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MEMORANDUM FOR: Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: L. J. Callan, Acting Associate Director
for Reactor Projects, NRR

SUBJECT: FINAL CBLA TASK FORCE REPORT

Over the past 8 mo6ths Tad Marsh has lead a special effort at your request.
The group adopted the name " Cost Beneficial Licensing Actions (CBLA)" Task
Force and over the last several months has worked with the industry and staff
to define clearly that licensees may indeed be operating with cumbersome or
non value-added requirements that if eliminated would result in a cost savings
to the industry.

The CBLA Task Force, established in April 1993, had the goal of investigating
ways the staff could give special attention to those licensing actions which
were of high cost value to the licensees, but would receive a " low" review
priority within NRR. Attached is the Task Force's final report which contains
detailed descriptions of its activities, processes, conclusions and
recommendations. I have read the report and discussed it with the task force. }

The task force interacted with a wide spectrum of industry representatives and .

!
staff in order to gain as much feedback and insight as possible. Initially

there was little evidence of industry interest or support for the NRC's effort
to be responsive to CBLA submittals. However, as the industry learned more
about the task force efforts and as the media gave more attention to the 1

industry initiatives and staff program, there has been significant interest. |
1The task force determined that an influx of about 400 licensing actions per

year for the next 2 years can be expected. When compared to the current rate ,

of receipt of about 1200 per year, this represents a 30-40% increase in :

licensing action workload and will likely result in an increase in the
backlog. j

i

The report contains a number of conclusions and recommendations. In ray view, !

the most important conclusion the task force reached is the necer.sity for .|

continued NRR management attention to CBLAs. In essence, the report concluded
that to assure success of the overall effort, we need to ensure we are prompt i

and give fair treatment in reviewing licensee's proposals. Ine report makes a i

number of recomendations to both the industry and the NRC staff to help
assure this occurs. For the industry, the report recomends:

Communicate effectively with NRC staffo
Prioritize all licensing actions, including CBLAso
Concentrate on the most significant CBLAs io )

Submit high quality, stand-alone requests po

f , -|, - ~

u m, x,,

y '
OH00J30 gh% |

-



m-

|-
.

l

Thomas E. Murley, Director -2- December 22, 1993

|

o Adequately support CBLA submittals for quick resolution
Provide cost and other appropriate supporting data, foro
prioritization

o Maximize generic approaches !
o Avoid contingency and unnecessary submittals

These recomendations have been discussed with the industry at the recent
NUMARC conference on CBLAs held in Orlando, Florida, and with about
20 licensees in different forums. The task force also discussed these
recommendations at the recent ANS Conference in San Fransisco. In light of
these discussions, I recommend we develop a generic communication to more
fully articulate these items to the industry and, if necessary, hold workshops
to enhance consistency and comunication.

The task force concluded that in order to be fully responsive to the industry
(initiative) and to minimize the increase in the backlog, NRR needs to make
some temporary adjustments to its processes. These temporary changes should,
if found to be necessary in the long term, be integrated into the regular line
organization or review process. They are:

o Establish a single focal point for CBLAs
o Screen and track CBLAs to ensure expediency and consistency i

o Avoid unnecessary reliance on ADT resources
o Modify our prioritization system
o Make prompt policy decisions
o Work issues generically
o Create review templates
o Discuss new CBLA direction with NRR and Regional staffs
o Understand licensee's CBLA programs
o Work towards computer-based safety evaluation retrieval capability
o Develep a new definition for CBLAs
o Provide guidance to licensees

There are two principal means of ensuring success in our response to the
industry request for regulatory relief: (1) ensure continued management
attention to CBLAs, and (2) screen and track all the CBLAs to ensure they are
being consistently and appropriately handled. Beyond the task force's
recommendation for a single point of focus for CBLA issues, each line manager
should give personal attention to the CBLAs under his/her purview. The
important screening task should be done by the currently existing Technical
Specification screening panel. They are experienced in screening amendments
and have done much to improve review efficiency.

I have reviewed and agree with these recommendations. In my view, the most
expedient means of implementing the recommendations for the staff is to
designate Roy Zimmerman as the central focal point for CBLA issues. He is
currently the lead manager for developing the RRG implementation plan and
could most easily incorporate the work associated with the CBLA Task Force
recommendations.
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1 have discussed this proposed expanded role with Roy Zimerman, and he sees
no major impediments in assuming this work. Accordingly, I have requested
that upon his return from the ED0's office and assignment to the ADP, he
assume the responsibility for CBLAs and implementation of the recomendations
in the report. This should occur around January 17, 1994, after which Tad
Marsh will return to his position as the Director of PD 3-1.

The LBLA task force report was reviewed by a number of staff managers prior to
its being finalized and forwarded to me. I believe it needs wider
dissemination; therefore I am distributing the report to ads and Division
Directors and above. NUMARC has requested that we make the report public for
review and coment. Since the report contains useful information and
recomendations, I will place it in the PDR for the industry's and public's
information, but 1.see no need for a request for coment.

.

L. J.l allan, Acting Associate Director
for Reactor Projects, NRR

Attachment:
Final CBLA Task Force Report

cc w/ attachment:
F. Miraglia
W. Russell
S. Varga
J. Roe
F. Gillespie
R. Zimmerman
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) of the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Comission (NRC) established the Cost Beneficial Licensing Actions (CBLA) Task
Force as a short-term effort to evaluate how the office handles CBLAs and what
changes, if any, to make to the NRR review process to ensure a more timely and
efficient review of all licensing issues, including CBLAs. In addition, the
CBLA Task Force was to identify ways licensees could improve their CBLA
submittals. CBLAs are licensing actions that have a high cost for to the
licensees but are of low safety significance and, in the NRR review priority,
would have a low priority for review. The task force was directed to ensure
by its recomendations that the staff give CBLAs sufficient and appropriate
attention without a reduction in the NRC primary focus on plant safety.

To accomplish these goals, the task force developed a set of specific tasks
aimed at studying CBLAs and how they are handled. The headings for each major
section in this report describe thete tasks. The task force made the
following assumptions before beginning its study of CBLAs: (1) HRC must be
responsive to the industry's programs to reduce unnecessary custs without
jeopardizing safety; (2) no new NRR resources will be available to address
CBLAs, therefore, NRR must develop means to more efficiently review licensees
proposals; (3) reliefs granted the industry could allow the industry to more
efficiently expend its resources thereby resulting in safer operating plants;
and (4) CBLAs should not involve issues that have safety significance or that
result in a high priority in the NRR review priority scheme. ;

This report describes the tasks the task force completed in studying CBLAs and |

articulates the conclusions and recomendations and the associated bases
resulting from the evaluation. Appendix A gives an estimate of the requisite
NRR resources that would be needed to accomplish each recomendation.

1

2 UNDERSTAND HOW NRR MANAGES LICENSING ACTIONS /CBLAS i

The CBLA Task Force began its evaluation by reviewing the process by which |

project managers (PMs) assign priorities to and schedule licensing actions, in !
general, and CBLAs, in particular. The process is described in the three !
memoranda dated April 29, 1988, March 24, 1989, and June 6, 1993 (Refs. 1-3) I

on the NRR priority ranking system for reviews. Note that cost is rarely
specifically mentioned as a basis for assigning priorities to licensing ;

actions.
l

To determine how CBLAs in particular, have been handled, the task force i
performed five reviews, which are discussed in the rest of this section. i

Review All Priority 4 Itinji
The task force reviewed the list of licensing actions that were Priority 4 |
actions, as of August 27, 1993, and discussed a sample of these licensing '

actions with the PMs. None of these licensing actions (some of which were
CBLAs), were being neglected. Table 1 (Appendix B) shows the work completed
from 1988 through 1993 in terms of the priority number. NRR has been and is
completing a significant amount of Priority 4 work.

I

__
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Sample Ten Specific Licensino Actions
The task force chose 10 licensing actions at random - 5 in the Containment
Systems and Severe Accident Branch (SCSB)/NRR and 5 in Mechanical Engineering
Branch (EMEB)/NRR. The consensus of the branches was that currently the
priurity assigned to the licensing action by the PM was less important than
the schedule requested. EMEB/NRR did not have a backlog of work and was not
rejecting low-priority work. SCSB/NRR did have a backlog, but was (1so not
rejecting work. Both branches were working to complete the submitted
licensing actions on a schedule that was acceptable to the PMs.

Review Data for Last 5 Years
The task force reviewed the numbers of licensing actions the PMs and the
technical staff completed during the last 5 years. Unfortunately, the data
does not allow easy analysis of how NRR has handled CBLAs in this period since
the data does not distinguish CBLAs from other licensing actions.
Nonetheless, the data (Table 2, Appendix B) is instructive in that it shows
that the PMs have consistently completed about 40 percent of the licensing
action work assigned the NRR staff for the last 5 years.

Survey All Pro _iect Manaaers
The task force conducted a survey of all PMs to obtain a count of current
CBLAs and a sense of PMs' perceptions about CBLAs (Ref. 4). The survey
disclosed some interesting and unexpected aspects about CBLAs. First, the
variety of PMs' interpretations of what is actually a CBLA showed the need to
better define a CBLA. This was also apparent when discussing CBLAs with the
licensees. Second, the survey showed that CBLAs compose about 13 percent of
the overall licensing action inventory (144 CBLAs out of 1164 licensing
actions). Third, although the PMs complete about 40 percent of all licensing
actions, this percentage includes only about 25 percent of the CBLAs.

Review a Branch's List of Licensina Actions
The task force reviewed the list of licensing actions assigned to EMEB/NRR to
acquire a sense of the number of licensing actions, the type of licensing
actions, the priorities assigned to the licensing actions, and the schedules
the branch agreed-to. The task force found inconsistency among priorities
assigned similar issues and among schedules for different priorities. In
discussions with SCSB/NRR and EMEB/NRR, the branch members stated that the
negotiation with the PM was normally on the schedule for the review and not on
the priority assigned the review.

;

In finding that the NRR staff is completing CBLAs, the task force, to the
,

credit of the staff, found no evidence that this low-priority CBLA work was ;

delaying the safety significant reviews. In all cases, the technical branches i

and PMs were aggressively reviewing the safety significant issues, while also ;

reviewing the CBLAs. However, the task force recognired that if the number of i

CBLAs increased significantly, more guidance and oversight would be needed to 1

ensure prompt handling of the CBLA reviews without delaying safety significant
reviews.

In its review of specific licensing actions assigned to a number of technical ;

branches, the task force found instances where review efforts were being i
lexpended on issues that did not absolutely require NRR action or that were

1
i
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" contingency" type issues. The task force concluded that better control of
these issues would improve NRR and licensee efficiencies.

3 UNDERSTAND SELECTED LICENSEE *S CBLA PROGRAMS

In order to understand how licensees have been and are now handling CBLAs, the i

task force held discussions with at least 20 licensees and other industry
groups. The CBLA programs of Virginia Electric Power Company (Virginia

.

'

Power), Northeast Utilities (NEU), Florida Power Corporation (FPC), and
Entergy were studied in the most detail since they were the most mature.
These programs are discussed in Appendix C.

Through these discussions, the task force realized that licensees' CBLA
programs differ in many respects. Some programs:

o are composed of CBLAs that give immediate versus delayed benefits.
embody a " top-down" versus a " bottom-up" approach to identify CBLAs.o.

are composed of CBLAs that are plant specific versus generic.o

contain CBLAs that are mostly technically straightforward versuso
complex.

contain many versus few "comitment" change requests, some of whicho
were not required.

are composed of many relatively low-value CBLAs versus fewer higho
value, but more complex CBLAs.

o contain original versus copies of other licensee's CBLAs.
contain high quality, stand-alone submittals versus lesser qualityo

submittals.

However, licensees' CBLA programs are similar in that they are focusing on
proposals that may save resources but are not limiting the programs to
proposals that are cf low safety significance. The programs studied were, in
some instances, not adequately communicated to the PM or Regional staff. That
is, licensees were developing and about to submit requests for relief without
having adequately discussed their intentions with the PM.

Most, but not all of the CBLA submittals were of good quality. A common
complaint from the NRC technical staff is that low-quality submittals are the
single most significant cause of delay associated with reviewing licensing
actions. The review of a poor submittal invariably results in one or more
requests for additional information (RAIs) and in delays associated with
reviewing the additional responses.

In terms of obtaining prompt and positive NRR reviews, the data suggests that
licensees can maximize their chances by submitting CBLAs that are:
(1) preceded with adequate communication with the PM and Resident staff,
(2) high quality, stand-alone documents, (3) plant specific, (4) not major
policy or regulatory issues, (5) clearly assigned a priority among all their
submittals for review, and (6) of immediate benefit.

!

I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



. ..

-
.

,

-6-

4 OBTAIN AND EVALUATE FEEDBACK FROM LICENSEES ON CBLAS

The task force collected and analyzed information from licensees regarding the
manner in which the NRC has handled CBLAs. In terms of the NRC's handling of
past CBLA submittals, the licensees indicated two things. First, through
discussions with their PMs, licensees have been discouraged from submitting
requests to reduce costs. According to the licensees, the PMs have been
giving this guidance in the spirit of maximizing efficiency, minimizing the
licensing backlog, and enabling their licensees to concentrate their resources
on those submittals that would have the greatest chance of being successfully
reviewed. Second, on those occasions when licensees have submitted CBLAs,
their PMs have worked with them and the NRR technical staff and achieved
successful results. This feedback is supported by the data and analyses
discussed in Section 2 of this report.

With respect to the NRC's newly stated willingness to entertain CBLAs,
licensees are cautiously optimistic. While many licensees have already.

embarked on CBLA programs, some licensees have a " wait-and-see" attitude and
want to see the NRC follow up its stated intentions with actual approvals.

Some licensees believe that the NRC should be more receptive to alternative
approaches to resolving technical issues. Furthermore, some licensees also
perceive that the NRC occasionally gets " hung up" on relatively minor safety
issues and that the time spent on resolving these issues is disproportionate
to the safety significance of the issue. Along a similar vein, some licensees
described a dichotomy between the NRC's senior managers' stated willingness to
expeditiously review cost-based regulatory reliefs and the perceived
reluctance of the NRC staff to actually review and approve these requests.

While some of these perceptions are not new (e.g. the Regulatory Impact
Survey, Ref. 5), these perceptions may have special impact in the CBLA arena
because licensees may not request technically defensible and appropriate
relief if they believe the NRC is not receptive to reviewing these submittals.
NRR managers should pay special attention to CBLAs and be sensitive to how
actions of the staff may actually or inadvertently reinforce these
perceptions.

5 DETERMINE THE EXPECTED INCREASE IN CBLA SUBMITTALS

As described in Sectica 3, discussions with licensees have indicated that many
are developing CBLAs. To estimate the increase in licensing submittals, the
task force requested that NUMARC conduct a survey of the industry. The survey,
described in Appendix D, indicated that we could experience an increase of
about 400 CBLA submittals a year for the next two years. The increase should
begin in the fourth quarter of calendar year 1993 or the first quarter of
1994.

Although this estimate is consistent with the number of additional submittals
resulting from the Virginia Power and Philadelphia Electir Power Company
(PECO) CBLA programs in 1993, note that the number of licensing actions
submitted for calendar year 1993 is currently projected to be slightly smaller i

than that submitted for 1991 and 1992. The projected decrease in 1993 is

.

______-______-__m__ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ . _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _



,
..

,

.

-7-

believed to.be statistically unimportant (i.e., about 6 percent less than that
in 1992 and 4 percent less than that in 1991) or this decrease may indicate
that the industry is in the process of switching its licensing emphasis to
developing and submitting CBLAs. This increase is discussed in detail in
Appendix D.

6 INTERACT WITH OTHER NRC REGULATORY REVIEW GROUPS

A variety of other groups and task forces in addition to the CBLA Task Force
are working to improve the regulatory process and reduce unnecessary
regulatory burden on licensees. They are discussed in References 6, 7, and 8
and are as follows

(1) Technical Specification (TS) Branch /NRR
(2) Program Management, Policy Development, and Analysis Staff

(PMAS)/NRR which oversees the NRR review priority ranking system,
(3) Regulatory Review Group (RRG),
(4) TS Amendments Screening Panel,
(5) NRC Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES) Marginal-to-Safety

Program,
(6) NRC Computer Support Development Program, and
(7) Current Licensing Basis (CLB) task force

Recognizing the relevance of the ongoing work of these other groups and
programs, the CBLA Task Force conducted three coordination meetings with
representatives of these groups and programs. These meetings were to foster
coordination and communication among these groups and to better understand the
overall regulatory environment. Meeting summaries were issued on June 4,
August 11, and October 27, 1993 (Refs. 6 to 8).

These other programs and groups are involved in issues or tasks that bear
directly or indirectly on the CBLA Task Force charter and goals. For example,
PMAS would so revise the NRR review priority guidance such costs would be
explicitly considered in setting review priority. The RRG and CLB Task Forces
have identified problems with how licensees define and modify commitments to
the NRC. Their recommendations would affect which commitments must be
submitted to the NRC for approval. The interactions with these other task
forces has been extremely useful in coordination of each group's efforts. The
overlap of these groups became apparent during these meetings, as was the need
for further coordination and discussions.

7 DETERMINE AND EVALUATE THE NRC CBLA ENVIRONMENT

Although submittals of licensing actions submittals that have low safety
significance but large cost savings to the licensees are by no means a new
phenomenori, their priority has traditionally been low and they have been
treated as "back-burner" items. In the past, the emphasis in doing reviews
was to improve safety, and costs to the licensees were secondary. Costs were
explicit in the consideration of plant backfit considerations, but not as a
part of assigning priorities to licensing submittals.

There has been recent and significant change in the NRC in that there is now
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an increased receptivity to review cost-savings requests. This change was
articulated in speeches by senior NRC officials, including the NRC Chairman
and the NRR Office Director, who stated that the NRC is more receptive to the

|review of these licensing actions (Ref. 9). This was also manifested in the i

L recent change to the NRR review priority (see Ref. 3); that is, cost-savings
| submittals were specifically assigned Priority 3. Furthermore, by establishing

the CBLA group to study how to efficiently and expeditiously review CBLAs, NRR |
I

managers have indicated the significance of the issue.
|

| Despite the stated shift in receptivity and the guidance this articulation
,

embodies, many of the staff may not have yet embraced the nexus oetween I

averted costs and more efficient, safer nuclear plants. The task force found a
number of indications that the NRR staff has not fully understood the new
direction nor how to implement it. As stated in Section 4, the industry is
concerned that this change in receptivity is a change at the upper managerial
level of NRC that has not filtered down to the technical and projects staffs.
For example, in our discussions with the staff on CBLAs, some stated that t

licensees should provide a specific safety increase to offset the cost savings |
and the cost of implementing a regulatory requirement should not be important 1

in assigning a priority to the review. Regarding CBLAs associated with
commitment changes, we discovered cases in which the staff is uncertain how to

iproceed. For example, some members of staff stated that licensees should not
change, on their own, commitments that were agreed upon when the NRC staff was
fully focused on the specific issues involved.

The memorandum of September 17,1993 (Ref.10) addressed some of these I
indications, but further education aad discussion regarding CBLAs, in
particular, and regulatory relief, in general, may be needed. The overall
thrust of this education should be that the NRC's " safety-first" philosophy
has not changed, but requirements that do not significantly improve safety or
that detract from safety should be eliminated. The concept that NRC will
consider relief to the licensees while maintaining its emphasis on safety
should be clearly articulated to the NRC staff by NRC management. The ability
of licensees to change their regulatory commitments without formal NRC review
needs to also be fully discussed with the staff.

8 IDENTIFY METHODS TO IMPROVE NRR CBLA REVIEW EFFICIENCY

AsdiscussedinSection5,thetaskforcedeterminedthatthenumberof
incoming licensing actions could significantly increase in the next two years.
Furthermore, recognizing the feedback from licensees as well as the staff's
uncertainty regarding the changing regulatory environment and new emphasis on
cost-based licensing actions, the task force examined a number of ways to
improve NRR's review efficiency to both minimize the increase in backlog and .

to maximize our responsiveness to the CBLAs while maintaining our focus on i
safety. The different ways are discussed below in Sections 8.1 through 8.7.

8.1 Maintain a Focal Point for CBLAs
As a result of its charter to give special attention to CBLAs, the task force
became a focal point for resolving problems or bottlenecks with CBLAs and
other related issues. The task force aided in review efficiency by helping to
promptly identify and effect solutions. The specific instances are discussed

_ _ __ __ - _ ___ - __ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _
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in detail in Appendix E. Although Branch Chiefs and Project Directors and
other managers can and frequently do become involved in this capacity, this
task force's emphasis on CBLAs significantly contributed to prompt resolution.

The task force did not have adequate opportunity to keep the Regional staff
informed of the status of the NRR CBLA efforts. A few of the CBLAs identified
by licensees were actions that needed regional approval, hence the lack of
adequate comunication hampered, to some extent, the overall agency's response
to CBLAs. Through our discussions with the other task forces related to CBLA
matters, we learned that they, too, were not able to keep the Regions
adequately informed on their issues.

B.2 Screen and Track CBLAs
Through the task force review of specific CBLAs and discussions with the
technical and Projects staffs, as well as through our evaluations of the
feedback from licertsees and assessment of the CBLA environment within NRR, the
task force realized that expeditious, cunsistent, and equitable treatment of
CBLAs would require some type of continuing screening process. This process
should be conducted by an independent screening group in parallel with the
existing review process.

,

The task force worked with the technical and projects staffs and developed a
set of candidate questions that the PMs could use in assessing CBLA
submittals. These questions, described in Appendix F, would also be used by>

the screening group to scrutinize the CBLAs and how they are being handled.
The screening group should look for submittals that do not need to be sent to
the technical branches for review. Through this screening function, the staff
should identify any CBLAs that were mislabeled,(i.e. licensing actions that do
not meet the criteria for a CBLA), are generic, were previously done, are not
appropriate for policy reasons, and should identify other areas of the CBLA
review process that could be improved.

The task force worked extensively with the TS Amer.dments Screening Panel on
their review to identify more efficient methods to review TS amendment
requests, as discussed References 6 through 8. Because the panel's current
role is similar to the screening function needed for CBLAs, the task force
believes that their responsibilities should be expanded to include review of
CBLAs. They are well experienced in screening amendments and searching for
review efficiencies. They should report to the CBLA focal-point manager for
this CBLA screening function.

To maintain the appropriate focus on CBLAs, they should be tracked and their
status periodically reported to senior managers. A quarterly report should be
prepared that lists the various plant's CBLAs, their worth, status, and any
problems. To track CBLAs, a separate Planned Activity (PA) number for CBLAs,
as recommended by PMAS/NRR, should be developed.

8.3 Avoid Unnecessarv Reliance on Technical St.aff Resources
The task force discovered cases in which work had been unnecessarily sent to
the technical staff for review. In some cases, this work could have been done
by the PHs or by a Project Engineer. For example, some line-item TS
improvement submittals were sent to the technical branch for review that did
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not involve any compelling technical issue; requiring such a review. In other
cases, issues that the licensee could have resolved were submitted to the NRC
for review. For example, many commitment changes that did not require a

j

formal NRC review were sent to technical branch. Also, the task group found 1

several licensing actions that are " contingency" requests. That is, the
situation from which the licensee is seeking relief didn't exist at the time
of the submittal and was not expected to exist in the future, but may
hypothetically exist in the future. PMs and PDs should strive to minimize
these types of requests, which unnecessarily utilize technical staff and
agency resources. Better screening and prioritization of CBLAs, as discussed
in Section 8.4, will be instrumental in controlling the amount and nature of
work being requested of the technical staff.

S.4 Enhance Prioritiration
The current systen for assigning priorities places very little emphasis on
specific inclusion'of cost considerations for prioritizing licensing actions.
The nexus between cost aversion and safety enhancements is only now being
specifically reccgnized. To assist in assigning priorities to CBLAs, specific
cost information should be sought from the licensees and factored into the
CBLA's priority. Other information that would assist the PM in identifyir.g
the most . appropriate and efficient means of accomplishing the review is
described in Appendix F and would be used for screening as previously

!discussed. In the long term, the guidance for assigning priorities to
licensing actions should be modified to include a cost-based scale as a
factor.

In studying the success of the Virginia Power's CBLAs, we noted that the
licensee clearly prioritizes the submittals with respect to c11 their
licensing submittals and this enabled the PH clearly understand the relative
importance of each CBLA. This licer.see-assigned prioriy enabled NRR to better
assign its own priorities and will become increasingly important as the number
of CBLAs submittals increase.

As a check on CBLA priorities and proper treatment of these submittals, the
screening group previously discussed should periodically review the list and
status of all licensing actions, including CBLAs, assigned to each Branch.
The emphasis of this review would be to identify bottlenecks or issues
hampering expeditious review and to aid the staff in ensuring that CBLAs are
being properly handled, without compromising safety significant reviews. This
periodic review, which should be done under the auspices of the new CBLA focal j
point manager and with the respective Branch Chief, should have as a corollary '

goal to find items that can be taken off the list to be returned to the
licensee, assigned to the PM, sent to the appropriate Owners' Group for a
generic evaluation, and so forth. This review is intended to further assist

.

in controlling the amount and nature of work requested of the technical staff. )
1

8.5 Promptly Determine Polics I

While accomplishing its assigned tasks, the task force encountered instances
,

where indecision about policy was delaying progress on issues. These |
instances, some of which are described in Appendix E, resulted from reviewers !
and lower-level managers not infonning more senior managers about the
specifics of a case and the need for a decision. The screening group and new

I
i

i

|
_ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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CBLA focal-point manager should be sensitive to these instances and should
assist in fostering rapid policy decision making or obtaining management iguidance.

18.6 Review Issues Generically
1

To avoid unnecessary increases in the review backlog and to enhance review
efficiencies, both the industry and the staff should handle issues
generically, where possible. One way of accomplishing this would be to

|designate the PM for the plant submitting a generic CBLA as the lead PM for '

that CBLA and responsible for promulgating information to ease the review I

efforts of other PMs having the same CBLA. Also, the staff should be |

sensitive to situations where similar CBLAs could be grouped into one review I
performed on a broader basis. In such situations, NRC may consider asking the |industry to perform a larger, more bounding review to encompass a wider
spectrum of plants ,and submittals, thus enhancing NRR review efficiency.

8.7 Create Review Templates -

In meetings with SCSB/NRR and EMEB/NRR, the technical branches briefly ;
discussed documents being developed that will allow PMs to review certain i
submittals normally reviewed by the technical branches. These documents
should increase the review efficiency of the NRC staff, and other branches
should search for similar circumstances, especially with respect to CBLAs. )
9 CONCLUSIONS

From the task force's evaluation of licensee submittals of CBLAs and the NRC's
review of them, the staff drew the following eight conclusions:

1

(1) CBLAs Are Not New '

in its review of how NRR was handling CBLAs, the task force determined that
CBLAs are not new. Licensees were proposing CBLAs before the NRC began its
efforts to review regulations that are marginal to safety in order to reduce
unnecessary burdens on the licensees. Furthermore, including cost savings
with safety is not new because licensees' integrated schedules, which the NRC
approves, have always considered both costs and safety, although averted costs
were never quantitatively considered.

(2) The NRR Review System Is Not Broken

The current NRR review process, discussed in Section 2, to manage the review
of licensing actions is not broken in that NRR is reviewing CBLAs without a

|

reduction in plant safety and that NRR does not have a significant backlog of '

CBLAs. The task force could not find any CBLAs that were not being worked on
in some manner and Virginia Power's experience with CBLAs - discussed in
Section 3 - shows that they are being reviewed. However, the task force
recognized that there are currently relatively few CBLAs submitted.
Nonetheless, to the credit of the NRC staff, the task force could not find
evidence of safety being compromised because the staff was reviewing CBLAs.



'

,.

( -
.

- 12 -

(3) NRC Receotivity of CBLAs Is New

What is new is NRC's stated receptivity to help licensees control costs
through the consideration of requests for changes to plant commitmentr.,
requirements, and TSs. In the past, NRC stated that these requests would have
a low priority and be acted on only as resources were available. Generally,
licensees did not submit these requests because they believed that the NRC
would not act on them.

(4) Cost Savinos for Licensees Should Be Considered

In reviewing CBLAs, the task force considered whether something inherent in
including cost savings or cost that would jeopardize NRR's responsibility to
protect the health and safety of the public. The task force could not find
anything inherent in considering costs to assigning priorities to NRC's
reviews that would' jeopardize NRR's responsibilities to the public. Safety
remains NRC's primary goal, and the safety of the plants should be improved'
through direct and indirect effects of the NRC allowing licensees to minimize
their costs through prudent relief requests.

(5) Licensees Need Guidance

Discussions with the nuclear industry showed that most licensees are just
starting a CBLA program. A survey of the industry by NUMARC indicates that
about two-thirds of the licensees will have such a program. The CBLA programs
of four licensees discussed in Section 3 were significantly different. The
task force concludes that licensees need guidance on how they should proceed
with these programs. The recommendations in Section 10.1 are intended to
provide this guidance.

(6) Sionificant Increase in Licensino Action Submittals Exoected

The task force estimates that the number of licensing actions submitted could
increase about 400 a year in each of the next 2 years. The existing review
system without additional staff could not handle this influx without an
increase in the backlog of licensing actions. Recommendations on how to
handle this increase in submittals are given in Section 10. Continued
management attention is imperative to ensure the NRC is responsive to this
important industry initiative.

(7) Staff Uncertainty Exists on NRR Direction

The CBLA Task Force is only one of many groups that the NRC has extablished to
suggest ways to reduce unnecessary regulatory burden on licensees. The NRC
needs to address the staff's uncertainty about the overall NRR direction
resulting from the work of these groups and the manner in which all the groups
and their recommendations mesh. Also, licensees and the NRC staff differ in
their interpretations of what a licensee commitment is and when a commitment
can be changed without NRC approval. These differences affect the NRC
workload because licensees submit unnecessary licensing action which results
in the use of staff resources that could be better spent elsewhere. This is
discussed in Section 10.2.2.
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The NRC staff is somewhat confused about whether a plant-specific proposal |should be considered when there is ongoing or planned generic activity. For
example, should an exemption be considered when rulemaking is in progress on

ithe same issue. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 7, confusion exists 1

among the staff about how costs should be included in NRC staff reviews.
|

(8) Cost Beneficial Licensino Activities

The task force examined a variety of licensing actions that were cost
beneficial, but the task force did not examine generic licensing activities
that could have significant cost impact on licensees yet not have a
significant safety benefit. Based on an assessment of how licensing

,

'

activities are generated and assigned priorities, the task force concluded
that licensing activities that have a significant cost component need not
receive any elevated NRC attention, as recomended for CBLAs, because |

licensing activities already receive sufficient attention or are handled as
CBLAs. -

10 RECOMMENDATIONS
:

To be responsive to an almost certain increase in CBLA submittals and to
minimize an increase in the backlog of licensing actions, both the NRC and the
industry need to improve their internal processes as well as the way in which
they communicate with each other. The recomendations in Sections 10.1 and
10.2 are to achieve improvements in these processes. Further, these
improvements may have more long-term payoffs to the NRC and the industry than
easing the imediate workload problems associated with an increase in CBLA
submittals.

10.1 Licensee and Industry Imorovements

10.1.1 Adequately Communicate with NRC

If a licensee decides to embark on a program to find CBLAs, it must do so with
the regulatory agenda for its plant in mind and should adequately comunicate
its intentions and specifics to the Project Manager and, as appropriate, the
Regional staff. The licensee should comunicate such items as the program's
overall methodology, schedule, technique for assigning priorities, and impact
on other work.

10.1.2 Prioritize CBLAs and Other Requests

Each licensee should assign a numerical priority to every licensing action
.

submitted and being developed for submittal to the NRC, including CBLAs, so '

that both the licensee and the NRC staff are aware of the relative importance
to the licensee of all items needing . staff attention.

10.1.3 Concentrate on Most Significant CBLAs '

Along with assigning priorities to its work, a licensee should concentrate on
those licensing actions that are the most important and are the most amenable
to rapid resolution by the NRC. The licensee should not be pursuing CBLAs

|
:

|
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that are of low-cost benefit.

30.1.4 Prepare High-Quality Submittals

Licensees should concentrate on developing top quality submittals since lesser
quality documents require significantly more effort by the NRC staff and,
ultimately, by the licensee. Delays in reviewing poor quality submittals are
common.

10.1.5 Avoid Contingency and Unnecessary Submittals

A licensee should only submit issues that require NRC approval. It should
carefully review each issue to determine on its own if the pertinent
regulation (e.g.,10 CFR 50.59 or 50.54) (Ref.11) requires the NRC to approve
the contemplated action. This determination should then be clearly
articulated to ths.kRR PM and, if appropriate, the Regional staff. In
addition, the licensees should not s,ubmit licensing actions that are
" contingency" requests unless clearly necessary and discussed beforehand with
the PM.

30.1.6 Properly Support Submittals

Once a submittal has been made, the licensee must be prepared to support the
NRC review of that submittal in a timely manner and be prepared to respond
promptly to questions and RAls that may arise. The licensee should also
follow up with the NRC to ensure its requests are being promptly considered.

30.1.7 Include Cost Information

If the licensee wishes to have a particular submittal considered as a CBLA,
cost information, including the basis for the estimation, should be included
with the submittal. Absent this information, the submittal shouldn't be
identified as a CBLA. The industry should be encouraged to develop a generic
methodology for licensees to estimate cost savings.

10.1.8 Submit Lead Plants for Generic Approaches

Licensees should work together (e.g., through owners' groups or NUMARC) to
| develop generic submittals for NRC review. A generic approach could reduce

the overall licensee time in developing a submittal and the NRC time spent
reviewing it.

30.2 NRC process improvements

The following recommendations are primarily short-term. The new CBLA focal
( point manager should find ways to include the recommendations into the line
|- organization if appropriate. As an aid in assessing the resources needed to

implement these recommendations, Appendix A describes the manpower needed to
iri.plement each recommendation.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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10.2.1 Maintain Focal Point for CBLA Effort

Although the CBLA Task Force originally was considered only a short-term
effort to identify and sponsor process improvements necessary to address the
industry's CBLA efforts, the value of having a specifically identified manager i
as the lead fo- the continuing CBLA effort has become evident to the tasir i

force and should be continued. The manager should continue to solve problems i

hampering CBLA reviews, maintain close contact with the industry to hear their l

concerns, and keep the Regional staff adequately informed.
;

10.2.2 Coordinate Related Task Forces' Recommendations

Throughout the CBLA review effort, the task force has stayed abreast of the
activities of the other groups involved in reducing unnecessary regulatory
burden to the licen. sees. Because the recommendations and findings from these
groups are related to CBLAs, these groups need to coordinate their |
recommendations and any implementation plans. The task force recommends that '

the manager described in Section 10.2.1 be that coordinator.

10.2.3 Implement Review Efficiency Improvement Measures

The task force identified a number of measures that could improve the overall
efficiency of CBLA reviews, which are discussed in Section 8 and are
summarized in Sections 10.2.3.1 through 10.2.3.6.

10.2.3.1. Screen and Track All CBLAs

All CBLAs should be screened and tracked to ensure consistent identification
and treatment, as well as to look for situations requiring management
attention. Screening should minin.ize non-required or contingency review
situations. The screening function should be conducted by the existing
TS Amendments Screening Panel under the direction of the new CBLA focal point
manager. A periodic report to senior managers should be prepared on the
status of all CBLAs. To facilitate tracking, the task force recommends that
CBLAs be identified by a new PA number.

10.2.3.2. Avoid Unnecessary Reliance on Technical Staff for Reviews

Better oversight and control is needed to eliminate technical staff reviews of
submittals which (1) can be done by the Projects organization, (2) are
unnecessary (i.e., can be done under 10 CFR 50.59), or (3) are contingency
submittals.

10.2.3.3 Enhanced Assignment of Priorities

Utilizing cost and other information from the licensee as well as the existing
NRR guidance for assigning priorities, CBLAs should be so named and
prioritized. In the long term, this guidance guidance should be modified to
include a cost-based scale for assigning priorities to all licensing actions.

l

|

l

1
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10.2.3.4 Promptly Decide Policy

Managers should be sensitive to situations where a policy decision is needed
to facilitate resolution of a CBLA issue. The CBLA focal-point manager should
be active in these situations and should work with the senior management,
including the Executive Team when necessary, to obtain guidance and decisions.

10.2.3.5 Handle Issues Generically

Managers and reviewers should strive to identify situations where either the -

NRC or the industry can handle an issue generically. For industry, this would
include the designation of a lead plant for the review, and for the NRC, this ,

would include designating the PM for the plant as the lead for the generic
CBLA.

10.2.3.6 Create Review Templates

To the extent possible, technical branches should identify review topics and
situations for which a compilation of past evaluations would readily enable
the Projects organization to complete the reviews.

10.2.4 Discuss New CBLA Direction With NRR and Regional staffs

Both the NRR and regional staff need a better understanding of the new NRC
direction for regulatory reduction, in general, and CBLAs in particular.
Because cost has previously not been a consideration in assigning priorities,
tne staff will need guidance and coaching on resolving these issues. The fact
that cost is only a basis for assigning a priority to the review and not a
basis for approving or denying the request must be clearly articulated -
throughout the NRC. The September 17, 1993, memorandum (see Ref.10) may have
to be followed up with workshops, group discussions, division-level seminars,
or other actions to improve the staff's understanding of the new direction.

10.2.5 Understand Licensee's CBLA Program

Licensees are not using the same methodology to develop their CBLA programs,
as discussed in Section 3. The PM should understand his or her licensee's
CBLA program, its plan, methodology, timing, overall impact on the plant,
interrelation with other licensee cost-reducing programs at other plants, and
so forth. The PM should have meetings with his or her licensee and regional
counterpart to ensure the highest level of communication and coordination.

10.2.6 Improve Report Retrieval and Word Search Capability

ADPR/NRR is investigating the electronic transfer of letters and safety
evaluation reports from NRR to the licensees. This should be supported and
expanded to include the capability of retrieving any NRC safety evaluation
report by key word search. The capability should then be provided to the PMs
and the technical branches.
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10.2.7 Develop a New Definition for CBLAs

The definition of a CBLA should be changed to remove the subjective nature of
the phrase " low safety significance" in the current definition. The goal is to ;

have an easily understood and repeatable definition of CBLAs for the NRC staff
and the industry. The designation "CBLA" on a licensing action could then be
a basis to assign a review priority above 3 and would result in special
screening and tracking. The staff and industry should work together to arrive
at the new definition. On the basis of preliminary discussions with NUMARC,
the task force developed the information shown in Appendix G which contains
some potential CBLA attributes.

10.2.8 Provide Guidance to Licensees i

Discussions with the nuclear industry show that most licensees are just
starting a CBLA program. The task force believes that licensees will need
guidance on how they should submit GBLAs. An Administrative Letter should be
prepared that gives licensees the needed guidance, part of which may be
contained in this report. i
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APPENDIX A

RESOURCE ESTIMATES

The table shown below is an estimate of the resource needs to implement the
recommendations discussed in the CBLA final report. The table does not
describe the impact on the staff members beyond those directly assigned to the
new CBLA focal-point manager. For example, the work the PMs and PDs will have
lo do to understand their licensee's CBLA programs is not included in the
table. Also, there is overlap between some of the recommendations which
complicates estimating the work associated with each recommendation. For
ease in oeveloping the resource needs, the overlap has been qualitatively
described, but has not been quantified. For example, the efforts of the focal
point manager would undoubtedly go toward some of the specific items
associated with improving review ef(iciency and they have been included but
not quantified.

TABLE OF RESOURCE NEEDS

RECOMMENDATION FTE
__

10.2.1 Maintain focal point for CBLA effort 1.0

10.2.7 Coordinate related task forces' recommendations 0.17
10.2.3 Implement review efficiency improvement measures 0.39

10.2.4 Discuss new CBLA direction with NRR and regional 0.22
staff

10.2.5 Understand Licensee's CBLA programs -

10.2.6 Improve report electronic retrieval capability -

10.2.7 Deve'ap a new definition for CBLAs 0.05
10.2.8 Provide guidance to licensees 0.30

TOTAL 2.13 = 2.2 FTE

,
.

l
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BASIS FOR RESOURCE ESTIMATES i

l
10.2.1 One manager working full time. |

1

10.2.2 One meeting a month with other groups. One day preparing for and
attending the meeting and two days followup. (3 days / month =

288 hrs /1650 hrs = 0.17 FTE)

10.2.3 Resource estimates for improving CBLA review efficiency:

10.2.3.1 Focal Point for CBLAs - included in 10.2.1.
10.2.3.2 Erg _ gen and Track CBLAs - the majority of this effort will

be done by the already existing TS Screening Group,
however, the role of CBLA focal-pJint manager as screening

ioversight will be new and can be estimated based on one i

meeting every 2 weeks, and 1/2 day per week for praparation J

(4 days / month- 384. hrs /1650 hrs = 0.23 FTE) i

Publish CBLA report - I week every 3 months to collect,
analyze and publish CBLA data (160 hrs /1650 hrs = 0.10 FTE)

10.2.3.3 Avoid Unnecessary Reliance on ADT - included in the
screening function described in 10.2.3.2. Occasional
elevation to senior management issues needing decision are
included in 10.2.1.

10.2.3.4 Enhanced Assianment of Priorities - included in
10.2.3.2 and 10.2.3.3.

10.2.3.5 Promotiv Decide Policy - included in 10.2.3.3.

10.2.3.6 Handle Issues Generically - working with industry and
staff to identify generic issues is mostly included in
10.2.1. However, as an additional item, meeting with each
Branch once to implement this item as well as the next is
included in this estima'e. 1/2 day per mtg + 1/2 day
followup. (1 day /mtg x 12 branches = 12 days = 0.06 FTE)

10.2.3.7 Create Review Templates - included in 10.2.3.6.

10.2.4 Two days at each region and one day with every tech branch (except
ADAR and DRIL) and PD and 6 weeks to write another guidance
memorandum, including memo to PMs on CBLA implementation. (2 days x
5 regions + 1/2 day x 12 branches + 6 weeks = 0.22 FTE)

10.2.5 The majority of work for this item will be for individual PMs, PDs,
and Regional staff. Also, included in 10.2.1.

30.2.6 The recommendation has no resource impact for the CBLA staff
because it would be done by PHAS or IRM.

10.2.7 Two weeks to develop a new CBLA definition and discuss with NRC and
industry personnel. (2 weeks = 0.05 FTE)

10.2.8 Three months to write an ADMIN letter. Assume no need for CRGR
review. (3 months = 0.3 FTE)

FTE assumes 1650 hours / year = 1.0 FTE; total is rounded up to nearest 0.1 FTE.
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APPENDIX B

TABLES

A list of the tables in this appendix is given below:

Table 1 Work Completed by Review Priority and Calendar Year

Table 2 Work completed by Project Manager ("PM") or Technical Staff ("TS")
by Calendar Year

Table 3 Status of Virginia Electric Power Company (Virginia Power) Cost
Beneficial Licensing Actions (Submitted)

Table 4 Status of Millstone Units 1, 2, and 3 and Haddam Neck Cost
Beneficial Licensing Actions

Table 5 Status of Florida Power Corporation / Crystal River Unit 3 Cost
Beneficial Licensing Actions

Table 6 Status of Entergy's cost Beneficial Licensing Actions

Table 7 Virginia Power Incoming Submittals by Calendar Year Corrected to
Estimate a Total for 1993

Table 8 Submittals Under Consideration by Virginia Power Cost Beneficial
licensing Actions

Table 9 Number of Licensees Submittals (Incoming) And The Inventory by
Calendar Year -

Table 30 Philadelphia Electric Company Submittals (Incoming) by Calendar Year
Corrected to Estimate a Total for 1993

;

A table giving the meanings for the acronyms in the above ten tables is on the
next page. '

,
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.
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1951 123 218 430 114 $45

1999 242 650 IN3 214 2170

1990 458 1451 1419 309 3337

1991 329 1881 8064 133 2723

1992 H0 line 1995 M SIC 7

199t* Me Ho Mt SS 1$82

. _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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TABLE 1. WORE COMP 12ND BY REVIEW FNORTY AND CAlmGut YEAR
(samshame

CA12NDAR 1Urttu 1UrALm gepFEmptC3
YEAR

es asheet - Issels as enesty asks '

1988* ens ses? Sur
8989* 2t2 pts ter

t980" 3s7 ass? 33

1993* 2735 met 137

19F2
.

sert gast me

| 399r sur sus w

.

*
* The dans fm 1993 e enh ihrmgh My H.1991.

-

,

"

Th derswuous (w imme4 rh (1?) and Isensing ace ase (R') == almmead is 1991,as to diResumme naswems L' and k* sy to sad
=

Wh 1991 e nas empennst

* = Tbn we also *eht* med that eu
, in 1988 Wb 1969 bus k def ass have proper eeMy endas. The dWaremmen hum 1990 an ese I

'

ans d wasumanpwommt
,

i

i

1

1

!

i

i

l

.
I
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TABLE 2. M COMPL2TED BY PhortCT btANAGERS (*Pht*) OR
TECWGCAL STAFF (*f5'P BY CAIDDAR YEAR

*
CA1ENDAR IJCD&D80 ACfl0NS IJCEN1D40 ACTTYmES

YEAR
*Pht' 'It* 1Br *t5'

leer see 132 998 983

1989' 438 ese des 188

1990* 127 750 778 3375

1993* est ses 387 tot

1992 es2 gel 334 WI
,

1993* die 328 BC 482

,

.

CALD'DAR TUTAL WORK TOTAL WORK
YEAR

*PM* *TS* UCD&Dio UCIMSD80
ACTIONS ACITVmES ;

;

1988* 335 Sil 272 SM

S M 9' 532 late SSI 1867

1980' 5505 IM8 5457 30$4

8993* 1031 1664 1497 3227

1992 966 8442 - 1541 1963

1993* 601 973 913 639

i

Tb duran,ans for 1,cumes e (L*) nad has mehm Ot') won changed in 1991, so the' d#srae:m be=ese L' and R* e9 to ed i* =

theown 1991 e sat empemaaL j

** * Tbs dana for 1993 m enh through 3aly 30,19F3.

Then are ok mire assbad ende banda *Pht' and 'TS* ens asmudnes he wert dans by NRJt, ha esse er, sede sesgras es grumur buk |4 .
st sbr west. Tbs *Ts* sede techsse '75E'she.

71

,
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I

l

|
|
|
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!
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TABLE SA = STATUS OP VIRopflA R3*fWC POWER CQh&ANY (Yestnin Poem)

COST BENIrlGALIJCENSD80 ACMONS (COMhETWENTB)

.

NUhaER coh0STMDff StatSTTAL COST SAVDIOS STARIB
DATE -

'5. W5 Camerol Raman Denige Rarire a- M/m/m3 313.4 maism ' Ayyssued 06/2848.
,

2. SP5 Regensey Guide I.M/ P2SO dass inshase MfMW2 8 2.0 mEles Appsowed W/ttfge.
'i

eP' amm)

s. APw hay is, ass nahanus Samme stop t.umed per Appsevatet E85
per

4. SP5 IRS Ptamp Inspesame Daheime 84mhul $108 enemmed per . AppseumL i
*

vier

$. Cummi SP5 ED$PI OWilms 3900 tammund Appsewed by Empien E.

4. GL 99 80 Bumer# Vahm . steigins of veke 88/1595 8475 ansammad Danied 05/3695.3

7. %=-r Based Pye Senus Aanlyam 064845 812 tensmed par Appeweed
year

1
8. MAP 5 901.971 meme esmernese preense 10/3pp2 8 09 emmened Appeeved e54995. .i

rumorder at* mass) j

9.* SPS . Chase in $D0 Com miemmes from 2 to 1 864895 8 4 man-- App, dew 25/95
Nem 5mfery Dimel Gems, eases

loc MAP 5. GL 89 30 Weise Opermesd Vdes Tenae GW3995 19D Approved 08/1955.
54.d4 f.risomise

88. SPS . lusf Raguas for Pnmmatner Weld 08/18795 $470 annemed

amouress

TAB 1.I 58. STATV5 OF VTRGtWLA IMCTRIC PO%TR COMPANY (Vsginin Power)

COST D&D1CIAL IJC551NO ACTIONS (T.S. CHANGES)

WhGiER TECHNICAL 5PIC171 CATION CMANGE SUBhCTTAL COST SAVINGS STATUS
DATE |

1.* NAP 5 Hqb Head Safery lasamos Phamp Pts. 85/1995 TSD Appeweed etMIS45.
An&necos

2 SP5 Rsaner Coonnes Syuuan OtCS) tamp 5 esp Sdensand TBD . Appeeved )
VeM laarried ' '

3.* MAPS Amomanc Isonsnes of Ranident Man teJ2785 TBD Scand enfay evehammadue
,

Removal Sysessa freen te BCS et/50/95. i

' 4. MAP 5 Radeemd Nanbar ofInspesand Samsm f*F.45 $140 asummed Bened unfoqr evehemamens
omasema elless3.

3. SPS Sensinised SenWun Sien! Pying !
-

01 41/95 8129 asumed per
Fest

6. . MAPS Revimod CamaisumesType A Tem 97/B48 8790 tamand ApW sem/es.
askeduis (R' tem) i

,

T. MAP 5. Preseduse Revise huguesy M4848 $140 temmedper
For

4. Dammes E#1uses Rr.hmse Rapest Preesmar 87/1645 B 7 esamed per Smed safaqr swahsummedes
yet al/16m.

9. Sshuse med Revue Qmbry Aannemme Andt 87/3695 5450 tsummed per Semed safery evehenesdes

Pw year 11/1545.'

10 SPS !se Prussure Tu4ns Blade 1mspeseums M/2595 TBD Reduce ousnber of inspansas

_- - , , . - . . . . . ..
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TABLZ sc . STATUS OF VIROGA ELECTIOC power COMPANY (Virghh pausel

Cos7 maNelaAL ucINstwo AcnoMs (EGMP!) oms)

NUMBD EXIMPn0Ns sustgTTAL COST &AVDeos STATUS
DATE

I. Damrumma Freemary of Emersamry L ^ 984843 3300 W per Dayamme huh atmesetahte Ame w Dra pum, ymmmed.

2. Mars Commat 1995 p Ammuni Die enrines $37sabammed Approves euness,

s. SPs * H CPR Pan M. AppendisI Cummmaremmt 084648 TED Comanagemy sumusema.
Lancemed Iman nums Ten

TABLE sD STATUS OF VIRGMA ILaCTWC POWER COMPANT (Ybutnin Peom6 .
cost noronsAL uxNsDeo AenONs (RUUDdAED80)

NUMBD RULEMAKINO sVDMrTTAL Cost SAVINGS STATUS
DATE

I. %macy Prq=rmissan Aamunt Dein 12/00 S2 8216 emened per 40<tay ensumus period b e.ar.
runt

2. Defhname of sefary-ethund TSD TBD Referred to NUMARC in OS/I743
hear.

5- Lam Tbne N+1 NRC Amalama Imagesters a a TBD $240 W per Referred to NUMAAC b 9997M3Good hnat san year leer.

W

NMT Afl1PTVTfTUV15RT5 rd MR BOTH *N APS* AWD *SPS*. WORTM AVWA AVD Sl'RREY PO%TR STAT 10W5Dut! ONYTWISEIN D!C ATT_D

1*#
These are mai sensalmrud to be CB1As h h 1.msnus.
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TARM 4A 8TATUS OF nCL1870tfE UN!T51. 2. AND 3 ANDltADDAM NBCX
COST BDTFICIAL UCDt3D40 ACDONS (COh0CTMDf11)

NUMBDt COh0CTMDfT SV5hCTTAL CDtfSAVD808 FTATUS
EMTE

1. P- Ou Causret Oth Unk I) Spees Messes ? -. ' OlfJ093.
2. Hardened vem D=s med W' 874035 83 m 2 massa Lasema kvassigWang thasudvs !$4sdals P h Unit 1) seus design wW4 wG deby es

!
hm f the hasdamed sums.o

3. lasenDssion of Rdadams Helenge Manor stat #202/2245 82 to 3 mahan Umsmans subunJasd Amminmeise for |(kthemes Dah 1)
alme s-abammetseseher.n

1

Causahamsw h bensi doing )m apuunut
j

t Semenic lammi 06thases Una I and HaMans 97/ MS $4 m 38 anaism Usenses adhemined me absrenewNed)
append to rumeke ans remWmms

|
BuDenn 79-14 anues.

|

TABM 4B . STAW5 0F BOLL 570NE UNTn I 2. AND 3 AND HADDAM NECK
Cost BEND 1CtAL UCENstNQ ACTION 1(T.S. CHANOD)

TECHNICAL $PLCinCAT10N CHANGD SUBhCTTAL COST SAVINO3 STAWS
DATE

ATMBD

3. $nene Genetwor (50) Te Rapar Creens (Hh 07/319201/29 43 nGhams NRR e ass rever ng pk
Ned) 044843 specirac 50 mas phagas

erkeriu a this imms

2. t's Fwl Aancer.bh Pooce Rads in Ibe Spass Fus! Peel 05/1543 64 se 10 mass TWs b ameded for Mi eses
thburwar Una 2) ofNed a tbs spens Ass! pool

aAsp1994.

TABM 40. STATU5 OF hCILSTONE UNTT31. 2. AND $ AND HADDAM NECE
COST BDIFICIAL UCD(5DdO ACTIONS (DCDOT10N3)

NUMBDt DCDOT)ONS 8UBMTTTAL COST EAW4C5 8TATUS
DATE

3. Therme hs Es empoca (Maides Nat) 12/D&20lm693 Il samian anse seasinuedins of TWhg
as a fire barner. Danied Juh
1791.

2. 34=duhr Ea% frean Appenda 3 and C 01/1843 03/2240 Manus haines essepuom appeered
To tvi- 844581
(Husdam Nest)

___ _
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TA&l21A * STATUS OF PLDRIDA POWER CORPORAftoNCRYSTAL WVB UNIT 3 |Cost RENEFICIAL UCEN81NQ ACDONS (CohORDept75)
|

NUMBD COh04IThdDf75 SUDMITTAL C087 &AVD808 STATUS
DATE

4. asumey genhed Tm 1Ammun ester he esmudaman
en L h venimme
ammmm.

2- M lummus Setehd $400 h umed OL 8742 euspumes, esenha hmW

em$$/3845 easterenehml
assesd.

3. Cabis sepuuman mJ N mahan IJmummes pompunks apesaded

PEAR wtmin.

4. Pruewunsus Suesmhed TBD Usames nsyamme to
6sas mired by Ragina B.
Usansas objenes a sessmeren!

smde dadmensee evnsrin.

TAB 11 fB STATUS OF RDRIDA POWDt CORPORAT10NCRYSTALIUVER UNTT 3
Cost B&D1CML UCD5tNO ACTIONS (T.8 CMANGES)

hTMBD TICHNICAL 5PECIFICATION CMANOD $UBhCTTAL cos7 SAVIN 05 STAW3
DATE

I. T M 5 par /watmo m- n a Camamis Sdemand $100 assammad

2 Ls Tamperinn Orerteamsm Preemmem $dmaand TBD

3 Pew Operasad RsW VnM Ragwur,eme Sdemed $3 m&en

TAB 12 SC . STATUS OF RDRJDA Po%T1 CORPORATIONcitYSTAL RTVDt UNff 3
COST BDD1C1AL UCDI1th0 ACTION 1(OTMDt)

hTMBD OTND ACTION SUBhCTTAL COST SAWOS STATUS
DATE

3 ID$F1 Tamm lampense sendmed TBD Sears of inspectes to be nduesd.
Regian D h miswing.

2. $woPI Tana tampassen Nes th TBD If sak h anismed few h
lasyncesa,linumes wm paraus a
deby to PY 1999,

3. Sew, Aandamm1FEIZ Mes $deand TBD Unemses wig dedse hdMemmi

P as em GPS andh
andramIPEIZ mamm . unasses
*E est fenew OL 66 30.

d. Itanner Ven st 1sengg Na Sended 1BD OL 9341.

S. Sumas C==rmer Tes Phss' s Crtsts Nas 5 demand TBD NRR h asa avleerhg pwa
sess* SG tes pbeshs at=h
a sus h.

6 hw Lag Nas$d misse TBD Unk === signifauss mennes of
Nrna lag maanni

|
|

.
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TAB 12 4 + ITATUS OF DfTEm0Y'S COST BDGFICIAL UCD5D*0 ACTIONS

NUndBD AC110N SUshCTTAL C087 SAVDios 3TATU8
DATE

I. le CPR Pen 50 Appnada 3 tulle SM.7 amme Unew sMme.

| 2. Revhw Seswty Pmween gests) 830.3 mains Under sedsw.

3. Drywes Imkees Teams ewlfss Sie ammina 8W seques appsened tw
s emmen

4. 14 year A$hE Code Emdesammans 09/1733 SilJ amins

3. Puedwease Messh s. h le CPR 30.99 SllJ mahan Implumamed by Emmmys.
l

<6 Sowas Tone Tisang TBD $ > lt unas
]

j7. ha Pump HoW Das Bene lampimenem 8 4 4 anos Wiedesen.

S. E/fbsmit d-a- 08/1893 8910 6 seamed Pvojass unseem seviewho

F' mens for Dury Temung *-- 880043 8 2.7 anahme Os bow imed the husahams nds9 a,

shange a essed en by das
f e-ima.

,

10 mm Simam laolause VnNe Imkage eeunamen eC25m 8 2.5 emainem Lesmass's propeenlimpace i

Synessa gemaris sev6sw of sweses' going
PNyamal '

Al. Ranner Coolmat Piser Cong w W !anceseman TED 81.1 enaban Ralmer from the A$hG Code b ,

e

! reesired. I

11 Eev. 'Qia!/mmese of homemamena TBD $700 iheuenad
w

18 Secondary Cht? Ownee * 7 TBD 1530 6manad

( 14 Hydrogen Amessbeers TBD $120amamed For en Wawrfeed pinas only.
,

15 R.sanm e the Lee e Pans Wahar Syeissa inun the 8&llM 5300 asussed Project meansw rev6 ewing.
TwMca! 5 pes (meses

le. Ramove Tact.aan! Sperirminuse Serene 6. TBD $700 CM Renames requerenessa es
hveuve Conveh ad= = dstive prweduren.
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TAM 2 7. YlRODCA POWIR D8CohSNO 3L4hdrTTA1A BY CAIDfLAR TBAR

CORRECTED 10 B7D4M A TOTAL POR 3905

CAIDfDAR YEAR UCEN8080 ACTION 8 UCEN$!NG AC7DT!!II 10TAL
1988 to 35 ?!
DOM $$ es 118 '

9900 M 96 ISS

DMI' W 18 M
9952 M 37 35
19P5' M M IM

!

UCENSING AC110N53Y PLANT

CA12NDAR YEAR SURRY SURRY NORTH ANNA MORTH ANNA TOTAL
|

LTNTT I UNTT 2 UNTT I UNTT 2

IMI 8 7 11 30 M
IM9 14 Il $$ 18 $$

1990 24 23 23 27 M
IMI 17 18 13 Il M ;

IM2 20 20 15 18 M

1993' 24 29 19 M M
i

|

|

l
)

UCD'5TNG ACT&TnD BY PLANT

CALDM YTAR NORTH AhWA NORTH ANNA
SURRY Uh77 i SURRY LHIT 2 UhTTI UNIT 2 TOTAL

1981 to le 9 6 $$

IM9 le le 13 33 80

1990 9 8 le 9 M |

IMI 3 6 5 2 la I

1992 le le 9 8 37

IMt* 9 8 9 8 H

Feuemec

* a Aa emmen ea made for k nm or 1993 fne Emmens dual
!

. _ _ . - .
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TAaLE 84. sUBhCTTALs WDo CowsIDDATloN BY vim 0DilA powsn

CCRT SDGP9CIAL UCENilNo ACDONS (COh047WDm)

NLNBD Coh0CTMDfT5 5UBhCTTAL CatT8AVD40s STATUS
Daft

1. NAP 5 Sen&w Bok r- r--- Pengensy 884553 8 d. esamedper raw menhed dus.
raw

2. 5000 Cr*nrb fa a.esha.,y onde 1.97, wm sac.emmend
8e=ar W Q ale ==== pesw
tum)

3. Pan AarWaar samples symme P us emnd W As sac,enimmedphs
8830 n==med per
row

.
d. a,rin. et h waa m; : w sys $3so. s smedpar

Gems ham) year

5. IP5 Darrense Appenda R Fws Pimme Tem lit N3 13D
Fwusan Gens uma)

4 Deman OER Free.smey Gens masa) 121 MS TBD

7. Raf ce Lacessan P.., --- Pnnas sen 011 /D4 $750.ammendrer
Augmanenuce year
Gens man)

8 Qualn) Aannace Topan! Repert Ormoed 01/ 194 TBD
Arreand Gens namn)

9. GL IS-10 Waker Operstad van Omges TSD TBD Needed for Nere Aame tensenesGons han) enangt

TABM IB SUBM'TTAU UNDD CON 5fDERADON BY VLRCDILA PO%IR
CO57 BEND 1C1AL UCENSTNG AC710NS (T.S. CHAN013)

bTMBER TECHNICAL 5PECIFICAT10N CHANOD SUBhCTTAL COST EAYDic$ STATUS
DATE

1. Appenda IL4penda A Fn Pnmarnom 51/ #F) TBD
Censuimens G ns ham)

2 Lod,culenriamplas er satsey Evahmoans 80/ #p3 8100 nm endper
Gens man) raw

3. D mmn AuM Feed. w Pimme Tan 30/ #3 SII . 6.usset per
Freemacy G no ama) m

d. Decnese Ramnar Proenceae symmalZarassrud 98I # 4 8116. & sensed per
Safary Feana Twtag Fragwenn Gama ham) year

$. Uns,hans Tactawal Spechnae 4._ " TBD TBD
Pms rim Gons ham)

TABl2 la SUBbCTTAU UNDD CON 1!DDATION BY VDt0Df1A POWER
COST BEN 171CIAL UCENSING ACTIONS (DCDanONS)

NUMBD DCD anONs SL4hCTTAL COET5 8AYD808 STATUS
DATE

Nome

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - _ . - _ _ _ _
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TABLZ E SUtneTTALS WDER CONSIDERA110N BY VIRODGA POWER
COST BDfEFK1AL IJCEN8D80 ACDONS QiCl2MAED00)

NLM RU12MAIDf0 SUth577AL Cost SAVD808 STATUS
DAll *

1. le C7R So M.Danums Aadt Fregumnsy and ett As See asumed
Nhc amase Prooms for Emersessy
W. Phas for Day, and $ssust

.

TABLE SC * BUthCTTALS UNvER CONSIDDLATRON BY VIRODOA POWER
CCST BDiEFICIAL UCTN5!NG ACDONS (07MDQ

hTMBm CnWD ACn0NS SUthCTTAL COST SAvtNos STATUS
DATE

I. Seewey Progman TBD 8170 neuened To be refemd to NUMARC.

I
.I

J

l

1

i

I

1

|

|

1
l

I
.
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TABLI 9 M/WBER OF UCDtSEts'SUBM!TTAL3 CNCOWtHO) AND
TME DrVDtTORY BY CALD(DAA YEAR

,

CALINDAR INC0hCN0 UCDSU SLDMf77A1J
TEAR

UCD1D40 ACTIONS UCENSD80 ACT!Y!TIRB TOTAL

IM4 M9 6423 2800

IM9 1222 1814 SEM

im w= las 3=9

IMI H79 195 3214

1992 $$22 8850 2272
.

IM1' NI 1d4 1400

COMPLETID UCD3ll SL'BMTTTA1J

CA11NDAR YZAR UCD1!NO ACT10NS UCEN3!NO ACTIVff1ES TUTAL

1988 273 407 083
_..

1989 Sol 1262 2170

IM I433 3064 3337

1991 left ID4 2725

1997 IS44 INI 3607

1993* F15 M7 15t2

CALENDAR bTT CHANGE TO THE INVINTORY
YIAR

UCD1tNO ACTIONS UCD1TNG AC m TffE3 TOTAL

1988 * 461 4814 +1273

1989 4 314 + 332 + 666

1990 49 419 N4

1991 12 -439 411

1992 34 Il 35

1993* *M + 321 27

CALINDAR INYINTORY
YEAR

UCD3tNO ACTloN3 UCDifMO ACmTTfD TDTAL

1954 1029 2006 pass

1999 IH3 23 58 3703

1990 1204 1539 3033
.

1991 1282 1900 2332

1992 1238 lett 2347

1993* IIH 1280 2314

.W
* * Deas im 1993 h as A4 30,1993.

e - _.
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TAnu to 7mLemmeA am rise coneAwr sunnenAu aNecase) |
sv cAup< nan vzAn cosasetup to mitMAn A 7or41.paa its:

' IJcENSIMO ACTIONS SUNSTTAM

cAlmfDAa YEAm* LDdBUCE UNrf t IJMBRim Up573 FEAGi toff 0M FEME ItrrAL
UNrr i SprTOM UNIT 3

39e61 3 3 3- e a
1988 2 5 1 3 'S 38
taal 8 9 8 8 M j

1996 3 3 4 3 3 33 -
Stet 2 6 7 8- 4 3
W 9 il B 4 34

tMl 8 8 12 8 ett
962 4 8 8 9 39
esent 11 le 17 11- as

'S $ 6 3 21IMIl -

IMI2 5 7 $ 4 21
emm1 30 - 12 Il 9 42

IM21 3 $ 9 7' 3a
IM22 $ $ 8 8 N
isaal to 10 It is $2

1991 1 10 le - 9 7 M |

6 6 le N de Im,.2*
1991-

a a n a m 4

-

* = As unsammes enes made for the run of IMI fnen en W's dass as payemed lumssag enism -

* e IMS-J.fbe half of anheder yumr 1M8,1MS 2, ensued har of 1984.
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APPENDIX C

LICENSEES' COST BENEFICIAL LICENSING ACTIONS PROGRAMS

The task force focused on the CBLA programs of Virginia Power, NEU, FPC, and-
Entergy because these licensees were perceived to have well-developed programs-
to identify CBLAs. These four programs are discussed below. The tables
referred to in the following sections are also in Appendix 8.

C.) VIRGINIA ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY

-Through its C8LA program, Virginia Power has identified cost savings of more-,

than $50 al11 ton. The issues listed in Table 3 are those that have been:
submitted; those listed in Table 8 are being considered for future submittals.
The licensee's estimated cost savings for each issue are given-in the tables.

In the summer of 1992, Virginia Powe'r' began a vigorous CBLA program by -
coaducting extensive interviews with its staffs at the stations and corporate

| offices. The emphasis was on non-safety-significant changes to the. plants.
L Virginia Power obtained a large number of suggestions, which it further

evaluated. Each item was investigated in terms of its relationshi to the
plant's licensing bases and/or regulatory origin. Items were furtier
evaluated for their cost benefit and safety significance and were prioritized.

Initially, Virginia Power used a rough prioritization method based on the
item's perceived importance but later developed a more detailed method to
quantify the individual items prioritization. Virginia Power used a multi-
tiered system that measured the individual item's safety significance,.
reduction in occupational exposure, plant availability impact, ease of
regulatory review, cost-savings potential, and so forth. These measurements
were combined, using a weighting factor system, and a net priority measurement
was derived. The net score was then used to schedule and perform reviews and
develop submittals for NRC review.

Characteristics of the Virginia Power CBLA program-are that the CBLA submitted
to the NRC were usually straightforward and not controversial, plant-specific,
and result in immediate, as opposed to, delayed benefits to the-licensee. 'On
the besis of the number of requests submitted by Virginia Power and-approved,

L by the NRC, as_ shown in Table 3,.the Virginia Power CBLA program should be-
considered a success.

An important feature of the program that aided in its success-is the degree-
that Virginia Power has comunicated with the. NRC. Virginia Power and the PMs

L frequently discuss the entire set of licensing actions submitted to the NRC
and being developed for submittal. Virginia Power has' a " top ten" list of
actions that is updated monthly and enumerates.:in priority order, the-

|- licensing actions important. to the. licensee,- including CBL%s.

Another feature of the program is that the early submittals were dominated by
L requests to relax commitments. Of the licensing actions submitted thus far-

and shown in Table 3, over half are commitment changes. In discussions with
Virginia Power, the CBLA Task Force and the projects staff emphasized'the-
importance of the licensee determining which actions can be performed without
NRC staff approval, thus reducing the number of submittals to_NRC to only

L
p
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those needing NRC approval. For example, in its original presentations to the
'

"
NRC on its CBLA propram, Virginia Power discussed the requirement to keep
sufficient personne on shift to staff all positions in its emergency plan
within 30 minutes of declaration of an emernenev. This requirement resulted
in = Virginia Power having extra people not utilized for any other useful .
purpose on back shifts. Virginia Power intended to submit a program. change
request:for NRC review; however, on the basis of subsequent staff discussions,
Virginia Power now believes that most of the burden coming.from this-
requirement can be ameliorated by a different interpretat< on of its plan. As :

a result of its own review, Virginia Power now believes it can use personnel
already on shift and need not rely on others originally thought to be needed.
Thus, a more careful evaluation of the existing requirements and procedures.
has enabled the licensee to solve the problem on its own, without developing
and submitting a package for NRC review.

:
C.? NORTHEAST UTI{.ITIES (NEU) |:

NEU has identified cost savings of ibout $25 million. However, unlike
Virginia Power who developed and implemented a plan to find and then evaluate ;

all those requirements that were marginal to-safety and costly, NEU only -
identified items that were already under various stages of NRC staff review
and were also costly. These items, listed in Table 4, were both technically

,

and procedurally more complex than the Virginia Power items. Further, they
generally involved more difficult policy questions and.are therefore not being . |

'

resolved as expeditiously as the Virginia Power items. Many of these items
' .are also generic.

In discussions with the licensee, NEU stated that its methods for prioritizing
their plant modifications were based on an integrated safety assessment
program that was developed with the NRC from the Systematic Evaluation Program
and Individual Risk Evaluation Plan of the NRC. -The methodology includes the i

determination of the change in the core melt frequency for each proposed >

change, along with a ranking based on public safety, personnel safety,
economic performance, and personnel productivity. It is being used for
prioritizing plant modifications at Millstone Units 1 and 3, and-Haddam Neck. '

This metL/ is not being used by the licensee to prioritize its licensing.
actions, including the CBLAs.

,

NEU plans on embarking on a program to develop CBLAs and will work with the
industry and the NRC on these items. It is NEU's intent to develop a '

prioritization scheme that would place in rational order the cost savings of
the different licensing actions it develops.

;:

C.3 FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION (FPC) k

FPC only identified cost savings of about $7 million. Like NEU, FPC only.,

identified items that were already under various stages of NRC staff review.
.These items-include the Crystal River Unit 3 Improved Technical

,

Specifications,|the generic Nuclear Management and Resources Council'(NUMARC '

positions- on security,; seismic-related issues,- and procurement, and various )
other cost-savings measures. These items with the status of the current
review and the projected cost savings in some cases are listed in Table 5.

The issues identified by FPC are both technically and procedurally more !
7
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complex than the Virginia Power items. Further, they generally involve more
difficult policy questions and are, therefore, not being resolved as
expeditiously as the Virginia Power items.

C.4 ENTERGY

The Entergy CBLA program is significant and well-developed and was studied as
an example of a licensee's CBM program. Through its CBLA program, Ente m

- has identified cost savings of more than $110 million, the' largest identified'

cost savings of any CBLA program reviewed.1The submitted and expected CBLAs
and the identified cost savings for each CBLA are given in Table 6. Entergy's
program includes fewer commitment changes than Virginia Power's program.

Whereas Virginia Power has emphasized small, non controversial.. plant-specific
issues. Entergy has focused on generic issues . involving some difficult policy
issues. Since Enter.gy has made only a few submittals since August 1993, the ,

NRC staff has just started scheduling the reviews of the submittals and no
reviews have been completed, althougi one issue identified by Entergy has been- ,

previously approved for Susquehanna. .
-4
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1
APPENDIX D i

y
ESTIMATED INCREASE IN LICENSING ACTION SUBMITTALS FROM LICENSEES

!
Considering the interest of the licensees in reducing costs at their plants, J

the task force attempted to estimate what increase,.if any, in the current i

rate of licensing action submittals could be ex>ected for cost beneficial
licensing actions (CBLAs). The discussion on tte expected increase in
licensing action submittals to the NRC is broken down into the following '

sections: the current inventory of CBLAs, the estimated increase in
submittals, and the current inventory of licensing actions. The tables
referred to in this appendix are all in Appendix 5. _

''

As a result of the, discussions with NUMARC, industry, and its own review of
data on submittals from two licensees, the task force determined that there
likely will be an increase in CBLA submittals of about five per unit, per year

<

'

for the next 2 calendar years. Thii number is in addition to the normal-
number of submittals from the licensees and is based on the following data.

The task force had discussions with the Nuclear Management and Resources- .

Council (NUMARC) to estimate the additional staff work load that could be
expected regarding CBLAs and to determine if NUMARC would assist the licensees +

in developing and coordinating CBLA methodology. NUMARC surveyed licensees on
CBLAs with the following results. Approximately two-thirds of the-industry
responded to the survey. Licensees replied that 90 percent of the units
expected to submit an additional 5.4 CBLA submittals per unit, per year, for
the next two years and the licensees of 10 % of the units expected no increase 4

in the rate of submittals for CBLAs. One utility, with one unit, stated that
it did not expect to pursue CBLAs due to other priorities. The increase in
the annual rate of requests is expected to begin in the fourth quarter of 1993
or the first quarter of 1994.

Assuming the licensees who did not respond to the NUMARC survey will in fact -

submit the 5.4 additional submittals per plant, the estimate from NUMARC is an
increase of approximately 400 submittals a year from the industry over for the '

next 2 calendar years.

As a check on the estimate from NUMARC, the task force reviewed the number'of-
licensing actions submitted by Virginia Electric Power Company and-
Philadelphia Electric Company since 1988 in Tables 7 and lo, and the total
number of licensing actions submitted since 1988 in Table 9. The tables are
in Appendix B.

(1). Viroinia Electric Power Company (Virainia Power) '

The data for licensing submittals from Virginia Power includes 1992 when
Virginia Power began its CBLA program. The data for the year 1993 was
corrected by including the number of submittals that Virginia Power stated
that it expected to make in 1993. Virginia Power has four units: Surry Units-
J and 2 and North Anna Units 1 and 2.

l
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Table 7 gives the number of incoming submittals from Virginia Power for four
units for 1992 and 1993, licensing actions and licensing activities 1submittals.. The data for 1993 was adjusted by including the number of :

additional-submittals Virginia Power expects to submit for the four units :

during the remainder of 1993. Table 3 lists CBLAs.that have been submitted by
Virginia Power since 1992. Table 8 lists the future CBLA submittals which

,

Virginia Power expects to make in 1993 and 1994..
-

Comparing the number of licensing actions submitted by Virginia Power for 1991
through4993 in Table 7, 59 submittals for 1991 are before the CSLA program,
66'are during 1922 near.the beginning of the CBLA program 'and M are for 1993

.

:
after the- CBLA program was established and functioning. hetaskforcehasno
explanation for the abnomaly of 97 licensing action submittals in 1990
compared to the submittals in 1989 and 1991. !

The data on Virginta Power indicate that the number of additional submittals
per unit should rise slowly during the first 6 months of the CBLA program and
reach an increase of about 7 submittals'per year. This increase-is consistent
with the estimate from NUMARC.

(2) Philadelchia Electric Comoany (PEC0)
,

The data in Table 10 for PECO includes 1993 when the company started its CBLA j
program. The table gives the number of incoming licensing action submittals
from PECO for four units from 1988 to 1993: Limerick 1/2 and Peach

:
'

Bottom 2/3. The data for 1993 were corrected to include the number of ,

additional submittals PECO might submit for the four units during the rest of :1993.

Comparing the number of licensing actions submitted by PEC0 for 1990 through -

1993, there is a fairly steady number of between 42 and'52 submittals peryear. In 1993, the year of the licensee's CBLA program, there is 36
submittals in the first half of the year and an estimated 44 for the second
half of the year, for a total of 80. This is approximately an increase of 28 -

more submittals for 1993 compared to 1992, or about 7 more submittals perplant. This is an increase of about 50 percent. Comparing the last half of
1992 to the first half of 1993, the increase for the licensee was from 26 to
36, or about 40 percent.,

- i

The data on PECO indicates that the number of additional submittals per unit !
could rise.quickly during the first six months of the CBLA program and reach '

an increase of about 7 submittals per year. This. increase is consistent with !

the data for Virginia Power and the astimate from NUMARC. '

.
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(3) Licensino Action Submittals

There is also data on the total number of licensing actions submitted to NRC
~

from 1988 to-1993 in Table 9. The data for 1993 is from January 1,1993 to *

July 30,1993,_ or 7 months of the calendar year. . If you increase.the numbers '

for.1993 by assuming the. rate for the first 7 months will continue for the
remaining 5 months, the data for 1991 to 1993 is the following:

>

1. 1991 1479 submittals
2. 1992 1522 .|
3. 1993 1442

This is a slight drop in licensing action submittals from 1991-1992 to 1993 of
about 0.5 submittals per plant or only 4 percent. This would seem to indicate
that although there is an increase from some licensees (i.e., Virginia Power
and PECO) there is not an increase in licensing actions coming from the
industry at this time. '

.

The estimate of 400: additional submittals per year is consistent with the-
number of additional submittals resulting from the Virginia Power and PEC0 :CBLA programs in 1993, but is not consistent with the decrease in the overall
number of licensing action submittals from the industry in 1993. This
estimated decrease in the submittal of. licensing actions in 1993 is based on -

looking at the number submitted in the calendar year 1993, frem January 1, a
1993 to November 15, 1993. The numbers for Fiscal Year (FY) 1993 in
Reference 18. however, show an increase through the year because it does not
include the drop in submittals occurring in the fourth' quarter of 1993.

Although the number of licensing actions submitted for 1993 is currently
projected to be smaller than that submitted for 1991 and 1992, the projected
decrease _ in 1993 is believed to be statistically unimportant. (i.e., about-
6 percent less than 1992 and 4 percent less than 1991) and only an indication
that the industry has not yet switched its licensing emphasis to submitting >

CBLAs.
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i
APPENDIX E

:

FOCAL POINT FOR CBLA REVIEW PROBLEMS I
1

The task force arranged several meetin!tals.s on submittals from Ente with the
technical branches reviewing the submi These submittals in uded the
Appendix J (of 10 CFR Part $0) exemption requests to reduce the current
frequency of the Type A tests and to allow performance-based Type B and C

4

tests, the removal of the loose parts monitoring system from the Grand Gulf 1

fechnical Specifications, and the main steam isolation valve leakage control isystem for Grand Gulf.
I

E.1 APPENDIX J EXEMPTIONS

The Containment Systems and Severe Accident Branch (SCSB)/NRR informed the
task force that- the NRR staff was.being directed to stop work on the'1991
proposed final Appendix J rule although several licensee had proposed i

exemptions-to_ Appendix J to remove the-same requirements that would have been .

removed if the Commission had approved the 1991 proposed final rule. Also, '

Entergy had stated that it intended to submit exemptions for Grand Gulf on the H
following issues, which were to be included in the 1993 marginal-to-safety
rulemaking on Appendix J by the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (AES).
extend the frequency of Type A tests to once in 10 years and allow performance ,

based Type 8 and C tests. The question was what-should NRR do with the i
exemptions submitted in light of the rulemaking that ended with .the final rule ~'

not approved and of the future rulemaking. This involves the issue of
rulemaking by exemption.

The task force held two meetings with the Office of the General Counsel (0GC), |
RES, and SCSB/NRR to facilitate the resolution of the Appendix J rulemaktng
and exemptions issues. Meeting summaries were issued on August 20 and-
October 6,1993 (Refs.14 and 15). One meeting was held between RES and a
SCSB/NRR on October 12, 1993. The meeting summary was issued on November 10,
1993 (Ref. 16).

The purpose of the meetings was to discuss rulemaking by exemptions', the 1991 1
proposed final rule that the Commission did not approve because the industry ;

appeared to not want the reliefs in the rule while some licensees had ~j
submitted limited exemptions for the same reliefs, and Entergy's exemptions ;

that involve some of the issues in the current 1993 marginal-to-safety '

rulemaking.

The consensus of the meetings was that rulemaking by exemptions should be
avoided and " contingency" exemptions (i.e., exemptions requested now.because

;

they may be needed later) should not be approved. However, licensees that '

need exemptions now should have their requests acted on in a timely manner.
It was decided that' RES and SCSB/NRR would submit a joint SECY paper to the
Commission by December 1993 to identify the issues and options for Appendix J-
changes and to recommend a course of action.

,
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E.2 LOOSE PARTS MONITORING SYSTEM

The requirements for the loose parts monitoring system were removed from the
new Standard Technical: Specifications in accordance with the final policy '

statement (Ref.17 approved by the Cosnission on the criteria that identifies
what should be in p)lant technical specifications. 1

These-requirements are to -

be relocated to licensee documents. Based on the policy statement, Entergy
proposed to remove the system from the Grand Gulf Technical Specifications. >

The technical branch that has the responsibility to review the loose parts -
,

monitoring system submittal disagreed with the Technical Specifications Branch- -

(OTSB)/NRR as to the safety consequences and appropriateness of removing this 4

system from the new Standard Technical Specifications. The differences
between the technical branch and DTS8/NRR on removing the system from the new
Standard Technical Specifications had never be=n addressed. The task force
held a meeting with the branches to discuss the issues. The decision was that
the Grand Gulf PM would write the safety evaluation and the technical branch
would concur in the letter issuing the evaluation to the licensee.

E.3 MAIN STEAM ISOLATION VALVE LEAKAGE CONTROL SYSTEM

Entergy submitted a proposal for a leakage control system for Grand Gulf. The 1

Plant Systems Branch (SPLB)/NRR, interacting with the owners' group through-
lead plants, is reviewing this system genericelly for boiling water reactor j
plants. Entergy stated that its proposal for Grand Gulf would save 52.5
million.

1

The task force held a meeting with the SPLB/NRR to discuss Entergy's proposal. -i

Because the proposal is for a system significantly different from that being !
proposed by the owners' group, a significant amount of work has gone into the '

generic review, and the generic review is expected to be completed soon, the i

branch decided that reviewing Entergy's proposal would disrupt the generic
review, take resources from that review, and, therefore, delay the completion

,

of the review. The branch, therefore, decided to delay its review of |
Entergy's proposal until after the generic review was completed, which the j

branch chief estimated would be in the spring.of 1994.

E.4 PRIORITIZATION

In its review of the 10 randomly. chosen licensing actions discussed in
Section 2 of the main report, the task force'.used Virginia Power's detailed
method to prioritir.e its CBLAs on these 10. licensing actions to determine if-
such a method would help NRR prioritiae its work and it is should be proposed
to other. licensees. The task force could not find any benefit in considering-

.the additional factors that Virginia Power uses in NRR's prioritization-
method,-as discussed in.Section 3 of the main report. The three major
categories of vital, important, and routine appear in fact to be the - -

Priorities 1, 2,- and 3 of the NRR review priority system. Also, the existence
of CBLAs is not justification for requiring or requesting licensees to use a - I

single priority system for prioritizing these licensing actions.

|
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E.5 NEW STANDARD TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

The task force found that PMs, technical staff, and licensees do not realize
that the new Standard Technical Specifications (STS) is not an NRC-approved
document. Therefore, licensees tiat submit line-item changes to incorporate
parts of the new STS into their plant technical specifications must provide
plant specific analyses to justify the addition of each line item technical
specification. Son,e licensee, however, appear.to be confused about the
process by which line-items from the new STS are approved by NRC and believe
that these changes can be approved on the sole basis that the line item change
comes from the new STS.

.
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APPENDIX F
,

POSSIBLE QUESTIONS FOR PROJECT MANAGERS
'

1. What is the NRR review priority?
2. What is the licensee priority?
3. What is the cost savings information?
4. What is the change in safety?
5. Is this a cost beneficial licensing action?
6. Is this a contingency action?
7. Is this review necessary?
8. Can this review be done by the licensee under 10 CFR 50.597
9.- Can the project manager perfo-a the review?
10. Is this a generic review?
11. Has this review been performed before by NRC7
12. Does this improve ALARA, reliability, safety?
13. Is this a new approach on the issue?
34. 3s a policy issue involved?
15. Is the issue technically complex 7
36. Should the review be delayed because of policy reasons, for example,

rulemaking exists on the requested exemption?
37. Is this below a minimum threshold of review?
18. What is the licensee need date?
39. What is the basis for the need date?
20. Is this submittal late?
21. Has the review started, including the number of hours already expended

and the estimated hours required to complete the review?
22. What is the licensee's' current SALP assessment?

i
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APPENDIX G

NEW DEFINITION.FOR C8LAS

q

The task force believts that a new definition for C8LAs should be developedwith the industry. *

The following set of C8LA attributes were preliminarily
developed with the help of NUMARC and should be further discussoft and ,

considered: ,

A licensing action'(activity code'L* initiated by a licensee*

The requested action has negligible )mpact on safety (i.e., NRR reviewi t*

dpriority for the-action is not I or 2)
l

The requested action.results in significant cosi savings to the. licensee
*

(i.e., more than $ 100 thousand
The requested action may be generic)or plant-specific :*

The requested action can be gnanted by the NRC staff (i.e., does. netL *

iinvolve rulemakin or policy level decisions by the Comission)The requested action s non-routine ;*

The requested action involves a change to an activity at the plant
*

The requested action is prioritized by the licensee with respect to all' ;*

its licensing actions ';
*

The requested action has a high quality, stand alone submittal*
*

t

The goal is to have an easily understood and repeatable definition ~ of C8LAs
dfor the NRC staff and the industry. The designation "C8tA" on a licensin

action could then be a basis to receive a Priority 3 (minimum) and have
g-

special screening and tracking.
,

Once the new definition is decided,-the licensing actions already submitted to lthe NRC ar.d' named by the licensee as- C8LAs should be " grandfathered". An
implementation date for the new definition should be discussed and agreed'to- .;

with NUMARC, as well as promulgated to the industry.
>

Based on the above considerations, the following licensing actions / activities- .!.

.

.

are not CBLAs:
'

initial negotiation between the NRC and a licensee in response-to a- [
o

generic letter or a bulletin,
o a routine reload,

!
the response to a request from the NRC for the licensee to address ano
issue and

,

an emergency or exigent TS change that.is non-routine but whicho
'

affects continued plant operation, ;

Requests to review plant reloads, ASME Code reliefs, and continued plant. !operation are examples of actions that are Priorit
therefore are already receiving sufficient agency.y Levels 1 or 2, andpriority.

)
,

'
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