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POLICY ISSUE

(Commission Meeting) .

For: The . smissioners
From: william J. Dircks

Executive Director for Uperations

Subject: SYSTEMATIC SAFETY EVALUATION OF ALL CURRENTLY UPERATING NUCLEAR
PUWER REACTORS

Puipose: To request Coumission approval of the issuarce or the following
itews: (1) a draft Federal Register notice for a final rule
requiring gocumentation of deviations from the Standard Review
Plan, NUREG-75/U87, (2, a agetailed plan to i.apleme~t the systematic
safety evaluation of currently operating nuciear power reactors as
a draft wuREu Report for public cowsent; (3) a Federal Rayister
nctice announcing tne availability of and requesting C.m«ents on
the draft NUKEG report; (4) a public announcewent :~ the issuance
of tna final rule ana draft NuREuw report; and (5) letters to Con-
gress on the i1ssuance of the final rule and dra®t NUREG report.
These ‘tems are part of tne staff's proyram to adaress the require-
meats of Section 110 of Public Law 96-295, the NRL FY-30 authori-
zation Bill.

Background: On September 9, 1960, the staff suomittea an Act.on Paper (SECY-gU-
414) entitled "Systematic Safety Evaluation of All Currently
Operating Nuclear Prwer Reartors” to tre Comaission. In tnis paper
the staff requestea approval of the proposed conceptual eleients
of a plan designed to meet the requirements of Section 110 of °ublic
Law 96-295, the NRC FY-80 Autnorization sill. Tne Coumission met
on September 16, 19 and 22 to discuss that paper and anotner related
program, wnich will require the docuwentation of deviations from
the Standard rReview Plan (SRP), NUREG-/3/087, by al! licensees and
applicants. These Jiscussions resuited 1n the issuance of the 3U-
day status report to Congress (Enclosure 1), as required Dy Section
110(c) of Public Law 9v-295, on Septemoes 30, 1980, and in the Jub-
lication of a Notice of Proposes Rilemaking in the Federal Register
on October 9, 1980 (FR 6/uw3, Enclosure ).

gsecause of tne nexus of tne sbject of the Federal Register notice
to the requiresents of Section 110 of Public Law Yc-¢95, wnich
includes the igentification of ana docuentation of compliance

to the ~eyulations of particular safety siynificance, the lanyue je
in the notice of proposed rulumaking was chosen to track that of
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the 90-04y status report and tnus, to be fully compaiiniz witn

the larguage in the Public Law. Also, as presented in botn Enclo-
sures | and 2, the "Revised SRP," scheauled to be issued in April
1851, was explicitly designed and defined to be equivalent to the
“Division | Reyulatory Guiges ana staff technical positions,* which
is the language tnat the Public Law usea to indicate compliance
with the reyulations.

ine actions outlined in the Federal Reyister iWotice of proposed
rulemaking are fully concorgant witn the requirements of Subsec-
tions 110(b)(1) ana (2, of the law for all reactors operating as

“June 30, 1980. This notice further extended tne same require-
2rts to apply to ail reactors issuec operating licenses in tne
near future and would impose full documentation requirements on
all other reactors in tne licensiny process. Also, as stated in
¢ne J0-gay status report, the documentation .rcgram will be inte-
grated witn an existing safety issues study of the 1l oldest reac-
tors, (Pnase [l 2f the Systematic Evaluation Proyram (5EP)), ana
witn a reliapil..y-risk assessment study, (the [nterim Reliability
Evaluation Program (IREP)), sucn that the rcesultant proguct will pe
a comprenensive and coorainatea react~r safety review proyrai.

On October 7, 1980, the staff briefed tne Reactor (peratiuns Sub-
Lommittee of the ACRS, and on Uctooer 10, 198u, the full ACRS on

the staff's plan, as presented in StCY-8U-414, and on the initial
effort to igentify the regulations of particular safety sig:ificance.
By mewmorandum acated Uctober 14, 198U (Enclosure 3) the ACRS provided
its couments on tne staff plan. The staff .cknowledged these comments
in a memorangum dated November 7, 198U (Enclosu.e 4).

In a wemoranaum for the record dated Uctooer <4, 190 (Enclosure 5),
the Office of the Secretary closea SECY-3U-414 as an active accion
item. This action was based upor .e issuance of tne Octooer Ytn
Feder:1 Reyister Notice ana on the unaerstanding that the staff
WOu U SuDWMIt » new action paper subseyuent to the espiration date
of the Federal Register comment period (Novewper 24, 1980). This
pre.ent action paper 1S submifted to the Cowmission to present the
statf's analysis o° the pubnlic cowsents received on the Uctuber 9th
Federal Register Notice (see Enclosure b); to present the staff's
proposed fin-1 rule for documentation of ueviatiuns frow the SKP
(Enclosure 7); to provide the staff's analysis of tne reyulations,
including several cnoices for a list of regulations considered

to be of particular safety siygnificance (tnclosure &,; and to
obtain Comuission yu.dance on those issues in SECY-80-414 wnicn
have not as yet been acted upon.
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Discuscion: As stated previously, the SRP 1s in the process of being revised,
with completion scheauled for April 198l. This revision will
incorporate (1) a wore thorougn reference to existiny regulations,
(2) the approved TMl-related requirements, (3) other new require-
ments as are cleariy necessary and appropriate at this tiue, ana
{4) necessary eaitorial uana aaministrative ~hanyges. The revised
JKP will then be the base document against wnich the determination
of compliance to the regulations, as required by Section 110 of
Public Law 90-295, will be performed. [t is the intent of the
staff not to publish the proposed SRP revisions for public comuent
pecause of the nature of the revisions and dDecause 1t would aelay
the issuance uf an effective SKP.

The implementation scheme for the proposed requirement tur documen-
tat on of deviations frow the SRP, as detailed in a Federal Register
notice issued on Uctoter 9, 1580 (Enclosure 2), was the subject of

a great deal of public comment. Enclosure 6 provides the staff's
evaluation of these comments and Enc osure 7, developed as a result
of that evaluation and as a result of administrative airectives,

is a draft final rule on the documentation requirements. Chanyes
made to the proposed rule based on public comuent and further staff
evaluation are. responses from operating reactor licensees will pe
spread out over a seven year period to alleviate near-term resource
constraints for botn the NRC and the inaustry; flexibility is provided
to moaify the proyram for operating reactors based on experience
gained in implementing the proyram; and near-teruw construction
permit applicants will not be ~equired to ducument conformance

with tne SRP as a conaition for licensing.

Sowe of the recomuenaations made Dy the staff in SECY-30-414 are
stil]l open items requiring Commission guidance. These items are:

1. The alternative wethods for adevelopiny the list of particularly
significant reyulations (Alternatives A-1, A=<, and A-J of
SECY-60-414,. These alternatives concern the degree of st in-
yency of the screeniny criteria to De used, and whether tne
final aetermination of particular siygnificance shoula pe
deferred until after review of licensees' responses in orger
to permit recoynition that, for a yiven plant, a particular
regulation mignht have more or less safety significance dependaing
on the wethod anad degree of compiiance of the piant to it and
to other relatea regulations. [n SECY-80-414 e recommendad
that the staff develop the list of particularly significanm.
regulations generically using moderately stringent screering
criteria, recognizing that such a list woulu pronaoly inc.ude
at Jeast 75% of the safety-related regulation. A memorandum
from the ACRS (Enclosure 3) provides the Coummittee's couwents
on this matter. Enclosure & provides the initial results of
screening performed by the staff usinyg tne sets of screening
criteria discussea in SECY-30-414. Tnat Enclusure alsc proviges
a recoimenaed list of regyulations of particular safety
stynificance.
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2. The aeyree of justification to pe required of thne licensees
regarding: (a) the safety significance of deviations from the
applicable sections of the SkP; and (D) assertions that com-
pliance is achieved by equivalent means, rather than Dy the
wethods igentified in the revised SRP. In SECY-80-414 we
recommended that licensees be required to provide only orief
technical bases for their Juaywents of equivalence and brief
technical discussions of the safety significance of any devia-
tions (Alternative B-1), rather tnan ful' “ecnnical analyses
(Alternative B-2). In making this recous 2ndation, we recognized
that aiore detailed responses way De requested in sei2cted areas
after staff review of the initial subwittal.

3. The nature and extent of the staff's evaluations of the
licensees' analyses. An alternative coulad be a full evalua-
tion of all aeviations from and/or assertions of equivalence
to the applicable sections of the revisea SRP. However, the
staff recomuended that evaluations be perfcried on a selective
(audit; basis, vased on staff judywents as to tne likely
valigity of assertions of equivalence and the relative poten-
tial safety significance of deviations (Alternative C-1).

Enclosure 9 is a Draft NUKEG Report that provides tne staff's
rezomaended detailed plan to implement Section 11U of Pudlic Law
90-295 tor operatiny reactors. This plan incorporates the recuwienced
alternatives presented above anad provides more detail on the actual
imglementation of tne plan. A feature of tnis plan tnat shoula ope
notea is tna~ flexibility in the documentation and review prucess
nas oeen provided. That 1s, as experience 1s yainea from implewenta-
tion of tne plan, ine requirements may De alterea so that tne plan
will focus on those areas wnere experience nas snown the greatest
contribution %0 Lhe reduction of risk to public health and safety
way be acnieved. In this regard, as noted above, the licensees'
responses will pe staggered over a period of aboul seven years. The
priority of response will be aictated by factors sucn as the age

and type of the plant and the density of population surroundaing

the site. This type of schedule is necessary consideriny tne NRC
ana industry resources necessary to imple.ent the proyram, ana it
also «111 perwit the flexibility descrioed above.

The detailed plan presented in the Jraft NURLu Report also shows

the interrelitionsnips of [REP/NREP, SEP, ana the requirements of
Section 110 for tne documentation of compliance to the regulatiuns,
and presents tne staff plan for the 1gentification and rescviution of
yeneric issues. The stayyerea scnedule for response toc tne documen=
tation requirewents will bDe coordinated with the NKEP and SEP reviews
so tnat all tnree are inteyrated into one coordinated proyram and
implemented at the same time on each inaivigual plant. The ma,or
parts of tne starf plan are snown scnematically on Figure 1 of the
Oraft NUKEa, ana the propeosed implementation schecule for tne wa or
parts of the srarf plan are snown on Figure £ of tnat repurt.
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Enclosure 10 of this paper is a proposed Fegeral Register Notice
announcing the availapility of the Draft NUREG Report and requesting
comment on the detailea plan. This nocice also agetails the relation-
ship of the requirements presented in the Proposed Final Rule (Enclo-
sure 7) fur documentinyg deviations frum the SRP ard the reguirements
for cemonstratiny comgliance with the regulations presentea in the
Draft WUREG Report (Eaclosure 9).

Enclosure 11 is a Proposec Public Annonceuwe.t which discusses the
Federal Register Notices on the Final Ri’le for gocumentation of
deviations from the SRP (Enclosure 7) ana on the availability of
the Draft NUREG Report (Enclosure 9). Also in our effort to keep
Congress inforwed of our progress in satisfyiny the requirements

of Section 110 of Public Law 90-495, we have drafted the information
letters in Enclosure 12. Attached to the letters will pe a copy

of the Draft NUREG Report ana the Final Rule on documentation of
deviations from the SRP.

Recommendatio..s: We recowriend that the Commission:

1. Approve the yeneral content of the draft Final Rule requiring
documentation of deviations frowm tne SRP (Enclosure 7).
After receipt of this approval, tne staff will prepare the
final worading of the final rule ana associated Federal
Register Notice for Commission approval.

. Approve tne content ana tne issuance as a WUREG report of
the proposed detailed arart plan to iwplement Section 1lU
of Public Law 96-2Y5 (tnclosure 9),

3. Approve the issuance of the proposed rFegeral Reyister
Nutice (Enclosure luU) announciny the availlapility of and
requesting cowments on the draft NUKEG report.

4. Aegrove tne issuance of the Pruposeda Public Announcement
(encliosure 11);

5. Aggrove the issuance of the information letters to Congress
(enclosure 12).

0. Note that tne staff will submit the Final Rule requiring
gocumentation of deviations frowm tne SKP for Cowaissicen
approval.

7. Note that the staff will reconmend a final plan to implement
Section 110 of Puplic Law 90-<95 after receipt anag analys's
of public comment.

Resource. : Estimates of resources to implement Section 11U can only be pro-
Jected with assurance after the extent of geviations idencified by
licensees are petter known.
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However, while more manpower would be required to review the
older operating reactors tnan those of more recent vintage,

we currently estimate that the resources required %o conduct

the review of equivalence assertions ana areas of nonconformance
ana resolve any ensuinyg potential safety issues for each oper-
ating reactor would average about 2.8 staff years per plant
based upon a learning curve process. 1his is in aadition to

the resources required to extend the safety issue review of

tne oldest operating reactors to ail other currently operating
reactors (SEP Pnase [II) and to perform the WREP evaluations.

This estimate of additional staff-vears per plant could prove
to oe niyn if:

1. Tne responses from the the licensees are sufficiently defin-
itive to facilitate very effe.tive prioritization of issues
for subsequent safety evaluation by the #RC; and

2. Most of the areas where equivalence 1s assertea or ,otential
nonconformance is identified that are selected for further
evaluation fall within the scope of what would have been
evaluated anyway in the SEP Phase [I! and NREP programs.

If the staff’'s plan for selective prioritized evaluation turns
out to pe unworkaple, or if a larye fraction of tne areas of
equivalence and potential noncontormance do not fall within the
scope of wnat would nave been reviewed anyway 1n the SEP Phase
II] ana NREP programs, cthen the aaditional resource needs
igentifiea above could prove to De underestimates.

Taole 1, attached to this paper, presents the latest combined
Section 110/SEP/NREP estimatea NKG resource requirements for

the anticipated auration of the proyraw, (throuyn rY 1990).

The resources estimated to be required to accomolish Phase [[
and Pnase [II of the SEP are listed separatzly, as are the
estimated NREP resources. Also listea separately i1s a breakdgown
of the aagitional resources estimated to be needea to implement
the requirements of Section 110(a; ana (b)(l) and (2, including
appropriate safety evaluations of licensee responses as to the
safety significance of possible geviations frow the SRP acceptance
requirements.

Tne total effort for the overall Sectiun 110/SEP/NREP proyram for
operatiny reactors was levelized at 51 staff-years per year from
FY 1982 to FY 1990, inclusive. Tnis 1s equivalent to apout 37
professional staff-years per year. Contractual resources of
31,UU0K for FY 83 and $6UUK for FY 84-9U are neeced to substitute
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for some of tiie MRC staff r~esource needs in the SEP and Sec-
tion 110 reviews, so as to levelize the NRC staff resources
to the above value. The FY 1932 President's Budget currently
includes 38 staff-years for the SEP and IREP/NREP portions
of the overall program. The details of the assumptions used
t: $st;ma§¢ the resources are presented on the second page

of Table 1.

The resources to implement Subsections 110(5)(3), (4), and
(5) are not large, and the staff intended t carry out the
intent of these Subsections in any event. 1.us, no audi-

tional resources are needed to implement these portions of

é /
{A- -

William J. Dircks
Executive Director

for Operations

Enclosures:

1. September 20, 1980 St-tus
Report to Congress

2. October 9, 1980 Federal
Register Notice on
Documentation of
Deviations from the SRP

3. October 4, 1580 ACRS
Memorandum to W. J. Dircks
on Section 110 Plan

4, November 7, 1980 W. J. Lircks
Memorandur to ACRS on Secticrn
110 Plan

5. October 24, 1980 Memorandum
for the Record from
E. W. McGregor on SECY-80-414

6. Staff Amaly - s of Comments on
October 9, 1980 Federal Rcgister
Notice

7. Proposea Final Rule on Documentation
of Deviations from the SRP

8. Staff Analysis of Regulations of
Particuler Significance

9. Draft NUREG-0745

10. Proposed Federal Register Notice
Announcing NUREG-H?IS

11. Proposed Public Announcement
12. Proposed Congressional Information
Letters

A briefing and possible vote on this paper is scheduled for consideration at an
open meeting on Thursday, January 15, 1981.



TABLT 1

Resource Requirements -- SEP/IREP-NREP/Section 110
ZDol]ars in thousands)

Fy 1981 Fy 1982 FY 1983 FY.1°84-19901/

sep
Phase II (11 plants)

2
Program Support 51,485-/ $ 850 -

Staff-Years 32 24 .
3
Phase III (59 plants)‘/

Program Support - - $1,650 $1,000
Staff-Years - - 15 25

1pEP/NREP (93 plants)

Program Support $1,400 $2,200 $2,200
Staff-Years - 6 6 6

Section 110(a), (b)(1) and (2)

Initial Prioritization of Issues

Program Support $ 200 - -
Staff-Years 7 B - -

Peview of SEP Phase [l plants
(11 plants)

Program Support $ 600 - -
Staff-Years - 12 18 -

Review of remaining ogfrating
reactors (82 plants) =

Program Support - - $ 950 $1,600
Staff-Years o - - 12 20

TOTAL / 3
Progran: Suppor” 5i.4§§g $3,05 2/ $4,800 §4 870
Staff-Years 39 51 3¢ 51 51

1/ For each fiscal year.

3/ Does not include $535,000 request for use of prior year unobligated funcs.

Z/ Based on the current number of operating reactors less the 1l plants in SEP Phase [I,
and Humboldt Bay and Indian Point 1 which have operating licentes but are shut down
indefinitely.

4/ Includes SEP Phase III plants and 23 additional plants to have supplemental SERs issued

on or before April 1982 (as identified in SECY-80-508 Enclosure 2, Attach: ent 4.

5/ FY 19R2 Precident's 3udget for SEP and IREP/NREP 's 38 staff-years and $2,250,000.

B/ 82 plunts (footnote 4) plus 11 SEP Phase [ plants



Resource and Planning Assumptions
SEP Phase III:

to assess the adequacy of design :nd operation and provide an integrated safety
assessment of the ~“hasc III plant issues:

- .06 professional staff-years/issve
- 40 .ssues/unit
- approximately $1.0 million in program support per fiscal year—
2/
NREP :

to monitor licensees' performance of analyses
- 0.1 professional staff-years/unit
- $100,000 program support/uni*
- 93 units
to evaluate potential safety isues
- 0.3 professional staff vear/unit
- 100,000 program support/unit
- 93 units
Section 110(a), (b)(1) and (2); Public Law $6-295:
to identify and pricritize issues generically

- 11.5 professional staff-years
- $200,000 program support

to review the documentation submitted by the licensee and prioritize issues

- .5 professicnal staff-years/unit
- 33 urits

to conduct the review of equivalence assertions and areas of nonconformance and
rasolve any ensuing potential safety issues

- 1.5 professional staff-years/unit

- 93 units

- approximately $50,000 in program support per 1n-hquse staff-year to
provide contractual technical review assistancel/

1/ Program support is also used to substitute partially for in-house staff at a
rate of $90,000/professional sta‘f-year.

2/ These are the same planning assumptions used in the formula.ion of the FY 1982 budget.
However, there are ncw more plants included in the program, and it extends over a
longer period of time.
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E5CLOSURE 1

STATUS REPORT ON THE EFFORTS OF THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION TO
DEVELQOP AND IMPLEMENT A COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN FOR THE SYSTEMATIC EVALUATION
OF NUCLEAR POWER RFACTORS

Subsection 110é|2 of Public Law 96-295 (NRC FY 1980 authorization)
requires t to de 210op, submit to Congress, and implement as

soon as practicible after notice and opportunity for public comment, a
comprehensive plan for the systematic safety evaluation of all currently
operating nuclear power plants. The Conference Report states that

the above requirement was written so as to enable the NRC to build

upon the systematic safety evaliation it {s currently conducting for

the oldest operating nuclear power plants.

The need to .ystematically assess the safety of operating reactors
re.ulted in the establishment several years aco of the Systematic
Evaluai.un Frogram (SEP) by the NRC. One of the objectives of the
Pragram was to extend the experience gained in reviewing older plants
to the safety evaluation of all cperating recctors. The TMI Action
Plan (NUREG-0660, "NRC Action Plan Developed as a Pesult of the

TMI-2 Accident*) appropriately recognizes this need in Task [V.E-5,
which requires the improved and expanded systematic assessment of

the safety of all operating reactors. While there are many cther

TMI Action Plan tasks that are aimed at operating reactors (such as
more emphasis on the review of operating experience), tnere are two
additional tasks that are directly related to the systemalic assess-
ment of the safety of operating reactors. These are: (1) Task

II.C.1 - Interim Reliability Evaluation Program (IREP), the development
of an orderly classification of accident sequences suitable for
qualitative analyses and for use in the probabilistic analyses of
core melt accidents of a few representative operating piants; and

(2) Task 11.C.2 - c.ntinvation of IREP on all remaining operating
plants by means of the National Reliability Evaluation Program (NREP).

Subsection 110(b) identifies certain information that, as a minimum,
must included as part of the systematic safety evaluation plan.
Subsections 110(b)(1) and (2) require: the identification of each
current rule and regulation, complfance with which the Commissicn
determines to be of particular significance to the protection of the
public health and safety; and the deternination of the extent to which
each currently operating plant complies with these identified rules
and regulations, including an indication of where such compliance was
achieved by use o’ Division 1 Regulatory Guides and staff positions
and where complia ce was achieved by equivalent means. Subsections
110(b)(3), (4) ard (5) require: *he identification of all of the
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generic safety issues set forth in NUREG-0410, "NRC Program for the
Resolution of Generic Issues Rel.ted to Nuclear Power Plants,” for
which technical solutions have been developed; the determination of
which of these solutions should be incorporated into the Commission's
rules and regulations; and a schedule for developing a technical
solution for the m.Wining generic safety issues.

The need to address gene:ic safety issues in a disciplined manner led

to the establishment several years ago by the NRC of the program
described in NUREG-0410 and recently to the establishment of the Generic
Issues Branch in the NRC's 0°fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation which
has the responsibility for management of the techni:al resclution of
Unresclved Safety Issues and for tracking the status of activities

on other designated generic issues. The TMI Action Plan also addresses
generic safety issues; e.g., Task IV.E.2 requires the early identifica-
tion, assessment, and resolution of safety issues.

Integrating the objectives and =usults of the above programs with the
plan to satisfy the requirements of Section 110 witl lead to a more
efficient use of available resources and to a more comprehensive and
unified product.

Subsection 110(c) requires the NRC to provide to Congress a report on
the status of the NRC's efforts to satisfy the requirements stated
above, not later than 30 days from the date of enactment.

Status

As indicated above, the NRC intends that the rlan “ar the systematic
evaluation of all operating reactors efficientls utilize those aspects
of the current SEP and [REP programs that are demonstrited to be
effective in assuring public health and safety. The plan will also
include the NRC's determination of the extent to which each plant
complies with the regulations of particular signifizance and the

means of such compliance.

As presently constructed, the current SEP review of the oldest reactors
generally is focused on 137 specific safety issues or problems. These
were culled, based on experience and engineering judgment, from a
larger 1ist of 1100 issues to focus cn those issues of greatest
potential safety significance. On the other hand, the IREP program

is geared tcward a reliability assessment of a complete plant. These
reviews involve developing plant-specific event and fault trees to
{dentify those systems, subsystems, and components that are the
greatest contributors to accident sequences posing risk to public
health and safety. Both the SEP and IREP rrograms lcok at the safety
of the plants from different nerspectives, but they are amenable to
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integration into a single, coordinated plan of review. Ho-ever,
neither of the progrzp: are based on an explicit comparison with the
NRC's safety regulations.

The NRC is developing an overall plan that attempts to integrate the
current SEP, IREP, and Generic Issues programs with the specific '
requirements of Section 110. This plan would treat currently operating
plants, operating license arplications, and construction permit
applications. As currently seen, the principal features of such a

plan are described below.

1. The Commission currently has under consiceration how to develop
the 1ist of what is “"of particular safet) significance” to the
?;020§E1?n of tne public health and safety, as required by Section

o(b)(1).

2. The NRC staff will develop a revision of the Stcidard Review Plan
(SRP) by April 1981. The revised Plan will consist of the existing
SRP, modified to reference all applicable regulaticns and those
Division I Regulatory Guides, staff positions, ‘and other documents
currently used by the staff to interpret the intent of these
regulations, including requirements from the "Ml accident.

3. A1l licensees_ for plants issued cperating licenses prior to
June 30, 13807/ and those licensees issued operating licenses
based on staff SER's or SER TMI supplements issued prior
to January 1, 1982 will be required to identify and justify
deviaticns from revised SRP in accgrdance with the Section 110
plan as zpproved by the Commission / after issuance of an
operating license.

4. A1) applicants for OL's for which staff SER's or SER TMI
supplements are issued after January 1, 1982 will te required
to identify and justify deviations from revised SRPF prior
to issuance of an operating license.

5. In areas where the plant deviates from the revised SRP, the
licensee will be requested to provide a technical discussion z=
to the safety significance of such deviation, including a judgment
as to wiether the alternative provides an equivalent method of
meeting the regulatisn. The licensee should also request any
needed exemptions. (The licensees' responses may be stacgered
based on some priority system related to public safety, if the
NRC concludes such is necessary for the most efficient use of
industry and NRC sta®f resources.)

T/ Date on wnich P.L. 96-295 (S.262) was signed by the President.

2/ Section 110 requires identification of the means
of compliance with regulations of “particular significance
to the protection of public health and safety." Hence,
licensees for plants in this category will be required to
justify deviations for only thuse sections of the revised

SRP that implement these particularly significant requlations.




6. Al1Y appiicants for CP's and ML's for which staff SER's or
SER TMI supplements are {ssued before January 1, 1982 wil] be
required to identify and justify deviations from existings/
SKkP and NUREG 0718% (as medified after public comments)

rior to issuance of a construction permit or manufacturing
cense.

7. All anplicants for CP's and ML's for which staff SER‘s or
SER TMI supplements are issued after January 1, 1582 will be
required to identify and justify deviations from revised
SRP prior to issuance of a construction permit or manu-
facturing license.

8. In parallel with the above steps, the staff will review and
evaluate the generic issues identified in NUREG-0410; and generic
issues identified in the TMI Action Plan, the ACRS Generic Issues
List, and new issues identified from operating experience or the
systematic evaluation program. Plans and schedule will be develcped
for those issues determined toc require resoluti.n within the
next several years. A response will be prepared %o meet the
requirements of Subsections 11C{b)(3), (4), and (5).

The basic elements of this approach will be published shortly fo:
pubiic comment. 3ased on these comments, the Commission will decide
what approach to follow.

3/ Standard Review Plan dated May 1980.

4/ Proposed Licensing Requirements for Pending Applications for
Construction Permits and Manufacturing License dated August 1980.
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ENCLOSURE 2

S e S — m
Proposed Rules ‘ Federsl Regisier
Vol. 45, No. 198
URIGINAL Thursday, October 9, 1580
Ths section of the FEDERAL REGSTER  FmHA before the solicitation is Technology, Office of Nuclear Reactor
containg notces © he pudiic of e announcec at the time of publicauon of Reguation. US. Nuclear Regulatory 21 B
W‘.mmﬁmm In general. ths FmHA has jurisdiction (301) 492-8018.
s '3 Qve interested persons A anrpwiccubtlowlsmm‘mnnmof SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMA The
W'W"“m mudupnd(ymdthnooprunnlo( s S S
Mmb”mﬂmdm“ . Sundnldamﬂan(smm ol
vy Energy has jurisdiction over projecty 75/087, first published ini 1973, was A
—— with annual canacity of 15 mullion u;d for the guidance of NRC staff Ve
gallons and larger, except for projects Fnztpcm in performing u(o. reviews ¥ ’
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE O g foreatry feedstocks 0¢ PrOjects of gy plications to construct e 4
owudnndop.tlndb;«,:uin\lmrd s lants. The princtpal b 'i3
: either FmHA or DOE. purpose of the SRP is 10 SRS [ !‘
7 CFR Part 1990 quhtycndumfom!yofthosnﬂ 2
Dated: October 8. 1580 reviews and to present a well-defined il
mmmmm James E. Tt ocnton, bmfromwhx‘chpmpoudchanpsin B {:
Loans and Loan Guaantess Associate Aaminisirator. Farmers Home the scope of these review. may be TR
Additic ) information Admuniscrouen cvduud.TthRPabomto:mk: ‘ ,"z
AGENCY: Farmers Home Administration. (7R Doc. S0-5178 Plied 10-4-42 1161 am) information about regulatory matters .?, i
USDA. GG COOE 3410-47-4 widely mdxli::lof S‘nd x:npwv- !5: H
—==,-======g== understan of the s review 2
miﬂ:;:.p“d rule additional NUCLEAR REGULATORY process by interested members of the 7 I
- . COMMISSION public and the nuclear power industry. gt ¢
susmany: At 42 FR 51818 Augus! 5. 10 CFR Part 50 . ﬂcNRCncumltechniqnnfonbc -',
1980, the Farmers Home Administration safety evaluation of nuclear power 13
M)pubushodupropoud Mfcmmwmd bcsuuuumfonhmmsmmm i
biomass energy and alcohol Appiicants to Document Deviations result of years of experience- A greal nE
mﬂ:&umu::‘m:dmum From the Standard Review Plan dedgg;:rogroubu:dmmd-mmc ).
provide jtiona) information 2 GENCT: 2 methods of review a in the 4.8,
regardicg this program. Cnmmil‘::‘“ Regulatory development of regulatory guides acd st
FOR PUNTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Motion of — other staff positions referenced in the 17T .
Mr. Weldon Barton. Director, Office of acmon Notice of proposed rulemaxing — "SRP. H-
Renewabls Resources, FmHA, Rm. 5175 suMMARY: The Nucleur Regulatory As this exgerience acquired over he |
South Bidg. USDA. 14tk and Commission is considering requinag all year: is incorparated into the reguiatary »
[rdependence Ave. SW. Washiogton. nuclect power plant licensees and all procs ss, regulatory guides, includiog the 2
D.C. 20250, phmm-wm .pﬁk(quhwmmam SRP mpmod.iqu r»wiewed and i
U EMENTARY INFORMATION: The manuls cturing licenses to identify and rev'sed to reflect the curreat state-ol- g

Biomass Energy and Alcohol Fuels Act justif, deviations Gom Lie acceplance the-art. This results in a varying scope
of 1980 (TTtle 0 of the Energy Security criteria of the applicable revision of the of review over tima and tsnds to lead to
Act, Public Law 96-294) provides for the Standard Review Plan, NUREG-75/087. lack of uniform docuzentation of each
solicitation of applications for fnancial This program will pronide the NRC with plant’s conformance with curent stalf
assis'acce under Subtitle A withia 120 uniform documentation of the extent (o acceptance criteria. Soma plants. for
dcyou’tcmcmlm(h.ombca which each plant deviates from current instance, have been reviewed agaiost
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1980). Farmers Home Administration licensing acceptance critesia. Lou.T.ent the SRP at the OL stage but not at the ;
FmHA), USDA. bas published (45 FR is sought on the proposal and on the CP stage. while still others. although
51818, August 5. 1960) proposed pu!-mduchddmhmnmm reviewed against the SRP at both the CP
r-.guhuamtoaubmhpmtm a proposal and OL stage. lack uniformity becauss b
solicitation of such spplications and s paTE The comment period expires o0 d“,’d‘md‘h‘w‘n“h‘@ s
reviewing cominents rece November 24 1980. revi "w was completed. This lack of &
tomc-hpubﬁnﬂnnudnhudw Aposzsses: Comments should L+ mﬂmndoc\mmuonmknudmﬂt }
FmHA +¢ 1o publish sabmiitted in writing to the = il 10 determine the extant t¢ =hich plants 18
dons and to initiate the e Commissios, US. ,%d.s::" i~y reviewed some time 2go deviate from .
nudumdnwuaumupmd Rmhmcm'm‘!twnhiwon. current acceptance cnteria. and if so. ri-
a:hnndnnuhdmsoacb‘m D.C.MAR-\MMMM the safety significance of saca at =
October 28, 1960. Applic onts wishiag ©  garvice Branch. All commments devistions. - i §
mdmahpdmmmqmtuywk 'ved will be available i 7 public As & result of the accident at Three 2
und!appuamimymnth " ion in the Commission’s Public Mile Island. many regulatery ‘
Proposed anhdonsbntmadﬁnd MMMWHSNLW requirements have bee’ ‘enised v.d ;
m:mmwﬁnummu—: Nashingtom D.C. NW.  aew requirements have been e |
when the Final Regulations are ted. Accordingly, the staff has et §
published on or about October 28. 1960: FOR FURTIER IFORMATION CONTACT: 1o revise the SRP to reflect these N

Applications will not be accepted by Malcolm L. F-mst, Assistant [rector fcr  Dew requirements. This next revision of “’ .
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the Standard Review Plan, schaduled for
comp'etion in April 1081, will consist of
the May 198C version of the SRP.
modified to reference all applicable
safety and ;afeguards regulations and
those Divisio~ i Regulatory Cuides, staff
positions, and o.her documents
currently used by the staff to interpret
the intent of these regulations, inciuding
requirements resulting from the T™MI
ccident

Requiring license applican.. to
identify and justfy deviations from the
acceptance criteria in the appiicable
revision of the SRP would enhance the _
quality of the staff's review of
applicatiors and assist the staif in
making the determinations required by
10 CFR Part 50. ln addition, such
documentation would more ciearly
.dentify the bases [or the acceptability
of piant designs and their relationship to
current licensing criteria. A simular post-
licensing requirement for curently
operaling plants would improve the
stail's ability to svaluate the extent and
safety significznes of deviations from
current stall acceptance cnte~ta for
these piants.

In a related matter, the NRC a
required by Sectioa 110 cf Public Law
96-2¢: (NRC FY 80 Authorization 3ill) to
develop a plan for the systematic safety
review of all operating nuclear power
plants. This plan rust include among
other things: the identification of each
current rul2 and regulation, compliance
wih which the NRC determines to be of
particular significance to the protection
of the public heaith and safety: and the
determination of the extent 0 which
each currently operating plact complies
with thase regulations, including aa
indication of whether such compliance
was achieved by use of Division 1
Regulatory Cuides and staff positions *
and where such compliance was
achieved by equivalent means.

In order o carry out the requirriients
of Pub. L. 56-29S, to document
deviations from the SRP and ‘o improve
the staff's ability to evaluate ths safety
signilicance of such deviations, the NRC
is considering requining al. nucless
power plact licenseer and license
applicants to identify and provide the
safety bases for deviations from
applicable revisions of the SRP. Several
methods of implementing this
requirement are under consic. ration.
These methoas are issuance of a
Regulatory Guide. speafication of 2
construction permit or operating license
condition, a Policy Statement. or
rulemakin ..

' The revised SRP (Aprl 1981) has been designed
and Cefined (0 be squivaient to Divimen !
Reguistory Cudes and stall pos Loas.

Specifically, the NRC is considering
imposing the foliowing requirements:

1. All nuclear power plants issued
operating licenses on or before lune 30,
-980.* wuld be required tc identfy and
justify all deviations from the
acceplance criteria of the SRP revision
scheduled to be issued in Ap:.. 1981 that
relate to those regulations which the
Ciwmission determiges to be of
particular significance to Lhe protection
of the public heaith 21d safety.

2 All applicants whn are issued a
ouclear pc-ver plant operating .cense
after June 0. 1980, and for which the
NRC stafl's Safety Evaluauon Report
will be issued on or before January 1.
1982 * would be required to identfy and
justify. after issuance of an OL. all
deviauons from the acceptance cnteria
of tha SRP revision schaduled to be
issued in April 1981 that relata to those
regulaticns the Commission determines
to be of particular significance .o the
protectior of the public heaith and
safety.

2. All applicants for a nu~iear power
plant operating license for which the
NRC stafl's Safety Evaluation Report is
issued after "anuary 1. 1932 would be
required to identify and justfy, prior to
issuance of the operating license, all
deviations from all acceptance criteria
of the SRP revis on scheduled to be
issued in April 1981.

. 4. All applicants for a nuclear power
plant constructica permit or
manufacturing licen' » for waich the
NRC staff's Safety I aluation Report
T™MI Supplement is issued before
January 1, 1982 would be required ‘o
identify and j»stify, prior to issuance of
the constructicn permit or
manufacturing license, all deviations
from all acceptance criteria of the May
1980 version of the SRP and from the
“Propoused Licensing Requirements for
Pending Applications for Constraction
Permits ead Manufacturing Licenses.” in
NUREGC .18, (as modified after public
ccmment).

S. All applicants :or a nuclear power
plant construction permit or
manufacturing license for which the
NRC staff's Safety Evaluation Report is
issued after January 1, 1982, wouid be
required to identify and justfy, prior to
issuance of the construction permit or
manufacturing license, all deviations
from all acceptance citeria of the SRP

"The dais on which Pub. L 36288 became
aflective.

"The basis for the [anucey 1. 1982 date. » 10
permit adequaty me after ssuance of the "evised
SRP t.i & licensss to document and just’
deviations and ior (he NRC sialf 10 incorporale
eveius ons of the more salety wigm ficant deviations
nto the stall Selety Evelustva Renorts

revision scheduled to be issued in Apni
1981.

The Comunussion published a Federal
Register Notice on October 2, 1980 (45
FR 55247) inviting comment on
Requirements 4 and 5 of the curreat
plan. The present notice reiterates those
requirements and integrates them with
the requirements for operating plants
and applicants for operating licenses.

The Commissior will consider public
comments received in response to this
potice in determining the appropriate
action to be taken, including the
poss:ble issuance of Snal rules on some
or &!' of these matters.

#_rsuant to (e Atomic Esergy Act of
1954, as amended. the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended.
and Section 353 of Title § of the United
States Code, notice is hereby given that
amendment of the Commission’s
regulations in 10 CFE Pt S0 wi .l
regard to some or all of the sub ects ans
issues descnbed ia this notice is
contemplated.

Cated at Washington. .C. this 2d day of
October 1980.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commussion.
Samuel |. Chilk,

Secre:ary of the Commission
(PR Doc. 5031445 Flled 1040 &4 am|
BALING COOK 7590-01-4

B ———Ee el

CEPARTMENT OF TAANSPCRTATION
Federal Aviaticn Administration
14CFRCh 1

[Docket No. 20487; Petition Notice Na. PR
80-15]

Petition for Rule Making of Rosenbaim
Aviation, Inc. .

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

ACTION: Publication of petition for
rulemaking: request far comments.

SUMMARY: By letter dated March 21,
198, Mr. Arthur |. Schmidt, Vice
President, Roser'! alm Avistion, Inc.,
petitioned the Feaeral Av-ation
Administratan ([FAA) to amead

§§ 25.832 and 121.220 nf he Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) to exempt
large. cargo-only aircraft irom installing
ozone control equipment or using ozone
avoidanc procedures.

DATES: Comments must be . 2ceived on
or before December 10, 1550

ADDRESS: Send comments on the
petition in duplicate to: Federal Aviation
Administration. Office of the Chief
Counsel, Attn: Rules Docket (ACC-204"
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R el & . JCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIt ENCLOSURE 3
" ¢f’ 3 ADVISORY COMMITTEE. ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
?‘_a.-." O WASHINGTON, D. C. 20:°$
TN ¢
ik Qct :ber 14, 1920

TuABANIUM FOR: William J. Dircks, Executive Direcsgr for, Uperations

FRCM: Raymond F. Fra'lg;d.%zmm ve g‘i rector, ACR?‘

SUSJECT: COMMENTS O: THE NRC STAFF'S PRELIMINARY PLAKXS FOR ADDRESSING
THT REQUIREMENTS IN SECTION 110 OF THE FY-80 NRC AUTHORIZA-
TION BILL

During its. .46th meeting, October 9-11, 1980, the ACRS discussed with the NRC
S+a¥¢ their preliminary plans for addressing the requirements of Section 110
of the NRC FY-80 Autherizatien Bill. The Staff also discussed this subject
with the Reactor Operations Subcommittee on October 7, 1580 and recuested
ACRS comments. The Committee had the benefit of written comments oy the
Atomic Industrial Forum.

1+ is tne Committee's view that the lists cerived from Criteria Il and III as
currently presented by the NRC Staff do nct include all the items of particu-
lar significance to safety. For example, General Design Criterion 29 is not
included. Additional screening should be done to ensure that all items of
garticular significance are included. The Committee also recommends that some
other groups within the NRC Staff, such as PAS and AEOD, carry out an ince-
-ancent review in order to increase the likelihood that the screening process
~3s not omitsed items of particular significance. This review could alsc be
_esd to estanlish a priority, based on risk reduction petential, in which the
review itens should be addressad.

-2 Camnittee noted your coment on SECY-20-414 and endorses yocur intent t
i=slezent tight management controls to limit staff and industry effort ¢
sraas of potential safety payoff; guarding against tne potential fer 2 large
crain on Staff and licensee resources tnhat would not produce commensurate
i=srovements in safety. The Committee would appreciate being kept informed
<% additional developments in this area, sarticularly on tne nature of com=
-zn*s received as 2 result of the call for puolic comments scheduled to begin
following issuance by the Staff of the final draft plan for acdressing
Seczion 110.

O o

~=: ACRS iembers

: <, Centon, iR

. Schroeder, OST
4. Ernst, OST

2, lsch, "RR

¢, Chilk, SE&Y
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