of user offices will be asked to provide information on
past and present user needs that have been or are being met by TAPS.

All above should be provided at least two weeks in advance of the
meeting. It should be presented in as condensed a form as possible
with the idea that it can be elaborated on during the meeting.






APPENDIX IV
NRC STAFF REVIEW OF REPO" OF

(L 7 SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP
%, UNITED STATES
A WY NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
: iEEﬂii%g;<} WASHINGTON, D. C. 20888
L)
o
Saee*
FEB 6 1880
MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Ahearne
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Hendrie
Commissicner Bradford
FROM: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Cperations
SUBJECT: STAFF REVIEW OF THE REPORT BY THE NRC SPECIAL INQUIRY

GROUP ON THE ACCIDENT AT THREE MILE ISLAND

The staff has completed a preliminary review of the report Qf the NRC's Special
Inguiry Group (SIG) on the Accident at Three Mile Island. eir analysis is
presented in the attached staff report.

The review was conaucted from two different perspectives within the staff.

The indivicual offices conducted a review of the technical and policy content
of the report from the point of view of their particular line management
restonsibilities. Simultaneously, the TMI Action Plan Steering Group conduct-

ed a review of the report from the point of view of how it compared with the
Acticn Plan,

The Oifice Directors and the Steering Group met on February 5 to discuss the
attached staff report. They have concurred in the revised list of requirements
for ne¢r-term operating license (NTOL) applicants discussed in Chapter 3 of

the staff report. The Office Directors have also agreed that March 1, 1980 is
a reasonable deadline for draft 3 of the Action Plan that will include the
priorities of the TMI action items relative to the existing operating plan and
factor in the recommendations of the report of the Special Inquiry Group.

At our me:ting with the Commission on February 7 to discuss this report, we
wil' be seeking two things: (a) approval of the NTOL list and (b) comments

Y



on our plan to continue to review the SIG report in the contex® of the

gevelopment of the Action Plan.
n .
:EE.—:7l24244F1;\- C:é L\CZ,‘Z

P William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director
. for Operations

Enclosure:

Preliminary NRC Staff Analysis of
the Report of NRC's Special TMI
Inquiry Group and Its Effect on
the TMI Action Plan

cc: Office Directors
Steering Group Members
Action Plan Task Managers
SECY
OPE
0G<
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%, UNITED STATES ‘

A NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
."“ y WASHINGYON, D. C. 20885
."’;“e‘. ‘t: - SJ

MEMORANCUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Victor Stello, Jr., Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON ROGQVIN REPORT

wWe have reviewed both volumes of the Report of the Special Inquiry Group

(SIG) == the "Rogovin Repert." OQur review was aimed at developing comments on
all of the Findings and Recommendations of the SIG. This proved to be a
difficult task because of the dispersion of explicit and implied SIG comments
and suggestions throughaut the report,

Principal IE staff reviewed the report to determine; (1) if any action is
needed in the short term for operating reactors; and (2) if additional issues
need to be resolved before the "pause” should be lifted. Our review did not
identify any such action or issue beyond those already identified, other than
increasing the priority on reviewing control room design. This action appears
appropriate. Generally, the issues identified in the SIG Report have been
noted in previous studies; however, the report's findings, conclusions and
recommendations did include variations, some significant, from those in
previous studfes. Preliminary comments on these issues are presented in
Enclosure 1. Analyses of al)l of the findings, conclusions and recommendations
will be coordinated through the [E representative on the Task Action Plan
steering group.

There is an underlying theme that seems to be fundamental to all of the
studies; namely, the communication, and appropriate followup of important
safety information within the nuclear industry. While steps have been taken
to improve communizations, additional steps for improvement appear to be
possible. The consclidation of operating reactor functions into one organiza-
tional unit, s suggested by SIG, would be a mechanism to further improve
communication of imgortant safety matters. This issue is discussed further in
Enclosure 1. I urge consideration and prompt resoiution of this issue. It
may be desirable to request OMB to include sufficient flexibility in the
proposed Presidential reorganization of NRC to accommodate such an approach.

Although the SIG report addressed the subject of improving training and
qualificatiors of personnel, we believe that this subject deserves more than
the SIG proposed.

Many propcsals for safety improvements have been made in the ten-month per.od

following the Three Mile Island accident. The single proposal that appears to
hold the most promise for the future is the industry's effort to upgrade the

2
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PRELIMINARY NRC STAFF ANALYSIS OF THE
REPORT OF NRC'S SPECIAL TMI INQUIRY GROUP
AND ITS EFFECT ON THE TMI ACTION PLAN

1.  COMMENTS OF LINE MANAGEMENT OFFICES

The NRC staff offices have reviewed and commented on the report of the NRC
Special Inquiry Group. The summary memorandums of the Office Directors are
Eoproducod below. The attachments to theig memorandums are provided in
nclosure 1.



william J. Dircks - -2- FEZ < 1979

training of their personnel (INPO). Now, fellowing assessment of the SIG
Report, it appears proper that the Commission undertake a similar task of
upgrading and maintaining the technical and managerial competence and safety
attitudes of individuals and groups that either caused or prolonged the
accident. The Commission should consider establishing an NRC School for
Public Safety. Such a school would require a considerable resource commitment;
however, it would have significant potential to educate all segments of the
NRC staff, othar Federal Government officials, State and local officials,
senior management and key operating officials in the industry, members of the
media, and other individuals and groups supporting or opposing activities
Ticensed by the NRC. This proposal would also help solve a growing safety
issue = providing and properly educating the large nvaer of persornel required
by the industry and NRC. This major technical and acministrative task, well
within expected capabilities, holds the potential for being our most important
response to the lessons of TMI.

The resource requirements on NRC and the industry arising from all the
recommendations from the various study groups are staggering. The normal
operation of a nuclear power plant requires day-to-day contributions from a
large number of well trained and experienced engineers and technicians.

In the aftermath of Three Mile Island, these engineers and technicians have

been heavily invelved in many new activities that have diluted their capabili-
ties for accomplishing normal day-to-day tasks as well as for completing the
new tasks. We are concerned about this growing problem and recommend that’

each new NRC staff requirement be weighed against this negative safety impact.
The solution appears to be in presenting to the industry a balanced “"Action
Plan" that utilities can properly understand and plan for. This certainly
includes allowing time for hiring, training and for obtaining necessary in-plant
experience for plant staffs. This action is planned by the Commission but the
findings from the recent Commission-directed review of eight nuclear facilities,
and from our senior IE managers, indicate we should consider moving even more
slowly in imposing requirements that demand substantial in-plant resources and
which may have limited short-term safety beiefits. Guidance from the Commission
on this matter is desirable because it affects severa) offices and functions
within the NRC, many of which have hundreds of recommendations to evaluate

and, perhaps, to impose. Almost all of these recommendations impact to varying
degrees on both NRC staff and in-plant engineers and technicians. We recommenc
that tne Commission encourage the irdustry to establish a system to facilitate
interfacing with NRC in assessing thy impact of these new requirements.

The tone of the SIG analyses presented in Volume I suggests that action or
inaction of the Commission is a major underlying cause of the accident. In
particular, the critical tone of the Epilogue is understandably upsetting. Wwe
believe that the Epilogue does not accurately portray the status of the NRC or
the industry ten montns after the accident. In those instances in which there
is acknowledgement o positive post-accident activities, they are presented in
a context that belittles their significance.

Volume II partially offsets this criticism. Clearly the Commission and its

staff must share some of the blame for the accident. Vendors, owners and
operators of the facilities must also share the blame. Undue emphasis on
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action needed by the Commission must be avoided so that others in the nuclear
industry also recognize the need for reform. More-attention to design,
analyses, fabrication and operations are all needed. We believe that a brief
overall Commission statement consolidating the results of all of the studies
is needed. This statement should recognize that the accident was the result
of inadequacies in the regulatory, designer, owner and operator institutions.
Findings, conclusions, and recommendations from these studies should be
accepted and programs (perhaps the Task Action Plan) for their implementation
should be identified.

Considerable resources have been devoted to studies of the Three Mile Island
Accident. These studies have examined the cause of the accident, and identi-
fied flaws in the industry and regulatory processes that contributed to the
conditions that permitted such an accident to occur. All of the studies have
concluded that the accident was serious but that the basic defense in depth
concept prevented this accident from having serious health effects. These
studies include many recommendations that, if implemented, will reduce the
probability of another accident. Many of these recommendations have already
been implemented. Consolidation of other recommendations is in process in the
Task Action Plan.

Decisive action by the Commission will be needed on the Task Action Plan to
set the policy and programmatic guidance for the staff and the industry.
Timely decisions are needed to bring stability and predictability to the
nuclear industry and to the NRC staff. We can never put the Three Mile Island
Accident behind us unti)l these decisions are made and implementation is well
underway. We are confident, however, that when these decisions are made, the
safety of nuclear facilities will be substantially improved; public confidence
in NRC can be improved; the concerns of the public, the industry and the NRC
can be effectively addressed; and the preoccupation with the aftermath of
Three Mile Island ~zn be relegated to a more realistic position in the list of
priorities for the attention of all these groups.

o .

o b ;C//
Victor Stello, Jr.
Director

Qffice of Inspection
and Enforcement

Enclosure:

As stated

¢c: H. R. Denton, NRR
J. G. Davis, NMSS
R. B. Minogue, SD
R. J. Budwitz, RES
N. M. Haller, MPA
R. J. Mattson, NRR
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks .
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON NRC SPEC!AL INQUIRY GROU’- REPORT

| have reviewed the report of the NRC Special Insuiry Group (S1G) and

have had the benefit of comments provided to m. by the NRR Division and

Task Force Directors. In general, it is our conclusion that most of the
problems and issues discussed in the SIG report have previously been
identified and high!ighted by the other investigations and reviews conducted
since TMI. Thus, the most important contribution of the SIG report is that
it corrchorates and reinforces to a considerable deg~ee both the general
thrust of other reviews and the reiated corrective actions currently under-
way in the NRC and industry.

The findings and recommendations of the SIG will in the future be reviewed
by my staff and me in much more detail than has so far been possible.
However, almost all of the SIG recommendations dealing with NRR reactor
licensing programs appear to be generally consiste t with the THl Action
Plan. The Action Plan Steering Group and its tasl managers (many of whom
are from the NRR staff) are presently reviewing the SIG recommendations in
detail to identify those that warrant changes in the Action Plan. | will,
of course, review and comment on the Steering Group's recommendations when
they are available. Many of the SIG recommendations are more detailed and
prescriptive than the Action Plan items; the SIG details shoula be considered
by the people who will carry out the plan.

| have noted three of the SIG recommendations that | believe merit particular
consideration for immediate implementation on near-term operating licenses:

e In commenting on the suspension of licensing reviews, the SIG
recommended that every applicant for an OL examine the control
room to identify outstanding human factors deficiencies and
any instrumentation problems, and that NRC shoul!d conduct field
inspections to determine whether the applicant's self-examination
was adeguate. NRR is already planning to impiement this
recommendation for the Seguoyah and other near-term OL reviews
pending issuance of criteria for use by other OL applicants with
plants under construction.



william J. Dircks -2 -

in Volume 2, Section |.E., the SIG recommends increased NRC
scrutiny of the power ascension test program and the listing
of such tests in the FSAR to prevent any compromising of
safety. We believe such increased scrutiny is particularly
important in view of the proposed expansion of startup test
programs and the economic incentives to achieve the already
delayed commercial operation of new plants. We will work
with IE to assure that this potential problem is watched
closely.

in Volume |, Page 127, the SIG recommended that immediate
improvements could be made in control rooms by installation

of the equivalent of a ''reactimeter’ in every plant. |

believe that the provisions for plant safety status instru-
mentation in the Action Plan are a better, but longer rance,
requirement. However, if ''reactimeter'' hardware and associated
software are, in fact, readily available in sufficient quantity,
they could provide worthwhi'le interim improvements.

In some important respects the SI1G recommendations are different from those
already reflected in the NRC draft Action Plan. My comments on these are
given below:

The $IG report recommends consolidation of "all the agency's
resources devoted to monitoring the safe operation of existing
reactors in a single office == probably the current Office of
Inspection and Enforcement.'' | agree that improvements are needed
in the interactions and communications between NRR and IE, but

it is equally important, in my view, to maintain the checks and
balances that are provided by the present separation of licensing
and inspection functions, to maintain and improve the feedback
from operating experience into design reviews and vice versa,

and to minimize the duplication of technical centers of excellence.
Exchanging cne set of troublesome interfaces for another does not
necessarily improve the strength of the overall organization.
Although many organizational structures can be made to work, given
proper management, for given specific missions and priorities and
available personnel, some structures may work more easily and
efficiently than others. As we move forward to implement the TMI
Action Plan and approach the end of the licensing pause, it is
important that we maximize the efficiency of our organization to
deal with this intensive workload. With this in mind, some weeks
ago | proposed a reorganization of NRR that | hoped to put in
place by the time Commission decisions were made regarding the
Action Plan and the resumption of licensing. The SIG recommendation,
| f adopted by the Commission, would obviously affect the much
needed NRR reorganization. An indefinite period of uncertainty
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regarding the SIG recommendation would, to the extent that it
delays the restructuring of NRR, further postpone an effective
NRR organization compatible with the pertinent Lessons Learned
and Presidential Commission recommendations. These considerations
argue for a prompt Commission decision on whether or not tn
implement the SIG recommendation. On the other hand, ths
potentia' advantages and disadvantages of the recommenda.ion
warrant careful and deliberate consideration before making such
an important decision. Therafore, given the need for careful
consideration of this far-reaching recommendation, and the
potentially disruptive and morale-degrading effects of an
indefinite period of uncertainty, | recommend that, within the
next few weeks, the Commission make an explicit determination
that, pending further consideration, no decision on the SIG
reorganization recommendation will be made for a definite period
of time (say 18 months), and proceed to approve the needed
reorganization of NRR as soon as possible.

Two of the SIG recommendations concern the establishment of an
Independent Nuclear Safety Board and the procedures and
membership of the Regulatory Reguirements Review Committee.
Many of the underlying objectives of these recommendations
could, in my judgement, be accomplished by the Division of
Licensing Requirements proposed to be established in the NRR
reorganization.

The recommendations of the SIG report concerning the potential
advantages of a consortium for operation of some reacturs and
the institution of a mandatory one-step licensing process merit
careful consideration by the Commission and the industry but do
not seem to warrant immediate decisions.

In the enclosure | have provided some additional comments by my senior staff,
Although | have not attempted to provide a detailed review and comments on

the many insights and recommendations contained in Volume 2 of the SIG report,
they deserve and will receive careful consideration over the next several

months.

ot £

Harold R. Denton, Director
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
Additional Staff Comments

cc:

0 WL =<

Stelle
Minogue

. Davis

Budnitz

. Mattson
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MEMORANDUM FOR: william J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director f<r Qperations

FROM: Ronald M. Scroggins, Director
Adgministration & Rescurce Control Staff
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Researcn

SUBJECT: COMMENTS BY THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON THE NRC's TMI
SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP REPORT (ROGOVIN REPORT)

The results of the current RES review of the NRC's TMI Special Inquiry
Group (SIG) report is being forwarded from me, instead of R. Budnitz,
Director, RES, because of the potential conflict of interest (Ref. Memo
R. Budnitz to L. Gossick dated January 21, 1980). The comments contained
in this memorandum represent a consensus summary of tne SIG report by

the RES senior management. In general, RFS believes that the SIG did a
credibie review and examinatior, and we are in general agreement with
their diagnosis of the problems in the industry and NRC. Also, there is
general agreement on the finding and recommendations of the SIG. In

this regard, RES management supports the SIG recommendations for a

strong executive function to direct and control the day to day operations
of the agency.

we would like to note that a number of the significant recommendations
of the Rogovi~ Report have been acted upon by the agency in both the
short- and long-term NRR Lessons Learned Reports, the NRC Response to
the President's Commission, the I&E Special Investigations, the Bulletins
and Orders Task Force Report, and in the Jevelopment of the RES FY 193]
program and budget r:quest. Also, most of ‘hese recommendations are
being covered in the TMI Action Plan, and a 1in the case of RES, there
has been a general reorientation of priorities. While we believe that
there exists generally throughout the agency a strong sense of awareness
of the problems of the past and an urgent desire to correct them and not
to have our efforts degenerate into the "business as usual" attitude of
the past, it is clear that continuing effort on the part of the program
offices is required to ensure improved interoffice cooperation and
coordination, 7

Our following comments relate to some of the general recommendations of

the report, especially as they relate to RES, and will not touch on some
of the specific technical aspects raised in the report.

A- 2%
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ii.

The Rogovin Report recommends that “present NRE staff functions
devoted to performing quantitative risk assessment of reactcrs

should probably be relocated in AEQD," (Office of Analysis and
Evaluation of Operational Data). The implication of this would be

to combine RES's Probabilistic Analysis Staff (PAS) and AEOD. We
disagree with this recommendation. Although the collection and
analysis of data does correlate well with some aspects of the risk
assessment function, we see a number of possible deficiencies

arising which could outweigh any gains of such a merger. Primarily,
AEOD's effort will be on operating reactor experience, which could
dilute PAS efforts on reliability engineering, probabilistic analysis
and the application of risk assessment techniques to Other areas,

such as siting/consequence modeling, fuel cycle risk, and transportation
risk. Also, methodology development could suffer, along with PAS's
role to educate other Offices on the use and applications of the
technology. There exists the possibility of some overlap in functions
between the AEQD and PAS in the early st2ges of operation of the

AEOD; however, we feel this early overlap will be worked out as we
assure together that all the important areas of data evalyation and
interpretation are covered.

Another recommendation in this area was the "AEQD Office should be
staffed in part -~ a rotational basis from all the other offices

and branches « .ne NRC staff, at a level of no Tess than 35 to 40
professionals."” We feel that the AEQD Office should have a permanent,
dedicated staff in order to operate most effectively. The idea of

a rotating staff sets up the possibility of "mixed loyalty" fer
individuals who know they're only on lcan for a short “ime period.

It was recommended that quantitative risk assessment technigues be
used more and that more emphasis ¢on human factors be included in
the design review process and in other areas of the licensing
process. ~lso, the SIG recommends that the spectrum of the design
basis accidents used for safety assessment be expanded by using
operational experience, research results, lessons learned from
accidents, and advice from the ACRS, all studied through the use of
»isk assessment. Additionally, risk assessment could nelp the
agency to establish a safety objective for nuciear power plants.

We agree with these recommendations and strongly support the use of
quantitative risk assessment methodolngy thi cughout the decision
making process, such as in establishing priorities for the research
programs.



William J. Dircks 3 FEB 4 1980

1ii.

iv.

It was recomnended that the NRC retain the Executive Management
Team (EMT), but that it should have a single director who would
exercise the authority of the entire agency during an emergency.
The S1G also proposed that FEMA and other Federal agencies involved
should have senior representatives present at the NRC Incident
Response Center du~‘ng an emergency. We believe that this is an
area of immediat: concern for the Commission and that the NRC
should develop a vosition that defines its authority and responsibility
during an emergency. What will be the structure of the EMT, what
authority can and cannot be delegated to whom, etc? This position
statement should include a definition of NRC's authority at the
site under projected emergency situations.

The Rogovin Report suggests that a Nuclear Safety Board be established
“to be responsible for observing, evaluating, and making recommendations
to improve the quality of the overall performance of the regulatory
staff." It further suggoests that this Nuclear Safety Board consis<

of five full-time members of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS). We agree with the intent and objectives of such

a board; however, we disagree with the proposed board membership.

We feel thic suggestion would inevitably fragment the ACRS. The

ACRS would .se its collegiality as power would flow to the five
members of the Eoard, who would have greater control over the
supporting staff and more extensive contacts with the 1icensing

staff. We believe, thc ACRS could, as presently constituted,

satisfy the needs outlined for the proposed Nuclear Safety Board if
closer attention were paid to their recommendations by the Commission.

We concur in the objective of the recommendation to rotate the
senior staff throughout the various Offices of the NRC to gain
greater breadtr of experience and foster an agency-wide attitude.
lle believe it would have been beneficial to both the agency and the
starf if various senior managers had been rotated to other Q0ffices
of the agency. We are not recommending any prescribed formula for
this rotation of senior staff, but the plan should be consistent
with the Charter of the Senior Executive Service. The number of
staff tnvolved and the period of time could vary as necessary.

This is a recommendation which should be pursued further by *he
agency, as it would afford the senior managers a better perspective
of the o.erall agency operaticn and could help to foster a closer
cooperation among Offices.

10
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vi. We strongly support the recommendation for a single location for
the agency. The present physical separation of RES from NRR, 1E,
ACRS and the Commission great’y inhibits communication between
organizations and people that should be in 4aily touch with each
other. Certainly we feel it would enhance our ability to transfer
research results and to be ¢ loser in line with the licensing and
regulatory needs of the ageicy. Better communication through
closer contact should helo in the overall efficiency of the agency
in meeting its goals. The Commission and staff should do as much
as possible to have a single location found for the agency as soon
as possible.

vii. Last, but not least in importance, is the recommendation for a good
staff training pro?ram in reactor power plant design, construction
and operation and in problems of radiation protection. We agree
with this recommendation and feel it could be very beneficial to
RES and other Offices of the agency. The training would help to
broaden the technical expertise of the staff, many of whom have
backgrounds in highly specialized technical areas, and give them 2
better perspective of some of the licensing and regulatory issues.
The training should provide a systems approach to reactors, such
that individuals concerned with certain components could develop a
feel for how the failure >f zertain components effect various
systems and the overal’ operation of the plant. This idea of a
systems approach to safety is important and should be emphasized.

Staff comments were solicited and carefully considered as part of RES
review of the SIG report. As noted eariier, this memo represents a

consensus of senfor office management. Copies of the individual staff
comments are available, Please contact me, if there are any questions

on the above comments.
X el

Ronald M. Scroggins, Director
Administation & Rescurce Control Staff
Office of Nuclear Reguiatory Research

cc: N. Haller, MPA
H. Denten, NRR
V. Stello, IE
. Minogue, SD
H. Shapar, ELD
R. Mattson, Director
TMI Action Plan Steering Group

x
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Robert B, Minogue, Director
Office.of Standards Development

SUBJECT: STAFF REVIEW OF REPORT OF THE NRC SPECIAL INQUIRY
ON TMI.2

In accordance with the EDC memorandum dated January 21, 1980, the SD staff
and 1 have reviewed the subject report. Because of the length of the report,
and the fact that much of the substance is in the rather unstructured second
volume, I found it necessary to focus our initial review in the following
way:

(') Volume ! was reviewed for general policy questions, and

(2) Both Volumes | and I! were reviewed for programmatic gquestions
related to:

(a) items that might affect SD's Congressional testimony,
i.e., broad program planning for SD,

(b) d{tems that might affect the post TMI-action plans now
being developed, and

(¢) items that might affect rulemaking activities currently
in progress.

To assist in this effort, I had a senfor SD person who was on
the Special Inquiry Group review the entire report and make up
a "Road Map" to identify areas that may potentially impact SD's
program. As background information, the 1ist he developed is
appended as Enclosure 2.

In the general policy area, some of my reactions are as follows:

1. The report takes little note of the fact that the NRC regulates
a number of nuclear activities which are quite different from reactor
operations and which involve substantial public health risks. This

becomes a serious flaw when the report speculates about improved
organizational structures.

CONTACT: Robert B, Minogue
4435936
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The report recommends replacing the Commission with a single Administrator.
Underlying this recommendation is the perception df a pressing need for
more effective day-in day-out executive management of agency operations.

1 agree thet there is such a need. However, I do not agree with the premise
that effective management of operations is inherently incompatibie with

a Commission structure and that strong executive direction cannot be
obtained by a structuring of agency operations for tighter management
which retains the important contribution that a diversely constituted
Commission makes to the formulation of ba’:nced and thoughtful public
policy in such a complex and controversial area. [ think the agency

would lose a great deal if it lost the forum for public discussion

from diverse viewpoints of sensitive important issues which the present
Commission provides with its dedication to open operations.

A number of specific techninal recommendations are made in Volumes I

and 11; many are of great merit and should be taken into account in

the formulation of 2ction pians. One which ! would particularly support
is that part of the first recommendation 1n Volume [ which speaks to
systematic evaluation of operating experience. It is imperative that

the agency and the industry promptly upgrace and expand the.r programl

to gather and to assess operating experience so that a better understanding
of the operating and other characteristics of current nuclear power plants
can be develuped and fed back into the design, construction, and operation
of these plants to enhance their safety.

The report recammends funding of intervenors who “contribute materially”.
1 support the concept of intervenor support but believe that the criteria
should be more 1iberal, for example only that the intervenor has a
substantially affected interest and that he could not otherwise afford

to carticipate. [ alsc support the creation of an Office of Public
Couns:l. To be effective, such an office would need a technical as

well as legal staff independent of the NRC regulatory groups. Because

of the uncertainty of the type and guantity of such staff needs, this
indepenv/ent capability, initially, might be best achieved by supplementing
a small permanent staff with outside consultants as required. Access

to the services of such a group would be, s I see ‘¢, the major mechanism
for providing support to intervenors.

An important recommendation of the report is to structure a much
more effective program of inspection and enforcement. (And, I might
add, one which takes into account the realities of the industry
which designs, constructs, and operates the facilities which we are

13



William J. Dircks «-3 - February 4, 1980

tasked to regulate.) Inspection and enforcement programs, to be
effective, must face the issue of "inspect agaimst what?' The transfer
of DOR to IAF which the report recommends appears to De intended to
come at this problem; it is but one way, and perhaps not the best.

There are others as well, -- improved industry standards (1.e., more
enforceable standards 1ike ASME Section III); programs of certification
ot procedures, laboratories, and personnel; more attention to stating
gssential licensing decisions in enforceable form; more attention to
enforceability in regulations and guides. These are all necessary to
give the inspection and enforcement staff the tools it needs.

Most specific technical issues raised in the report had already been identified
in the Task Action Plan and, to iLhe extent that these issues broadly affected
SD's program, they had already been considered. Consecuently, no further changes
in SD's Congressional testimony are required as a result of the subject reoort.

Specific standards development actions related to the Action Plans are being
developed in parallel with and througt participation in the work of the
Steering Group. We have concluded from our review of subject report that the
crucial items affecting SO will be considered in TMI.2 Steering Group and NRR
~eyiews, with which we are auite familiar, and the revised Plan will include
consideration of the specifics of the report.

Regarding the recommendations in the report that could affect rulemaking
that is presently being pursued, I have the following comments:

1. Appendix E Revision (Emergency Plans) - Part 100 Revision (Reactor
Sitina). These topics are inherently closely related. In particular
demographic factors can be treated in site assessment,6 in emergency
planning, or in both. Both of these rulemaking activitiec involve
demographic considerations such as accident scenarios affecting peopie
and the effectiveness of emergency actions and must be closely coordinated.

(a) The report recommends that future reactors should be located
only at sites that are at least 10 miles, and perhaps more,
from any significant center of population.

We are in complete agreement that a minimum distance from centers

of population should be stipulated in NRC's siting regulations.

This recommendation is virtually identical with one of the changes
in Part 100 recommended last August by the Siting Policy Task Force.
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(b)

We are preparing an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking addressing
amendment of the NRC reactor site criteria (Part 100) in accerdance
with the Siting Policy Task Force recommendations. However, in order
to implement the recommendation effectively, it is necessary to specify
what is meant by a "significant” population center in terms that are
measurable and capable of being apnlied in th. regulatory process.

The principal factor in arriving at the specification of a significant
population center is the diminished capability for taking effective
emergency action as the population den:ity exceeds same limiting value.

The distance of “at least 10 riles' to a significant center of
population is similar to the recommendation of the Siting Policy

Task Force and entirely consistent with the proposed armergency
planning rules recently published for public coment and discussed
with State and loca' govermment officials, utility representatives,
and the public at four regional workshops. Any limitation in distance
implies acceptability of some non-zero residual risk for population
centers beyond that distance.

The report recommends that specific criteria for reactor siting
should be developed promptly by the NRC in conjunction with other
Federal and State agenci»s with experience in emergency evacuation,
and that consideration should be given to the specific characteristics
of the area that influence the effectiveness of evacuation, such as
population density, population ~enters beyond 10 miles, and evacuation
routes.

As noted above, the staff is developing the technical bases for
revising Part 100 to include demographic criteria, and the bases
will include consideration of the factors affecting the capability
to take effective emergency action. Since State and local
governmental officiais are the persons responsible for planning
and executing actions, their participation in the development

of the technical bases is essential,

It is our intent to cevelop demographic criteria that are generic
and not “tailor made" to each site as the report recommendation
implies. However, each site would need to be reviewed to assure
that the char.cteristics important to effective action 2re within
the bounds used in developing the generic criteria. Further,
following the evaluation of the site against generic criteria, both
the utility and state/local emergency plans as well as the utility
emergency implementing procedures will consider site specific
characteristics. "Fine tuning” for : ecial site and regional
factors which might inhibit protective actions would be considered
in the review of emergency plans.

15
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(c) wWith respect to the general thrust of Chapter 6 of Volume [ which
deals with Emergency Planning, I agree that.the emergency planning
area must be upgraded, and NRC has taken several actions to do
this which have not been adequately reflected in this report.

The Commission presentiy has in progress a major rulemaking, As
part of this rulemaking process, the Commission staff has held
several workshops to get feedback from public, State, and local
authorities on this proposed rule. [Items identified in the report,
such as funding support for preparation of plans, FEMA approval of
State/local plans, and the appropriate distance for emergency
planning zones, are all similar to a number of comments received and
discussed during these workshops. The staff will consider these
comments and others made in the report as the final rule is developed
for consideration by the Commission.

Further, the NRC and FEMA staff are conducting a series of site
specific reviews of utility and State/local emergency preparedness.
Also, the NRR staff is conducting specific analyses of protective
features such as filtered containment venting and core ladles for
a few sites which are located near densely populated areas. Both
the Commission and its staff are conmitted to significantly upgrade
t?e requirements for nuclear power plants related to emergency
plannina.

Recently, NRC and FEMA have compieted 2 Memorandum of Understanding
in this area and a joint staff group has prepared the specific
criteria which will be used in assessing the adequacy of utility
and State/local emergency plans. .

Several detailed errors of fact appeared in the report. For example,
the nroposed rule would require concurrence by NRC of State/local
emergency plans as a condition of nuclear power plant operation rather
than approval. Alsc, the requirement for concurrence would apply
on or about January 1, 1981, not July 1, 1981, and the Commissicn
could grant exemption under certain conditions - not exceptions.

2 Part 21 (on which the books are just being ciosed on a reassessment).
Volune II, Part 1, page 37 of the report, in addressing 10 CFR Part 21,
“Reporting of Defects and Noncompliance,” states this regulation is
amoiguous regarding its applicability to architec ;-engineering firms
and to information based on experience with a reactor located outside
the United States. Page 79 of the report states that “because the NRC
regulations do not apply directly to licensees' vendors and contractors,
they are not subject to enforcemsnt actions ..."

16
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Part 2] is clear that it imposes enforceable reporting requirements on
the “responsible officers” (the wording of the statute) of an architect-
Qngimrgng Firm. Part 2] also clearly 1ncludes some implementing
provisions applicable to architect-engineering firms but, because of
the auote cited above from page 79 of the report, NRC cannot enforce
compliance with these implementing provisions.

Part 21 was deliberately silent in regard to the source of the
information (foreign or domestic) but purposefully related the required
reporting to the effect of the information on facilities and activities
‘within the United States.”

We believe there may be points of concern regarding Part 21 which are
not stated in the report, and when the author of that section of the
report returns from extended leave, we intend to inguire further. In
the meantime we are advising interested parties that there may be

a further reexamination of Part 21.

Improved rulemaking procedures. The report recommends improvemen.s

in rulemaking procedures, including designation of an organization

to have primary responsibility in the rulemaking area (Volume II,

Part 1, page 41). Executive Order 12044 and legisiation currently
being considered by Congress speak to « number of improvements

in rulemaking procedures. In recent meetings, the Commission has
discussed an 0GC analysis of regulatory reform legislation and an OPE/OGC
staff paper “Review of Delegation of Authority" dated October 4, 1979.
The Commission has decided to become more involved and at an earlier
point in major policy rulemaking and to delegate the more routine,
technical rulemaking to the Director of Standards Development. It
seems to me these actions by the Commission meet and go well beyond the
recommendations of the report.

have included some additional comments by SD staff in Enclosure 1.

Robert B. Minogue, Director
Office of Standards Development

Enclosures:

1.
2.

Additional comments
List of areas that may
potentially impact program
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: William J. Dircks, Director
Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards
SUBJECT: NMSS COMMENTS ON REPORT OF THE NRC SPECIAL

INQUIRY ON TMI-.2

ke have reviewed the report of the NRC Special Inquiry Group. Our
views un the recommendations of the report are e¢nclosed.
win a:méj.' Dircks, Director’

O0ffice of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards )

f

Enclosure: As stated



& .Y UNITED STATES
WY & NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
F ’ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20885
-
“ R & -
® o one? FEZ . 130

MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Howard K, Shapar
Executive Legal Director
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF REPORT OF THE NRC SPECIAL INOUIRY ON T™MI.2

As requested in the January 21, 1980 memorandum of the Executive Director
for Operations, we have reviewed the report of the NRC Special Inquiry
Group--to the extent feasible within the ra2latively short time available--
and formed some preliminary impressi - as set forth below. Because of time
constraints, we have not attempted toc duplicate the work of the major pro-
grammatic offices which, we expect, will focus in detail upon the more
technical portions of the report. (We will, of course, perform a legal
review of the work product of those offices.) Rather, our review has cone
centrated upon the major legal and policy issues which stand out in the
report,

As a preliminary matter, some overall perceptions should be pointed out.
The report of the Special Inquiry Group closely parallels the report of the
President's Commission, both in major conclusions regarding reorganization
of the NRC, and in many of the recommendations concerning the need for
specific safety improvements. There do not appear to be any start!ing
revelations in the new report, unheralded by the work of the President’s
Commission. At the same time, we do not wish to minimize the value of the
detailed backup analyses in ““olume ! of the report. These appear to be
thorough and, for the most part, competentl, done, and should contribute to
improved understanding of the accident at Three Mile Island, its causes, and
the corrective actions which remain to be accomplished,

An additional overall impression, unfortunately, {s that the repcrt suffers
from inadequate amalysis in many places. Conclusions and recommendations
are not always shown to be related, directly or indirectly, to the support-
ing material in the revort. Articulation of the reasoning process which
leads from a particular finding or conclusion to a recommendation is not
always shown. Specific examples of these failings will be discussed in
connection with some of our more specific observations which follow.

Our final observation of a general nature is thzt Volume II {s not organized
fn a manner that permits ready access to particular portions of ‘ts contents.
Recommendations, for example, a~e scattered throughout the three parts of
Volume 11, sometimes being listed in the table of contents and sometimes

not. While this is consistent with the authors' hopes that the report be
read in its entirety (Volume I, Foreword), it makes use of the document
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extremely difficult by the ressarcher interested in specific issues. (This
difficulty has been somewhat alleviated by the availability of the compila-
tion o; Volume 11 -ecommendations prepared by the TMI Action Plan Steering
Group.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS - VOL. I.

1. Chartering of a national operating company or consortium, (Vol. I,
pp. 109'1110)

This recommendation of the Special Inquiry Group is illustrative of the fail-
ure to relate the recommendation to the supporting discussion in Volume II,
While the need to eliminate the “wide spectrum in the capability of the
various nuclear utilities to operate existing plants in a safe fashion" and
attain a uniformly high standard of excellence can readily be discerned from
the report, we have not found any discussion in Volume I1 of the pros and
cons of the means proposed to attain this ot active-the opcrat1n? consortium,
Considering the radical (though, as noted on p. 111, not original) nature of
the proposal more extended discussion of 1ts merits and feasibility is
warranted.

This recommendation is also based in part on the errcneous premise that "the
only weapons in the NRC's regulatory arsenal [to deal with inadequate technical
and managerial capability] are rather trivial fines on the or hand, or the
authority to cluse down a plant cn the other.” This is simply wrong; the

NRC has a host of intermediate remedies throuch the vehicle of license
amendments, Finally, given the promise (erroneous as it is), one has to
wonder why the special inquiry group did not discuss less drastic solutions,
such as obtaining legislative suthority to levy greater civil penalties. In
fact, it s 1ikely that NRC will soon have such authority.

2. Imprc.ed NRC Management and Reorganization to a single administrator
agency; Establishment of an Independent Reactor Safety Board (Vol. I,
pp. 112-1217,

The Commission, the Administration, and some members of Congress took strong
positions on the merits of the sroposal to replace the five-member Commission
with a single administrator after it was made by the President's Commission,
Though the Special Inquiry Group has made the same recommendation, it has

not presented new arguments wnich call for a different reaction, Nonethe-
less, several observations on this chapter of the report are in order.

In an apparent effort to support the recommended organizational changes, the
report contains some overstatements which should be noted: (1) at p, 115 it

is observed that "the present Commission does not fnvolve itself in (the
licensing] process anyway," and (2) at p. 118 s the finding that "there is
really no existing organization within tha agency that has efther the responsie
bility for or the capability of monitoring the effectiveness of the regulatory
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staff and of making recommendations for actions needed to establish and
maintain a safety review process of the requisite Tavel of quality.® The
first of these statements is incorrect, though there is obviously room, as
the Commission has recognized, for greater Commission involvement in the
actual licensing process.

The second statement, made in support of the recommendation for an inde-
pendent Nuclear Safety Board, is alsc incorrect-clearly the Commission
itself has the "responsibility for , . . monituring the effectiveness of the
regulatory staff" and also the "responsibility for [initiating, not recom-
mending] actions needed to establish and maintain a safety review process of
the requisite level of quality." Perusing the statement, and the remaining
arguments for a Nuclear Safety Board, a 1ittle more closely, however, it
becomes difficult to distinguish the proposed Board from the present Commis-
sion (except for the feature that Board members would also be ACRS members) ;
the distinction appears possible only if we assume (as have the authors)
that the Commission has been replaced with an Administrator,

Conversely, the proposal for a single administrator "with the clear authority
to supervise and direct tie entire NRC staff" has not been developed su“"‘-
ciently to demonstrate that the perceived need could not be accomplished (as
currently proposed) by strengthening the authority of the Executive Director
for Operations. In sum, the report has presented an alternative for reorgani-
zation involving replacement of the present Commission with a sing’” 2 adminis-
trator and creation of a new Nuclear Safety Board, It has not, in our view,
presented a convincing case that the desired objective of enhancad management
capability and efficiency cannot be largely or entirely accomplished with

the Administration's proposals of December 7, 1979 with respect to improve-
ment of NRC organization and management,

3. Overhau! of the licensing process: One stage licensing, increased
standardization, increased use of rulemaking, establishment of an
office of public counsel, and intervenor funding (Vol. I, pp. 138-14F),

The procedural recommendations of thiz section are quite similar to those of
the President's Commission though the basic premise {s much more starkly
stated by the Special Inquiry Group:

Insofar as the licensing process is supposed to provide a
publicly accessible forum for the resolution of a1l safety
issues relevant to the construciion and operation of a nuclear
power plant, it is a sham, (Emphasis added.)

While some of the proposals to remedy this situation appear to be generally
meritorious, the analysis in the report contains some inconsistencies.
Greater public participation, for fts own sake, seems to have overshadowed
cbservec deficiencies, specifically the consensus that "the formal licensing
process foes little to enhance the quality of reactor safety"” and the view
of some (including the ACRS) that "these formal proceedings discourage
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applicants and the NRC staff from dealing candidly with all sides of contro-
yersial safety issues in their analyses and evaluations,” Having raised the
problem, referred to by many 2s "overjudicialization” of the licensing
process, the report does not fully come to grips with it,

Another inconsistency in this section of the report is found in the recom-
mendations-=-contained in the same paragraph--that the ACPS play a more
forma] role as a party in licensing and rulemaking proceedings while, at the
same time, reducing the time commitments demanded of its members.

Finding that three levels of appellate review is "completely unnecessary”
the Special Inquiry Grouo recommends abolition of the Appeal Board if the
Commission is retained, requiring the Commission itself to consider and
finally approve every new reactor license, (Conversely, if the Commission
were replaced with a single administrator, the report recommends retaining
the Appeal Board which would be the final licensing authority,) The further
suggestion s made that if the Appeal Board is abolished, its "members cculd
be transferred to a support office to assist the Commission in this work,
which would permit the outstanding quality reflected in past Appeal Board
decisions to be perpetuated in the decisions of the Commission.” This may be
extremely naive. In our view it is doubtful that many of the present Appeal
Board members, who enjoy cutstanding professional reputations and occupy
positions of recogized prestige, would accept transfer to a role comparable
to that of a law clerk, Beyond that, the proposal implicitly recognizes
that the Commissioners themselves will never actually sit down, review
records and write licensing decisfons; they simply have too many ~iner
responsibilities.

The recommendations of the report dealing with an office of public counsel
and intervenor funding, while of particular interest to this office, do not
require extended discussfon, The Commission has already sought funding for
a pilot program of funding for intervenors. The T™MI Action plan calls for a
study of the concept of an office of public counsel, In this regard, we
notice that the public counsel proposal of the Special Inquiry Group is
somewhat more clearly articulated than is the counterpart proposal of the
President's Commissfon.

The proposal for one stage licensing "in which design plans that are as
detailed as possible should be considered and approved” is not new--the
basic idea, on an optional basis, is reflected in proposals for "licensing
reform” which have appeared durisg the past few years.

SPECIF:Z COMMENTS - VOL. II.

4, Vol, II Part I, p. 0024

The report misleadingly states that "A substantial array of other licensing
actions taken by the staff typically neither go to hearing nor receive review
by anyone outside the Office of NRR," 1isting several examples tncluding
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license amendments., Many license amendments--particularly those involving
major safety questions--do indeed go to hearing. Beyond that, many actions
taken by the Director of NRR within his delegated authority are nonetheless
reviewed by other offices including OELD and, as appropriate, the ACRS,

5. v°1o I!l ’!:t I. E!o 00‘1"1.

The report recommends that "an organization should be dasignated to have -
primary responsibility in the rulemaking area to assure that the quality of
the regulations are adequate.” The premise for the recommendation appears
to be the finding (at p. 0036) that

The regulations are almost completely lacking in any criteria
relating to the operational aspects of nulcear reactor safety.
Moreover, the regulations do not contain well-defined safety
criteria and requirements. Many are ineptly drafted-some to
the point of being virtually incomprehensible, Others appear
to be of questionable merit in view of the changes that have
occurred since their publication, Still other regulations
have quite obvious gaps. No organizational unity fsic] 1s
charged specifically with the responsibility of assuring that
the regulations are adequate, or alerting the NRC to problems
in the regulations themselves.

We can readily agree that the gquality of the regulations needs improvement,

but we do not believe that creation of a new organizational element is the
appropriate way to achieve this objective. Since quality of regulations
reflects technical, legal, policy and editorial considerations, the proposed
new quality control group would be largely duplicative of the very consider-
able resources already involved in rulemaking (including SO, OELD, one or

more affected "program® offices, Commission staff offices, and the Commission).
Moreover, public comment on proposed rule changes will have a beneficial

effect on quality.

We believe that the intent of these recommendations can be more satisfac-
torily accomplished throuch the process contemplated in Task IV.E of the T™I
Action Plan which includes (1) development of a public agenda for rulemaking,
and (2) a periodic and systematic reevaluation of existing rules. Dedicated
effort at accomplishing this task (with adequate resources as set forth in the
Action Plan) will do a great deal to improve the quality of our regulations.

6. Vol, II, Part I, p, 0042, Abolish 1imited worf authorizations.

The first recommendation on page 0042 calls for abolishing 1imited work
authorizations, along with the two-stage licensing process and the immediate
effectiveness rule and "replaced with a system that provides incentives for
more design and siterelated safety and environmental issues to be resolved
before const-uction begins” (cmphas?s added). The recommendation is based
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on the erroneous premice that construction can begin under the present rules
before all environmental issues have been resolved. This is not correct,
even in cases where 1imited work authorizations are fssued. 10 C.F.R,
50.10(e)(2).

7. Veol. 11, Part I, p. 0190, Combining I&E and Division of Operating
Reactors,

The Special Inquiry Group recommends that the organizational separaztion that
exists between [3E and NRR "be reduced by integrating I4E and the Division
of Operating Reactors into a single qroup.” While we think that there may
be a number of organizational options which would help to correct the probe
lems caused by the separation, the particular option recommended probahly
cannot be accomplished without legislation (unless all of I&E were moved
into NRR), This is so because NRR is an office specifically established by
the Ene Reorganization Act of 1974 to perform the "principal licensing
and reguiation" of nuclear reactors. It thus appears 1ikely that the Divi-
sion of Operating Reactors cannot be removed from NRR without a statutory
change. In any event, we believe that serious consideration should be given
to various other organizational changes to accomplish the desired objective.

8. Vol, Il, Part I, p, 0355, Establishment of a "Financial Analysis" office,.

The recommendation that NRC should establish an expanded Financial Analysis
sffice to monitor situations in which business considerations may impact on
nuclear safety is based on a very weak and incomplete discussion. The
merits of the proposal cannot be seriously debated until more adequate
investigation of the problem and exploration of alternatives is undertaken,

9. Vol. Il, Part I, p. 0358, "Legal ambiguity regarding the status of the
FSAR,"

The report fdentifies a question as to whether a licensee can delete tests
1isted in the FSAR without NRC-approval and if so ({.e., if permissidble

under 10 C.F.R, 50.59) whether NRC {s informed after the fact. The recom-
mendation is that "the NRC should--at a minimume=be informed of that decision.”
1f other offices agree that the recommendation s sound, as it appears to us

at first blush, it can be auickly and easily implemented with a minor rule

R A Y

Howard K, Shapar
Executive Legal Director
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: C. J. Heltemes, Jr., Interim Director
Office for Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data
SUBJECT: AEOD COMMENTS ON THE NRC SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP (SIG) REPORT

The SIG Report emphasizes the need for and importance of an effective program to
assess operating experience and to feedback the lessons of experience to the NRC
licensing, standards, and inspection activities and to MRC licensees. I this
regard, the SIG made a number of recommendations regarding the authority, size,
and scope of AEOD and had several suggestions for improvement in the reporting
of operating experience. The principal recommendations concerning AEQD were:

(1) AEOD recommendat‘ons for actions should be required to be rejected,
modified, or imposed as recommended by the appropriate program office
of NRC within a fixed period of time.

(2) NRC staff funciions devoted to performing quantitative risk assessment
of reactors should be relocated in AECD.

(3) AEOD should be staffed, in part, on a rotational basis from all the cther
cffices and branches of the NRC staff.

(4) AEQD staff level should be no less than 35 to 40 professionals.
Each of these recommendations is discussed in detail in the enclosure.

We support the SIG's strong emphasis ¢ the importance of an integrated, system-
atic, and thorough assessment program of operating experience. The observations
and comments made in the report are generally well-founded. The SIG correctly
calls for a broad, yet well directed and coordinated, program by the involved
organizations and identifies a number of problems and deficiencies that must be
overcome for the proper feedback of operating experience. One important subject
requiring future attention is the adequacy of resources and the wide difference
between the current AEOD allocation and the staff level recommended by the SIG:
This aspect is further discussed in the enclosure.
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While programs to assess operating experience existed prior to the TMI.2
accident, the NRC and the industry have recognized that substantial improve-
ments and expansion in these programs are required. Over the past several
months, a number of specific actions have been initiated within the NRC and
the industry in order to get the resources, attention, and results that are
needed. ‘et, the SIG report did not recognize many of these actions. For
example, no mention is made of the dedicated groups established and working
in NRR and I8 on operating experience assessment, nor of the actions taken
to assure that reactor licensees have an onsite assessment program, nor was
the industry program i~ progress at the Nuclear Safety Analysis Center (NSAC)
recognized. In addition, the SIG suggestions for improvements in data collec-
tion and analysis do not irvolve a substantial change from current planning
and are already part of the ongoing activities or have been incorporated in
the MRC Action Plan. This may be a reflection of the fact that the SIG, in
the rush of completing its report, did not meet and discuss the ongoing and
planned operational data assessment activities with members of the AEQD
interim office.

Please let me know should you desire clarification or additional information.

!
"T.k ., Interim Director
0 e for AnalyWs and Evaluation of
perational Data

Enclosure:
Comments on the SIG Recommendations
involving AEQD

¢c w/enclosure:
R. Mattson
S. Boyd
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks Faf
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: James R. Shea, Director
Office of International Programs
SUBJECT: IP COMMENTS ON THE ROGOVIN REPORT

In response to Lee Gossick's memorandum of January 21, IP has the attached
comments on the Rogovin Report on the TMI accident. Since the conciusions
and recommendations of this report with regard to export matters are similar
to those of the Kemeny Commission, our comments are along the same general
lines as our comments on the Kemeny Report, which were submitted as part of
the package of NRC comments sent to the Cormission on Nevember 2, 1979.

Snn

Ja R. Shea, Director
Office of International Programs

Enclosure:
1P Comments or the Rogovin Report
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Norman M. Haller, Director
0ffice of Management and Program Analysis
SUBJECT: MPA VIEWS ON THE ROGOVIN REPORT

The EDO requested Office Directors' views on the Rogovin Report.

The importance of the report lies principally in its frank discussion of NRC's
management. An obvious strength of the Rogovin recommendations is that a
single administrator could more easily establish a strong 1ink between policy
development, program planning, resource allocation, and program implementation.
However, we believe that the Commission can do much to establish and partici-
pate in such a management structure which would have the following key
ingredients: a direct 1ine of authority from the Chairman through the EDO

to Office Directors, and the holding of 1ine managers throughout the organ-
ization accountable for results to those above them.

The Rogovin Report highlights the importance of management setting goals
describing the level of protection that is to be attained through NRC's
health and safety, safeguards, and environmental regulatory activities.

We agree with Rogovin that NRC should formulate such standards. We are
encouraged by processes like the Policy, Planning, and Program Guidance
(PPPG), but we do not see progress that will lead to establishing these
goals, at least in the next few years. While a single administrator would
undoubtedly move faster in this regard, we see no inherent reason why the
present Commission cannot also move faster, and we encourage this step.

Rogovin also addresses organization approaches for achieving the goals

once they are formulated, We recognize that NRC's present organizational
structure may hamper effectiveness and efficiency. Nevertheless, we
believe that -- by building on the attributes of Rogovin's single admin-
istrator proposal -- NRC can attain the needed management improvements
through an executive authority for the Chairman and a strong EDO. But we
do not believe that a five-member collegial body overseeing the efforts of
five independent program offices can ever provide satisfactory management.
We therefore urge that the Commission (a) do what it can, within the limits
of the law as currently written, to strengthen the role of the Chairman and
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the EDO, and (b) support similar efforts that may result in changes to the law.

We feel there is an important warning in Rogovin's Epilogue -- particularly
“The Prognosis.” Some of NRC's programs are at a virtual standstill nearly a
year after the TMI-2 accident, and with almost half of our FY 1980 resources
consumed. Yet we still face the difficult tasks of deciding comprehensively
what to do as a result of the aczident, and carrying out the necessary pro-
gram changes and resource reallocations to do it. While we recognize the
importance of careful deliberations over whit to do, we also believe the
Commission and EDO should begin to set in motion the process for carrying

out the necessary reprogramming that inevitably will come.

Finally, with respect to Rogovin's proposal to consolidate NRC's resources
for operating reactors into a single office, probably IE, we offer three
thoughts. First, such a move must take into account other initiatives
(either underway or proposed) to improve the inspection program or to add
functions to IE. Too much too fast may overload the IE headquarters and
result in a decrease in capability rather than an increase. Second., NRC's
efforts for analysis of operating data must be focused and highly coordi-
nated; spreading the resources for such analysis amon? several offices
appears inconsistent with the recommendation to consolidate all operating
reactor activities into a single office. Third, cooperation between NRC's
licensing and inspection functions could be improved through more direct
contact between the Regions and the licensing offices.

Colaldpne

N n M. Haller, Director
0ffice of Management and Program Analysis

cc: Roger Mattson, DSS
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MEMORANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Joseph J. Fouchard, Director
Office of Public Affairs
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON ROGOVIN REPORT

Enclosed are the detailed comments of the Office of Public Affairs
on public affairs aspects of the Special Inquiry Report. There is
one major difference between the public affairs recommendations of
the Presidential Commission and those of the NRC Special Inquiry.
The Presidential Commission recommends that the utility take the
lead in providing informa*ion to the media and the public, while

the Special Inquiry Group recommends that this lead task be the
responsibility of a senior NRC official. In my view, this must be
a cooperative effort involving all agencies and the utility. Whether
or not NRC is in charge will depend in large measure on the role the
Commission determines it will have in an emergency--investigative,

operational or both.
:4..,,4 ~/(
v

Josepn J. Fouchard, Dirertor
Office of Public Affairs

Enclosure

cc: Roger Mattson, DSS
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MEMOFANDUM FOR: William J. Dircks
Acting Executive Director
for Operations

FROM: G. Wayne Kezr, Acting Directer
Office cf State Programs

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON ROGOVIN REPORT

We have reviewed Volume I of the subjec. report and rertain
supporting documents. Our review related to those recommen-
dations that might impact residual OSP responsibilities or
interests.

1. Recommendation %o. 6 - More Remote Siting and In-~roved
Emergency Planning, Including Workable Evacuation i lanning
As A Condition of Reactor Operation.

%ommggtz The full effect upon NRC of the transfer of

ead EP work to FEMA is not known. The NRC State Liaison
Officers in Regions I and V have been spending 75-100%
of their tire since July 1979 in EP related work. We

are attempting to better define the extent of their
continued level of effort to be expended in this area.
The recruitment of SLO's to the other 3 regicns is
currently under way. The SLO's should not continue in
full time EP work in the long term and alternate methods
of handling this work will have to be addressed.

Comment: There is some discussion of financing of develop-
ment of State and local plans in the supplementary document
NUREG/CR-1225 (see Sec. 4.07 on Page 8, Issue Four -

PP. 25-31, Sec. 9.10 on Page 44, and Sec. 1.23 - 1.26 on

pp. 50 and 51). We believe legislation providing for a
combination of development grants to States and State

imposed fees on the licensee would provide the best rescluticn
of this matter. Our rrincipal concern is that in the absence
of an adequate fundinj; mechanism for the States for emergency
planning work, their other rerulatory programs (e.g., regu-
lation of agreement materials: can be severely impacted since



«3 e
the radiation control staffs are heavily involved in

the development of the plans, keeping them current,
and participating in the drills.

/j_a/.-r.l/ézl/'

G. Wayne Kerr, Acting Director
Office of State Programs
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2. ANALYSIS BY THE ACTIGN PLAN STEERING GROUP

The TMI Action Plan Steering Group, reporting to the Executive Director for
Operations, has also performed an initial analysis-of the report by t"e NRC's
Special Inquiry Group (SIG) on the Accident at Three Mile Island (sze Enclosure 2).
The analysis was conducted from the perspective of draft 2 of the Action Plan,
NUREG-0660. The analysis involved input from the 20 managers in” senior staff
from six Offices of the NRC who have been designated as Tisx Managers for the
various sections of the Action Plan, reporting to the Steering Group.

The comments developed by the Steering Group are intended to indicate how the
plan should be revised to reflect the recommendations of the Special Inquiry
Group. The comments . e preliminary because of the short time available for
their preparation. More thought and careful coordination needs to be given to
the details of the SIG report, especially to some of the findings and conclusions
of Volume II of the report which have no accompanying recommendations. The
Steering Group will give this added attention to the SIG recommendations

during its coordination of the development of draft 3 of the Action Plan, now
scheduled for about March 1, 1980.

It is the Steering Group's opinion that although the time for review has been
short, we and the principal line offices have been able to afford a number of
people a good opportunity to view the several hundred specific recommendations
of the SIG for the purpose of identifying items that should be considered for
prompt action on operating reactors or " r inclusion on the list of near-term
operating license (NTOL) requirements. ihose identified by the Steering Group
and its Task Managers or by the Office Directors and approved for inclusion in
the NTOL 1is are discussed in Section 3 of this report.

The Steering Group, on the basis of input from its Task Managers, prepared
four documents, as follows:

a. A detailed list of recommendations in Volume I of the SIG report
annotated with the corresponding section of the Action Plan, if any, ard a
preliminary indication of how the plan should be revised in draft 3 to incor-
porate each SIG recommendation (see Enclosure 3).

b. A detailed 1ist identical to the one above, except comprised of the
recommendations of Volume II of the SIG report (see Enclosure 4).

¢. Proposed additions to the 1ist of NTOL requirements, in light of the
SIG report, for conei“aration by the Office Directors.

d. A narrative summary o our comparison of the Action Plan and the SIG
report (see Enclosure 2).

3
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3.  REVISED LICENSING REQUIREMENTS LIST FOR NEAR TERM OPERATING . CENSE
APPLICANTS

Pursuant to the Commission's direction in the Secretary's memorandum of January 18,

1980, the 1irt of TMI-related requirements for pending operating license

applications proposed by the EDO and staff in the January 5,,1980 memorandum

to the Commission has been reviewed and revised. The revised list of NTOL

requirements and a cross index to the January 5 list are ..ovided in Enclosure 5.

In parallel with performing the studies and analysis requested by the Commis-
sion for revising the NTOL requirements, the staff has been reviewing the
report of the Special Ingquiry Group, as described above. A high priority was
given in that review to the identification of SIG recommendations requiring
prompt action on operating reactors or addition to the NTOL requirements list.
The Office Directors and the Steering Group have agreed that two items should
be added to the NTOL list but need not be applied to operating reactors. In
the case of one item, the operating reactors will be required to do something
later, and the other item applies only to power ascension testing.

In summary, the list of NTOL requirements has been revised since January 5,
1980 to reflect the following considerations:

a. evaluation of the results of the Operator Feedback Review reguersta
by the Commission (see Enclosure 6),

b. evaluation of which items would require changes to the Commission's
rules in order to ir:'~ment (see Enclosure 7),

& an approximate evaluation of the impact of the NTOL list on available
resources,

d. a consideration of the priority of the items on the NTOL 1ist relative
to one another and other items in the Action Plan using the numerical ranking
scheme approved by the Commission on December 21, 1979 (see Enclosure 5),

e. incorporation of changes caused by more general consideration of the
Action Plan in its revision from draft 1 to draft 2, especially the addition
of items deriving from the work of the Bulletins and Orders Task Force in NRR
that had been previcusly omitted,

f. preliminary analysis of the recommendations of the Special Inquiry
Group, and

g. unsolicited input from the regulated industry (EPRI and AIF) requesting
that the development of the Action Plan in general and the NTOL 1ist in particular
give specific attention to resource priorities so that industry resources will
not be inadvertently diverted from other higher priority, safety-related
activities.

Having considered the information listed above, the Executive Director, the
O0ffice Directors, and TMl Action Plan Steering Group have reviewed and approved
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the revised NTOL regquirements list provided in Enclosure 5, and recommend its
approval by the Commission. Part 5 of Enclosure 5 lists some NTOL requirements
contained in draft 2 of NUREG-0660 that were reconsidered by thc Steering

Group and Office Directors and removed from the NTOL 1ist but retained in the
Action Plan for later application to all plants.

4. ONGOING AND FUTURE WORK ON THE ACTION PLAN

The Steering Group and Office Directors are proceeding along lines previously
described to the Commission to develop priorities among the TMI action items
relative to the previous NRC operating plan and to develop proposed reprogram-
ming steps to accommodate any higher priority, presently unbudgeted TMI actions.
The Offices have identified reprogramming candidates in inverted priority
order, as described in the EDO's January 18 memorandum to the Commission. The
Offire Directors and the Steering Group are continuing to review and refine

the NRC resources identified in draft 2 of the Action Plan. The Steering

Group has finished a numerical ordering of priorities for the 185 items in
draft 2 and will use the same method for any additions or revisions of the

plan in light of the report of the SIG. The Atomic Industrial Forum has
provided preliminary industry resource estimates for the action items and has
asked the Steering Croup to meet with the TMI Steering Committee of AIF to
discuss refinements of these estimates and other Action Plan implementation
subjects on February 6. The ACRS will be provided an Action Plan status

report at its February meeting. Proceeding on current assumptions, the staff
estimates that a priority ordered revision of the Action Plan (draft 3) can be
provided that accounts for the recommendations of the SIG by about March 1, 1980.
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OFFICE OF INSPECTION AND ENFORCEMENT
ENCLOSURE 1
DETAILED IE COMMENTS ON REPORT OF THE SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP

0f the fifty Recommendations set forth in Volume I, only six have not appeared

in earlier studies. Our comments on each of these six are set forth below:

1.

Proposed Industry-wide Operating Consortium

This is a provocative idea and certainly worthy of careful study. Our

" experience through the years indicates that small utilities frequently

have problems with providing the technical resources required to operate
a large nuclear power plant. On the other hand, we should be careful not
to cause the creation of another layer of administrative organization.
Further consideration of the proposal is warranted. We do not believe

the priority of this effort is high.

Increased Emphasis on Project Management

The desirabilivy of strengthening NRC project management is clear. We
believe that the changes the SIG proposed for operating reactors. w' ch
we discuss later, will provide substantial improvement in this area.
Periodic Manager Reassignments

We endorse the concept of more preplanning of management interchange

programs among NRC offices and program divisions within the offices.

Post~TMI experiences have been relatively positive and enlightening to
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many. However, a more disciplined approach is desirable. It is easy,
moreover, to lose overall management effectiveness in such efforts ‘f the
desirability of cross-fertilization is allowed to outwoigh.thc need for
knowledgeable management of vital programs on a continuing basis. We are

concerned over the inertia of such systems in themselves.
Liberalization of the Ex Parte Rule

This is clearly a desirable change. In our zeal to be fair and impartial
to all the parties in matters subject to possible Commission review, wo‘
have overreacted to the point of isolating the Commission. The extent to
which the present ex parte restrictions could be responsibly relaxed is,

in our view, a question that should be promptly addressed by OGC and OPE.
Formalizing RRRC Functions

We recognize the appeal of formalizing the activities of the Regulatory
Requirements Review Committee. The SIG proposal concerning staffing for
the RRRC deserves particular attention. In conjunction with our review
of such RRRC staff augmentation, we believe we should assess the desira-
bility of returning many RRC functions to th< line organizations.

Improvement in NRC Evaluation of Utility Finances

This recommendation, in various forms, appears in several places in

both volumes of the report. The relationship between regulatory
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requirements based on the safety of the plant and their financial impact
is extremely complex. That there is such a relationship is clear. We
agree that the general subject is worth further study. We do not

recommend a high priority.

We fee: obligated to comment here on a several SIG Recommendation that reflect

concerns previously identified in other studies:

Consclidation of DOR-NRR and IE Activities in a New Line Qff<-~

This general subject also was adddessed in NUREG-0585 in a slightly
different and more limited context. That is, the Lessons Learned Task
Force simply recommended consolidation of all NRR activities involving
reactor cperations; reactor operations evaluation; operational QA; human
factors evaluation; personnel qualifications standards; and personnel
licensing and certification. We agree with both groups that operations

must have a stronger voice in NRC's evaluations and decisions.

We endorse the concept as a significant step to improve both the

efficiency and effectiveness of the staff, with possible resource
economies. The point is less whether the combination is located in one

of the existing line offices than it is of the consolidation of opera-
tional activities for all licensees, not just nuclear power plants. Such
an organization would be separate from the pressures of CP and OL licensing
priorities. In addition, integration of post-OL licensing activities

would be enhanced. We agree with the SIG position on combining DOR and
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1E; we agree with the Lessons Learned position of incorporating in the

combined office the other functions they proposed.

we believe that the logic that led the SIG tc this recommendation
extends beyond the move they proposed. All operating respoansibility for
major licensees, including fuel facilities and major materials 1 censees,
should reside in the new organization, including project management. The
corcllary of consolidating pre-OL activities in NRR and NMSS also follows;
i.e. consideration should be given to transferring responsibility for
construction inspection management from IE to the licensing offices. The
resulting organizations would provide conz derable ~mphasis to project

management, as advocated by the SIG.

As you are aware, [ have previously expressed my concern about the
limited staff capability in IE headgquar*ers. Stressing a separate
operating organization would not uVly provide the benefits proposed but
also ameliorate staffing difficulties I have described separately. In
addition, we believe NRC's ability to respond effectively to emergencies

would be improved.

Such an organizational change would entail substantial rearrangement of
the infrastructure of the involved offices. I have not yet initiated
staff effort in this area, but I am prepared to do so expeditiously. I

urge a prompt Commission decision on this matter.



IF.

Status of Radiation Protection Programs

We agree with these recommendations =- the thrust of which is that
radiation protection programs be given greater emphasis by both the
industry and by the NRC. This means resources as well as verbal exhorta-
tions. The NRC resources available for inspection of the HP areas, not
only in reactors but in the fuel facility and material licensing areas

as -«11, are not commensurate with the job to ke done.

’

One-Step Licensing and Increased Use of Standardization

The SIG supports one-step licensing and increased use of standardization.
Adoption of this recommendation would improve the enforcement process
during construction by providing more enforcable design requirements. A
number of actions could be taken in this area to provide more formalized
designs at an earlier stage, such as standardization; defining principal
architectural and engineering criteria; and providing greater detail in

Appendix A, 10 CFR 50. We support such actions.

Steps Needed to Permit Reinitiation of Licensing

A}
The SIG report explicitly refrains from advocating a "moratorium," but
notes that new JL's should not be issued, nor new cons“ruction permit

applications be accepted until certain actions are completed. We believe
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that the Task Action Plan adequately addresses the necessary steps
that no additiona) measures are required separately as a result of the

SIG report.

Field Emergency Response

We endorse the SIG recommendations concerning the need for clearer
authority for the senior NRC official responding to the scene of an
accident. OQur present procedures call for immediate dispatch of the
Pegional Director upon activation of the Operations Center. However,

clarification of his authority is clearly needed.

Evaluation of Utility Management

We agree with the general thrust of the SIG recommendaticns for increased
attention to NRC evaluation of utility managemant. We are scheduled to

bref the Commission on this matter in the near future and will set forth
our plans for the program at *hat time. Our plans are in accordance with

the NRC's Action Plan.

Finally, the issues of: (1) the adequacy of the licensee's reporting of critical
plant parameter information during the early hours of the accident; and (2)
possibly teficient Part 21 reporting by Westinghouse concerning PORV problems
are undercoing staff analysis, in view of the SIG comments on these matters.

As you know, Congressran Udall has also requested further information on the

subject of Met Ed's reporting. We understand that the SIG will respond to the
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question raised in Congressman Udall's letter.

separately the results of our analyses.

If requested, we shall report

IE



OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

ADDITIONAL STAFF COMM NTS

The central theme, raised in virtually every section of the Report,
and represented as the most serious problem, Is the NRC's and
industry's management problems. It is difficult to completely
disagree with this issue, since arguing against the belief that

we should all improve our management capability and discipline is
arguing against "motherhood''. This is true both organizationally
and individually. It does not seem justified, however, to present
‘‘management problems'' as the principal deficiency in safety today.

We should move promptly from a position of developing plans to
implement the various Lessons Learned, Kemeny, an ovin
recommendations to one of the implementing at least the most
important of these plans. This point Is important for two

reasons. First, our past experience In identifying, planning

and prioritizing the Unresolved Safety Issues has bcen outstanding
but when the effort turned toward solving problems, the results

were less than completel, successful. We again appear to be more
preoccupied with planning rather than with doing. Second, relatively
few NRC people, but almost all management-level people, are actively
engaged in the planning process for TM! response and thus feel some
sense of urgency. The remainder of the staff, mostly at the worker
level, are continuing work on some assignments that are perceived

as having lower priority. It would be & big boost to staff morale
if they were to be instructed to move forward on at least the high
priority tasks: While there is some potential for inefficiency in
taking what might appear to be presumptive ac:ions, the overall
perception of getting on with the job and having all of the staff
employed in the most important activities would outweigh potential
inefficlencies.

With respect to emergency planning, the SIG raises two policy issues.
First, a recommendation |s made that approved local emergency

plans not be a condition of licensing. This can be considered during
the pending rulemaking proceeding. Second, an effort to develop a new
methodology for determining emergency planning distances and evacuation
times is recommended by SIG, based on an acceptable risk criterion.
While this area is worth exploring, it does not hold much hope of
being useful in the near future since it would require (1) the
definition of an acceptable risk, and (2) a WASH-1400 type of analysis
for each plant and site to determine risks with and without protective
actions such as evacuations and to determine acceptable evacuation
times. This recommendation of Volume 1 is at variance with the

Volume 2 recommendation (item 4.C., p. 319, Part 3) which endorses
formal evacuation planning for the 10 mile distance recommended by

the EPA/NRC task force. .
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Another policy aspect related to emergency planning raised by the
SIG is whether extended bad weather should result in plant shutdown
because emergency ;lans may not be fully implementable. The Report
recommends that a decision on this aspect be made when the event
occurs. Because this is a known and periodic problem at almost

all sites, a generic position would seem more appropriate, taking
into accou t the likely continued need for the electricity from

the plant during such times.

The $IG recommends broader NRC staff training. The TMI-1 Site Office
offers an excellent cpportunity for such training, not only for
practical plant experience, but for blending of the traditional

NRR and IE roles.

Like several other reviews, the SIG Report recommends much broader use
of probablistic risk assessment than is present practice in the

NRC and the nuclear power industry. Expanded use of trese methods

is planned and the Action Plan delineates some proposals to do this.
However, the Commission Policy Statement of January 18, 1973, is
presently interpreted by some to severely limit such applications.

A NRC-wide symposium was held recently on this topic, with general
agreement toward increased utilization.

In Volume 2, a reexaminztion of surveillance procedures to prohibit
simultaneous defeat of redundant systems important to safety was
recommended. The staff intends to require that all surveillance
testing be performed with the intant of minimizing the potential
for complete outage of a safety system function while in a test
mode. It is expected that most if not all redundant elements .f a
safety system can be testeg in staggered seguence preserving

at least one train of a system availadble to respond to an

accident signal. :

in Volume 2, an interim requirement for licensees to assure availability
of prompt expert technical advice to operation personnel in nrder to
better assess and respond to emergency situations Is recommended.

It is expected that the joint NRC/FEMA criteria for emergency
preparedness will require the operator to ~ake provisions for obtaining
offsite -echnical assistance and that ‘mpiementation of this provision
will be verified in the emergency preparedness evaluation team reviews.
In addition, the AIF is now developing a catalog of available

equipment and technical manpower resources.



OFFICE OF STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT

ENCLOSURE 1
ADDITIONAL SD STAFF COMMENTS

Vol. 1. Pages 136 & 127 - Lead Monitoring Responsibility and On-Line
Monitoring Systems

“EPA should be assigned long-term monitoring responsibilities--and HEW
should be given the lead responsibility for population dose assessments
and calculations of health impacts.”
'This recommendation ignores the fact that most of HEW's expertise
in envirommental radiation monitoring and dose assessment (including
its Nuclear Facilities Branch) was transferred to EPA in 1970 by
Reorganization Plan'No. 3. HEW would be weak in this area as there

are probably only a dozen or so people in HEW with this expertise.

Vol. I, Page 153 - .ealth Effects from Radioactive Releases During the
Accident. and Occupationa) Health Physics at the Site

“The effects on the population in the vicinity of Three Mile Island frome-

wil]l certainly be nonmeasureable and nondetectable.”
The write-up on health effects of TM] makes too much of the average
dose within 50 miles (e.g., the average dose within 10 miles is
8-10 mrem 7 times higher) and also arrives at lower health effects
numbers than the Presidential Commission or Ad Hoc Group.

Vol. 1. Pages 147-152 - Improvement in the Basis for Safety Review of Reactor
Desian and Increased Use of Juantitative Risk Assessment Technigues

The suggestion that Congress is the body to set an acceptable Tevel
of risk for accidents is excellent. In preparing a rationale for

setting a safety goal. the following suggestions are offered:
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Tre potential consequences of a larg: r2actor accident need to be
presented more clearly, Greater emphasis needs to be placed upon the
total impact of such accidents in addition to the average risk to an
individual (which was shown in the Reactor Safety Study). Nuclear
reactor accideats are not very different from other man-made hazards
such as large fires or explosions in that they nave a potential for
killing l1arge numbers of people. However, the expected frequency of
occurrence of large reactor accidents is much lower than large fires
or explosions. The public needs greater awareness of the risks and

magnitude of the consequences of all industrial hazards.

Current risks from other activities probably cannot be used as a basis

for settina allowable risks for nuclear power for three reasons:

a. Presumption that existing risks are acceptable may be fallacious -
more 1ikely the public is often unaware of actual risks - the risks
may be accepted (borne) but not acceptadble (voluntarily borne with

knowl edge of risk).

b. The public may not accepf the same risk level from nuclear as is

accepted for other hazards.

c. Most man-made hazards (fires. explosions, aircraft crashes) do
not have long-term consequences. Radioactive materials and other
toxic chemcials can result in long-term restrictions on land use and
may affect future generations through genetic effects. More research

is needed on methods for evaluating these risks and for incorporating

R
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future risks into decisions on control methods. In particular.
a uniform approch is needed for assessing the accident consequences
and disposal requirements for all long-term toxic materials including

long-lived radioactive materials.

3. In examining “value-impact" tradeoffs of safety systems, a 'cost-effectiveness
approach for comparing alternatives may be preferable to an absolute
“cost-benefit" approach because an explicit dollar-to-health impact
(e.¢.. dollar/manrem) number is not required. This factor is
apt tc be considerably higher for the real effects of a potential

accident than for the potential effects of real (routine) effluents.

Vol. I, Page 145 - 5th Para h that begins “The
was not categorized as safety related, ...

essurizer relief valve ..

There ai ears to be some confusion Letween saety-related as used in 50.55a and

R. G. 1.26 for pressure boundary components and safcty grade for Class 1E electrical
components. The PORV was quality group A (safety-related) per 50.55a, but
apparently the controls were not Class 1E (safety-grade). This example highlights
a significant weakness in our reguiatory practice. “Safety-related” must be a
graded concept relating the required quality in design, construction, operation and
fnspection to the safety significance of the system or component. The ASME Cide
has, to a large extent, developed a graded approach for pressure boundary components,
This must now be improved and extended to cover active components (e.g., pumps and
valves) and electrical equipment. Continuation of the present concept of safety-
related vs. non-safety-related would result in regulatory overkill when maximum
controls are applied to systems with marginal safety significance or underkill
where such controls are ignored entirely as in the case of the PORYV contro”s cited

above.
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vol. 1, Page 156 - Information Made Available to the News Media

The NRC staff (principally Office of Public Affaifs) has initiated
action toward a program for helping to better inform news mecia
personnel on nuclear safety matters. particularly regarding nuclear
power plants and associated safety issues. while the direction of
this proaram will take is still being studied. a pilot phase is
envisioned to gain insight into media personnel interest and problems,
to be followed by periodic educational seminars throughout the country.
The pilot phase, for which planning has already begun, is to be
conducted by Inspection and Enforcement personnel from one or more

NRC regional offices; at '»ast two seminars will be offered. Based

on information gained from this experience, it is most likely that a
contract will be awarded to an appropriate organization to plan and

conduct subseguent seminars on a continuing basis. One possible

contractor. the Health Physics Society (HPS) has been contacted

to determine their degree of interest. The current HPS president.

Mr. Mel Carter of the Georgia Institute of Technology. has ageed to
respond during the first week in February. The HPS has almost

40 chapters in the United States, located for the most part near
major industrial nuclear centers. It would appear that these chapters

would be in an excellent poesition to conduct these seminars.

Better programs of public information on the much broader topic of
radiation hazards in general are anticipated as an early topic to be

addressed by the Federal Radiation Policy Council. when it is established.
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Enclosure 2 SD

ROAD MAP OF THE NRC SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP (SIG) REPORT OBJECTIVES
THAT MIGAT IMPACT SD ACTIVITIES

The SIG report objectives that might impact SD activities are l1isted in abbreviated
form and grouped below under subject headings. They are indexed as to their location
in the report. Recommendations from Volume [ are identified by the letters vI. The
pa?e Tocations in Volume [ of the recommendations are nét listed. Recommendations from
Volume I] are fdentified by the letter "p" followed by the section (part) of Volume II
and the page number. For example, pl-41 and p2-100 indicate recommendations found

respectivaly on page 41 of section (part) 1 of Vol
(pe7€} 2 of Valume 11, (part) olume II and on page 100 of section

Location RISK OBJECTIVE

vl Strive to establish a substantive Risk Objective for nuclear power plants -
provide clear guidelines on how safe is safe enough.
- propose a substantive qu ntitative standard for public discussion
and Commission consideration.
pl=41 - develop a statement on regul.tory objectives as well as risk
objectives.
- develop methods for determining if risk objective is met.
vl Express new requirements [based on use of best available risk assessment

technigues) for meeting risk objectives in Std. Review Plan.

INFORM PUBLIC OF RADJATION RISKS

Inform public fully of the manner in which nuclear power plants are designed,
licensed and operated and of actual risks associated with radicactive

materials.

DESIGN

p2-180 Reconsider design basis of plants
avl
- level of safety required

- type of accident for which plant designed

- method by which design basis established




Location

vl

p2-181
vl

vl
p2-190

p2-232
p2-232

vl

vi

-2 - sD
DESIGN (contj;aed)

- criteria for determining "safety grade" - use risk related scheme
for classifying safety significance of equipment
- magnitude of accident i
Use of Human Factor Principals
- Contrel room design
- Instrument display
Determine principal sources of Hp
Shielding
Containment isolation
Diesel generators (lock out)
Etc.
Require installation of malfunction detection analyzers
Update RG 1.97 and ANS 4.5 to require administrative review of repair
records.

Expand SRP in areas --

- Op. training

Plant emergency op. procedure

Control room design

Appl. tech. qual.

Plant techn. specs.
-QA
On a selective basis, determine whether some design features should be

required to mitigate consequences of Class 9 accidents,

e.g. - vented and filtered containment
- redesign of waste gas and filtering systems that will get water
and gas from primary system in an accident containing high

concentration of radicactive material.
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vl

vl

pl-41

vl

vl

pe=71

p2-71

»Je SD
DESIGH (continuea)

Include effect of multiple equipment and human failures where risk is
significantly high -- in expanding and evaluating the spectrum of
design basis accidents. i

Human factors and operational procedures should be included in license
review process.

Review of operating experience and equipment malfunction - on continuous
basis by Industry.

Increased use of standardization.

Establish explicit rationale - as quantitative and objective as possible
for evaluating new safety requirements against the criteria “substantial
additional protection required for public health and safety”.

Assure comprehensive analysis and application of operating plant

experience to development of new regulatory requirements.

RADWASTE SYSTEM

Reexamine and determine appropriate radgaste design criteria for expected
levels and volumes of radicactivity in normal and accident conditions.

- include a1l related systems - e.g., industrial waste system.

VENTILATION SYSTEM

Prepare test procedures for inplace testing of ventilation system --

filters, etc.

Develop criteria for use of ventilation systems in normal and accident

conditions.



Location

p2-41

p2-£6

p2-6o

p2-66
p2-68

QA _SHORTCOMINGS

Lack sufficient definition for “safety related” as applied to equipment,

system and structures to assure consistent implementation of Appendix B.

No QA standards for comparison commensurate with safety function as
required by General Design Criterion #1 (Appendix A).

Appendix B lacks specific criteria for maintenance and other operations

and certifying personnel performing maintenance or other op.
No quantitative reliability nethodclogy in QA program requirements.

Section 17.1 and 17.2 of Standard Review Plan lack acceptable criteria
and review procedures for 1ist of items that conform to Appendix B8

standards.

QA program not a conditioa for OL.

QPERATOR TRAINING, QUALIFICATIONS, REQUIREMENTS

Strengthen onsite technical capability and management of utility at
reactor sites - (upgrade emergency response capability)
- improved operator training
certified training program
certified instructor
- qualified engineer supervisor
degree in technical discipliine

- supervisors up to Unit supervisor should have SRO Ticenses

S0

- reassessment of duties, responsibilities and training of all support

personnel
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Lacaticn OPERATOR TRAINING, QUALIFICATION, RENUIREMENTS (continued)

p2-66 - increase shift manning levels

p3-159 - offsite safety review committee personne! gqualification should be
established “

p3-159 - offsite safety review committee should make timely review of
perscnnel changes

p3-15% - NRC should make timely review of personnel changes

p3-159 - qualifications and experience requirements for people managing utility
emergency response

p3-183 - revision of RG 1.101 re training and drill requirments

HEALTH PHYSICS AND RADIATION PROTECTION

p2-104 Reevaluate NRC requests for radiclogical monitoring - normal and accident

conditions.

- TLD Yocations, airborne activity monitors, etc.

pa-147 Establish standards for licensee radiation protection programs and competency

of rad protection personnel.

p2-147 Guidance regarding use and training of "went-a-Techs" at licensed

facilities.

p2-147 Appoint group of expert:s to exam'ne feasibility and advisability of
licensing or certifying rad preot. personnel at nuclear power plants

(6-mo. study).
p2-157 Requirements for inplant fixed rad monitoring instruments.

p2-157 Requirements for opcrntioﬁa] portable radiation survey equipment at

plants (type, quality and quantity).

p2-158 Requirements for respiratory equipment.
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Locition HEALTH PHYSICS AND RADIATION PROTECTION (continued)

p2-172 Utility management and organization for rad prot. function.

p2-172 Develop a regulatory base for assuring inplant radiological conditions

resulting from an acci“ent are considered in emergency planning procedures.
vl Specific requirements for Occupational Health program at plants.

vl High level management of Occupational Health Physics Program is

required and must be independent of operation management.

SITING

vi Specific criteria should be developed promptly.
- consider population density, population centers, evacuation
feasibility, evacuation routes.
- population centers within 10 miles must De evacuable.
- consider max dose .:vels, orobability factors, associated time
limits.

- must be 10 miles and maybe more from significant population centers.

EMERGENCY PLANNING

vl Develop specific criteria for determining minimum evacuation planning

zone around each existing plant.

p3-278 Develop protective action guides to aid in evacuation decisions under

various plant circumstances.

p2-35 Pinns should be definitive and should include adverse conditions such
as inclement weather (blizzard - can't evacuate) minimum allowable

staff and rapidly developing accident.
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Location EMERGENCY PLANNING (continued)

p2-95 Clear chain of command for prolonged radiological response.

p2-35 & Real time on-line radiation monitoring cqu1ﬁinnt installed arr nd power
v

plants.

p2-95 Inplant and portable radiation monitoring equipment and trained personnel.

p2-25 Communications equipment - for communication between inplant and offsite
people.

p2-123 Prompt technical support from industry.

p2-123 Adequate technical and managerial people preplanned into emergency
organization.

Offsite Data Center manned by industry.

vl DOE should have lead responsibility for offsite radiation monitoring.
p2-66 Plans to include organization and use of offduty personnel.

p2-66 Prompt expert advice available to operation staff.

p2-66 Procedural guidance for situations that go beyond normal.

p2-G6 Utility plants to mobilize and use industry resources for accident

mitigation and recovery.

p3-183 Expedite review and upgrading of existing emergency planning and

preparation requirements.
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pl-4)

pl-4]

pl-4]

n]-41

pl-354

pl-4)

pl-4]

pl-41

pl=d]

pl=d]

MISCELLANEQUS

Increased use of rulemaking
- generic safety issues and important policy issues
- gecisions th». Tead to required safot; Tevels.

Designate an organization to have primary responsibility in the
rulemaking area to assure that the quality of the regulations fis

adequate.

Abolish 2 step licensing process and provide incentives that will
result in more information available prior to constructién -- less

variety in design of important systems and fewer unresolved issues.

Establish backfitting criteria -- use risk assessment to make plant

operation judgment.

Examine status of FSAR testing requiremunts and require the listing

of much more test information and details.

Ratchet Committee

- require lower level voting members than Qffice or Div. Director.

- require preliminary screening and review by a task group made up

of 1 member for each organization providing a voting member.

- provide additional steps to increase the opportunity for public

and industry involvement -- and early ACRS involvement.
- report R3C deliberations in depth.

- intervenor funding and 0ffice of Pubiic Counsel.
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OFFICE OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL SAFL'Y AND SAFEGUARDS

COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN
REPORT OF NRC/TMI SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP

‘i
P
!

We agree with most of this recommendation but caution against
concentrating NRC's “resource devoted to monitoring the safe
operation of existing reactors in a single office -- probably
the current Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE)," as
proposed on page 99. We believe that good reason exists for a
separation of inspection and evaluation functions. We strongly
feel that inspection and licensing functions should be separated
to assure a proper system of checks and balances.

An alternative approach would be to consider establishment of
licensing offices in the existing NRC Regional Offices to work
with IE inspectors more closely on a day-to-day basis. In any
event, we recommend that the Regional Offices report to the
Exec:tm Director for Operations rather than to the Director
of IE.

Strengthening the Onsite Technical and Management Capability of
the Utility: Imoroved Operator lrainin ana New NRC Requirements
for Qualified Engineer Supervisors on tve t

We have no comments to offer on this recommendation other than to
express the belief that an ‘ndustry-run offsite data center, as
proposed on page 107, is probably not needed for nuclear facilities
licensed by NMSS. The single exception might be a chemical
reprocessing plant, but nd such plant is presently licensed

to operate.

Chartering of a National Operating Company or Consortium
We have no comments to offer on this recommendation.

Improved NRC Management and Reorganization to a Single Administrator
Kgency: EstTSHsgmt of an !nﬁcgenaint Reactor Satety Board

We do not agree with this recommendation for the reasons stated in
the NRC response to the recommendations of the Kemeny Report.

Greater Application of Human Factors Engineering, Including Better
nstrumentation Display an rove ntro om Design

We have no comments to offer on this recommendation.
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iting and rove rgency Planning Includin
or vacuation Planning as a Condition of Glc@r Ugntion

We believe that siting criteria and improved emergency planning are
needed also for nuclear operations licensed by NMSS. NMSS believes
that improved emergency planning is needed for many byproduct,
source and SNM materials and transportation activities regulated

by NMSS. Siting criteria for these activities are needed, and
should be integrated with off-site emergency response capabilities
and facility design and operational features in overall safety
assessments to ensure that those activities present no untoward
risks to their neighbors and environs. Many of these activities,
especially byproduct mu.erials licensees, do not presently have
formally approved emergency plans. Many have also not had rigorous
site/facility safety assessments. NMSS plans to initiate rulemaking
proceedings to correct those deficiencies. That proceeding will
involve and depend upon development of criteria for determination

of which licensees must have formally approved emergency plans,

the scope of those plans, siting criteria, and overall safety
afforded by siting, facility, operations and emergency preparedness.
A regulatory capability including staff review procedures, acceptance
criteria, ulatory guides, and inspection procedures and acceptance
criteria will also be developed.

NMSS is examining licensee activities at this time to scope the values
and impacts of proposed rulemaking. Contractor support to do
evaluations of risks to the public from liccnsee activities is being
sought; funds to do the evaluations have been provided. Related
activities such as the various TMI studies and rulemakings and
byproduct material ALARA and indemnification studies are being
monitored for import to the subject rulemaking.

We do not agree with the recommendation on page 137 conceming
“real-time, online monitoring devices around every nuclear plant...
that can be read from the plant control room or some other remote
site." We do not believe the report contains adequate justification
for this recommendation and, in particular, we do not believe this
system is needed for UFg conversion, fuel processing, fuel fabrication
and similar plants.

Overhay! of the Licensing Process: One-Stage Licensing, Increased
Standardization, Increased Use OF Rulemakin Esiﬁﬂsamnf ot

an t1ceé 0 C unse an ntervenor Fundin

We question whether the recommendations to establish an Office of
Public Counsel and intervenor funding are adequately supported in
the report.
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We have no comments to offer on this recommendation.

Information Made Available to the News Media

We have no comment to offer on this recommendation.

Sabotage, Bribery, and Coverup

We note that the report does not recommend any specific actions
involving safeguards.

Disincentives to Safety

We have no comments to offer on this recommendation.




OFFICE FOR ANALYSIS AND t. ‘LUATION OF OPERATIONAL DATA
Comments on the S1G Recommendations Involving AEQOD

(1) AEQD recommencations for actions should be reguired to be rejected, modified,
or imposed as recommended by the appropriate program office of NRC within 2
fixed pe: iod of time.

It is understood that AEOD is responsible to develop formal recommencations
concerning action by other NRC offices. These AZOD recommendations would
be specific with regards to what actions AEOD believed necessary and Dy
whom the action must be implemented. The AEQD recommendations would, of
course, be supported by a svecific analysis or technical basis which

would be provided to the respensible office for review with the formal
request for action.

It is standard operating procedure that formal interoffice requests for
action are tracked, considered, and resolved by the responsible cffice
either through implementing the reguest or through 2 formal response
providing a definitive basis for not proceeding. However, to assure
that there are no misunderstandings and to obtain Commission level
attention on the specifics of this procedure, the draft manual chapter
ruvering the ccllection, assessment, and feecback of operating experience
will be expanded to include provisions for handling AEQD and other NRC
office recommendations for actions based upon their assessment of
operating experience. These provig ons will address the nature and
timing of the response by the responsible office, and the process for
resolving areas of disagreement.

(2) NRC staff functions devoted to performing quantitative risk assessment cf
rezctors should be relocatec to AZ0D. ’

Juantitative risk assessment is an extremely valuzble analytical tocl to
srigritize and gain a perspective on the safety significance of compiex
events, postulated secuences, and differing design approaches. Thus,
there is no questior that ASDD must have the capability to perform these
"d Sha SEE™

syoes of anelysir which are 2n integral and imperIant pars cf Lhe Alis
charter.

Feur ontions to obtain this capztility “or AEOD have been discussed:

‘a) contract this work to a cualified contractor; (D) request the necessary
assistance from other NRC offices, specifically PAS-REI; (¢) recruit
gualified incividuals for the AEQD staff; and (d) recormend that AE0D
obt2in this capability by transferring the function and individuals from
other NRC offices. Preliminary conclusions are that: (1) the use of
guantitative risk 2ssessment within the HRC is becoming more wicdespread;
and (2) AEOC must have this capability in-house in order to effectively
discharge its responsidbilities anc thus optiens (a) and (b) have baen
discounted. There are 2 number of stucies underwazy, some involving inter-
office cooperation, directed towsr: the applications of this important
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toc] to improve the licensing bases and to 2ssure the proper allocation

of resources. Consequently, it may not be desirable to concentrate

this capadility in one organizationz] element. By frequent exchanges

of information and close communications, there should be 2 maximum

cross fertilization of thoughts and minimum duplication of activities.
Basec on these considerations, option (¢) was discounted. Accordingly,
AEOD has initizted steps to recruit individuzls possessing this technical
expertise for the 250D staff and discussions have, in fact, been initiatec
towards hiring such incividuals.

in sum, we believe that AZCD must be strong and self-sufficient with
regard to deveioping quantitative risk assessments, but that our use
of this analytical technique is not unicue. We would expect and, in
fact, encourzge other offices tc use this methodelogy in a planned and
coordinated way. Therefore, we do not recommend that such capadility
be transferred to AEQD from the other staff offices.

(3) AEOD should be staffed, in part, on a rotation2] basis from all the other
cffices and branches of the NRC staff,

This recommencation recognizes that a tradecff can be made between the
benefits to be gained as a result of permanency, and the benefits obtained
from involving a relatively large number of individuals in the direct
assessment of cperating experience. Thus, the recommendation to have

both permanent and rotating staff members is 2 reasonable way to obtain
the benefits of both approaches. It shculd be noted, however, that the
integrated program within the NRC involving the offices of NRR, I&E,

anc PAS/RES already involves 2 large numper of individuals in the direct
asscssme?t of operating experience without a cefinec system for rotating
personnel.

In initially s.affing AEQD, the priority has been placed on permanent
personnel. nis is a reflection of the neec to expand the capadbilities
and activities of AZ0D in a rapid manner with meaningful and lasting
results. Also there is sound advice in Acmiral Rickover's recent
statement that "with permanence you gain experience, judgment, and 2
‘corporate memory' which are haro to replace.” These latter character-
istics are parsicularly imporiant in the detailed analysis of operating
experience, Further, it is recognized that if ongoing efforts are
successful in cbtaining incividuals of cutstanding technical capatilities,
such individuals will, in time, leave to 2ssume greater responsidilities.
Thus, benefits similar to those obtainec by rotation of personnel will be
srovided 5, the natural and healthy turncver of AEOD staff without the
neec for temscrary assignments on cetail.
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After a permanent staff has been established and is working effectively,
further consideration 11 be givern to the henefits and disadvantages

of additional personne) assignments to AEOD on a rotating basis. Should

2 decision be made to implement such a program, the Commission will be
informed in advance regarding the particulars and bases for such a program.

(&) AZOD staff level should be no less than 35 to 40 professionals.

The AEOD staff leve) was established, via the FYB0 supplement, at 18
pesitions. In addition, the EDO has comcined the 3 positions associated
with the 0ffice of Technical Advisor to the EDO with AEOD, making a total
of 21 authorized positions. Two additional positions are reguested in
the FYB1 bucdget.

It is recognized that the depth and scope of the AEQD activities within
its broad charter may be resource limited. Further, it seems guite

clear that the =zec t0: intensively analyze reactor operating experiences;
thoroughly study nca-reactor operating data; accommocate the increasing
number of cperatin; reactors; account for the anticipate” increase in the
scope of reportiny recuirements; and work closely with other NRC offices,
the ACRS, licensees and industry organizations will eventually reguire
greater resources.

Thus, we woulc agree that an increase in AEQD professional staffing will
be warranted, but the proper level and timeframe are uncertain. Until
the permanent staff is established at currently authorized levels and the
asscciztes ts2-=<:2) 2z2%7viter e in progress, it is not possible to
sefirnizivel s estimete T~e Jitirate resources reauirec to adeguately
accompiish tre “.1) scocé o ATis ressonsioiiities,

B it

Another factor influencing required resources is the charter or scope
of AEOD activities and should the present scope of AEQD be expanded,
such as the SIG recommendation discussec above for NRC risk assessment
functions to be relocated in AEOD, tne numper of professionals would
have to excanc commensurately.
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The Rogowp report recommends restructuring NRC as an {ndependent agency under

- the Executive Braneh with a central goal of promoting the safety of nuclear
reactors and handling of nuc.sar materfals. NRC's jurisdiction over nuclear
export 1icensing would be transferred to the Department of State or the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, which would then consult with the NRC on safety-

related matters.

The Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of
1978 gave NRC specific nspons1b111t1¢s to provide an independent check on the
gxport recommendations of the Executive Branch agencies, 'awrgely as an outgrowth
of Congressional concern about thc adequacy, from the nonproliferation point of

view, of the export reviews performed by the Executive Branch.

If these Rogovin recommendations were accepted, legislation would be reguired and
this would present some serious problems. Conqrcs§ would clearly want to look
closely at the very serious question of whether the principle of i{ndependent
export review could in fact still be carried out satisfactorily within an
Executive Branch agency whose head reported to the President, even though the
agency had an independent status (as in the case of ACDA). Such a restructuring

shou'd have the advantages asscciated with reducing export processing time.

If the recommended new agency is not formed and the present Commissfon (or a
restructured NRC outside the Executive Branch) has the domestiic saiety responsi-
bilities, the question arises of the extent to which Commissioner time devoted

to such areas as export licensing can be minimized in order to allow more Commission

time for consideration of domestic safety matters. One of the ways this could be

.
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done is to limit the amount of Commissioner tim: tpent on export questions to what
is required to address only major policy questiors, w1th as much responsibility as
possible delegated to the staff. A paper with proposed additional delegations of
authority to the staff in the export area is pending Commissfon approval, and the
suggestions in that paper, 1f implemented, would reduce the Commission workload

in the export area while retaining Commission decision authority over the most
significant issues. Greater reliance on the staff's expertise in the policy, legal
and technical aspects cf export licensing, which has been developed to perform
NRC's independent export reviews, could Tead to even further delegations in the

future,

Now that many of the key issues associated with export licensing, particulariy

in the nonproliferation area, have been extensively addressed in recent years,

there are increased opportunities to 1imit the Conmission's time to focusing on
significant new questions, while the staff uses guidance from previous decisions

to apply to s~ecifi  ixolementation of case-by-case export review. In recent

months the staff, for exam)le, has increasingly been able to process routine

reload export cases at the staff level without the need to refer these to thi
Commission. These and other measures which are being tacen help the U.S. Government
improve its perception as a reliable nuclear supplier ard thus contribute to

U.S. nonproliferation policy.

As noted above, the Rogovin report recommends that Executive Branch agencies

handling exports consult with HRC only on safety-related matters that arise in the
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export 1icensing context (insofar as tney arz judged relevant to the U.S.
export process). This would be a reasonable function to be performed by the
. U.S. domestic nuclear safety authority; however, the effect on the licensing
process of dispersed agency responsibilities for varfous aspects of export

reviews would need to be carefully studied.

With regard to other, nonexport-related, international functions o NRC, such
functions are presently focused on safety matters, Our regulatory information
exchange arrangements, research project agreements and the bulk of our IAEA,
NEA »= technical assistance activities are concerned with reactor safety.

The international cooperation activities of NRC, which are directly linked to
fmproving U.S. public health and safety through acquisition and use of foreign
reactor operating experience and research results, would appear to be largely
unaffected by a reorganization such as that proposed by the Rogovin report,

axcept for possibly intensified work in these areas.

In several places, the Report discusses the protection of foreign information
given in confidence. The main theme of the implied criticism is that the foreign
information is not made public. No note is made of the fact that action can be
taken on the information, by official and directly involved U.S. parties, other
than the public at large, despite this confidentiality. The discussion of the
Beznau Incident (pp. 0196-7, Vol. II, Part 1), could have explained 1) that the
full repcrt was available to the Inquiry Group from the time they first requested
ft, and (2) that the Swiss Government and the utility, NOK, despite strict Swiss
laws providing for protecting this type of information, were most cooperative in

allowing full dise’.sur. =nce the interest of the Rogovin amnd Kemeny investigators
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was made known. This full cooperation, by foreign regulatory authorities, {s
typical, even of those countries such as Switzerland, having the strictest laws

. protecting proprietary information.

Recognition of the value of such protected foreign information s {ndicated by
the sentence on page 0046, Vol. II, Part 1: “Insisting that the constraints be

removed may result fn no information being received at all, however.®



OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

DETAILED COMMENTS

The Special Inquiry Group, in Volume I, makes two specific recommenda-
tions related to public information (10-page 156). Volume II, Part Iil
contains 10 additional recommendations pages 0406-0407). In addition, there
are six applicalle recommendations elsewhere in Part II] (pages 0274-0279).
Many of these recommendations are consistent with the Kemeny recommendations
in the area of public information. However, in one instance, Rogovin and
Kemeny recommendations are in direct conflict wnd in another Rogovin and the
President's response to Kemeny conflict. The r:commendations of the Special

Inquiry Group go well beyonu the task identified in the Action Plan (III-C).

volume I Recommendations:

1. Provide for public information in NRC and utility emergency g'lans

and coordinate with State and local plans. This effort, which is already
underway, generally is consistent with the Kemeny recommendations and does

not need to be identified as a separate Task in the Action Plan.

2. A senior NRC official should be the principal spokesman during an
accident. This recom. ~ndation is in direct conflict with the Kemeny recommer.-

dation: “...the utility...should also be primarily responsible for informa-
ticn..." and "...a designated state .gency should be charged with issuing all
information on this subject" (protective action including evacuation). In

reality, OPA believes this must be a coordinated effort involving each agency
and the licensee. Resolution should not be achieved by an NRC-mandated task
in the Action Plan. Rather NRC's role is largely dependen{ on a yet-to-be-

made decision by the Commission on its responsibility in an accident. Infor-

matior resporsibilities will flow from such a decision.
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yolume 11 Recommendations (pages 0274-0C79):

1. The NRC should develop a policy about dealing with briefing requests

from public officials, Congress, the media and others. A special onsite
team should handle shch requests. This goes beyond the Kemeny report and
would unduly restrict senior officials of NRC from carrying out their duties

to keep the Wnite House and Congress informed. OPA does not agree with this

aporoach.

2. (a) The NRC should advise all other response team members to defer
to the special team with respect to media briefings; (b) a single location at

or near, the site for 211 media briefings should be considered; and (c) the

NRC shoul provide guidanza on the types of information to be made available.
This beart little resemblance to the Keme recommendations. The first part,

as a practical matter, probably cannot be implemented--Congress, the Washington-
based media and agency officials would not stand still for such a referral.

The effort to upgrade utility emergency plans include an on-site press center.
The third part has "news management” implications but warrants further
consideration. As a whole, this recommendation does not warrant an additional

Task in Part II1.C. of the Action Plan.

3. The information policy should oe issued, along with an implementing

procedure, as part of the emergency risponse plan; the NRC should be prepared

to request all officials to refrain from site visits and requests for hearings

and briefings if they interfere with the emerge cy response. Since OPA objects

to much of the recommendation in Ehis part, its implementation is secondary.
The suggestion that NRC seek to ban Congress and other officials from visiting

the site or holding briefings or hearings is impractical.
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4. The NRC should intensify its efforts to keep accident information
on "recorded” telephone tapes. This is a normal post-accident function

which we are discussing with FEMA.

5.. Individuals should be properly trained to write understandable PNs.

‘This recommendation was not addressed by Kemeny. While PNs were not

originally intended to be used as a vehicle for conveying information to
the Jay public, they nevertheless have been used for that purpose, including

Congress. As such, they need to be written much more clearly and simply.

6. The NRC should prepare appropriate documents to assist Government
officials and others in understanding nuclear accident terminology. This is

not inconsistent with the Kemeny recommendations and should be considered

as a modification to an existing Task in Part [II1.C. of the Action Plan.

Volume II, Part Il Recommendations (pages 0406-0407:

1. Utilities should designate a place equipped to serve as a communica-

tion center. This recommendation has the same thrust as 3(b) above, and

already is under way.

2. A senior NRC official should be the principal spokesman during an

accident. This is the same as recommendation 2 in Voiume I. It directly

contradicts Kemeny,

3. Each utility should hire a member of its staff who has extensive

experience in dealing with the news media. This recommendation is not

appropriate for NRC action.
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4. Each utility should prepare a standard briefing package for each
of its plants. We agree. =

5. The NRC should establish requirements that will ensure prompt

notification of the news media of nuclear accidents. This recommendation

is consistent with Kemeny, and it conforms to our existing practice. Either

the licensee or the NRC, often both, make prompt modifications.

6. The NRC response teams should include at least two technical
individuals to communicate to the NRC Public Affairs staff, a team member

to maintain open channels of communication and specific per-onnel to communi-

cate with on-site personnel to exchange information. This recommendation is

consistent with Kemeny but only the first part is applicable to Part III.C
of the Action Plan. It should be included as an additional Task.

7. The NRC should choose and train members of the technical staff to
be advisers to the news media. This recommendation also is consistent with
Kemeny and the effort is being initiated. [t could be identifie! as an
additional Task in Part III.C. of the Action Plan.

8. The NRC should develop a standard format for press releases. The

Kemeny Report did not address this matter, but “canned” press releases are

not an effective pubiic information tool.

9. The NRC should establish a clear policy of issuing prompt public

announcements of accidents. This is consistent with Kemeny. Since such a

policy has been in effect since the establishment of the NRC, it does not
need to be included as an additional Task in Part II1.C. of the Action Plan.

A-7/




PA
.5.

10. The NRC should take the lead in working with State agencies to

deveiop a public information program to educate the g_ubHc. This conflicts
with the President's response. FEMA was charged with this general respon-
sibility. Clarification of the two agencies' roles currently is underway
outside of the Action Pl‘an.
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF THE REPORT OF THE
NRC SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP

Introduction

Our prelimina~y analysis is provided below in four sections that correspond to
the four chapters of draft 2 of the TMI Action Plan, NUREG-0660. As a pre-
liminary measure of the degree of compatibility between the plan and the SIG
report, we estimate on the basis of reviews to date that approximately M to
20 new tasks will need to be added to the plan.

Chapter 1 - Operational Safety

The Special Inquiry Group (SIG) has made many recommendations that relate to
the individual action items and general subject matter of Chapter I of the NRC
Action Plan. This is reflective of the c.aphasis placed on human factors and
control rooms by the SIG, consistent with other studies of the accident. The
impact of specific program or control equipment recommendations by the SIG on
the Action Pian is not expected to be significant. There are, however, many
management, organization and policy recommendations relating to operational
safety that will need tc be factored into the plan, probably in Chapter IV.

Our preliminary analysis of the impact of the SIG report on draft 2 of the
Action Plan indicates that Chapter ] will be affected as follows, where the
headings refer to items in the Task Action Plan, NUREG-0660:

I.A Operating Personnel

The recommendations made by the SIG rega~ding operating personnel are in basic
agreement with this area of the Action F.an. In some cases, items are identified
that should and will be incorporated into draft 3 as revisions of present

tasks. At this stage of review of the SIG report we have not identified the

need to add new tasks in this section of the plan.

1.B Support Personnel

The recommendations of the SIG report with respect to support personnel are in
general agreement with other post-TMI recommendations and are, for the most
part, appropriately included in Section 1.8 of the Action Plan. The SIG
report has progerly focused considerable attention on broad personnel and
organizational type activities. These basic policy issues, such as the
chartering of a Natioi al Operating fompany, will need to be studied further
before decisions are made. Such st.. *s can be addressed in Chapter IV of the
Action Plan.

Although there is general agreement, many of the SIG's program type recommen=-
dations are more specific than task action plans or view the solution in a
different way than stated staff positions. For example, several reccmmenda-
tions address the prsitions and qualifications of licensed operators and the
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Shift Technical Advisor. The SIG recommends that the function of the Shift
Technical Advisor be performed by supervisory management, rather than by
advisors. This is in agreement with the original reCommendation of the
Lessons Learned Task Force, which proposed the STA concept as an interim
approach. The staff's presently approved, but interim, requirement for Shift
Technical Advisors, with flexibility afforded individual utilities to choose
normal supervisory personnel if they are qualified to perform the function, is
stil] believed to be the best short-term approach pending long-term, general
upgrading of the engineering qualifications of operations management personnel
and their training in reactor dynamic response and long-term upgrading of
control rooms.

The SIG also recommends that the supervisory management on each crew should
have an engineering degree. Such matters will be resolved in accordance with
the Action Plan, which provides for studies and further staff analysis before
long-term upgrading of operations and support personnel. There are other
important items in the detailed recommendations of the SIG. Wwe believe that
the action items in draft 2, Chapter I, combined with the policy and organiza-
tional changes identified in Chapter IV, will assure appropriate recognition
of SIG items that relate to this area of concern.

I.C Operating Procedures

The recommendations made by the SIG on operating procedures are in basic
agreement with the Action Plan. In some cases, items identified are more
specific, recommend a higher priority, or would have been developed in some
form as routine sta“f followup tasks after the completion of already approved
studies or studies recommended in the Action Plan. Examples of these include
the following:

a. The studies and reviews scheduled in the Action Plan relating to
control room designs, human factors, instrumentation, degraded core, and risk
assessment will, upon completion, directly impact on orderly procedure develop=
ment and meaningful training of operzting personnel in such procedures.

b. The pilot review program for emergency procedures is an action item
that will be implemented by multi-disciplined NRC review teams for all NTOL
facilities. The program is also scheduled to be expanded to cover representa-
tive operating facilities of different designs. It is to be noted that imple-
mentation of the current action plan may affect the priority and the necessity
to review emergency procedures for all facilities as recommended by the SIG,
if the pilot program findings indicate this to be an appropriate action item.
The current action plan does include the orderly review, within a specified
time period, of al)l emergency procedures following the completion of various
studies, some currently under way.

There is one SIG finding, without a specific recommendation, that implies that

NRC should approve plant procedures. This matter is one the staff has con-
sidered in the past (e.g., Lessons Learned Task Force) but rejected, and it is
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not now included in the Action Plan. Apparently the SIG rejected the idea
also in deciding not to elevate the concept from a finding to a recommendation.

1.0 Centrol Room Design

With one exception, the Action Plan is basically unaffected by the SIG recom=
mendations on control room design. The one exception, which has been &dopted
and included in the near-term operating license requirements list and will be
folded into the Action Plan in draft 3, is the gqualitative srassment of
control room design before new plants go into operation. Th* control room
design studies currently called for in the Action Plan will continue on a
priority basis but, in the interim, a qualitative assessment should be
required prior to licensing to caich significant problem areas.

I.E Dissemination of Operating Experience

The SIG report places ne.vy stress on dissemination of operating experience,
and so does the Action Plan. We believe that no specific changes are necessary
to the Action Plan; however, there are managerial and policy issues which must
be resoived that relave to staffing and priorities. Their resolution will
affect the perfoimance of this operating experience evaluation function in the
long term. Management programs to assure optimum resolution of these questions
will be considered for inclusion in Chapter IV of draft 3 of the Action Plan.

I.F Quality Control

There are many recommendations in the SIG report that indirectly relate to the
term "Quality Control" but directly relate to the need to improve the safety,
quality, and classification of equipment and safety systems, including equip-
ment not designated safety-related. The SIG recommendations are not in conflict
with the Action Plan and the staff will give consideration to refinements of

the plan in draft 3 to more cleariy reflect the SIG recommendations.

I.G Training During Preoperational and Low-Power Testing

There are no recommendations made in the SIG report on training that conflict
with the Action Flan. No changes are contemplated.

Chapter II - Siting and Design

Volumes I and II of the SIG report contain a large number of recommendations
which relate to the subject matter of Chapter Il of the TMI Action Plan. But
the general impact of the SIG recommendaticns, with regard to possible changes
or additions to the Action Plan, is relatively minor. The great majority of
the SIG recommendations relating to siting and design concerns are already
appropriately addressed in the Action Plan, either as specific hardware changes
or additional analyses, or a: siudies which provide the basis for future
Commission decisions, rulemaking, or revised regulatory requirements. The
reason for this similarity is that the SIG report identified few additional
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siting and design concerns or conclusions not already addressed ir the report

of the President's Commission, the various Lessons Learned reports, the Bulletins
and Orders activities, or the ACRS recommendations which provided the bases

for the current draft 2 of the Action Plan. The few exceptions which would
require either revision of existing action items or incorporation into the

plan as new tasks in areas already addressed by the Plan are summarized below.
One design area that is not treated in the Action Plan at all and that was

given high attention by the SIG report is that of standardization of dosigns

It will be considered for inclusion in draft 3.

II.A Siting

The development of new siting criteria (interim for pending construction
permits and long-term rulemaking) as presently described in Section II.A.1 of
draft 2 of the Action Plan should consider the emergency planning distances
based on maximum dose levels, probability factors, and associated time limits
from various projected accidents, as recommended by the SIG.

I1.8 Consideration of Degraded or Melted Cores in Safety Reviews

The SIG report recommends a number of specific changes in nlant design, equip~
ment modifications, and operator training to improve plant response to an
accident which may result in a degraded-core condition. The current Action
Plan adequately addresse: most of these recommendations. A number of these
recommendations including a revised "design basis" for nuclear pcwer plants,
additional research on degraded- or melted-core behavior, and revised design
requirements for support systems will be addressed in the proposed rulemaking
on consideration of degraded or melted cores in safety reviews.

II.C Systems Engineering

The SIG report gives considerable attention to the need for improvement in the
basis for safety review of reactor design and increased use of quantitative
risk-assessmert techniques. It calls for the use of a more sophisticated and
comprehensive approach to "hazard control" that takes advantage of human-factors
techniques as well as significant advances in guantitative risk analyses. The
staff generally agrees with these goals and draft 2 of the Action Plan reflects
those actions or studies we have presently conceived to accomplish those

goals. But there is much offered by the SIG report in this area that needs to
be factored into our thinking and planning for the long term. This area

should be emphasized by NRR and the RES Probabilistic Analysis Staff in their
consideration of changes for draft 3 of the Action Plan.

More specifically, our review of the SIG report to date indicates that the
systems reliability and systems interaction studies described in Section II.C
should be revised to specifically address the possible need for upgrading of
“nonsafety” related systems to some level of "safety grade.” The SIG recom-
mendation for a graded scale of significance between safety grade and nonsafety
grade is consistent with the Lessons Learned Task Force recommendations but

has some practical problems in implementation that need study.
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The SIG also calls for specific studier f loss of power to enginer~ed safety
features during a critical transient or accident sequence. This has been an
outstanding question in reactor safety for 10 years or more for which there
are gooc¢ reasons for and against its inclusion in the design basis. It falls
naturally into risk-assassment methods and can probably best be resclved in
that context.

I1.0 Reactor Coolant System Relief and Safety Valves

The primary recommendation in the SIG report related to reactor coolant system
relief and safety valves is the need to establish the capability of pressure-
operated relief valves (PORVs) to discharge water or two-phase fluid. We
believe that the industry test program described in Section II.D of the Action
Plan, supported by NRC review and possible confirmatory tests by NRC, will
meet the intent of this recommendation.

II.E System Design

In light of the SIG report, the staff will consider whether a new task needs

to be added to Section II.E that would require future designs to provide
piping configurations which would oarmit periodic testing of valves at system
conditions expected during transients and accidents. This is a pre-TMI concern
of long-standing controversy within the technical staff. A1l other relevant
SIG recommendations seem to be adequately addressed in the Action Plan.

II.F Instruments and Controls

In development of draft 3 of the Action Plan, NRR should consider inclusion of
a new task for the development of periodic testing criteria for control circuit
components at degraded power supply conditions to ensure performance capability.
This subject has been of concern since well before TMI, and it does not appear
to the Steering Group that the accident itself attaches special new priority

to its resolution, but the testing approach suggested by the SIG may be an
efficient means of achieving early resolution of the concern. It deserves
priority attention for that reason.

Sections I1.G, H, J‘and K

Very few SI5 recommendations relate to Sections II.G, H, J, and K of the
Action Plan. Those identified are addressed in the Action Flan in a manner
consistent with the SIG findings; such as, possible licensing of reactor NSSS
vendors and architect-engineers.

Chapter 111 - Emergency Preparedness, Public Information and Radia%ion
Protection

The report of tlie Special Inquiry Group has identified a large number of
recommerdation: for improvement in emergency preparedness, public information,
and radiation protection. About half of the recommendationr in Volume II of
the SIG report are in these areas.
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Despite their large number, these recommendations will likely lead to minimal
change in Chapter III of the present Action Plan. That is, there are no
significant new findings not previously recognized and accounted for in the
Action Plan. The SIG recommendations are generally more detailed and pre-
scriptive than the action items in the Action Plan, and certainly those
details should be considered by the organizational entities that will execute
the plan. But, in most instances, the thrust of the SIG recommendations are
consistent with the NRC staff thinking that led to the tasks in this area of
the Action Plan. Any judgment differences that we perceive at this time are
more in the area of how to do something than in whether to do it.

IIT.A NRC and Licensee Preparedness

There were relatively few recommendations in the area of licensee preparedness.
Most have already been fully incorporated in the Action Plan. One new thought
has not. The SIG recommends that an inoperable emergency plan should be
treated in the same way as an inoperable engineered safety system. That fis,
if for any reason (e.g., flood, blizzard, civil disturbance, etc.), the emer-
gency plan could not be executed over some perioa of time, the licensee should
be required to notify the NRC, who would then determine whether the plant
should be shut down. This thought has not been included in the proposed
:?.r onc¥ plan rule and will be considered by the staff in developing the

nal rule.

The SIG report contains a large number of very specific recommendations that
deal with the NRC role and organization in an emergency. It concludes that
management of NRC's overall response should be from an on-site location, with
a response team headed by the Regional Diractor, or his aiternate. The role
of the NRC Headquarters Emergency Management Team (EMT), according to the SIG
report, should be one of providing support to the on-site group, when asked.
The SIG concludes that the Commission "should not interject itself into the
management's response to an emergency," but that the predesignated emergency
response organization should be relied on. These recommendations are in stark
contrast to the actual roles of the various NRC organizational elements that
evolved during the TMI-2 accident. The NRC Office of Inspection ana Enforce-
ment is revising the NRC emergency response program to reflect lessons learned
from TMI-2 and, as indicated in Action Item III.A.3.1, will be interacting
with the Commission in the development of a clear statement of NRC's overall
role in responding to emergencies. This item is also included on the staff's
recommended 1ist of requirements for endiny the licensing pause. Insofar as
the related items in the Plan, the staff will consider the specific recommen-
dations of the SIG in developing draft 3. It appears likely, however, that a
different concept than envisioned by the SIG of the relative roles to be
played by the Commission, the EMT, the headguarters staff, and the Regional
offices will emerge. As a result, many of the detailed recommendations in the
SIG report may not be adopted. Such differences as develop, however, will be
more the result of differences in judgment on the details of how to accomplish
the overal]l NRC role than fundamental <ifferences regarding what the overall
NRC role should be.
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I1.8 Emergency Preparedness of State and Local Governments

The SIG recommendations on emergency preparedness will not significantly
affect the Action Plan. The ongoing rule-making action (amending Appendix E
of 10 CFR Part 50) and the ongoirg coordinating activities with FEMA being
carried out under the recently executed memorandum of understanding are
generally consistent with the SIG recommendations. Some exceptions follow:

a. The SIG report concludes that FEMA, rather than NRC, should approve
State and local government emergency plans. Because of its responsibilities
under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, it still is necessary that
NRC make the final decisions regarding the overall adeguacy of emergency
preparedness 1i.e., the integration of emergency preparedness onsite under the
control cf a licensee and regulated by NRC and offsite as determined by FEMA
and reviewed by NRC).

b. The SIG recommends that operating reactors that cannot meet criteria
for minimum evacuation areas (to be developed) be shut down unless, among
other things, the President determines that temporary continued operation of
the plant is vital to the national interest. The Action Plan (Action [tem
I1.A.2) includes a critical examination of plants located in areas of high
populaticn density. One possible outcome of this examination is that it could
lead to a recommendation for shutting down facilities. Wwe believe this is a
proper function of NRC. The Commission will need to give consideration to
whether it should initiate action, as implied in the SIG report, to establish
a2 legisla ive mechanism that provides for a Presidential determination regarding
the national interest in such cases.

I11.C Public Information

The SIG recommencations regarding public information in some instances go
beyond the measures described in Section III1.C of the Action Plan. With three
exceptions, we believe the recommendations are velid and the Action Plan will
be modified accordingly. The fnllowing are the exceptions:

2. The SIG recommends that the senior NRC official onsite should be the
principal spokesman at press conferences. The President's Tommission recom-
mended that this lead role should be played by the utility. The staff has
earlier concluded that the handling of press conferences following an accident
should be a coordinated effort involving the NRC, the utility, the State, and
other supporting Federal agencies. Each of these entities would have certain
prescribed responsibilities and lead interests related to the accident.
Accordingly, it has been the staff position that the designation of any single
spokesman is not necessary or useful.

b. The SIG recommends that NRC should develop a standard format for
press releases to ensure inclusion of basic information concerning a nucliear
accident. To the extent that this recommendation was meant to result in a
regulatory requirement to be placed on licensees, it is doubtful that the
staff effort to develop such a standard format is justified.
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c. The SIG recommends that NRC take the lead in working with State
agencies to develop public information programs on nuclear power and its
consequences. The staff is presently negotiating with FEMA, either as an
amendment L0 the existing memorandum of understanding or as a separate agree-
ment, to define the public information responsibilities of the two agencies.
It i;lgot clear at this time that NRC will have the lead rol2 envisioned by
the .

I11.0 Radiziion Protection

No major nev tasks have been identifed from our preliminary review of the
radiation protection recommendations in the rcport of the Special Inquiry
Group. In teveral instances, the SIG recommendations go farther than was
envisioned 'n the related task description in the Action Plan. We will be
considering these recommendations in more detail in preparing draft 3 of the
Action Plan and expect that, for the most part, the action plans will be
revised as necessary so that the detailed recommendations of the SIG will be
specifically considered in the execution of the plan. At this point in time,
we do not consider that these revisions would significantly increase NRC or
industry resource requirements in this area.

Chapter IV - NRC Organization, Management, Practices and Procedures

The Special Inquiry arc p concluded that “the one theme that runs through the
conclusions we have reached is ti.z® *the principal deficiencies in commercial
reactor safety are not hardware protlems, they are management problems."
whether one agrees or cisagrees with this simplified summary of the “bottom
Tine" (recall that the Fresident'~ Commission didn't say “mismanagement," it
said "bad attitude"), the SIG clearly had much to say about the management of
and by NRC. Over the next few weeks, a comparable degree of attention will
need to be directed by the Commission and its principal line officials to the
recommendations of the SIG and to the prompt resolution of compelling management
and organizational deficiencies of the agency in the wake of the accident and
the quagmire of the licensing pause.

The relationship of the SIG recommendations in this area to draft 2 of the
Action Plan is summarized below.

IV.A Overall Policy and Organization

The SIG recommendations impac’ -~ on Task IV.A of Chapter IV, which deals with
overall NRC policy and orea; 2:. sn, ire for the most part found in Volume I
of the SIG report.

The SIG recommendation t it there ™e articulated a substantive risk objective
for nuclear power plants for public ¢izzussion and Executive and Congressional
consideration (Vol. I, p. 152) relates to Task IV.A.1l. This recommendation
goes beyond the identified Task and would require the inclusion of a risk
objective in the Task.
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The SIG recommendation that the NRC be headed by a single chief executive
relates to Task IV.A.2 (Vol. I, p. 115). This recommendation conflicts with
.-2 Action Plan. However, no change in the Action Plan appeirs warranted in
view of a prior Commission and Executive Branch decision not to pursue this
course of action.

The SIG recommendation that a single director of the EMT be designated with
exclusive authority (Vol. I, p. 134) relates to Task IV.A.3 but adds a different
thought which warrants consideration of a modification of Chis Task.

The SIG recommendation (Vol. I, p. 117) that NRC give high priority to locating
the agency in a single location and to promptly relocating the Commissioners
and their personal staffs in Bethesda for the interim relates to Tasks IV.A.4
and IV.A.5. This recommendation gener:zlly parallels the Task Action Plan and
no change appears warranted except for the inclusion of the interim proposal

in the short-term plan.

The SIG recommendation (Vol. I, p. 141) that the NRC significantly limit the

ex parte rule and apply it more rationally is encompassed within Task IV.A.6.
No modification of the plan appears warranted. The SIG recommendation

(Vol. I, p. 142) that the Appeal Board be abolished is encompassed within Task
IV.A.8. No modification of the plan appears warranted. The SIG recommendation
(vol. I, pp. 120-121) that consideration be given to the transfer to other
agencies of NRC functions which are not safety related is covered in Task
IV.A.7. No mod 'cation of the plan appears warranted. Some of these transfer
issues were treated in the letter to Or. Frank Press of October 9 and the
President's statement of December 7, 1979, and were apparently resolved at

that time.

The SIG recommendation (Vel. I, p. 117) that NRC consolidate NRC resources
relating to monitoring operating reactors in a single office relates to Task
IV.A.9. Since this recommendation is more specific than the Task Action Plan,
a mod’fication would be reguired to incorporate it. The SIG recommendation
(Vol. I, p. 140) that the ACRS be retained in a strengthened role is encom-
passed in Task IV.A.11. No modification of the plan appears warranted.

Tie “IG recommendations (Vol. I, pp. ~%2-144) that the NRC establish an Office
of rublic Counsel and adcpt a program for intervenor funding relates to Task
IV.A.13. Both recommendations appear to be encompassed within this task and,
accordingly, no modification of the plan appears warranted.

The SIG recommendation (Vol. I, pp. 117-119) that an independent Nuclear

Safety Board be established is not presently included in the Action Plan.

This recommendation could be included as a new task which would call for a
study as to the need for such a Board. The SIG recommendation (Vol. I, p. 141)
that the NRC abolish the two-step licensing process relates to Task IV.A.15.
Inclusion of this recommendation would require modification of the plan.
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IV.B Staff Organization and Practices

The SIG recommendations impacting on Section IV.B.1, which deals with the
increase of emphasis on human factors, are generally consistent with the Plan.
Its recommendations concerning an interdisciplinary organizational unit for
human factors (Vol. II, Pf2, p. 0387 and Vol. II, Pf2, p. 0669) are consistent
with but an extension of Action Items IV.B.1 and IV.B.2, since these tasks are
in terms of increased attention to human factors (and in IV.B.2 to other
aspects of enforcement in individual offices). The assessment of whether to
create a separate interdisciplinary unit should be included in Task IV.A.9,
"Reexamine organizations and functions of NRC offices." The SIG recommendation
that NRC Staff be given improved training in design and operation of actual
plants (Vel. I, p. 120) would be an extension of Action Item IV.B.6. In-plant
training probably should be extended to those having a reasonably cirect
effect on plant design and operating characteristics.

There are a number of other recommendations which touch upon the general
subject area of Task IV.B but which go beyond the specifics of the present
Task IV.B. The recommendatiors for rotation of managers (Vol. I, p. 120) and
studying ways to reduce office isulation (Vol. II, Pfl, p. 0188) appear to be
related to the studies identifi:d in Action Item IV.A.9. The recommendation
to modify organization to improve attention to radiation protection (Vol. II,
Pf2, p. 0039) is really the gist of the combined effect of a number of the
Task Action Plans in Part III. Similarly, the recommendation to establish a
headquarters-based incident investigation team (Vol. II, Pf3, p. 0669) will be
a part of Action Items IV.A.8, IV.A.9 and IIIl.A.3.

The reconmendation to establish and enforce maximum working days for steps in
the Board notifications process (Vol. II, pf, p. 0190) is not in the plan and
probably need not be included since action has already been taken to correct
the problem. The recommendation to improve attention to utility fiscal incen-
tives (Vol. II, Pfl, p. 0355) is one that will be added to the Plan. The
recommendation to designate a unit to track and publicize the resolution of
}Ml-rtlated issues (Vol. II, Pf3, p. 067) could be factored iico Action Item
V.A.8.

The recommendation to exercise better management control over work priorities
is the basic thrust of the effort to prepare an action plan in the first
place. Upon its completion, after priority ordering of the tasks relitive to
non-TMI activities of the NRC, it will be a tool of great significance in
anabling the agency management to exercise better control over agency work
priorities.

IV.C Improve Followup on ACRS Advice

There appears to be nothing in the SIG report that directly impacts on or
warrants any modification on the task of improving followup on ACRS advice.
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IV.0 ldentification and Resolution of Safety Issues

The SIG recommendations that might impact on identification and resolution of
safety issues (Task IV.D) appear to be somewhat diffuse and scattered throughout
the SIG report. Within the limited time available for this initial review of
the SIG report it can only be said that the incorporation of the SIG recommen-
dations will likely require modification of Tasks IV.D.1 and IV.D.2. The
present version of Task IV.D.3 appears to be compatible witn the intent of the
SIG report and will not likely require modification.

IV.E Improvement of Safety Rulemaking Procedures

The SIG report did not specifically address the question of rulemaking proce-
dures, although it did call for increased use of rulemaking (Vol. I, p. 142)
and improvement of the quality of regulations (Vol. I, p. 140; Vol. II,

pp. 0023, 0036). Specifically, the SIG called for the designation of an
organization "to have primary responsibility in the rulemaking area to assure
that the guality of the regulations are adequate" (Vol. II, pp. 0041-42); this
appears to be within the intent of Action Items IV.A.8, 9 and 10.

Task IV.E, as presently structured, recognizes the need for improvement in the
quality (as well as the content) of the regulations and need not be changed to
incorporate the observations of the SIG on this point. The recommendation of
the SIG regarding the establishment of a new quality control group for rule-
making is not supported in the SIG report, and seems impractical since quality
of regulations reflects technical, legal, policy and editorial considerations.
The present process, which involves S0, OELD, one or more affected “program
offices," public comment, Commission Staff offices, and the Commission itself,
provides ample opportunity for quality control. Since there is no bacis
provided for the recommendation, it is not clear whether it's more a question
of poor gquality regulations issuing from NRC or poor use of rulemaking to
resolve technical issues that is of concern.

IV.G New Section for Draft 3

within Chapter IV we have identified the need to include a new Task IV.G to
accommodate the SIG recommendations regarding conflicting responsibilities of
regulatory authorities (Vol. II, Part 1, p. 0352 et. seq.). It would appear
that the various elements of the recommendation will warrant substantial

study, since they encompass the ragulatory authorities at the state and Federa)
levels and involve a variety of financial and economic considerations.
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ENCLOSURE 3

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS IN VOLUME I OF SIG REPORT,
NUREG/CR-1250, WITH DRAFT 2 OF TMI ACTION PLAN, NUREG-0660



Key:

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDAT IONS IN SIG REPORT
NUREG/CR- 1250, VOLUME 1, WITH DRAFT 2 Of
THI ACTION PLAN, NUREG-0660

Impact on TMI Action Plan

S

Note:

S SRS AL SR AR A5

Recommendation Is adequately covered in Draft 2 of Lhe Action Plan; no revision to the plan Is necessary.

There is a related TMI Action Flan Task, but the SIG recommendalion adds & wew or different thought; Draft 3
of the Action Plan will Include consideration of the SIG recommendation In the related task description.

There Is no directly related TMI Action Plan Task and the recommendation merits consideration as a
new Task; Draft 3 of the Aclion Plan will include a new Lask that responds Lo the recosmendation.

Staff or Commission do not agree with recosmendation; no action will be taken.

When related IMI Action Plan Is listed as “none.” the proposed new Lask number s identified.
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RELATED TMi INPACT OM
SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAI | 0N ACTION SLAN TASK NI _ACTION PLAN

GENERAL
How Safe Is Safe Enough

s Ihe Administrator should formulste an ullimate safety objective for IV.A L L)
the regulatory program in the first Instance for review and approval
by Lhe President and Congress, and then when a standarc Is approved
should apply It (p. 116).

b, Decisions aboul the ultimate safely objective In the regulated program IV.A L -
and aboul the expansion or reduction of our comntry‘s rellance on .
wuc lear power should be made by Lhe Executive and Congress as part
of our national energy strategy (p. 91, 116, iI51).

Oversight Over the NRC

N Firm commitment on the part of the President and Lhe congressional None ¥
oversight committees, and a commitment by the public--1f what it
wanls is safer nuclear power plants--to keep the pressurc on elected
representatives for major meaningful reform (p. 92).

b. Congressional oversight committees should hold the NRC accountable None - .
with respect to outstanding generic items (p. 93).

Public Education

2. Renewed effort must be made Lo educate the public as to the actual risks Hi.c ' .
of nuclear power and that the risks and benefits assoclated with nuclear
power plants mus’ be welighed against the very rea! health and environmental

risks associated with other forms of power generaticn (p. 91). ' D

b Substantial efforts are necessary to provide information to the public 1i.c s
about actual radlcactive releases during the TMI accident and their actual Ly © |
hazards, as opposed Lo percelved hazards. The NRC should play an effective ~—~ %
role In this task (p. 154). R eiis)



SPECIAL _INQU’RY GROUP RECOMMENDAT 1ON
Moratorium or Suspension of Licensing Reviews

a.  The NRC should salisfy Itself that every licensee for an operating
reactor has evaluated: (1) the management and technical quallfications
of Its site crews and site managemcnt and thelr familarity with the

plant; (2) the adequacy of emergency operaling procecures; (3) possible
significant human factors or instrimentation problems in the conlrol

room; (4) and thelr training program for operato:s (p. 146).

b, The NRC would be wise to suspend processing of applications for
Construction Permits and Limited Work Authorizations watil It
considers the various recommendations we have made for reforming
the licensing process and for increased standardization (p. 92).

Statutory Base

Changes will require new legisiation, executive reorganization, and
substant fal overhaul of the way the WRC is organized and managed, at
the very least (p. 92).

EVALUATION OF OPERATING EXPERIENCE

Basic Responsibility

a.  Operating information must be evaluated both by iIndustry and the NRC
to ldentify items of potential safely concerns, and these musl then
be Investigated In depih (p. 97).

Office of Analysis and Evaluation of Operating Data (AEOD)

2. The Office of Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Daia (AE0D) should
be glven Lie task of developing recommendations as Lo where actions to
meet operating problems ought ', be required. These recommendations
should, In each Instance, be required to be re
by the appropriate program office of Lthe NRC within a fixed period of

time. Unresolved disagreements between AEOD and a program office could be

requived to be reviewed by the Commission or Administrator (p. 99).

ted, modified, or leposed

RELATED TMI
ACTION PLAN TASK

Nove (IV.A)
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LETL, IVASY,
Iv.8.?

ST ew



POOR
WEINAL

:
In
uu

W4 NOLLOV 1M1
NO LOVaMI

ZA

ftzel

veer'eze

rzel

zen

931 's31

VAL ‘LYY

LA
6VAL TN
WSVI NV1d MO LIV
(LT TLAE

(101 "d) Bupaajunodua aae ssoydadsuy ) swajqoad Ajpjuapy 0y Japao uy
‘sa0y2adsuj pue s Rid4 )0 Juasabeuew JyN Y10q Aq papuaje ‘sieujmas
augnbas Bupyanpuod AG pue (siajaenbpeay pue piat)) wojiejos jieys Aq
paseasdu| 9q pnoys juamabeues puw §je3s 31 4) Jo AOua)d)joud sy

(001 "d) weop s aq

07 pasgnbas aq pLnoys J010vas ay) wayl ‘Auojde)siies aq o) pabipnf
00U s) wopyeaado ayy j|  swase wayqosd pue sjods yeam Ajjjuap)

0) 43PA0 W) SAPIPLIIN SN0 S|A-R-S|A puUe pirOq Y)Y SS0.0R Ajj|jan
yoea Bupyenieas 03 $921))0 (euo|Bas Aq pajoadp 3q pINOYS 140) )3 ioy

‘(001 "d) syseq Bujob.uo ue uo acudjadwod (EIUYII) pue Jusmabeues
A1111In ajengead puw Jo)juom 0} seeiboad mau dojanap pinoys 39]

(001 'd) (sa)3ng)ip snojrad
uo dn Buymoj o) 10 ‘swajqoad 3y )ydads ‘syujejdwod ‘suojied)jrion o)
Bujpuodsas) suojydadsu) aajyoeas o) waa(b aq pinoys wojuINIe oy

‘(oor "d) weid ¢ jo vojyeasado

(1Ra240 2y} jO suop)dadsu) yidap-uj 1O0APUOI 0) STIS|A PAOUNOUIRUN
ayew ss0)sadsup Jo dnoab @ yopym vy yoeoadde I3)(q 40 W} ¥ YA
a0pdadsuy apysas ay) Bujjuseajddns o) uaa|B aq pinoys s)seydes aaoy

Sjue| 4 )0 wojyiadsu]

‘(66 ") S|Seq UOWNOD ® IARY RIEP ) JPY) OF WIOJjUR Aiw JEY) Sjuow
~aspnbas Bupjsodas apnjpou) pue ‘spshieur (£2)15)1015 0] I|GRUINE JPRIG)
ajeaedas @ uj sjuapiouy soupm jo Bujjiodas ayy 40) apjacad ‘syuens
quedgjpubys jo damogjo) pue Bujyiodas yidep.u| asom asynbas pinoys
wajshs S|yf SIOPUIA PUR SAJALLIIN Y10q 0) I qudy|dde wayshs Buyysedas
A suayIIdn0d Pas|ads ® 0] uaalD aq pinoys wo|IRIIP)SUOD “QOIV PIT Of

(66 d) s|vuo)ssajosd pp-Gf URY) SSI| OU JO [IAB| ® J° SAYOURLG pue 53D )0
A3YY0 ) ||® Wou) S|SRQ [U0|1R104 ® wo Jaed u) Paj RS 3 PINOYS GOIY

‘(66 ‘d) QOIV U1 PIIRIO|IL 3q PINOYS $10)IPIL JO JUIMSSISSE
¥5§4 aapreygjuend Buymiojaad 0) Pejoadap suopIung JJeLS JEN JUISIIg

NOTLVON 0D 78 4nOND ANINDMI WID34S

A- 107



SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDATION

Institute of Muclear Power Operation (INPO)

We urge the rapid implementation of the industry-wide Institute of

Nuc lear Power Operation (INPO) to evaluale operating Information and
problems and police and upgrade Lhe managemenl and operating compeltence
of ils members (p. 110).

ONSITE PERSONNEL AMD PROCEDURES

Tratning

There Is a clear need for more operator training with esphasis
on response to emergencies and on system diacnosis (p. 105).

The NRC Thould sssume a direct role In the training of operators
Including cert!. ication of tralning faciltities, establishment of
a oinimm curriculum, and certification of dnstructors (p. 105).

Operators must be Lrained as a team on the simulator with more
emphasis on response Lo emergencies and on system diagnosis (p. 105).

Technica)l Expertise

NRC should require every iicensee to hire a cadre of graduate engineers
knowledgeable In reactor englineering and physics. Each should be pro-
video with training in the specific characteristics of the plant, with
special emphasis on Integrated plant response and transient behavior
The utility should be required to deploy at least one such engineer
supervisor whose qualifications have been examined by Lhe NRC

as shift manag:r (not as an “advisor™) on every shift (p. 106).

A substantially more detalled and upgraded set of requirements should
be developed by the NRC for technically competent, MRC-ce~tifled,
supervisory and management officials to be present on eacn shift to
direct operations (p. 106).

RELATED I

ACTION PLAN 12
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SPECIAL INQUIRY GE™NIP RECOMMENDATION

Station Manaing

s Hinleum -n.ﬂin. requirements for each shift need to be increased
by the NRC (p. 106).

INDUS TRY-WIDE TECHNICAL RESOURCES

Data and Analysis Centers

a.  One or more data centers should be established by the industry, manned
24-hours a day by nuclear experts, to which essential plant parameters
would be telemelered sutomatically (p. 107).

b. HNRR's “"Lessons lLearned” Report proposed that each utility be required
to saintain a data center of Its own where lmportant plant parameters

could be read. Additional stations such as these would be useful (p. 108).

Indusiry-Wide Consortium

a. A mumber of existing plants now owned by different utilities could be
owned an/or constructed or cperated by an Industry-wide consor!ive or
a public corporation simiiar to COMSAT (p. 110). .

b. Utilitles not meeting safety requirements regarding technical or
wanagement competence could be placed into “receivership” by the
MRC. Thelr operation (or construction) then would be undertaken
by the consortium as a condition of Lhe NRC license (p. 110).

NRC_ORGANIZATION

Single Chief Execulive

a.  There is a central and overwhelning need for iqlslnlln and execut lve
reorganization to establish & single chiel executive with the clear
author ity to supervise and direct the entire NRC staff. We do not

believe that the current administration's propesal (o slrengthen Lhe
NRC Chalrman’s executive authority goes far enough. (p. 115, 117).

RELATED ™I
ACTION PLAN TASK
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RELATER THI IMPACT ON

SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAT 10N ACTION PLAN_ TASK NI ACTION PLAN
4. Project Management
a. Strengthening of project management Is necessary Lo oblain an IV.A9 . .
overall balance in the siaff's safety evaluations (p. 119). ¢
b. The need for overall plant and systems analysis has been clearly IV.A9 4

recognized and should be coordinated through a strong project
management organization (p. 119).

5. Perlodic Manager Reassignments

a. There should be an uchuur or rotation of senlor level managers IV.AY A
on a more pre-planned basis (p. 120).

6. Staff iraining

a The agency should establish a pol'cy that practical experience in the Iv.8. 6 b
deslr. construction, and operation of nuclear power plants and In tis
problems of radiation protection Is a requisite for key staff personnel
and arrange an effeclive program to obtain this experience for th
appropriate individuals (p. 120).

7. Transfer of Non-Heaith and Safety Responsibilities

A Present MRC responsibilities that do not relate to radiological IV.A7 *
health and safely should be considered for possible Lransfer to
appropriate fes. Examples are antitrust responsibilities
and jurisdiction over export licenses (p. 121).

s/~

NRC Office Consolldation

a We recommend that high priority be given to locating the entire agency IV.A 4, IV.AS
in a single location. In the interim, the offices of the Commissioners
and thelr personal staff should be promptly relocaled in Bethesda,
Maryland (p. 117).




SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDATION
HUMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING

Instrumentat fon

a The MRC should develrp new standards for instrumentation, computers
print-out devices, « "'s, and other digital displays to facilitate
Information transfer (p. 127).

b.  Every nuclear plant should be required to Install the equivalent of
& reactimeter that constantly monitors important plant parameters
and s tied Lo an Information and display compuler that can call wp
these parameters on an Instantaneous or trend basis. Ihis informat jon
would also be telemetered to the offsite data center (p. 127).

€. Distrubance analysis systems should be developed to provide
operators a clearer picture of reactor conditions (p. 127).

Control Rovm Design

[ Usln? human factors engineering, the NRC should move forward to
‘evelop standardized criteria for contro) room design such as
Paren.ere i Lp displayed, fundamental grouping of Instruments
and controls, panel layout, and alarm systems. A deadline for
Implementation of these requirements related to control room
design should be established and eniorced (p. 128).

MORE REMOTE SITING AND IMPROVED EMERGENCY PLANNING
More Remote Siting

a.  Future reactor: ~’..4ld be locatel only at sites that are at least 10 miles,
and perhaps more, from any signiticant center of population (p. 130).

b.  Specific criteria for reactor siting should be developed promptly by
the NRC in conjunction with other federal and state 2gencles with
experience In emergency evacuation. Considerations should be glven
Lo Lhe specific characteristics of the area that influence the
effectiveness of evacuation, such as population density, population
centers beyond 10 miles, and evacuation routes (p. 130, 1),
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RELATED 141 INPACT ON
SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAT 10N ACTION PLAN 1ASK TMI ACTION PLAN

w 2 Emergency Planning

' 4 Evacuation of citizens at least 10 miles around & nucl ar power ALY, THLA2, a4
1 plart must be considered as an independent means of protlection 1HiLs
i over and above Lhe engineered safely features designed to citigate

an accident and prevent radiological releases. Distances should

be regarded as the ultimate defense- ln-depth barrier (p. 130)

- b Federal emergency planning functions for accidents at nuclear reactors HLs -
should be consolidated into & single federal agency. The new Federal

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) appears Lo be the approprlate agency

for such planning (p. 131)

. c FEMA and the NRC sust coordinate closely on emergency plamning and A 22, 1118 B i
Lo FEMA should mare maximum use of the work that the NRC has already p o
done and Is presenlly doing (p. 131) f’
d The specific detalls of the emergency plan must be worked out LA LD, HILLA22 B
. al coumly and local levels (p. 132)
| e Consideration must be given by the NRC and FEMA to the methods by 1.8 B i
“ \ which funds can be made avallable Lo local communities near nuclear
plans for emergency planning. Two possible options are: (1) specific ;
\ Federal grants could be provided for such activily and (2) the NRC
! (/\ could require utilities to pay for local planning efforts (p. 132) i
*‘ ‘ f Workable State emergency plans, approved hy FEMA, should be a 1.8 0 -
prevequisite to conlinued operation of existing and future

reactors (p. 132)

q Plant operation should nol be made absolutely contingent on HI.A2.2, 1118 @ v
approved local plans since this would, in effect, give local

i ’ municipal govermments the power to close & plant (p. 131, 132)
| h The emergency plan should not be Just an abstract document. [t should HEALL HLA22 : b .
make realistic provisions for such seasonal or other variations as { \
G 3 snow storms and large summer populations; and It should provide that
: Lhe plant may have to be shul down, if the plan becomes Inoperable el
; for more than a short perlod of time (p. 132, 133) ~ - | )
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SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDATION

In establishing specific emergency planning distances probably maximus
radiation doses from varlous projected accidents at di"orul distances
from a plant ¢ ould be carried fo ward by Lhe Cosmission into specific
criteria the' Incorporate maximm dose levels, probablility factors,

and assoclated time limits (p. 133).

Once criteria for minimm workable evacualion areas 2re established
by the NRC, prudence dictates Lhat plants that cannot meet these
criteria should be shut down, unless: (1) additional safely systems
for the mitigation of accldents can be Installed efther to reduce
-he area of likely accident consequences or to Increase the
permissible Lime for evacuation; e+ (2) there is a determination

by the President that the temporary conlinued operation of the
plant s vital to the nationa' Interest (p. 131).

NRC Emergency Response

The Execulive Management Team (EMT) should have & single director
who should exerclise the authority of Lhe entire agency during an
emergency (p. 134).

Any decision by MRC headquarters Lo recommend evacualion should be
made bv V' > director of the EMT and thereaftler should be communicated
to the 'ule authorities by the highest official of the NRC available
(p. 14).

FEMA and other federal agencles involved she /1d have senior
representalives present al the NRC's Incident Response Center
(p. 14).

The NRC emergency response plans should be revised to shift the
L of the NRC's overall . sponse to the site as quickly
as possible (p. 135).

The onsite NRC official must have vnough clout to assume control
of the agency's overall response (normally at least the Reglonal
Office Director level) (p. 135).
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RELATED ™I
ACTION PLAN TASK

c If the Commission Is retained, consideralion should be given to IV.AS
aoiisn'ag the Licensing Appeal Board and requiring the Commission
to consider and approve every new reactor licenSe. Appeal Board
members could be Lransferred Lo a support office to assist the
Commission in this work (p. 142).

SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAT1ON

a. Generic safety issves and other important policy lssves should : iv.nD.2.2
be handled by the agency or the Commission directly, Uhrough
rulemaking and pelicy directives (p. 142).

b. Important decislions that lead to the establishment of required iv.8.7

safety levels should be promulgated by agency policy through
a more open and definitive procedure (p. 142).

¢.  Steps should be taken Lo eliminate possible ::oln:ted pwblic IV.E.4
hearings on individual rules and to ensure that the amount of

public input Is appropriate to the substantive issues Involved.
For example, rulemaking can often be carried out by consideration
of writien comments, rather than through public hearings (p. 142).

Office of Public Counsel

a. An Office of Public Counsel should be established reporting to the IV.A 13
head of the agency. The primary functions of the office should be
to: (1) provide a source of legal and technical counsel Lo potential
or actual Intervenors and Lo punlic iInterest rm; (2) intervene
as & party directly In agency rulemaking or Vicensing proceedings
when appropriste; (3) fund and monitor, where appropriate, independent
technical peer reviews; and (4) handle detalls of intervenor financing

_ (p. 143).
Intervenor Funding !
a. A program of funding of Individual Intervenors or s of Inter- IVAD

venors should be adopted for both Vicensing and rulemaking proceedings,
administered through the Office of Public Counsel (p. II;‘.
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SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAT 10N

Strict requirements should be established that funding be con-
ditioned upon the intervenor propounding non-frivolous issues
that are not being effectively advanced by others (p. 144).

Funding should be appropriate to the efforl necessary with the
final declision on reimbursemsent being made by the 0ffice of Public
Counsel, the Licensing Board, or (In rulemaking proceedings) by the
Commissioner or Administrator (p. 143, 144).

Standardizat lon

Use of standardized designs should be required for all future
applic:tions, unless Lhe Commission or administrator grants an
exempl ion for good cause (p 144).

Once a standard mode! plant is under comnstruction, It should be
treated by the NRC as If It were already in operation for purposes
of daciding whelher new deslign changes shouid be required. 17 a
design change were clearly needed to make operating reactors safe,
then the change should also be made on those “standard models”
under construction {(p. 144).

Regulatory Requirements Review Committee

The Ratchet Commitiee's function Is of sufficient importance Lo
warrant its deliberations to be reported in some depth {7 not
actually transcribed completely (p. 146).

The voting mesbers of the Ratchet Commitlee should be lower than
Office or Division Director level (p. 146). 5

Additional steps should be taken to Increase the opportunity for
Industry, public, and ACRS involvement In Lhe issues considered
by Lhe Ratchet Committee functioning (p. 146).
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SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAT 10N

The present licensing review process, including design basis acclidents,
safely related systems, and the single failure criterion, should now be
amalgamated with and ultimately supplanted by a wore sophisticated and
comprehens ive approach te “hazard control” that takes advantage of human
factors technigues as well as the significant advances in quantilative
risk analyses (p. 148).

The best way to {mprove on the existing design review process Is to

place Increasing reliance upon quantitative risk analysis, emphasizing

those accldent sequences that contribule significantly to risk. We do

not suggest that the existing safely review process be supplanted immediatel
by a wore probabilistic review. This will be a long process, but the presen
review process should be augmented and quantitati.e melhods used as the best
available gulde to which accidents are the impurtant ones, and which approaches
are best for reducing thelr probability or their consequences. (p. 150).

A hybrid approach to the transition might be fate which includes the
following: (1) an expanded spectrum of design basis accidents used for safety
assessment purposes by using opirational experience, research results, lessons

from accidents, and advice from the ACRS, all studied through quantitative risk
analysis; (2) the effects of multiple equipment and human fallures, where the

risk of occurrence Is significantly high; (3) a risk related scheme for classifi-
cation of equipment on the basis of safety significance; (4) human faclors con-
siderations and operational procedures in the review process; and (5) on a selective
basls, a determination whether some design fealures to mitigate the effects of

some Class 9 accldents should be required (p. 151).

A thorough review should be made of loss of core cooling and the resultant
¢ re damage to determine |f certaln predictable consequences might be
substantially mitigated by design Improvements of less than staggering

cost or complexitly. Such improvements should be specifically evaluated

in th: norsal design review process. Specific examples are: (1) u:‘ltod
cons ideration should t» glven Lo the use of vented, fllitered contalnkent
systems Lo guard aga' st the high pressure rupture of existing containments;
and (2) redesign should be undertaken of some of the waste gas and filtering
systems that will inevitably be exposed to waler and gas coming from Lhe
primary system during a major accldent (p. 151).
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RELATED M1

SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP RECOMMENDAT 10N ACTION PLAN TASK

OCCUPATIONAL AND PUBIL IC MEALTH

Occupational Wealth

a.  Radlation protection, which has always been secondary in importance 1.8.1.3, 11LLD
to reactor operations and reactor safely, must be given a higher
priority (p. 155%).

b. The NRC should give a great r emphasis to radiatioh protection 1.8.13 1110
in both its safety review and Inspections (p 195).

€. AL reactor sites, the radiation protection function should be made 1.8.1.3
independent of operations and be elevated lo 2qual leportance (p. 155).

INFORMATION MADE AVAILABLE TO THE NEWS MEDIA

Emergency Response Planning

a. A provision for public Information should Le Incorporated in the 1ILA2
emergency response plans of both the NRC and the utility, and those
plans should be coordinated with State, count<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>