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Mr. J. T. Beckham, Jr, DEisenhut MMille

Vice President - Nuclear Generation 0OELD CTramme .,

Georgia Power Company EJordan ANTse

P. 0. Box 4545 PMcKee

Atlanta, Georgia 30302 JPartlow

Dear Mr. Beckham:

The Commission's Policy and Planning Guidance for 1984 (NUREG-0885, Issue 3)
states: "Existing requlatory requirements that have a marginal importance to
safety should be eliminated" (section IV.A, Planning Guidance No. 3). To
implement this item, the NRC staff has initiated a program entitled
"Effectiveness of LWR Regulatory Requirements in Limiting Risk"., This

program was announced in the Federal Register on October 3, 1984, A copy of
that notice is enclosed.

As part of that program, we plan to visit a sample of utilities to obtain
their views on any regulatory requirements that are believed to have marginal
importance to safety but which have high burdens on the utilities or the

NRC. Two contractor personnel from Pacific Northwest Laboratories, plus

Dr. Anthony Tse from NRC's Office of Research, an NRC project manager from
the Division of Licensing and possibly one additional NRR representative
would participate in a one-day visit in your corporate offices. More details
concerning this proposed visit are also enclosed. We anticipate that the
visits would take place in February or March of 1985.

No response to this letter is necessary. We will be contacting you by

telephone to see if you are interested in participating in this phase of the
program, which is entirely voluntary,

Sincerely,

.oa.nu..l(_. e . bl
JOUN Fo S10L4L"
John F, Stolz, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #4
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
1. FR Notice
2. Visit Details

cc w/enclosures:
See next page
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

January 28, 1985

Dockets Nos. 50-321, 50-366,
50-424 and 50-425

Mr. J. T. Beckham, Jr.

Vice President - Nuclear Generation
Georgia Power Company

P. 0. Box 4545

Atlanta, Georgia 30302

Dear Mr. Beckham:

The Commission's Policy and Planning Guidance for 1984 (NUREG-0885, Issue 3)
states: "Existing regulatory requirements that have a marginal importance to
safety should be eliminated" (section IV.A, Planning Guidance No. 3). To
implement this item, the NRC staff has initiated a program entitled
"Effectiveness of LWR Regulatory Requirements in Limiting Risk". This
program was announced in the Federal Register on October 3, 1984, A copy of
that notice is enclosed.

As part of that program, we plan to visi* a sample of utilities to obtain
their views on any regulatory requirements that are believed to have marcinal
importance to safety but which have high burdens on the utilities or the

NRC., Two contractor personnel from Pacific Northwest Laboratories, plus

Dr. Anthony Tse from NRC's Office of Research, an NRC project manacer from
the Division of Licensing and possibly one additional NRR representative
would participate in a one-day visit in your corporate offices. More details
concerning this proposed visit are also enclosed. We anticipate that the
visits would take place in February or March of 1985,

No response to this letter is necessarv. We will be contacting you by
telephone to see if you are interested in participating in this phase of the

program, which is entirely voluntary.
cere1vl:::7”
F. Stolz. Chief ;
erating Reactors Branth #4

Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
1. FR Notice
2. Visit Details

cc w/enclosures:
See next page



Hatch 1/2
Georgia Power Company

cc w/enclosure(s):

G. F. Trowbridge, Esg.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
18CO M Street, N.W.

Washincton, 0. C. 20036

Ruble A. Thomas

Vice President

P. 0. Box 2625

Southern Company Sorvices, Inc.
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

Louis B. Long

Southern Company Services, Inc.
Post Office Box 2625
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

Chairman

Appling County Commissioners
County Courthouse

Baxley, Georgia 31513

Mr. L. T. Gucwa

Georgia Power Company
Engineering Department
P. 0. Box 4545

Atlanta, Georgia 30302

Mr. H., C. Nix, Jr, General Manager
Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant
Georgia Power Company

P. 0. Box 442

Baxley, Georgia 31513

Regional Radiation Representative

EPA Region IV
345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Resident Inspector

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Route 1, P. 0. Rox 279

Baxley, Georgia 31513

50-321/366

Mr. James P. 0'Reilly, Regional
Administrator
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region I1I
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Charles H. Badger

0ffice of Planning and Budget
Room 610

270 Washington Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner
Department of Natural Resources
270 Washington Street, N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334
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Proposed Rules ‘ Foiorsl Ragioter

Vol &, No. 133
Wednesday. October 3. 1984

AcTiose Notice of availability.

mmnzcmmw
initate & review of the risk ueportance
of current regula

regulations in 10 CFR Part 50 and related
regulatory requirements. The NRC stafl
prepared to
describe the review program.
ADORE3S: A copy of the Program Plan is
available for public inspection a~d
copying in the NRC Public Docu.sen
$1n7ﬂmﬂ:&w b’cn.
Copies may tained
writing to Dr. Anthony Tse at the
address listed below.
ﬂWMMMAG‘B
Dr. AntbuyN.Tu. Regulatory Analysis

Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washingtan DO 208ce; telephoie. (301)
MOCTRR0X 443-7902.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Af the
direction of the Executive Director for
Operations, the NRC staff has initiated a
program to identify current tory
requurements which, if deleted or

safety margins or conservatisms which
can be reduced without measurably
increasing the level of risk. In such cases
Mﬁaﬂnauldpnduanlwnm!
adrybolatnnammn‘onud
resources of licensees. applicanis. and
the NRC that are now directed to these
arvar could be redirected 10 other areas

of greater safety significance.
'B.Uhlthhhmphudin
nm'mhduhlmyd
regulatory requirements associated with
10 CFR Part 50 to categorize them
according to their relative safety

elimination will be evaluated in detail to

‘i.u.unmmhcnﬂclnuw
Unresoived Safety lasve programse. (2) programs and
“atacwuuhwddbyhhmwm
Naqhm-vvhnmd.'.llhhmu‘
Safery Assesament Program for opersnng reaciors.

expenencs review by the Office for
Analyss and Evaluston of Operational Deta: and
mum,mmuumu

assess their salety benefits and the NRC
and mdustry costs of implementation. At
the end of 1985, the NRC will ascertain
the usefuimess of ths program and
determine whether any of the identified
candidates should be pursued further in
& rulemaking.

As part of the program. the NRC will
solicit suggestions from the regulated
industry as to candidate requirements
that might be eliminated or modified 1o
effi u:huuh Th

clenry tary program. The
NRC will aiso conmder any other pabiic
comments received. All suggestions wi)!
be evaluated by the staff. but none will
be considered as petitions for
rulemaking or as formai comments that
requirs response. Any pettans for

rulemaking must be submitted as
dmntdinlwo“oCFRszol

the Comaussion regulations.
Any seggesthons wouid be weicomed
and shouid be sent to Dr. AN, Tse.

Duted at Washiagren. DC. this 170 day of
Seplember 1984

hbﬂﬁ.lqdury Commission
William J. Dircics,
MM/wOpcmm.
(PR Doc. 56-20008 Pliad 10-5-0¢ 248 am|
BRLS0 CODE 7880




Enclosure 2

REVIEW OF REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
FOR LIGHT WATER REACTORS

BACKGROUND
The NRC's Policy and Planning Guidance for 1984 (NUREG-0885, Issue 3) states

that "existing regulatory requirements that have a marginal importance to
safety should be eliminated.” Other statements in the same document, as well
as several initiatives undertaken in recent years, indicate the NRC's commit-
ment to the goal of improving regulation of the nuclear industry, in order
to ensure that

e requirements imposed on the regulated industry contribute significantly
to the health and safety of the public

® unnecessary regulatory burdens are avoided

® NRC and licensee resources are utilized in a manner which effectively
and efficiently achieves protection of the public health and safety, —

The NRC recently inftfated a program to implement the policy and planning
guidance quoted above. Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL) 1s providing tech-
nical assistance to the NRC staff in conducting this program. PNL's work

fn the first phase of the program consists of two tasks. In the first task,
existing 11ght water reactor regulatory requirements will be screened to {den-
tify potential candidates for elimination, or, if appropriate, modification.
The bases fo.' screening the requirements will include their importance to
risk, the burdens they impose on industry, the resources required for the

NRC to 1icense and inspect against them, and other relevant factors. In the
second task, PNL will conduct comprehensive evaluations of selected regulatory
requirements that may warrant elimination or modification. Cost-benefit
assessments of the consequences of changing or eliminating the requirements
will form an important part of these evaluations; public risk, industry burdens
(including costs and occupational exposure), and NRC resource requirements
w111 be among the factors considered in the cost-benefit assessments.

As part of the first task, 1.e., screening the existing requirements to {den-
tify candidates for elimination or modification, PNL will conduct a serfes of
interviews to obtain the views of various parties, for example, utilities,
reactor vendors, architect-engineers, contractors, and NRC staff. The follow=
ing paragraphs give a brief sketch of the expected scope of the interviews and
the topics that will be discussed.

SCOPE_OF THE INTERYIEWS

In the first phase of the program, the scope of the review and scraaning fe
Iimited to regulatory requirements and gufdance associated with 10 CFR Part
50. However, within this boundary, the scope 1s broad and may include any
existing requirement or guidance, for example, regulations, regulatory guides,
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technical specifications, standard revier plan sections, branch tecknical
positions, and (odes and standards.

The 1dea of reexamining existingc regulatory requirements is not new, of course,
nor s 1t unique to the nuclear industry. In fact, a wide variety of sugges-
tions have been made along these 1ines over the years. Among the many examples
that could be cited, three are discussed briefly for fllustrative purposes.

Technical Specifications. The possibility of streamlining and optimizing

tech specs is of considerable current interest and s the subject of several
ongoing studies by the industry and the NRC. Possible modifications under
study include survefllance intervals, action statements that may require shut-
downs unnecessarily, allowable times for equipment to be inoperable, and
definitions of operability.

. There has been much recent interest in the role
of extreme loads in design. The highly conservative nature of some of the
assumptions associated with the use of these loads in the design process has
been noted, along with the resulting cost impact. This topic has been under
study for some time and revisions of the design bases are under consideration.

Source Terms. In the last few years, there has been extensive research aimed
't reassessing the source terms for reactor accident consequence analyses.
This work 1s nearing completion and 1ts implications for the existing regu~ -——
latory structure are being discussed. Some observers have suggested, for
example, that changes in current emergency planning requirements should be
considered.

During the interviews, PNL staff will be interested in fdentifying other
regulatory requirements, guidance, or areas of regulation that may be suitable
candidates for reexamination and possible elimination or modification. In
some instances, the suggested candidates for reexamination may already be
the subject of ongoing studies, as 1s the case for the examples mentioned
above. In other instances, the suggested candidates may not currently be
under consideration in any formal program. It {is hoped that candidates of
both kinds will be fdentified. It 1s also hoped that the suggestions will
cover a broad spectrum of regulatory requirements, including those related
to design, construction, and operations. Some observers maintain that most
of the good {deas for regulatory improvement have already been suggested and
are already being pursued. Based on our previous work with industry, P
staff belfeve that this 1s unlikely and that many possibilities are not
currently being pursued.

CRITERIA FOR IDENTIFYING CANDIDATES FOR REEXAMINATION

The basic goal of the interviews is to obtain a broad spectrum of constructive
suggestions for improving regulation of the nuclear industry by eliminating

or appropriately modifying certain regulatory requirements. To assist in
fdentifying suitable candidates for reexamination, 1t may be useful to consider
briefly some tentative criteria. These criteria may be helpful 1n focusing

the search for suftable candidates.

Risk. Reguiatory requirements that have negligible fmpact on risk may be
potentfal candidates for reexamfnatfon. In fact, some observers have raised
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the possibility that certain requirements mav actually be counter-productive
from the standpoint of risk. It should be stroassed that the concept of risk
has multiple dimensions, incluaing, for example, offsite radiation exposure,
core melt, core damago, chalienges to safety systems, defense-in-depth, and

SO on,

. Certain requirements may be particularly burdensome
from the viewpoint of occupational exposure to radiation. If they also con-
tribute negligibly to the protection of the public health and safety, then tney
may be suitable candidates for reexamination.

. Certain requirements may have particularly adverse economic
impacts. If they also make only a negligible contribution to the protection
of the public health and safety, they may be suitable candidates for reexami-
natior.

NRC Costs. Some requirements result in especially high demands on NRC
resources for licensing and/or inspection. If they also make a negligible
contribution to the protection of the public health and safety, they may be
suftable candidates for reexamination.

Regulatory Stability. The predictability and stability of the regulatory
process are important considerations. Certain requirements may have particu~
larly negative impacts from this standpoint, while contributing only negligtbly
%o the protection of the public health and safety, and thus may be suitable
candida*s: for reexamination,

Improvements in Knowledge. As a result of operaticnal experience, technical

progress, research findings, or other developments, certain requirements may
now be ripe for reassessment. PNL staff bel‘eve that this is a particularly
useful criterion for 1dentifying promising candidates for reexamination.

Quplication. Regulatory requirements may in some cases duplicate or overlap
other requirements. Such requirements may be suftable candidates for reexam-
ination to eliminate duplication.

These criteria are intended only to assist in fdentifying potential candidates
for reexamination and possible elimination or modification. Recommendations

on whether to eliminate or modify certain regulatory requirements will be
formulated by the NRC staff at a later time and would be based on comprehensive
evaluations of the consequences of such regulatory changes. Developing a

11st of potential candidates 1s the first step in the process.

ELANNED FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

After all the interviews are completed, PNL will compile the suggestions and
prepare a summary of them. This summary of the suggestions along with a brief
questionnaire will then be sent to the organizations participating in the
interviews. The purpose of this step 1s to

e provide feedback to the participating organizations,

e confirm the findings of the interviews,
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e obtain (through the questionnaire) an approximate, judgmental evaluation
of the costs and benefits of el iminating or modifying the requirements,

® seek additional suggestions of requirements that may be candidates for
reexamination but were not covered in the interviews.

PNL plans to maintain contact with the participating organizations, keeping
them informed as the work proceeds.



