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RE: 85 FB 83220
SECY-90-347

Mr. Samuel J, Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

V.5, Nuelear Regulatory Commission
Yashington, DC 20855

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

J0ar Mr. Chilk:
Heddam Neck Plant

Millstone Nuclear Power Statfon, Uni¢ Nos, 1, 2, and 2
8:xnnn1l.1n.S£nx;!n;ltz.Jhunulmn:x_lmasss.su:xnx.ﬂnnn::

This lettar {g being submitted by Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
(CYAPCO) and Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) 1{n respons. to the
réquest, dated December 2 v 1980, for comments on SECY.50.347,
‘Regulatory Impact Survey Re ort," dated October ¥, 18%0. &
Notice of the availab Tty of the SECY Paper was also pudlished on
Jecemder 27, 1990.

e commend the NRC Staff management for the actions betng taken to ident{fy
'l?ulatory impact concerns, and the progress on proppsing and mplement {ng
solutions,  SECY.90.347 condenses {nformation learmed by the NRC from
numerous sources, down to a hanafu) of underlyfng causes, that the Staff 1s
ornposing to resolve as three 18sues:

Lo The cumylative effect of requirements,
2. The scheduling of inspections, snd
3. The tratning of NRC Staff personnel,

"e believe the actions Proposed {n SECY.90-347 will achieve important
'morovements in thase three treas. Qur comments ovided later in this
etter provids wditfonal perspectives ind examples that support the
staff’s proposals 1m these aress,
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“owever, there 15 an underlying reot concern ‘A much of the regul etory
meact information that the Staff could address ‘7 3 mo-- straightformard
Tanner. Simply stated, the role of the NRC Ste*f .. the ~ole of T{censees
S not appropriatsly maintained f1n some interections., There remain
nstances of nomproductive tension, and unnecesss ily adversarial
Interfaces associated with the present systom,

A an example, NRC Staff personnel go beyond their regulatory role when
they attempt to do the licensee’s Job, or try to impose a better ides 'n
their view). NRC points of view are too frequemtly represented or
TIEUNCErsiood as requirements, wien in fact they may only be individual
(18ws on how to manage, engineer, design, operate, or maintain plants in
ireas which are the Ticenses’s recponsibility, The NRC should establish a
‘egulatory framework and essess compliance to i, and ailow )icensess to
TaNage their resources to most effectively operate within that framework,

T™he adverse impacts of not aghering to defined roles for the regqulators {s
"apeated throughout the sources of information used by the Staff in
vreparing SECY-80-347, Some examples are:

0 NRC dominates 11censee resources.

0 Many inspection practices and positicns taken are
ceunterproductive.

SubJactive NRC  opinfons are represanted  as  regulatory
éxpectations 1n thousands of {nteractions each year,

Licensees dcquiesce to avoid confrontation and achieve higher
Systematic Assessmont of L{censee Perfermance ratings.

Licensees need to be freer to manage their own resources.

inspectors gnd reviewers enforce obedidénce to individua!
interpretations, going beyond ARC regulations, through forma! and
informal commnication.

A specific ongoing issue where NAC positions will apparently be imposed,
wher there is no clear need for new regulations, 1s Jﬁa)fmez?oncy Response
Jata System (ERCS). By letter dated August 14, 1990, CYAPCO and NNECO
natified the NRC of our voluntar participation {n the ZRDS praject for al)
four of our nuclear units, CYAPCO and NNECO are uork1ng closely with the
NRC contractor to implament the ERDS.  We strongly believe thet a rule

——

1

1) E. J. Mroczka letter to the V.S, Nuclear Regulatéry Commission, datad
August 14, 1990, “Maddam Neck Plant and Millstone Nuc1e1r Powsr
Statfon, Unit Nos. I, 2, and 3 Emergancy Response Data System.
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soverning ERDS (mp!lementation should not be pr0lu1slteg. We maintain that
the Staff has not rrovided adequate Justification for the rule pursuant to
the requirements of 10CFRS0. 108, Heverthaless, (f the rulemaking process
sontinues, then ¥ numerous concerns we expresaed in our letter of
Jecember 2], 1980, should be considered.

e greatly appreciated the opportunity to comment on the proposed ERDS rule
ind  supporting documents, and trust the comeents w111 be valuable in
establishing & fina regulation, sheuld that option be chosen, Howsver, we
stron 1{ maintain that new re ulatfons should pot be promuigated unless the
thrasholds established b I0CFRE0.106 are met. In this Chs@, we believe
they are not, Ironica ly Sand 11ustrative of the concerns axpressed
previously 4n this letter), {f the regulation {8 promuigated as pro osed,
e may be forced to seek certain technical exemptions fn order te imp]ament
¢ sqrorior system at reduced cost, A far more preferable approach 13 to
continue ERDS {mplementation on & voluntary basis, We belfeve this
"ulemaking represents an opportunity for the NRC to respond in the spirit
irticulated 1n regulatory pubifcations assoeisted vith the Regulatory
Impact Survey,

Rogardin the three {ssues that the Staff is propasing to address in
SECY-90-347, we pre.ide specific comments as follows:

L Ihl.ﬁunﬂlllill.ﬁtllS&.il.ﬂlﬂninlnlnll

CYAPCO and NNECO would 2180 11ke to take the opportunity to provide
comments on the Integrated Regulatory Requirements Implementation
Schedule (IRRIS), ae¢ discussed 1n Enclosure | of SECY-90-347. As
presented 1n the background sectisn of the enclosure, the [ntegrated
Sefety Assessmont | rogram (ISAP) addressed, amomg othor things, the
opportunity to establich ang maintain & forma) process mutually
benefictal to the NAC Staff and the Ifcensee to marige new
requirements and the dssociated fmplementation schedules. S5ince we
view IRRIS and ISAP as conceptually similar, we view the new [RRIS
proposal as an affirmation of our ISA® experience.

We are encouraged to see the IRRIS process address plant-specific
1tems with little safety enhancement going to the bottom of the
prioritization 11st, and even not being {mplemented. Thig s
congruent with our “thresheld* concept. Furthermore, IRRIS would
allow a licensee to balance its resources and bring stability to
schedules. Cost could be o criterfon used in prioritization, as well

———

(2) E. J. Mroczka letter to §, U, Chilk, U.5. Nuglear R ulatory
Commission, dated Oecember 21, 19980, "Waddam Neck Plant and M{1)stone
Nuclear Power Station, Unft Nes. 1, 2, 3§ Emergency Response Data
System, Comments on Proposed Rule,*
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& impact on an apres within the plant of severa)

MOrK activities.
Both of these con

CepLs nave also been considered within our 1SAP,

A you recall, we have had 1SAP 1n operation st our Waddam Neck Plant
ind at Millstone Unit No

1 for years, since the ISAP 1ot program.
"¢ Dbelfeve that our existy

ng ISAP currently fulfi17s the three
objectives of the IRRIS Opportunity describad in SECY.80.247.

Provide g simple mechanism that will ancourage

implementation of plant modifications offéring the
safety for resources SPOt; help to eveluate and set
balanced prioritiss for  an  entire set of pending
requirements; and help to avoid duplication of efforts to
enhance safety,

most

The ISAP has allowed us to better manage the cumilative effect of the

NRC's generic requirements and communications and our initiated
efforts. e have conducted

plant-spacific, integrates pssessmants of
proposed modifications, based on Probabilistic 15k Assessment (PRA)
ind experience to improve the Tevel of saféty, The rt|u1t188
priorftizec ranking of projects are periodically submitted to N

Stai?d  in comprehensive ISAP  peports which 1nclude Integrated
Implementation Schedules

10 enhance communication betwean the NRC
Staff and Northeast Vttlities (NU).

The ISAP Orogram was  also mentioned {n W's  Individual
Examination (IPE) response to the NRC Stgre,

modifications, which result from the IPE, wil)
scheduled accordingly in the ISA

Plant
Any proposed plant

be evaluated and
P, as described 1n NUREG- 1338,

¥e have had docketed plans for some time and wil be submitting the
fnitfal 1SAP report

for Millstone Unit Mo, 3 shortly, e
previously docketed plans a1so describe our intention to expand ISAP
to Mi11stone Unit No, 2 following completion of the respective PRA, as

} aiscussed 1n NUREG-1338,

Again, we applaud the NRC Staff for dcknowledging the mutua! benefits
IR that an IRRIS/IsAp type process can provide to the Staff ard the
o licenses. We a) aunrrsjata your continuing to extend the invitation
‘or [SAp participation

-
U well as offering utilities the IRRIS
option.  We look forward 10 working with the Stafs to more

meaningfully implement the "threshold" concoPt in ISAP. We believe
the development of the IRRIS process will present an  excellent

e

L &5

For exampls, the enclosure to ScCY 90-347 states: ‘However, the NRC
continues to offer th

¢ opporiunity to any licensee to do an integrated
safety assessment. "
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opportunity to complete the institutfonalization of this

{mportant
l concept 1n ISAP.

Y

¥hile we view the 15AP framework to be the optimum one, thers continuas
10 Do opportunities to further improve our interactions with respect
to finalizing plant modifications and scheduling their implementation.
An example of possible aetrimental effects of cumulative regulatory
requirements concerns the mplementation of the Station Blackout ($B0)
rule.  Millstome Unit No. 3 recetved 1ts Safety Evaluation Report
(SER) on SBO on August 27, 1980, which 1{nitisted the 2.year
implamentation schedule ¢or kny required hardware modifications.
However, we have since ‘earned that the NRC s contamplating
resoiution of Generic Issue 23, RCP Seal Fatlure, by fssuing a generic
letter unger 10CFR50.54$¢) which would request licensees to adopt new

dssumptions to be used for $gn and thus potentially invalidate our $80
intlyses and the &850Cated NRC SER,

i If 1t evolves that more conservative assumptions regarding RCP sea!
leakage are adopted, the ddequacy of the planned SBO modifications s
jeopardized. At this Juncture, we are havinﬁ difficulty arriving at
the proper course of dction. On the one hand, we c(ould continue
implementation of current plans, and find that our efforts are wasted

because of the final Outcome of Generic [ssue 23, Conversely, we

could suspend current ‘mplementation efforts, #ind that the resoiution

"o of Generic lssue 23 does not adversely impact our SBO plans, and be

Criticizen by the NRC for net implementing the modifizations on the
originally anticipated schedule.

To date, we have not been adble to find a vehicle to bring this
situation to the attention of the Staff for resolution, Given recent
PasSt practice with réspect 1o fssuance of Gdneric Letters under
10CFRE0.54(f), we +-e 0150 skeptical as to the rigor of the
vackfitting analysis whigh would support the forthcoming Generic
etter. In summery, the current reguiatory process seems to involve
knowledgadble ang well-intentioned people fulfi1Ting *heir individual
responsibilities, but management of thefr “cumilative effect’ would
appedr to be Tacking, In todey's environment, resource efficiancy 1s
- vital, and we encourage the Staff to pursue improvements in this area
&% expeditiously as possible. We would also welcome an opportunity to

discuss the above described 1ssue on a plant-spec!“ic bas(s.
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2 e Scheduling of Ingpections

"0 2150 support the NRC’s plan to {mprove the scheduling and contre!
of inspections and their impacts. 18 concern was Conveyed to the
NRC {n oup informational letter entitied "Impact of Inspactions ang
Spacia) Mestings," dated October 6, 1385, we r fterated our concern
In our "Response to Gengric Latter No, 90-0) Regulatory Im ¢ Survey*
dated Merch 1, 1990,

An example 1n thig Ered concerns the recent scheduling of the
Electrica) Distribution System Functional Inspactions (ED Fls) for
CYAPCO and NNECO plants. In Tate 1990, Region ] irformed us of the
original schedule to conduct three EDSFIs within s1x months of each
other &t the Maddam Neck Plant and Mi11stone Unit Nos. 1 and 2. ¥hile
M0 were appreciative of the ddvance notice fdr the twe Mi11stone
unfts, the large resource expenditure (particularly within our
Generatfon Electrica) Engineering Branch) requived of us te support
these inspections, refueling outages, and other activities were
dpparently not factored 1ints tne proposed {nspection schedule.
Following several talephone discussions, the Region dfd tgree to
perform only two EDSFIs (4t  Haddam Neck and Mi1 stone Unit Mo, ))
separated by approximately gix months. We look forward to an enhanced
dialogue with the Staff (n the ares of scheduling" inspections.

% Ihalraining of NRC Staff Parygangt

We have no specific comments regarding the training of NRC Stafs
personnel. We believe thy Actions proposed 1n SECY-90-347 will result
in improvements {n this area,

W& trust that these comments will be usefu) to you, and we would be pleased
to respond to any questions you may have,
J

Yery truly yours,

CONNECTICUT YANKEE RTOMIC POWER COMPANY
NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY CONPANY

¢ Wy 2
Senfor Vice President

>
o
4

. Martin, Region [ Admintistrator
» Wang, NRC Project Manager, Maddam Neck Plant

Shedlosky, Senior Resident tns?actor. Haddam Neck Plant
Jaffe, NRC Project Manager, Millstone Unit No. 1

X oy —

+ §. Vissing, NRC Project Manager, Mi11stone Unft Ne. 2

+ F. Will1ams, NRC Project Manager. M111stone Unit No. 3 1

¢ J gaymond. Senfor Resident [nspector, Mi11stone Unit Nes. |, 2,
and

CaOOIC.




