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Fs a result of the comments received on the draft Cafeguards ggrﬂie«‘/ v ’/ﬁg

Schedule and Working Greup Responsibilities charts circulated fdn {A /"/;
January 13, they have been nodified and finalized. The final fer-Ts e ¥
sions of each are attached for your information and use. . ., /

-

- R

AS you are aware, we ¢re operating under very tight time constraints, * : 30

~with a draft Safeguards Upgrace Rule due at the Cosmission on jlarch g e
30. Therefore it is imperative that the task leader (the first :
‘assigned person” listed for each task) assure tha: the due dates .

- listed cn the Safeguards Working Group Responsibilities chart are
G wet. If it appears that any task will not be completed by the agreed

Cate please inform me iiaeciately, so that we can attempt to recallocate
resources te prevent further slippage.

I wili revicy the stotus of each task with the task leader on a weekly »
~asis, at wnich time eny unforoseen problems, addiiional rcquirements J
and cocrdination questions will be discussed. -

& .
As rentioned at the ku.king Group meeting lasc Friday, a numbcr of A Tl
draft products will be circulated to the borking Group over the next - '
w0 nonths. The first of thes2 products, a draft of Safeguards Up._rade
Rule structure and an e.9. narrative of a performance czpability inte-
sratec with illustrative safecuords systes specificziions from Part 73
will be circulated for conment on Jednesday. Out of necessity, we will
“equire a taree day turn-around icr comments on these and all future
products circulated. Your ussistance in this regard vill be most

appreciated. .
?U‘ - Z‘u e
L. d

. tvans, Jr., Chief P
Requ.rements Analysis Branch »
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MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

&

MAR. 11977

Bud Evans, Chief
Requirements Analysis Branch, NMSS

0. S. Chambers
Safeguards Program Branch, OIE

COMMENTS ON SAFEGUARDS WORKING GROUP TASKS: (1) MINIMUM
ESSENTIAL CAPABILITIES, (2) DRAFT EIS, (3) DRAFT TRANS-
PORTATION CAPABILITIES and (4) BASIC CAPABILITY FOUR

Attached as enclosures are general comments for cach of the abov

areas.

Enclosures:

OS Chambere

0. S. Chambers

(1) Comments on Minimum Essential Capabilities
(2) Comments on Draft EIS (February 10, 1977 memo)
(3) Comments on Draft Transportation Capabilities
(February 24, 1977 and February 16, 1977 memos)
(4) Comments oa Basic Capability Four (February 24, 1977 memo)
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Enclosure (1)

.

1E COMMENTS ON MINIMUM ESSENTTAL CAPABILITIES
. .' .

I am convinced that the Rule Upgrading project must r;ach a
corporate agreement about what specific safeguards mechanisms (hardware
systems, people, procedures) provide adequate protection for the range
of threats. This must be done before we can select either the format

for the performance section of the rule - or the basic/minimum essential

requirements to supplement the performance statement.

For example, it 1s recognized that searches are necessary. Until we all reach
an agreement about (1) what alternative methods are acceptable (hands-on,

all walk through detectors, hand held instruments), (2) what procedures must be
used for each alternative allowed, (3) where the searches must be counducted,
(4) how many people are necessary to conduct the searches, and (5) what range
of equipment performance is acceptable, we have not tackied the basic issue
about what safeguards are adequate. How does one then determine how much more
is necessary to protect against a more determined threat? Determine these
issues and there is a logical basis for (1) agreement on an acceptance
criteria ({or inspections and for license review) (2) selecting what specific
nechanisms.;ust be stated in the rule, (3) how the rule should be stated,

(4) what information is required in the security plans to render judgments
about acceptability, and (5) what Commission policy should be contained as
guidance issued to the licensees (Reg Guides, NUREGS, standard format and

contents, and standard review plans).
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Enclosure (1)
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If the 3rd level evaluation criteria in the Fafeguards Handbook is an

acceptable logical flow of requirements from the general to the more specific

statement of performance, then, if we can all agree upon an acceptance criteria
for the 3rd level evaluation criteria, we have the details needed for making
the decisions required to select the performance statements and the supplemental

specifications statements.
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Enclosure (2)

e

IE COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS

' hl
L
There is a great deal of controversial policy stated in the EIS.  See

following statements.

‘

Page 2

We disagree with the statement that the same basic capabilities apply to

both fixed sites and in-transit systems.

Your statement " . . . they would be identified separately and differently
in the regulations . . . " supports the thesis that they shoul’ also be

treated in a separate EIS.

Page 2
We have mixed emotions about treating both transportation and fixed sites in

this paper, or in the rule itself.

Page 5
The procedural requirements contained in par. (b) infriuge on personal
freedoms. This tends to negate the statement on page 6 " . . . no signi-~
ficant impact or quality of human environment is anticipatsd from

implementafions. . .

Page 13
Who has evaluated the present regulations to determine that they provide
a lower level of protection than is deemed necessary? 1Is it a problem of

inadquate regulations, or is it a problem of inadequate interpretations of

regulatory requirements?
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. : Enclosure (2)
N

Page 14 '

.

Disagree with logic of par. 3, More Specific Requirements. The problem is

not in stating specific requirements, the problem is in not recognizing and
expressing the fact that tnere are specific alternative solutions or designs.

The last sentence is dangerous for the following reasons:

e It cannot be proven.

e The licensees do not know how to meet the goals.

e Flexibility of requirements connotes lack of knowledge by NRC of
what it wants.

e It costs licensees a 1lnt of money trying to anticipate what NRC

wants and then chagfng it when NRC changes its mind.
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Enclosure (3)

-

IE COMMENTS ON DRAFT TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS
(February ;6% 1977 Memo)

it
i . . "
o -4 .
o
. -

1. We need to reach a corporate agreement about what detailed safeguard measures are

required for transportation - Dbefore we proceed further.

i (Fe 16,1973 MEr0) A
2. We feel that the five basic capabilities for fixed site safeguards cag:F}

0
:Houl‘A e appropriarely adapted to transportation safeguards.

3. We questions whether there has been enough work devoted to analyzing or defining
the transportation requirements, to permit them to be expressed as performance

statements at this time.

4, If the transportation requirements cannot be adequately expressed at this

P

time, then it might be wise to conduct the rule upgrading effort separately -

and lessen the chance of its holding back the fixed site effort.

5. See attached specific comments from Dick McCormick for further opinions

. (FE6 24,1177 nemo)

6. We disagree with the entire philosophy that relies upon avoiding situations as a
basic requirement. It is impractical to assume that we will evelf have the
necessary intelligence to predict where attempts would be rade, and if we
did, that it would be efficient enough to make the information available in

a timely manner.
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Enclosure (3)

*
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The approach doves not address the capability for delayingithe.advérsary
until effective response is achieved.
To summarize:
a) The concept has not been expressed completely.
b) The present articulation is not logical.
¢) The narrative is not concise.
-
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Enclosure (4)

.

IE COMMENTS ON BASIC CAPABILITY® FOUR NARRATIVE

The same general comment about the requirement to track the logical
progression from general to specific statements of performance require-
ments, and then agree upon the acceptability of specific mechanisms
(hardware, people and procedures) is needed before we can comment on
the capability narratives. Tell me what (hardware, people, procedures)
you think capability four requires, and then I'll tell you whether it is

articulated efficiently, effectively, or completely.
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