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MEMORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROM: Robert D. Martin, Regional Administrator, Region IV

SUBJECT: RESULTS OF ALLEGATION INQUIRY

REFERENCE: RIV-85-A-0076

This memorandum sumarizes the actions taken in response to your Request for
an' Investigation (Enclosure 1) regarding alleged wrongdoing by Gulf States
Utilities at River Bend.

This matter has been reviewed by Region IV and 01 and reported as an Assist to
Region IV Staff, A4-85-014 (Enclosure 2). An NRR employee identified an alleger
who reportedly identified concerns regarding GSU Technical Specifications. The
alleger was questioned by OI and Region IV personnel and stated that his oral
comments.regarding GSU Technical Specifications had been " misinterpreted."
The alleger stated he had reviewed approximately 30 percent of the Technical
Specifications for River Bend and had found nothing which he would consider
unsatisfactory. The alleger denied that he had said that the River Bend staff
was aware of " errors, discrepancies, and problems" regarding the Technical
Specifications. Region IV and 01 consider this matter closed.
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Robert D. Martin
Regional Administrator

iEnclosures:
As stated
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Chairman Palladino'

Lommissioner Roberts
Commissioner Asselstine
Commissioner Bernthal

Sharon R. Connelly, Director e9 bll,. 6Commissioner Zech

FROM:
Office of Inspector and Auditor

SUBJECT: 01A REVIEW OF THE OPERATING LICENSE REVIEW PROCtdd FOR
'

POWER REACTORS

Attached is our report on the results of our review of the process for issuing
an operating license (OL) for a nuclear power plant. We conducted the audit
at NRC Headquarters and Region I from September 1983 through April 1984 in
accordance with an audit program provided to the Commission on April 1, 1983,
and generally accepted Government auditing standards.

Our review fccused on managing the OL process, in particular, the role and
responsibility of the Project Manaaer (PM); the establishment and use of
license review schedules; and, the use and disposition of the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) staff as the licensing workload decreases.

FINDINGS

Our audit disclosed three areas in which we believe the OL process requires
improvement and that problems in thesa areas affect the quality and depth of
safety reviews. These areas are: 1) the inexperience of PMs, 2) the
scheduling of OL reviews, and 3) the imbalance between the technical review
staff and the licensing workload.

In the area of project m'nagement, the Director, Division of Licensing (DL),
NRR, advised us that as nany as one-halt of all PMs have less than two years
project management experience but are performing as the sole PM for operating
license projects. Additionally, sone PMs were hired directly out of collece
and had no previous technical or managerial experience. We also found that
because the PM Handbook did not reflect the current licensing organization or

,responsibilities, DL hired a contractor in 1982 to revise the PM Handbcok and' -
'

* subse:uently had the DL staff do additional work on it. Phile a draft of the
|

~
>

CONTACT: Anthony Lipuma, OIA !

49-24469
Peter Sicilia, 01A
49-24462
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Handbook has been available for about one and one-half years it has neither
been finalized nor provided to.all PMs. As a result of these factors we
believe there are variations in the methods and effectiveness with which PMs -

manage their reviews and that these variations can affect, and have affected,
,- the quality of reviews conducted by NRR.

In the area of OL review schedules, we found that, contrary to Commission ard
,

ED0 guidance, DL ignores Caseload Forecast Panel (CFP) estimates and uses
applicants' fuel load dates as the sole basis for scheduling OL reviews. This
practice has resulted in incomplete safety reviews at the time Safety Evalua-
tion Reports (SER) are issued. For example, the strict adherence to such
schedules requires the use of "open" and " confirmatory" issues at the time the
SER is issued. One technical review branch chief advised us that his branch
did not have the resources to complete one review on time and, as a result,
the branch's entire SER input amounted to an open issue. We also found that
there is no formalized method for tracking and resolving open and confirmatory
issues.

Finally, in the area of NRR personnel utilization, we found that due tc a
; declining workload and Full-time Eouivalent (FTE) reductions there are

imbalances in the technical review workload and the staff available to carry
it out in some areas. Specifically there are staff " overages" in areas where
the workioad is light and staff "underages" in areas where the workload is
heavy.

CONCLUSIONS

In the area of project management, we recognize that NRR has suffered a loss
of PM talent and that DL felt it was necessary to hire new PMs and PMs without
practical experience. However, we do not believe that this situation justi-
fied placing individuals into situations in which they were not provided
adeouate guidance and did not have sufficient experience to perforn
effectively. In our opinion, it is not probable that anyone just out of
college or with minimal NRC experience could have developed the interpersonal
skills or practical knowledge of the organization needed to perform
effectively as a PM.

In the area of scheduling practices, NRR's policy of indexing an OL review
exclusively to an applicant's fuel load date is at odds with Commission
direction and ultimately detracts from the quality of safety reviews.
Additionally, NRC licensing schedules are used by outside sources as indepen-
dent verification of licensee estimated fuel load dates. Therefore, NRC's
failure to recognize and use the true CFP dates has effects outside the agency
beyond the scheduling of NRR's licensing reviews.

.

*

rinally, in the area of personnel utilization, we believe that the imbalance
of technical reviewers in certain review areas has serious implicatinns for

", the adequacy of license reviews. We are concerned that we did not find a plan
to redistribute NRR resources to more efficiently and effectively accomplish
the technical review Yorkload.

_ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ - - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _______ ___ _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Our report contains six recommendations which address the concerns identified
above.

,

.

AGENCY COMMENTS

'

On August 29, 1984, the ED0 provided comments on a July 5, 1984, draft of this
report (see Appendix to report). In general, the EDO disagreed with the
" inference" and " implied conclusion" he believed the report made regarding the

'

quality and depth of safety reviews. He also generally disagreed with four of .

our six recommendations. He indicated that current practice was already
consistent with one recommendation (#1)-and that action had already been taken
to implement another of the recommendations (#2). Although the ED0 notes in

. his comments that our report identified problems requiring attention he does
'

not identity which problems or what attention they will be given.

Our analysis of the ED0's comments begins on page 17 of the report. Our
analysis states that contrary to the ED0's opinion our report neither said,
nor implied, either that there were problems in the entire reactor licensing
process or that the quality of safety reviews has fallen below a minimum
acceptable level. Our report addresses three specific aspects of the reactor
licensing process and how, in our opinion, problems in these three areas
affect the quality and depth of reviews.

In regard to our recommendations, we believe the ED0's comments on four of the
six recommendations either (1) did not address the specific content ot our
recommendations and are therefore non-responsive, or (2) indicate that no
problems exist because present policies and procedures are adequate and are
being followed. In the latter cases, we disagree that problems do not exist.
As a result, we are elevating four of our recommendations to the Commission
for resolution. We are not elevating recommendation 1 to the Commission
because the ED0 comments said that PMs are already assigned in a manner
consistent with our recommendation. Even though we are aware of two cases in
which PM assignments are not consistent with our recommendation, we do not
believe this issue warrants Commission attention. As a result, we simk.y
suggest that the Directors, NRR and DL, review their practices to determine if
they are satisfied with the quality of project management for ongoing reviews.
We are not elevating recommendation 2 to the Commission because the EDO
indicates that corrective action has already been taken. We will, however,
follow-up on these two recommendations in the near future to determine the;

resolution of the problems identified in our report.

Attachment:
'

As stated.*

I cc: (See Attached List),
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_ ABBREVIATIONS

: CFP - Caseload Forecast Panel,

., .

CP - Construction Pemit
,

'

CRGR - Committee to Review Generic Requirements

DE.- Division of Engineering, NRR
,

DL - Division of Licensing, NRR

DSI - Division of Systems Integration, NRR

E00 - Executive Director for Operations

FES - Final Environmental Statement

FSAR - Final Safety Analysis Report,

i
1 FTE - Full-Time Eauivalent
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i

LRP - Licensing Recovery Plan

j NMSS - Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
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i OL - Operating License
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:
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INTRODUCTION

On March 31, 1982, the Comnission approved the Office of Inspector and Auditor's
- (0IA) 1982 audit plan, aad directed OIA to prepare for Commission consider-
'

ation a plan for auditing the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) operating
license review process for power reactors. In November 1982, CIA initiated a

- survey of the reactor licensing process with the purpose of gaining a ceneral
understanding of the process for issuing operating licenses and identifying
areas for further analysis.

01A provided an audit program to the Commission on April 1,1983, which
identified areas 01A believed, based on the survey, warranted further review.
On May 4, 1983, the Commission directed OIA to audit the operating license
review process for reactors. This report contains the results of that audit.

Background

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and Title II of the Energy Reorgani-
zation Act of 1974, as amended, provide NRC with the authority to license
production and utilization facilities and are the legal bases for NRC's
reactor licensing program. NRC carries out its reactor licensing responsibili-
ties under Title 10, Part 50, U.S. Code of Federal Regulations - Domestic
Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities. In addition, throughout
the years, NRC has developed a number of guidance documents such as the
Standard Format and Content Guide, the Standard Review Plan, and many regulatory
guides to help applicants prepare their applications, and to aid the NRC staff
in reviewing applicants' submittals. These documents have helped to ensure
completeness and consistency in the licensing process. NRC's primary goal in
licensing nuclear power reactors is the protection of the health and safety of
the public and the quality of the environment.

Within NRC, the reactor licensing process is centered in the Office of Nuclear
Peactor Regulation (NRR). NRR has four divisions directly involved with the
licensing review process. They are the Division of Licensing (DL), which is
responsible for the overall management of the process; the Division o.' Human
Factors Safety, which is primarily responsible for licensing reactor operators;
and the Divisions of Engineering (DE) and Systems Integration (DSI), where the
najority of the technical review of the application takes place. Other
offices within NRC, including the Office of Nuclear Material Safety and
Safeguards, the Office of Inspection and Enforcement (IE), and the Office of
the Executive Legal Director, are also directly involved in certain aspects of
the licensing process.

After the accident at Three Mile Island (TMI) in March 1979, NRC's reector
,

licensing process underwent a significant change. NRC diverted a large
portion of its resources to identifying the lessons learned from the accident,
and determining what new or amended requirements should be imposed on reactors,

to ensure their safe operation. This effort temporarily stopped NRC's power
reactor licensing process, and resulted in a pause in the issuance of new
licenses.

With the TMI lessons learned factored into the licensing program, NRC modified
its licensing process and nethods and, in early FY 1981, initiated a licensing
recovery plan (LRP). The purpose of the LRP was to re-start the reactor
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licensing process using the modified program and eliminate unnecessary delays
in licensing new power reactors while maintaining an enhanced level of safet.v.

,

.' Under the LRP, licensing reviews are scheduled to ensure that regulatory
decisions can be made prior to an applicant's estimated date for ccmpleting
construction. NRC has stressed the need for accurate construction estimates
by applicants and has requested quarterly updated schedules for each facility.,

until issuance of the Safety Evaluation Report. NRC has also developed the
capability to prepare independent estimates of construction corrpletion and can
use them to verify the applicant's projections. As our report will show, the
LRP has had a significant effect on both the timeliness and quality of the
reactor licensing process.

As of December 31, 1983, there were 52 nuclear power plant applications at
various stages in the operating license review process. Of these, 29 were
near term operating licenses which are scheduled for issuance by 1986. The
remaining 23 units are scheduled to receive operating licenses (OL) by 1991.

Since 1978, NRC has received no new applications for nuclear power reactor
construction permits (CP). Therefore, unless new applications are received,
the life expectancy of the OL program is limited to the completion of the
applications (0L and CP) currently under review.

cope

We performed our audit during the period September 1983 through April 1984
Our audit was limited to the aspects of the operating license review process
identified in the audit program provided to the Commission on April 1, 1983.
Our audit was carried out in accordance with generally accepted Government
auditing standards.

We conducted our audit at NRC Headquarters and in Region I. Our audit included
interviews with project managers and technical reviewers in NRR, with present
and former resident inspectors, with management officials in NRR, IE, and
Region I, and with Caseload Forecast Panel members. We also reviewed cor-
respondence and documents relating to the OL process, and performed indepen-
dent analyses within specific areas.

FINDINGS

Our review disclosed that, in general, the current OL review process has
accomplished the objective of the LRP of eliminating unnecessary delays in the
licensing process. NRR accomplished this by concentrating on meeting SER
dates and instituting controls and procedures, such as mandatory overtime, to*

assure strict adherence to meeting licensing schedules based on applicants'
projected construction completion dates and, ultimately, on their estimated
fuel load dates.,

Our review also disclosed, however, that the effectiveness of OL reviews has
deteriorated in some respects under the LRP program. Our review identified
certain areas and management and staff practices that, in our opinion, detract
fron NRR's ability to perform thorough, comprehensive, and high quality safety
reviews. Specifically, our review identified problems relating to the:
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Management of the OL Review Process;--

Scheduling of Safety Reviews and the impact of schedules on the cuality--

of reviews; and
,

Use and Disposition of NRR staff.--

We also discussed the use and application of the Standard Review Plan (SRP)
with management and staff in NRR's technical review divisions. While no

,

consensus opinion was reached regarding the effectiveness of the SRP, we offer
comments and observations on the SRP in a separate section of this report. -

The details of our findings are presented in the following secticns.

MANAGING THE OL REVIEW PROCESS

Within NRR, DL is responsible for administering and managing the OL review
process. In this regard, CL is responsible for establishing and meeting OL
review schedules, and coordinating the licensing reviews performed both within
the technical divisions in NRR and in other NRC offices. Within DL, each
reactor is assigned to a project manager (PM), who is responsible for carrying
out DL's responsibilities.

Specifically, PMs are responsible for focusing and integrating staff licensing
actions applicable to projects assigned to them, and for developing staff
recommendations regarding proposed plant designs and operations. PM's efforts
culminate with their preparation and issuance of the Safety Evaluation Report
(SER) and Final Environmental Statement (FES), using input provided by NRR's
technical review divisions.

In order to achieve quality reviews, PMs need to control, monitor, and track
each review throughout the OL process. To accomplish this, PMs must be able
to communicate effectively with both managers and the technical staff within
NRC and in the applicant's organization. They must also coordinate the
efforts of and resolve conflicts among NRR's technical reviewers (TR), other
NRC offices and the applicant. To accomplish these objectives PMs must have
and use a combination of interpersonal, technical, and managerial skills.

Our discussiens with PMs revealed that they have many and varied concepts
about their responsibility, authority, role, and function. Also, Pf's vary in
their views and understanding of how these four elements come together and
relate to the NRR standard for PMs--a standard that the PM is the overall
manager and controller of OL reviews.

NRR technical review staff told us that while some PMs are effective in
-

accomplishing their total project management mission, others are not. We were,

told that many PMs do not take an active role in managing their projects, do
~ ,,not control their projects, do not coordinate the TRs' efforts, and do not

resolve conflicts. In addition, some do not monitor or track OL reviews
throughout the process. As a result, NRR technical review staff and manage-

!
ment' generally believe DL is not uniformly applying their project managenent
orogram.
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Managers and staff we spoke to in NRR's technical divisions also said that
many PMs do not fully understand their responsibilities. In fact, many TR
staff and management personnel indicated that they have had to assume a
variety of PM responsibilities because they cannot rely on PMs. For example,.

one TR branch chief stated PMs do not force applicants to submit requirec
information on time, or to respond within the agreed time to TR requests;
therefore, the TR has to take additional steps to get the infomation..

Another stated that because of similar problems his branch no longer works
through the PM but now goes directly to the applicant for data and infoma-
tion. Both branch chiefs concluded that they cannot count on the PM to assure
that they will get the infomation needed to perfom thorough reviews and
perform them on time.

One TR official remarked that he would not rely on some PMs because of bad
experiences he has had. He added that in one case a PM delayed an infomation
reqwst to an applicant for six months which resulted in reducing the TR's
time available to perform a thorough review and still meet his SER date. A
second official remarked that the current breed of PM is not aggressive enough
and, as a result, causes problems for TRs. A third official said that PMs do
not resolve or pinpoint conflicts, or do not force applicants to submit
required information to NRC on time; as a result, the conscientious reviewer
is put in a compromising situation if the PMs' inaction results in lost
available time to do the reviews. In these cases, TRs must decide between
meeting the SER date and performing a thorough review. He also noted that TRs
in certain discipline areas are over extended; therefore, when the time
available to do the review is lost, sometning has to give. And, given the-
policy that prevails in NRR that all SER dates will be met, he finds that he
must limit the depth of OL reviews. -

In discussions with the Directors of DE and DSI, we learned that they agreed
that PMs do not understand their roles. One division director characterized a
PM as one who is in a management position that requires excellent
interpersonal skills, the right personality, an ability to communicate, and a
take charge attitude. However, he noted that today's PMs do not communicate
with the technical reviewers as well as PMs in the past did. He said there
was a time when PMs were not bashful about walking into his office, but now,
he said, "you don't see the PMs anymore."

Another area of concern that ' repeatedly surfaced in discussions with the
technical divisions' staffs and n.anagement deals with the PMs' role in con-
flict resolution. During our discussions, we were told that while some PMs
actively attempt to resolve problems, others attempt to let the system itself
resolve the problems. For example, a TR told us that if resolution of an
issue requires coordination among TR branches, PMs may either get the branches*

together to resolve the problem or may leave it up to the branches to resolve
the problem among themselves. The latter approach may ultimately delay
resoluticn or more probably cause the technical divisions to take other'

actions to meet their SER dates.

Several factors appear to have combined to cause what we believe is a loss of
the PMs' effectiveness. The first is inexperience of the PMs. The Director,
DL, told us that as many as one-half of all PMs on board have less than two
years project management experience but are performing as the sole PM for
operating license projects. Some of these PMs were hired directly out of

,
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college and had no previous technical or managerial experience and yet they
now hold full PM responsibility in NRR. Based on our review of selected PM
position descriptions and from discussion with one of these PMs, we found two
new PMs who function as full-fledged PMs. Our discussions with NRR's less.

experienced PMs revealed a case in which a PM who came to NRC right out of
college (about li years ago) is functioning as the project manager for a
particular plant and did not in any way consider himself to be an assistant.

PM. While our review of his position description did in fact reveal a title
of " Project Manager," it stated that his regular duties were that of an
individual who functions as an assistant.

We also found a situation where a new PM was confused about his role and
overwhelmed by his job. In his frustration the PM neglected to notify a
technical review branch that a licensing schedule date was drawing near;
however, after the review date was missed, the technical branch's management
discovered the oversight. A reviewer involved with this situation told us he
contacted the PM and discovered the PM was confused about his mission and how
to accenplish it. In fact, he said the PM did not realize the review date had
slipped, explaining he was new, inexperienced, and on training on that date.

,

A second factor affecting the performance of PMs is NRR's failure to publish a
current Project Manager's Handbook. Although NRR has had a PM Handbook for

i many years, it required revision because a previously published edition of the
Handbook did not reflect NRR's current organizational structure. As a result,
in 1982 DL hired a contractor to revise the Handbook, and subsequently had
DL's licensing assistants do further work on it. While a draf.t copy of the
Handbook has been available for about one and one-half years, it has not been
finalized because DL wanted to provide more in-depth guidance in certain
areas. We believe the detailed guidance provided by the Handbook is essential
for less experienced PMs, especially if they are managing projects rather than
assisting a more experienced PM. While NRR's more experienced PMs orobably do
not need detailed guidance as to their role and function, such guidance will
assure consistency in the management of all OL reviews.

A third factor, which is complicated and compounded by the two previous
factors, is NRR's organizational structure for' conducting OL reviews. The OL
program is administered by DL, but is implemented by the technical divisiens.
This organization is supposed to foster good internal control.by segregating
the conduct of individual technical reviews from the management of the overall
licensing review. The system attempts to ensure that safety takes precederce
over meeting schedules by preventing PMs from directly interfering with the
depth of review to satisfy licensing scheaules. The structure can be somewhat
confusing and cumbersome especially if the PM does not understand the organi-
zation or how it works. For example, PMs report to DL management and are -7' *
responsible for the overall administration and management of OL reviews;
however, PMs have no direct authority ove.- the reviewers who perform the
technical reviews. In this regard, PMs must work through their management in,

DL and through the respective technical divisions' management to resolve
administrative issues, such as potential schedule slippages, that cannot be
resolved through direct interaction with reviewers. In order to accomplish
their role, PMs must first understand their management and control mission and
second, know how to accomplish it within NRR's structural framework.
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As a result of these three factors, there are variations in the nethods ard
effectiveness with which PM's manage their reviews. These variations can
affect, and we believe have affected, the quality of the safety reviews
conducted by NRR. One specific area, which was highlighted to us by technical

'

i
- reviewers, and which exemplifies the problems being experienced, was in

handling amendments to the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR).
,

1
EXAMPLE

FSAR amendments are supposed to be routinely distributed to TR branches
by NRC's Regulatory Information Distribution System (RIDS). However, PMs
and TRs agreed that RIDS is not effective in getting amendments to TR
branches that need them. As a result, amendments often do not get to the
TRs in time for them to be adequately reviewed based on their schedule,
and some amendments do not get to the TRs at all. In fact, one TR branch
chief noted that as many as 40 percent of the amendments he needs do not
initially get to his branch.

To compensate for these types of situations, some PMs notify TRs when
amendments are received and/or hand carry copies of amendments to the
appropriate TR branches in parallel with the RIDS distribution. Others
do not, however, and in these cases there may be delays in getting the-
amendments to TRs. Therefore, TRs may not become aware of an amendment
until late in the review process when there is not 'enough time for a,

thorough review, or the amendment may never reach the TR and go undis-!

| covered unless the PM asks a TR for input on the amendment.

.There are disagreements among the NRR' staff regarding whether the PM is
and should be responsible for making sure TRs are aware of FSAR amend-
ments relating to their review areas. The point is, however, that the

i quality of the NRC's licensing review is often dependent on how the PM
does his/her job and that many factors, including the formal guidance
available and intangible factors which come with experience, such as the
PMs understanding of the system and the needs of the technical reviewers,
affect the way the PM does his/her job. *

,

i

We discussed the concerns regarding PMs with the Director, DL. He agreed that
the inexperience of many PMs has hampered the OL process and has affected OL.

reviews performed. He believes a contributing factor has been that the role
of the PM has weakened over time. He noted that the role of a PM went from

; that of a true manager to that of a mere " paper stapler." According to the
Director, this problem has been recognized and he is currently taking steps to
strengthen and re-emphasize the role of the PM.

He also stated that the inexperience level of many PMs is due to the fact that*

there has been a tremendous loss of PM talent in recent years. He admitted,
however, that the problem could be somewhat mitigated if guidance to PMs was

'

available; therefore, he agreed with OIA that it is essential to publish a DM
i Handbook as soon as possible, even if it means publishing a draft copy so the

PMs "will at least have something."

_ _ .-. . . . - _. - .__



7

Conclusion

Since the PM is the nucleus for the entire OL review, he/she is expected to be
the most knowledgeable NRC person regarding the licensing review for a nuclear

,

power plant. It appears unreasonable to expect an individual with little or
no practical experience in project management to efficiently and effectively
perform the duties as project manager for a licensing review in NRR's comolex,

organization. Compounding this situation is the absence of formalized guid-
ance (PM Handbook) available to the PMs on how to carry out their
responsibilities.

LICENSING REVIEW SCHEDULES

Following receipt of an FSAR, the PM develops a schedule for its review.
According to the draft PM Handbook, DL should coordinate with the technical
divisipos in establishing schedules. It states: "The schedule for accomp-
lishing the review should be negotiated between the LPM (Licensing Project
Manager) and the cognizant reviewer and the appropriate branch chief... After
the schedule is prepared and agreed upon by all NRC participants, the LPM
prepares a neno to the Director, DL. This memo transmits the schedule,
summarizes and gives reasons for deviations from standard assumptions, and
requests approval. Early development of the initial schedule is the keystone
to a well-organized and timely review. It is important that the LPM be
heavily involved in that he is the focal point of information and of decisier.s
in developing the schedule." Once an approved schedule is developed, the
review activities of the various review branches and related offices are
initiated.

We noted several problems with the process by which schedules are established.
First, NRR does not use independent projections o# applicants' construction
schedules prepared by the Caseload Forecast Panel (CFP) to set licensing
review schedules. Second, the schedules affect the quality of reviews because
they do not adequately consider the staff's ability to do the job. In this
regard, we were told that management expects the reviews to be accomplished in
the prescribed time of 36 months, regardless of how many applications are
under review, the number of reviewers to perfom the work, and the balance of
the regulatory workload. These two problems are discussed in more detail in
the following sections.

Caseload Forecast Panel

NRC policy dictates that NRR establish license review cchedules based en
applicants' projected fuel load dates, as estimated by the utility and con-
firmed by the CFP. The CFP's function is to provide NRC management with an

* independent estimate of the applicant's fuel load date.

Direction for establishing these schedules is provided to NRR in the
~

Commission's Policy and Planning Guidance (PPG), for 1982 through 1984, which
states that staff reviews and public hearings should be completed on a
schedule that assures that the licensing process will not unnecessarily be a
critical path item which would delay reactor start-up. The 1982 and 1983 PPG
also require that "The staff should make independent estimates of construction
completion dates."
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The 1984 PPG is silent on the issue of independent construction completion
detes. We discussed the reason for this with the responsible Office of Policy
Evaluation (PE) official who advised us that it was his decision alone to "

eliminate the requirement for independent construction completion dates from
' the PPG, He believed that this issue had been accorded a lesser priority by

the Comnission; therefore, he excluded it from the PPG. He acknowledged,
however, that the intent of the function remains in effect. We believe,

I therefore, it remains the intent of the Commission that this function is to be
continued, especially since the Caseload Forecast Panel is still intact and we
found no evidence that indicates it is to be abolished.

Further guidance regarding licensing schedules was contained in a July 20,
1982, memorandum from the Chairman to the EDO, instructing the EDO to deve'cp
irdependent estimates for applicants' construction completion dates. The
Chairman also advised the ED0 that the staff shoulo continue to use the
applicant's schedule for the Bevill report; however, he qualified his intent
by stating: "...the use of applicants' estimates for scheduling ocerating
license reviews is acceptable only as long as the estimates are relatively

c_ lose to the NRC's independent estimates. Scheduling of operating license
-reviews shculd not be based on applicant estimates in those cases where the

NRC believes tM applicent is significantly underestinating the constructior
completion date. In such cases, if the NRC and the applicant's management do
not resolve the discrepancy, scheduling of the operating license review should

be based on the NRC date with some allocation for uncertainties in the dates"t

i (emphasis added). The EDO subsequently formalized the concept of a CFP to
provide NRC with independent schedulhg estimates and directed the Directors,
Office of Resource Management and NRR, to carry out a program consistent with
the Chairman's memo.

The CFP generally has three members, including an Engineering Specialist fron
the Office of Resource Management who is the only pennanent member. The other
two nembers of the CFP for each project are usually the PM and the resident
inspector for the niant under review. A CFP site visit consists of scendirg
two to three days at a reactor site to evaluate construction progress, and
subsequently estimating the' fuel load date using established techniques. The
CFP visits each construction site shortly before the FSAR is docketed and at
other times during the OL review as deened necessary.

While it is NRC's practice to initially schedule OL reviews to the applicant's
fuel load date, the CFP has two major purposes:

(a) to provide NRC managenent with a judgment on the reasonableness of the
applicant's schedule; and

4

(b) to facilitate management attention and focus on those projects for which-

schec'ule reconsideration might be appropriate.

If the CFP estimated fuel load date differs by more than six months from the~

applicant's date, a management level meeting between NRC and the utility must
be set up to resolve the differences.

Our audit disclosed, however, that while the CFP does independently estimate
fuel load dates, CFP estimates are generally ignored by DL and are not
factored into license review schedules even though some NRR staff andi

'

.
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management believe the CFP estimates are more realistic than those of the
applicants. Additionally, we found at least two formal CFP reports which did
not contain estimated fuel load dates when published, even though draft copies
of these reports did contain such information. Furthermore, as of
October 1983, there were at least ten ongoing reviews based on applicants'.

fuel lead dates even though their fuel load dates differed with CFP's indepen-
dent estimates by more than six months.

,

In determining why the applicants' fuel load dates were used for scheduling,
we learned that it is DL's policy to schedule reviews based solely on the '

applicants' estimated fuel load date without considering the CFP estimates.
This policy was enunciated in an exchange of memoranda between the Director,
DL, and the Assistant Director for Licensing, DL. Specifically, on March 18,
1983, the Assistant Director wrote a memorandun to the Director suggesting a
management meeting for the Nine Mile Point-2 plant. The reason for the
meeting was a nine month difference between the applicant's fuel load date and
CFP's estimated date. On April 4, 1983, the Director, DL, advised the Assis-
tant Director that " Prior to finalizing a review schedule, we should attemot
to resolve construction completion schedule differences where the NRC and
applicant dates are not within 6 months. Regardless of the outcene of that
meetino, the NRC is comitted to schedule according to the apolicant's
schedule" (emphasis added). At the conclusion of his memo, the Director,
provided guidance for establishing OL review schedules and in that guidance
repeated his directive regarding NRC's commitment--that the applicant's date
is always used for scheduling purposes.

We asked the Director, DL, why he issued instructions to base review schedules
exclusively on utility estimates contrary to the Chairman's directicn. He
replied that because of a controversial CFP estimate, it was his impression
that the CFP was " dead" and its estimates were not to be considered.

1

The failure cf NRR to use CFP estimates for scheduling licensing reviews is
not only contrary to Comission and ED0 direction but has had an effect on the-
quality of NRC's reviews, as will be shown in the next section. Our review
also disclosed that it also apparently has an economic impact on the utility
and the public.

One project manager advised us that states' public service commissions use the
CFP estimates of fuel load dates when considering rate increases requested by
the utilities. It was the PNs' belief that the states rely on NRC's estimate
as an independent estimate of the fuel load dates. This belief is confirmed
in a series of letters received by NRC in April 1984 from the Governor of
Kansas, four U.S. Representatives from the State of . Kansas and the Kansas
State Corporation Commission.

.

These letters were written to protest the cancellation of an upconing CFP
visit to the Wolf Creek Generating Station. All three letters indicate the
reliance placed on CFP estimates as an independent assessment of the con--

<

struction completion date. Furthermore, all three letters state that NRC's
independent estimates are used to evaluate rate increases requested by the
utility.

.



10

.

The Governor notes that at one time there was an eight month difference
between the NRC md the utility estimate for completion of the Wolf Creek
Plant. He further states that:

' According to published accounts the utilities estimate that an eight-
month extension of the construction would add approximately $400 million
to the current projected cost of $2.67 billion.

.

Any increase in the cost of Wolf Creek -- which most Kansans already
believe to be excessive -- would be cause for very serious concern not
only for its implications for ratepayers but for the utilities as well.

The State Corporation Commission's letter in discussing the CFP stated:

While the NRC has carried out these visits for the purpose of staff
scheduling, we at the Kansas Corporation Commission, as well as those at
other state regulatory comissions, have found the visits to be an
indispensable tool in preparing for rate cases and in estinating project
timetables and costs.

Given the utility industry's rather spotty history in projecting when
nuclear plants, including Wolf Creek, will be ready to load fuel, we do
not see how either the NRC or this Comission can function efficiently
without some sort of independent assessment of when fuel will be loaded.

Impact of Schedules on Quality of Reviews

While NRR's scheduling practices have allowed NRR to successfully avoid
licensing delays, other problems have resulted. Specifically, we found that
because NRR staff are involved in and must allocate their time among many
regulatory activities (in addition to 0L reviews), they are often confronted
with confusion and conflict between meeting licensing schedules and other
regulatory priorities. This problem is due in part to the fact that OL
schedules are developed by DL while other activities are controlled by NRR's
technical divisions. Confusion is compounded by the fact that priorities are
influenced by factors such as managers' Senior Executive Service (SES)
contract commitments tied to OL processing schedules, which cause reviewers to
devote time and effort to meet review schedules that the utilities themselves
can not meet. This condition not only diverts technical review effort fron
other areas where technical divisions believe the immediate need is greater,
but also causes TRs to postpone or subordinate other technical work to meet
the SER input date, even though the staff knows that the applicant is behind
schedule. This situation is further compounded by the fact that we were told
that NRR has no formal guidance as to what type of work (0L reviews, Safety
Evaluation Program, System Assessment of Licensee Performance, etc.) has-

priority. We were advised, however, that due to pressures imposed on the
staff by those controlling the schedules, reviewers do attempt to meet all
schedules (i.e., the OL schedules and their management's schedules per the'

balance of work).

Reviewers' attempts to meet all schedules ultimately affects the depth and
level of review performed and the overall thoroughness and quality of reviews.
For example, a PM noted that one of the first plants to meet its schedule
under LRP was the Waterford 3 plant and, as a result, Waterford became a

_ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _
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landmark case. However, based on our discussions with the PM and our review 1

of the December 1983 Blue Book, we found that even though the scheduled SER i
date was met there were significant slippages in meeting milestones leading up '

to the SER. Specifically, the applicant's response to reviewers' ouestions
were recaived four months and seven days late, and _the TRs' SEP input to the-

PM were not all received until seven months and twelve days after they were
scheduled to be to the PM.

.

Despite the fact that milestones within the schedule were not met, the SER
date was met. However, since the SER was issued in July 1981, NRR has issued
5 supplements to the SER; the applicant has amended the FSAR 33 times; and
three fuel load dates have been missed. Also, the resident inspector told'us
that approximately cne-fourth of the utility's commitments in the FSAR had not
been met, and the PM told us that Waterford 3 is now having several problems
trying to get a license to operate. Further discussion with the PM revealed
that Waterford was reviewed on schedule, despite the time lost in intermediate
milestones, because many creative practices and techniques were used, such as
issuing the SEP. with as many as 400 open items which were rolled over into 20
broad "open areas."

Open Issues and Confirmatory Items

One of the creative techniques used in licensing reviews to meet schedules is
the use of open issues and confirmatory items.

An open issue is any issue upon which the NRC staff and the applicant have not
reached agreement at the SER issuance date. An issue may be classified as
open if 1) the applicant has not provided data to the staff, or 2).the staff
does not accept the applicant's approach or position but has a clear position
it intends to impose on the applicant without the need for additional informa-
tion. It is NRR policy that an SER will generally not contain more than 20
open issues.

The consensus of TRs we spoke to was that there is a direct correlation
between the use of unrealistic review schedules and the number of open issues
in SERs. It also explains why, during our interviews with TRs, we were told
they generally did not have difficulty meeting their SER input dates. For
example, one TR noted that an SER input date can always be met -- you just
issue it with open items. Therefore, in effect, the staff is issuing its
findings and conclusions (on the applicant's FSAR) in a Safety Evaluation
Report based on an incomplete review. One TR branch chief told us that for
one review, his branch did not have the resources to devote to the technical
review. In that case, he said the branch's entire SER input amounted to an
open issue.

.

Our audit also disclosed that as the SER input date draws near, there is a
concerted attempt by the staff to convert open issues into confirmatory items.
Confirmatory 1tems are areas where NRC and the applicant have agreed on a-

course of action,.although these agreements may not yet be formalized in
writing. NRR in reality considers the item resolved and it is therefore
accorded a lower priority than an open issue. Generally, NRR staff ando
management did not believe that attempts to convert open issues to
confirmatory items are improper because they believe that issues are only
converted if there is a solid basis for doing so.
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While it may be argued that there is no real significance to having open
issues or confirmatory items, we believe there is the potential that these
cases may never be closed and that an operating license may be issued without
taking these matters into consideration. This belief is based on our finding

' that there is no fomal system for following up on open issues and
confirmatory itens and that open issues may be closed without fornally docu-
menting why. Specifically, in our discussions with the NRR staff, there was

*

no consensus as to who is responsible for tracking and resolving these issues. .

Some felt that it is the PM's responsibility; others believed that it is IE's
responsibility, and that the SER serves as notification to IE regarding the
status of unresolved issues.

Region I officials complained that while the SER does list open issues they
are neither consulted nor advised when issues are closed. Furthermore, they
noted that because of personnel changes in NRR they have sometimes been unable

'

to determine when or why a particular issue was closed. One DL branch chief
confirmed that the resolution of open issues is not always fomally
documented.

We also discussed the issue of tracking and controlling open issues and
confirmatory items with a resident inspector and an IE official. The resident
inspector advised us that the SER for his plant indicated that he was respon-
sible for resolving open issues and confimatory items. He noted, however,
that he does not report to NRR and, therefore, NRR does not determine his
schedule or priorities. Furthermore, he said that he does not have time to do
all the things that NRR expects of him.

. .

IE's Director, Division of Quality Assurance, Safeguards, and Inspection '

Programs advised us that IE currently has no tracking mechanism to ensure that
the utilities abide by the commitments made when an open issue is converted to
a confimatory item.

Furthermore, an NRR official advised us that applicants 'do not always abide by
their commitments to NRC. For example, the applicant's licensing
representative may commit to a particular action, thereby inducing NRR to
convert an open issue to a confirmatory item. However, utility management may
override their licensing representative and not agree to that course of
action; but, NRR may have already converted the open issue. The result could
be that there will be no further attempts at resolution by NRR and the formal
documents expected by NRR will never arrive.

In discussions with the Director, OL, we were told that PMs must and should
keep tabs on, and control over, projects and "...the PM's job is to control

. the overall review." In addition, in regard to schedules, he stated that he
felt the OL process is functioning better now than ever beforein that there-

are no more scheduling problems and little over scheduling, therefore under.
LRP they have been effective in a time management sense. He attributed the
improvenent to mandatory staff overtime, an accelerated scheduling policy, and-

related post-TMI implemented, in-house programs initiated under the LRP.
However, he realized there are problems with PMs regarding control and
effectiveness in managing OL reviews. In addition, he stated that with LRP,
the licensing process is rolling so fast, NRR does not think about what it is
doing. Sometimes NRR finds that staying off the critical path directly
correlates with " techniques" NRR uses to meet its licensing time schedules

.. -
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(such as conditions placed on licensees for unresolved issues). He believes
that if too many conditions are used (some of which are 20 pages long) ycu
would have to question how well NRC is performing its safety review mission.

Conclusion-

We believe that NRR's policy of indexing an OL review exclusively to an
applicant's estimated fuel load date is at odds with Comission and EDO-

direction and ultimately detracts from the level and cuality of safety
reviews. The use of unrealistic schedules 1) unnecessarily compresses the
review and necessitates the use of open issues, feg which there is no
formalized tracking system, and 2) unnecessarily diverts reviewers' attention
from other work. *

Furthermore, sources outside NRC 1ook to CFP estimates as independent reasures
of fuel load dates. NRC should therefore recognize that' its acceptance or
rejection of CFP estimates can have effects beyond the scheduling of HPR
license reviews.

USE AND DISPOSITION OF NRR STAFF

Over the next few years, the OL process "self destructs"; that is, according
to current forecasts, by 1988 all but one of the OL applications currently in
NRC will have been reviewed and licenses to operate will have been issued.
NRR recognizes this situation and is reducing their manpower requirements
dedicated to casework, accordingly.

This is shown in NRR's budget requests for staff dedicated to casework, which
drop from 135 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions in FY 1983 to 110 in FY
1984, to 90 in FY 1985. By FY 1987, the balance of 90 positions will be
eliminated. Therefore, NRC must decide what to do with the enployees who fill
the positions which will be eliminated, and must take appropriate action tn
reduce its staffing. However, in spite of NRR's reengnition that some actinn
is needed, we found that NRR's management has neither made required decisions
nor established a unified policy on the disposition of employees in excess of
their FTE ceiling. This inaction has affected the conduct of li, censing
reviews.

Up to this time, staff reductions in NRR have been handled through attritier.
and staff movement within NRC. However, the effect of this situation has been
the creation of " overages" and "underages" in certain engineering disciplines
within the technical divisions. After TMI the LRP resulted in a mass hiring
program to fill the many engineering disciplines needed to initiate and

|complete technical reviews. However, the number of disciplines required has 1

been reduced because there is no longer a need for disciplines involved in.

" front-end" review work (site reviews, for example). The result is that staff |

excesses in " front-end" disciplines and shortages in "back-end" disciplines )have been created. Compounding this situation is the fact that NRR's balance-

of work further competes for the attention of TRs involved in "back-end"'
reviews.

In discussions with one TR official, we were tnld that this situation is
extremely frustrating. In this case, the TR division is a key licensing
division that was at the time over ceiling by approximately 30,FTEs. He said

_ . . _ . __ __
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in his division he was understaffed in some disciplines and overstaffed in
others. the problem is that in the underage areas the demand for technical
review is high, and in the overage areas the demand for technical review is -

l ow.
,

Two NRR officials advised us that other offices and even other MRR divisiens
have openings for which they believed their " overage" personnel could qualify,

* however, the hiring entity has often hired from outside the agency rather than
transferred personnel from within. We were told by one NRR manager that he
has people with disciplines no longer needed in his operations, and who he
believes would make effective PMs, but he can not seem to get then transferred
to DL. While officials fully recognize that there may not be a direct fit for
all " overage" personnel, they believe that in the absence of a unified NRC
plan, pressure has not been put on NRR or other office managers to give
priority consideration to displaced NRR. candidates. In discussing this
situation with the Director, DL, he told us he did consider "overace'.' TRs for
the vacant PM positions but did'not believe a'll the'perscnnel referred fit
DL's needs.

-

- >

. .,

Conclusion-

The lack of a comprehensive plan for handling reductions in NRR staff has
created several problems within NRR. First, staff imbalances have been
created which we believe have adversely affected the quality of. licensing
reviews and the staff's ability to complete the balance of its work. Second,
it has created the feeling among managers with " overages" that their staff '

were not being fairly considered for vacancies in other organizations witnin
NRR and throughout NRC. Although we did not discuss this situation with the
staff, we believe such a plan would allow the staff to know where they stand'dk
in an organization whose technical role is shifting.

STANDARD REVIEW PLAN

During our review we discussed the effectiveness and application of the
Standard Review Plan (SRP) with technical review staff and management. Due to
time constraints and the broad scope of our audit we did not do detailed werk
regarding the SRP. However, management and staff made conments en the SRP's
effectiveness and use which we believe may be useful to NRC in assessing the
value and future modifications to the SRP.

Guidance for reviewers and directions governing their related licensing
functions are documented in the SRP, The principal purpose of the SRP is to
assure quality reviews and to provide uniformity and consistency in the
conduct of reviews.,

. .
*

During our review, however, we were told that licensing reGiews are perforred
in less than a standard way, and some not in a manner consistent with the SRP.
For example, one reviewer told us no two reviews are done alike in spite of*

the SRP which purports to standardize reviews. He said each reviewer has his
own techniques and methods for performing analyses and reviews of applica- -

tions, some of which are very advanced and sophisticated, while others are
crude and not so reliable.

During our df scussions with TRs, we learned that there is no general agreement
as to the application of the SRP. For example, the SRP rule which was

*

.
.

_ -.
;
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oromulgated in 1982 does allow an applicant to deviate from the SRP criteria,
however, such deviations must be highlighted in the FSAR, and the applicant
must provide adequate justification for the deviation. It is then up to the
technical reviewer to decide whether to allow such deviation. We found that
TRs differ in their approaches to handling such deviations. Specifically,-

scme TRs allow deviation when accompanied with adequate justification while
others hold applicants strictly to the letter of the SRP.

.

Another problem mentioned to us during our review is the potential inadequacy
of the SRP. A TR division directcr noted that the SRP is somewhat outdated, *

and is behind the current state of the art. He advised that while he would
prefer to have an updated SRP, wita state of the art criteria and standards,
he does not have the resources to devote to this effort because of the current
FTE situation in NRR. He stated that such an endeavor wculd require an
intensive effort because new SRP requirements would have to be thoroughly
prepared, documented, and submitted to the CRGR for approval. In addition, he
said it is because of CRGR oversight that reviewers are now more aware and
cautious of ratcheting. Therefore, this combined condition affects the
quality of reviews because reviewers allow items to get.through that they know
are below current standards.

Finally, in discussing the SRP with NRR staff and managers, they told us they
have problems with it as an effective " tool" in performing reviews. We were
informed that the SRP contains " gray areas," which result in confusion as to
which TR branches should perform a given review. For example, a safety review
for " mechanical" draft cooling towers had to be conducted. However, since it
was the first time a review of mechanical draft towers was reauired, a TR
branch had not been designated, and the reviewer's responsibility had not been
established. Because the SRP assigns reviews related to water supplies to
NRR's Hydrologic and Geotechnical Engineering Branch (HGE), and because HGE
traditionally has reviewed and analyzed " natural convecticn" draft cooling
towers, it was assigned the review for " mechanical draft tcwers." In a
discussion with a reviewer, we were told that mechanical draft tower reviews
require thermodynamic analysis, for which HGE does not have the expertise.
That expertise is in another branch. Therefore, he believes the Hydrologic
Branch should not be performing these reviews.

OVERALL CONCLUSION

We believe that the efficiency and effectiveness of OL reviews has in some
respects deteriorated under the LRP, The causes of this deterioration relate
primarily to NRR's policies and practices regarding project management,

|scheduling licensing reviews, and the use and disposition of NRR staff. j

In the area of project management, we recognize that NRR has suftered a loss-

of PM talent and that DL felt it was necessary to hire new PMs and PMs without
practical experience. However, we do not believe that this situation justi-
fied placing individuals into situations in which they were not provided-

adequate guidance and did not have sufficient experience to perform
effectively. In our opinion, it is not probable that anyone just out of
college or with minimal experience could have developed the interpersonal
skills or organizational savvy to perform effectively as a project manager.
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In the area of scheduling practices, NRR's policy of indexing an OL review
exclusively to an applicant's fuel load date is at odds with Comission
direction and ultimately detracts from the qu d +v of safety reviews. As we
have shown, establishing and adhering to unrealistic review schedules affects

N 1) the completeness and thoroughness of an OL review in that issues may remain
open at SER dates for which there is no effective tracking system, and 2) the
balance of technical review work by forcing reviewers to unnecessarily shif t

,

their priorities.

Additionally, we have shown that Caseload Forecast Panel estimates are used by
outside sources as independent measures of fuel load dates. Therefore, NRC's
recognition and use of CFP dates has effects outside the agency beyond the
scheduling of NRR's licensing reviews.

Finally, in the area of personnel use and disposition, we believe that the
imbalance of technical reviewers doing " front-end" and "back-end" review work
has serious implications for the adequacy of license reviews. The number of
TRs in "back-end" areas (where the licensing workload is great) is not
commensurate with the need for their services. This situation is aggravated
by the fact that NRR's balance of work further competes for the attention of
TRs in the "back-end" of the review process. We are especially concerned that
we do not see any affirmative action within NRC to correct this situation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to improve the effectiveness of NRC's reactor licensing program and
to better assure the public health and safety, we recommend that the Director,
NRR:

1. Direct DL to institute a formal policy whereby inexperienced PMs are
assigned to work under the guidance of senior PMs until such time as they
are prepared to accept full PM responsibility.

2. Direct DL to immediately publish the PM Handbook, or at least provide PMs
with a current draf t, and assure that PMs are carrying out their respon-
sibilities in accordance with the Handbook.

3. Direct DL to use CFP estimates in scheduling license reviews consistent
with Commission and EDO guidance.

4 Instituteasystemtotrackandcontrolallopenissuescontaine, din 4EEs '

and, in coordination with IE, establish responsibility for resolving '

these issues.

5. . Direct the staff to discontinue the practice of converting open to con--

firmatory issues unless utility management has documented such commit-
ments to NRC.

.

We also recommend that the EDO:

6. Direct the Director, NRR, in coordination with the Directors, Offices of I

Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, IE, and the Division of Organiza- |tion and Personnel, and other organizations as appropriate, to develop a j
unified plan for handling staff reductions within NRR. l

l

. - - .
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ANALYSIS OF EDO COMMENTS

On August 29, 1984, the EDO provided coments on a July 5,1984, draft of this
report (See Appendix). In his comments, the E00 expressed strong disagreement*

with the " inference" and " implied conclusion" he believed the report rade
regarding the cuality and depth of safety reviews. In conclusion, the EDO

' felt the report should be rewritten to " properly convey the findings of the
draft."

We believe the ED0 has read more into the audit report than we said. We do
not say, nor imply, either that the entire licensing process has problems or
that the quality of safety reviews has fallen below a minimum acceptable
level. We ~do'say, and believe the report adequately supports, that there are
problems in the three areas addressed in the report and that these problems
affect the cuality and depth of reviews. We intended that the report present
its findings and recomnendations in the manner succested by the EDO, i.e., "as
a means of improving the process rather than a means of returning to an
acceptable level from a serious deterioration in cuality."

We have evaluated the E00's detailed comments and have attenpted to clarify
our report language where appropriate. We have not, however, made substantive
changes to the findings, conclusions, or recommendations as a result of the
E00's comments.

With the exception of Recommendation 2, we believe that the ED0 has not been
responsive to our recommendations. While the ED0 has prcvided narratives
commenting on each recomendation, we believe that the narratives either
(1) do not address the specific content of our recommendations, or (2) indi-
cate that no problem exists because present policies and procedures are
adequate and are being followed. In the latter instance, we disagree that
problems do not exist.

Our analysis of the ED0's responses to our specific recommendations follows.

Recommendation 1

" Direct DL to institute a fornal policy whereby inexperienced PMs are assigned
to work under the guidance of senior PMs until such tire as they are prepared
to accept full PM responsibility.".,

The E00's response states that our recommendation is censistent with current
practice even though a formal policy does not exist. He does not, however.
commit to formalizirg such a policy. In general, the ED0 s~tates that "the-

level of experience of the project ranagement staff has been of concern to NRR-

management for some time," and the " attrition higher than expected and FTE
limitations have adversely inpacted the PM staff." He disagrees with our
conclusion, however, that PM experience affects the quality of review. He-

notes that only a small fraction of the DL professional statt can be con-
sidered less senior since many of the new PMs have other NRC experience or,

outside project management experience."

We agree that not all PMs are inexperienced. However, many NRR personnel we
spoke to frcm technical reviewers to division directors had concerns over the

.
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way many PMs were managing licensing reviews. We believe this finding isi

consistent with the ED0's comments. In regard to the report findino that some
entry level personnel are functioning as PMs, the ED0 states that no
entry-level PMs are assigned to active OL cases. We disagree and point to

. Susquehanna 1 and 2, whose PM had been with NRC 15 months (not three years as
Attachment 2 of the ED0's response stated) when Susquehanna 1 received.its OL
and about three years when Susquehanna 2 received its OL. We also note that '

the PM for Millstone 3, a currently active OL, has been with NRC less than -*

three years. Even though these PMs came to NRC with outside experience, they
lacked significant NRC licensing and PM experience. As a result, we believe
these two cases support our finding.

We believe our report has highlighted a problem which needs attention by NRR
nanagement, that is, that there are inexperienced PMs responsible for
licensing reviews and that they are receiving no special guidance or
supervisien. We are not going to elevate this issue to the Comission for

.

resolution because the EDO indicates that current practice is consistert with
our recomendation. We do, however, encourage the Directors, NRR and DL, to
carefully lock at the practices that have been followed in assigning PMs to OL
reviews and determine whether they are satisfied with the cuality of project
ranagement for ongoing reviews.

.

I Recommendation 2

" Direct OL to immediately publish the PM Handbook, or at least provide PMs
with a current draf t and assure that PMs are carrying out their
responsibilities in accordance with the Handbook."

The CD0 agreed with this recommendation and indicated that the PM Handbeck in
draft form has been provided to all DL personnel and to each new PM since late
1982. He accept the ED0's response and will follow up at a later date to
assure that all PMs have the Handbook and to determine the status of issuirg
the Handbeck in final fom. We specifically note, however, that we kncr of
one PM, on whose plant review problems have recently been experienced, ubo aid
not have a copy of the PM Handbook in any form and was not aware of other

. guidance in the fom of NRR office letters as late as early August 1984 The
! Directors, NRR and DL, should consider taking steps to assure thenselves that

the PM Handbook and all other guidance relating'te licensing reviews is
available to PMs and that PMs are aware of it.

!

Recomendation 3
'

" Direct DL to use CFP estimates in scheduling license reviews consistent with
Comission and ED0 guidance."

,

.

The ED0's coments in regard to this' recommendation are not responsive. The
ED0's coment that "the use of CFP estimates has been and renains consistent
with EDO guidance" misses the point of our report and recommendation in.

several respects. First, our report points out that DL has a written policy
not to use CFP estimates for scheduling reviews. Second, this DL policy is at
odds with guidance from the Chaiman and the ED0 regarding use of indeoendent
NRC estinates for scheduling reviews. Third, the ED0 states that the Prcgran
Guidance implementing the PPG states that licensing reviews should be
conducted consistent with the schedules in the Bevill reports; the Bevill

.
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reports are principally applicant's estinated completion dates; and the
Commission approves the Bevill schedules; therefore, reviews are carried out
consistent with Commission guidance. This logic is confusing and tends to
rationalize use of applicant schedules while ignoring the central issues
relating to CFP estimates. It also depicts the Comission as providing*

centradictory guidance to the staff to both use and not use CFP estimates in
scheduling licensing reviews. The E00 response in this regard is also
inconsistent with later comments which state that the CFP is to be continued.*

If, as the ED0 states, CFP estimates are not supposed to be used to schedule
reviews, why is there a need for the CFP?

Because we consider the ED0's coments as unresponsive to this recemmendation
and because our report identified licensing review scheduling practices which 4~

are inconsistent with Comission and EDO guidance, we are elevating this
recommendation to the Commission for resolution.

RecomM ndation 4

" Institute a system to track and control all open issues contained in SERs
and, in ccordir,ation with IE, establish responsibility for resolving these
issues."

The ED0 disagrees that there are an excessive number of open items in
licensing reviews. Furthermore, he states that open issues are adequately
tracked and controlled in each SER and succeeding supplements and after
licensing as conditions of licenses. In addition, he states that "in various
forms over the last few years, DL has maintained formal status reports on open
items for tracking within NRR." He also notes that coordination between NRR,
and IE, the Regions and NMSS, has improved and responsibilities are better
definea. He did' not state, however, what improvenents had been made or which
organization has what responsibilities.

We believe the ED0's response does not appear to be based on a fulI reading cf
the information in our report. As a result, we would like to clarify what our
points are in this report section.

1. We found the staff uses open issues to meet unrealistic licensing
schedules. We do not say there are an " excessive number" of open issues
but do believe the number would be smaller if more realistic schedules
were ,used for some reviews.

2. We found that NRR's policy of not having more than 20 open issues in an
SER forces the staff to combine individual items into broad issues. This
tends to mask the true number of itens to be resolved.

.

3. We found that there was no concensus among the NRR' staff we spoke to as
to who is responsible for tracking and resolving open issues. Tne fact
that DL's tracking systen, according to the EDO, has been "in various-

forms over the last few years" may contribute to the staff's
unfamiliarity with it.

4 We found that the regions are not satisfied with the relationship with
NRR for open issues and that no system exists to ensure that when
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utilities make comitments to resolve open issues those comitments are
carried out.

In summary, we believe the ED0's response simply defines procedures and
i controls which are supposed to be in place and ignores the information in our

report which indicates that those procedures and controls are not working as
designed.

,

Recommendation 5

" Direct the staff to discontinue the practice of converting open to confirma- ,

tery issues unless utility management has documented such commitments to NRC."
'

The EDO states that it is already policy to have the util'ity document ' commit-
'

ments, although .he .does not identify where the policy is stated. Furthermore ,
, while he agrees thit problems may have occurred in the initial-stages of the
' LRP, he states "we do not believe that they occur today." The E00's " belief"

that this problem is not occurring does not address the information in our'

report. We, therefore, consider this recommendation unresolved.

Recommendation 6

" Direct the Director, NRR, in coordination with the Directors, Offices of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, IE, and the Division of Organization
and Personnel, and other organizations as appropriate, to develop a unified
plan for handling staff reductions within NRR."

The E00's response to this recommendation notes that NRR's total FTE require * '
;
"

nents do not decrease in FY 85-87 compared to FY 84 We did not mean to imply
that total FTE requirements would decrease, since our audit did not include a4

review of total NRR staff requirements. We have clarified the report language
where appropriate to clearly say FTE's dedicated to casework are decreasing.

The ECO also states that since FY 83 1t has been his policy to make staff
reductions through attrition rather than Reductions-In-Force and to encourage4

reallocation of skills within NRC, He said for the past two years they have
! concentrated on reallocating staff from units with overages to units where

these skills could be effectively used. He states, howeyer, that there have
. been " problems...in finding skill and grade-level matches." We agree with the
j actions taken within NRR but do not b

enough to solve the problens being ex.elieve they have been effective or go farperienced in the review process and by
the people in'NRR. Many NRR managers we spoke to during our review were not
satisfied with actions being taken to resolve the staffing problems. The,

E00's response simply tells us what has been done in the past without making
any commitments to additional pction,,thereby implying that nothing more needs-

to be done. We disagree and consider this recommendation to be unresolved.

In summary, we believe the ED0's coments on our draft report tend to dismiss-

the audit findings without a fair consideration of their merit or implica-
tions. The ED0's position throughout the comments appears to be one which
says that all the controls, policies and procedures needed are in place and
working as intended; therefore, no action is needed on 0!A's findings. This,

position is inconsistent with the information we obtained during the course of
; the audit. -

i

,

_ _ . _ _ . . . - _ _ . _ . . _ . . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _



. _ . _ . - _ _ _ . _

i
~

Ie,

21

Because we consider the ED0's comments on four of our six reconrendations to
be non-responsive, we are referring them to the Commission for resolution in

: accordance with NRC Bulletin 1201-3.

t General Comment<

,

the ED0 made several comments in his response to our draft report which wa
* believe should be addressed.

The ED0 generally criticized the draft report as being " built upon *

perceptions, a few facts, and statements gleaned from interviews and pieced'

together out of context in a way that indicates that the auditor has only a
partial understanding of the licensing process and did not fully appreciate
its complexity." We disagree. Tne " perceptions" reflected in the report are
those of NRC employees, from technical reviewers, inspectors, and project
managers, to NRR, regional, and IE division directors, as to how the reviewi

! process works. We believe the fact that those perceptions are different than
' the way the system is described by the E00 is not an indication that the
i report is faulty, but is evidence that the system is not functioning as
j intended.

In regard to the ED0's statement that we have only a " partial understanding"
1 of the licensing process, we believe he has interpreted the limited scope of
i our audit to be a limited understanding of the process. We did not, and never
* intended to, audit the entire reactor licensing process. Our audit was
i limited in scope to problem areas identified during our survey and which the

Cennission later asked us to audit. Further, we did not selectively utilize,

facts or piece information together out of context. In preparing our report,
we considered all the infornation relating to control mechanisms, policies,
procedures, and guidance documents, which we identified or which were identi-
fled for us. We recognize that we are dependent on the staff to identify
significant policies and procedures to us and we are confident that we
provided ample opportunity to those we interviewed to identify significant
aspects cf their jobs and the review process. In our opinion, the staff's
failure to identify for us some of the information the E00 is now presenting'

in his response indicates that the staff was either unaware of the policies or,
^ procedures or did not believe then to be effective. In either case, we

', believe that our report reflects how aspects of the revtew process are
actually carried out rather than how they are supposed to be carried out.

We also disagree with the E00's statenent that we do not appreciate the<

complexity of the review process. In fact, our findings, conclusions and' *

recommendations regarding the need for strong and experienced PMs are based
largely on the complexity of both the review process and the organizational
structure in place to carry it out..

-
. .
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MEMORANDUM FOR: George H. Messenger, Acting Director
Office of Inspector and Auditor

FROM: William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: OIA. REVIEW 0F THE OPERATING LICENSE REVIEW PROCESS
FOR POWER REACTORS

By memorandum dated July 5, 1984, you forwarded to me for comment a draft
report on the results of OIA's review of the Operating License (0L) review
process for power reactors. The draft report states that DIA is concerned
that three factors (project management inexperience, OL review schedule, and
overall NRR staffing concerns) may directly affect the quality and dapth of
safety reviews. It also provides six recommendations to improve the effective-
ness of NRC's reactor licensing program. Before providing our views on your
conclusions and recommendations, I must point out that we strongly disagree
with the inference in your report that the quality and depth of safety rev'iews
have deteriorated to a toint where it may be a safety concern.

The report leaves the impression that a serious problem exists. Careful
review, however, indicates that this impression is built upon perceptions, -

a few facts, and statements gleaned from interviews and pieced together out of
context in a way that indicates that the auditor has only a partial understand-
.ing of the licensing process and did not fully appreciate its complexity.
Rather than diminishing in effectiveness, the OL review has, in fact, expanded
substantially in its review of licensee submittals in the last few years. The.

staff is reviewing. plants in greater depth than ever before, and exposing the
process to an ever increasing level of scrutiny. The report also focuses much;

.

too heavily on the role of the Project Manager, ignoring the role o.f many.

tachnical reviewers and inspectors and several levels of their management in'

NRR, the Regions, NMSS and IE who participate in various aspects of the OL
'reviews. '

..

The enclosures to this memorandum provide detailed comments on the report and
its recommendations. The following summarizes our response to your principal,

conclusions.

Project Management Staffing
.

a

The draft report concludes that there are many inexperienced Project Managers1

| (PMs), that these PMs are being placed in situations in which they are not
provi'ded adequate guidance, and that they do not have sufficient experience to
perform effectively.

.
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We do not completely agree with these conclusions. The matter of the level of
experience of the project management staff has been of concern to NRR management
for some time. The attached Figures 1 and 2, which were taken from an NRR*

management meeting summary of earlier this year, more accurately describes the
PM experience levels than does the OIA report. Note that of the PMs at that

,

time (May 1984):

- about 36% had 2 years or less NRC _PM experience,
- about 17% had 2 years or less NRC total experience.

Of the 17%, a number of these personnel had experience in the industry prior to
joining the NRC and only a very few individuals were entry-level personnel
directly from college. We therefore believe the OIA report is significantly
in error to focus on a few such entry-level personnel and draw broad conclusions
based on those individuals. Attached Figure 3 clearly indicates the small
fraction of the DL professional statf that can be considered less senior. The
OIA report is also misleading in that entry-level personnel have ng been
directly assigned the lead PM function for active OLs. As described more fully
in the enclosed details, all "new" PMs are assigned to a training program, are
assigned to assist a more senior PM, or were assigned to a relatively inactive
future project to ensure time for the individual-to gain on-the-job experience.

.

In summary, while there have been a major and unavoidable changeover in the PM
' staff, it was recognized and steps have been and will be taken to address this

situation. While there clearly have been difficulties in training such a
large number of personnel at the same time the NRC was engaged in the post-TMI
Licensing Recovery Program, we do not agree that the final safety levels in
OL reviews have deteriorated. They have more likely improved.

OL Review Schedules

The draft report concludes that NRR's policy of indexing an OL review exclu-
sively to an applicant's fuel load date is at odds with Commission direction
and ultimately detracts from the quality of safety reviews. The draft report
states that "DL ignores the Caseload Forecast Panel (CFP) estimates and uses
the applicants' full load dates as the sole basis for scheduling OL reviews."
This is clearly not true. On several occasions, DL has briefed the Commission
on the approach being followed regarding applicants' dates and CFP dates, and>,

* we believe there is a common understanding.

The OIA draf t' report also states that the current approach to scheduling OL
reviews based on applicants' estimated completion dates is inconsistent
with Commission and EDO guidance. I note that the Program Guidance which-

implements the PPG states:

" Reactor construction permit and operating license reviews should be*

conducted consistent with the schedule contained in the quarterly
status report to the House Appropriation Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development."

|

|

|
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The quarterly report referred to in the above guidance is based primarily on
the applicants' estimated completion dates and is approved by the Commission.i ,

- Thus, the scheduling practice being used is consistent with the guidance.,
!

| Generally speaking:.

'

a. NRR establishes review schedules based on the applicant's
schedule,

b. These schedules are set forth in the "Bevill" report,

i c. The NRC maintains independent completion schedules,

d. If the NRC estimate and the applicant's schedule differ
significantly, NRC and utility management meets to resolve the
difference. This usually results in either the staff or the

.

'

applicant changing their estimate such that the difference is
'no longer significant.

This has been the situation for some time. Note that earlier this year, the
key staff individual who coordinated the Caseload Forecast Panel left the NRC.
While the loss of that individual meant that the CFP as it had been known took
on a different character, NRR itself took the initiative to propose to continue
the use of a modified-CFP approach to assist during the period of recruitment
of a new RM CFP expert.

The OIA report also states that the use of applicants' dates results in the
issuance of SERs with "open" or " confirmatory" items. While we believe the
establishing of any review schedule may lead to "open" items at the time of,

issuance of a Safety Evaluation Report, all such items have been and will
continue to be resolved to the staff's satisfaction prior to the issuance of
an operating license.

,

| In conclusion, we believe the use of CFP information is consistent with Commission
'

; guidance and that the use of the applicants' schedules (where applicable) have
'

not inappropriately created problems via "open" ,SER items. Further, the OIA
report does not satisfactorily address the complex nature of or significant
issues surrounding the fact that any review schedule can become a self-fulfilling
prophecy.

,

,

Use and Disposition of NRR Staff
-;

* The draft report concludes that the imbalance cf technical reviewers in certain
I review areas has serious implications for the adequacy of license review. The

draft report accurately notes that NRR has overage in certain skill areas.
,

i
' However, the report incorrectly implies' that no actions have been taken to

address these overage skills. For the past two years, NRR has concentrated on
reallocating staff from overages in organizational units to units where these

!

i

I

.
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skills could be effectively used. For example, in FY 1983 and FY 1984, NRRs

reassigned overages from the Division of Engineering to other divisions to.
s

ittempt to match existing skilled personnel to changing needs. In fact, a
riamber of staff from several divisions were transferred to Project Management
ro'' e s . Further, the Office of Administration maintains a list of agency-

overige skills that are referred to selecting officials as vacancies occur
that aay need these skills. There have been problems, however, in findingskill and grade-level matches.

We do not mean to suggest that the licensing process is without problems. The'
NRC's licensing " pause" that followed the TMI accident clearly created a
backlog of CL reviews, which when coupled with a very large attrition of
staff, presented a rather difficult situation. The Recovery Plan which
followed has effectively gotten licensing of OLs back on track, and we believe
that reviews being completed on OLs provide an adequate safety basis. Thereport identifies some issues that warrant attention. Many of these we have
already noted and had taken some form of corrective action. Where problems in
these areas persist, further corrective actions will be taken. We will be
examining this aspect of our procedures as a result of this report ~. Summary** '

Table 1 (attached) contains our comments with respect to your recommendations.

Summary

The implied conclusion on the quality of safety reviews which I discussed
earlier is my most serious concern. If the audit has found that a' safety
review was inadequate, the factual basis for this finding should be clearly
demonstrated and not hypothesized on the basis of a number of assumptions.'

In the absence of a sounder factual basis, we recommend that the report be
redrafted to properly convey the findings of the audit, i.e., the recommenda-,

| tions should be represented as a means of improving the process rather than a
means of returning to an acceptable level from a serious deterioration in

] quality.
i

In summary, I believe the draft DIA report is incomplete, takes selected,

matters out of context, and does not adequately address all relevant facts
concerning the issues raised.

.

t. &~( r .iL
'

fs .t. e

Williahr J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations.

Enclosures: As stated
.

,
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SUMMARY TABLE 1 -

Recommendations
.

Re:cen.eadation 1: Direct DL to institute a formal policy whereby inexperienced.

PMs are assigned to work unde + the guidance of senior PMs until such time as*

they are prepared to accept full PM responsibility.;

Response: Though such a policy has not been formalized, the recommendation is
! consistent with current practice. Nevertheless, we recognize that attrition

higher than expected and FTE limitations have adversely impacted the PM staff.
In recognition of this, one of,the major items discussed at the recent NRR
Management Conference was the situation of PM staffing and the' steps that
could be'taken to bring in additional qualified PMs. NRR had previously'

internally transferre'va humber of-technical reviewers to the role of PM ind
order to alleviate this situation. Another action which has been implemented
is to pursue and keep fully open the outside pipeline for new PMs. For further

. discussion, see pages 1-3 of Enclosure 1.

Recommendation 2: Direct OL to immediately publish the PM Handbook, or at least
provide PMs with a current draft and assure that PMs are carrying out their
responsibilities in &ccordance with the Handbook.

Response: We agree with this recommendation and, in fact, a revised PM
Handbook has been provided to all OL personnel.

Recommendation 3: Direct DL to use CFP estimates in scheduling license reviews
consistent with Commission and EDO guidance.

! Response: The use of CFP estimates has been and remains consistent with EDO
guidance. For further discussion, see page 4 of Enclosure 1.

Recommendation 4: Institute a system to track and control all open issues con-
tained in SERs, and in coordination with IE, establish responsibility for
resolving these issues.

Response: The OIA report implies that use of applicants' estimates results in
,
' open items. The report, however, does not support the 'ontention,that therec

are an excessive number of open items nor does it support the contention that
the depth and quality of the safety review needed to support licensing is

i inadequate. The staff believes that reviews are thorough, and has successfully
taken such reviews through the ACRS, the hearing processes, and, Commission
reviews.

i
,

,

.
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Open issues in the SERs are adequately tracked and controlled in each SER and
succeeding supplements. All significant issues requiring followup subsequent
to licensing are tracked by conditions of licenses. Coordination between NRR*

.

and IE (and in fact Regions and NMSS) has improved and responsibilities are
now better defined. For further discussion, see page 6 of Enclosure 1.

,

Recommendation 5: Direct the staff to discontinue the practice of converting
'open to confirmatory issues unless utility management has documented such

commitments to NRC.

Response: It is our policy to have the utility docament each of its commit-
ments to the NRC. The problems described in the report may have occurred in
the initial implementation stages of the L'icensing Recovery Plan but we do not*

believe that they occur today.

Recommendation 6: Direct the Director, NRR, in coordination with the Directors,
Offices of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards,'IE, and the Division of
Organization and Personnel, and other organizations as appropriate, to develop
a unified plan for handling staff reductions within NRR.

Response: Current projections show that the NRR total FTE requirement
.

will not decrease in FY 85-87 compared to FY 84 so that staff reductions
do not appear imminent. The decrease in resources needed to review OLs ,

is offset by the increase in resources necessary to ensure that the
increased number of licensed reactors continue to operate safely. A policy
was implemented during FY 83, the first year when overages occurred, to
make necessary staff reductions through attrition as opposed to Reduction-In-
Force (RIF) and to encourage reallocation of skills within the NRC. For the
past two years, NRR has concentrated on reallocating staff from overages in
organizational units to units where these skills could be effectively used.

. .
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Detailed Discussion and Comments
on Draft DIA Report

l
.

1. Managing the OL Review Process

The report indicates that the auditor did not fully understand the role'
.

of the PM and the various interactions of the review organizations. For
example, this section of the report begins with a description of DL's,

responsibilities and the role of the PM. Specifically, it is stated that'

among other things PMs are responsible for, "... developing staff recommen-
| dations regarding proposed plant designs and operations." This is not

accurate. PMs participate in developing staff positions on the accepta-
bility of design and operating practices and are responsible for relating
these to the applicant.

PMs may not have clearly articulated their perception of their job, or
the OIA auditor, being unfamiliar with the' role of the PM, may have
misinterpreted the PM's description of their role. Managers have many
different styles of accomplishing their duties, and the same is true of
PMs. Also, the stage of the OL review and the specific plant assignment
could have some impact on responses to questions related to responsibility,,

authority, role, and function.

Technical review branches have stated that some PMs do not actively
manage their projects. Certain TR branch chiefs stated that they have
gone so far as to directly contact the applicant for information. This
is clearly a breakdown in internal communication. The technical branches

~ hould have relayed their dissatisfaction with the PM's performance to DLs
management. Going outside the prescribed procedures (e.g., circumventing
the PM in contacts with the applicant) undermines our operating procedures
and does nothing to correct the underlying problem. While this is a
problem that requires attention as a related matter, it should be noted
that the report fails to recognize the existence of the procedures used
for obtaining additional information from the applicant in response to
staff questions and does not properly account for organizational inter-
actions and management involvement. (See Attachment 1.)

As far as the PMs' responsibility in having applicants respond on time,
the PMs and the applicants are aware that late responses to Q's have the
potential for impacting the SER schedule. This creates substantial ,

pressure on the applicant and in most instances is sufficient to preclude
an, unnecessary delays in' responding to Q's. While problems exist, the'

report assigns too much emphasis to this issue as a measure of a PM's
,

experience. Oftentimes, the applicant relies upon owners groups or
vendors to provide information in response to NRC requests. For a
variety of reasons, this information could be delayed from the source; ,
such that even the applicant has only marginal control. Delays, for

i

|

1
i

___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _



,

-
,

.g.

whatever reason, create difficulties in the review process, and it is
of concern to technical reviewers. However, the audit did not develop a

! full appreciation of these issues and, therefore, attributed the diffi-
' culties to PM inexperience.'

Regarding the PM's role in conflict resolution, it is true that the PM
,

should get involved when plant specific designs make it difficult to
satisfy the SRPs of two different branches. However, the SRPs themselves
are structured to handle this potential conflict. Each SRP section
identifies a primary review branch. That branch is responsible for
coordinating with the secondary review branch (es) in a timely manner in
order to deliver a complete SER section to the PM. The PM can and should
monitor this process, but unless the conflict arises from a unique plant
feature, the review process has been structured to handle these conflicts.
The report fails to adequately consider this process, and therefore,
attributes much of the perceived problems to the inexperience of PMs. .

. Project Managers have a structured work environment that includes a
supervisor, a licensing assistant, and other PMs. There is a constant
interaction and exchange of information among the PMs. All correspondence
is routed through at least one level of management. The DL Branch Chief'

takes special care to review work performed by inexperienced PMs. Also,
new PMs are required to attend training courses to enhance their technical
and interpersonal skills. Although it is our intention and normal
practice to use entry-level PMs as assistants on active cases, DL has
experienced periods when manpower shortages required the use of new PMs
.as the project manager for a case. In each instance, the case assignment
was for a plant whose licensing date was three years in the future. The
PMs who functioned in these roles were given adequate direction and
supervision by senior PMs and the branch chief.

The revised PM Handbook has been provided in draft form to each new PM
since late 1982. This, in conjunction with other NRR and DL written'

guidance, should provide sufficient guidance to new PMs. Als'o, as we
have noted, new PMs are encouraged to seek guidance from senior PMs, and
the branch chief closely monitors the work of entry-level PMs.

Regarding the organizational structure for NRR's review, DL would agree
thatthematrixorganizationhasitsstrengthsgndweaknesses. New PMs
may find difficulties with this structure eafly orfbut are assisted
through interaction with other PMs and/or' management in our organization.

'

One of the principal conclusions of this section is that many of the per-
i* ceived problems result directly from the. inexperience of the PMs in DL.

In support of this, the report repeats a statement made by the Director,
DL, to the effect that as many as one-half of all PMs on board have less'

' thantwoyears'projectmanagementexperience. In this statement, the
Director, DL, was referring specifically to project management experience
within the Division of Licensing. Notaccountedforisprojectmanagement

i

.
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experience outside of DL and overall experienc( within the NRC. As indi-
cated by their grade level, the large inajority of the. existing PMs in
licensing areas have significant-experience (i.e., GG-14/15). In addition,

' where inexperience may be a problem, the placement of the PM is carefully
considered in order to minimize the impact. This is clearly demonstrated
in Attachment 2, which shows the level of experience the assigned PMs hadg
for the plants licensed after TMI. The latter parts of the review process,
which are tne most u itical from a project management perspective, are
being handled by senior, experienced PMs in the large majority of cases.

With regard to entry-level PMs, only a limited number have been hired.
The goals of such hiring is to support the agency EE0 program since the
pool of minorities and women applicants at the entry-level is significantly
higher than that for senior applicants. Entry-level PMs are utilized
with caution and receive close supervision during their training period.
Fo,rmal training is not accounted for in the report; this training is
extensive. In addition ~, individually designed plans to meet the specific
needs of the particular PM are also oeveloped. Attachments 3 through 5
are provided as background information in order to demonstrate the nature
of this individualized training program.

2. Licensing Review Schedules

The report states that " management expects the reviews to be accomplished
in the prescribed time of 36 months, regardless of how many applications
are under review, the number of reviewers to perform the work, and the
balance of the regulatory workload." This statement, if true, could dis-
count the entire NRC budget process where the number of applications under,

review, in additional to other regulatory work, are all carefully con-t

sidered in order to establish the proper resource levels. The length of
the OL review is a fundamental assumption .in this budget process. While
we have seen considerable variance in the length of this review, an average
length has been selected for planning purposes. The standard schedule
(Attachment 6) has been developed based upon past OL experience to provide
adequate review time for each review branch to carry out its SRP review
and prepare its SER input.

Based on the :;tandard template, a plant gp'ecific schedule is prepared for
each plant, by the PM, when the applicant tenders the FSAR for,an acceptance -

review by the staff. At the time the plant is typically about 40-60%
complete and the applicant's construction completion date is approximately
36 months away.

'

=
,

The projett manager obtains concurrence up through the Director, DL and*

the plant specific OL review schedule is transmittec to the NRR Division
Directors. Attachment 7 provides a copy of a typical OL review schedule

*

and the memorandum transmitting the schedule to the review Division
Director. As presently constituted the suggested Level D Schedule
Template provides the review branches 3 months to prepare questions to
the applicant, 3 months to prepare a draft SER following receipt of the
applicant's responses, and 6 months to prepare the input to the SER.
Based upon past reviews, the amount of review time provided to the TR
branches allows adequate time to carry out a comprehensive review,

1
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It is possible that many of the comments reported could be attributed s
to perceptions created during the early LRP phase, The schedules established
during that timeframe were more aggressive than today's standard template.,

However, because of these somewhat shortened scheduhs, elevated manage-
ment attention was used to ensure the adequacy of the reviews. For example,
weekly Assistant Director-level meetings were held to discuss the statusa

of open items for the plants under review.

The review schedule that is prepared for the OL review is based upon the
applicants initial construction completion date estimated at the time of~

tendering the FSAR for acceptance review. Subsequent to establishing
that schedule the staff will carry out Caseload. Forecast Panel visits to
the site to assess the status of construction at the site as compared to
the applicant's estimated date for completion. The procedure previously
used by the panel has recently been modified to reflect current caseload
management practice. (Attachment 8)

NRC sends its Caseload Forecast Panel to' nuclear power p hnts to assess
construction and preoperational test status and to estimate readiness for
initial fuel load, strictly for inf.ernal resource planning purposes.
Summaries of NRC findings, including copies of some of the information
provided by the applicants, ar'e made available to the public. While some
state governmental units have expressed an interest in using NRC estimates
for readiness to load fuel as'an independent check on what the applicant
is telling them, that estimate is clearly of no safety significance and -

is not intended to be a part of the NRC p' rpose for carrying out theu .

caseload forecast. Attachment 9, for example, is one of the letters
sent in response to the Wolf Creek issue raised in the report.

While NRC caseload forecast estimates are often not used for scheduling
of licensing activities, other NRC Offices such as IE and the Regions do
plan resources on NRC estimates. When there is a significant difference
between the NRC and applicant estimates (greater than six months) meetings
are held to attempt to resolve the difference. It should be noted that
recent experience with meetings of this type have shown that it is not
always the applicant's schedule that is changed. The NRC has accepted,
in some cases, the applicant's schedule after.re-examining the supporting
justification. .

The draft 01A Report states that "because NRR staff are involved in and
must allocate .their time among ,many regulatory activities (in addition to ;

OL reviews), they ape tften confronted with confusion and'co'nflict between |

meeting licensing schedules and other regulatory priorities." The report !
'

further states that this problem is due to the fact that OL schedules are
developed by DL and other activities are controlled by the technical disi-
sion, managers' SES contract commitments are being tied to OL schedules,,

and the lack of guidance on priorities of work. The report then concludes
that these conditions divert technical resources from areas where the
technical divisions believe the immediate need is greater.

.
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First, the report is in error concerning who controls schedcles for NRR
regulatory activities, other than OL reviews. .NRR has six major pro-
grams--Operating Reactors, Systematic Evaluation of Operating Reactors.

(SSEOR), Operator Licensing, Casework (including OL reviews), Safety
Technology and TMI-2 Cleanup. Operator Licensing and TMI-2 Cleanup do
not involve the same people involved in OL reviews, since Operater+

Licensing requires effort from only license examiners in the Division
of Human Factors and Regions, and TMI-2 Cleanup efforts are primarily .

-provided by the TMI Program Office. Of the four remaining progrargs,.0L
is the lead division and, therefore, oversees the schedules for Operating -

Reactors, SSE0R and Casework. In fact, DL performs the same project
management function for Operating Reactors and SSEOR as it does for OL
reviews. For Safety Techndlogy, the Division of Safety Technology is the
lead diwision and, therefore, is primarily responsible for managing
schedules for activities in this program. (See U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Functional Organization Charts--NUREG-0325, dated 6/1/84, Pages 35-40.)'

The repart implies that OL reviews are given an undue high priority because
of the managers' SES contract commitments tied to OL review schedules.
This implication is wrong. The NRR-technical divisions and DL contracts
have four program critical elements which parallel the major programs
with which they are involved (Operating Reactors, Systematic Evaluation
of Operating Reactors, Casework and Safety Technology). Likewise, the
Division of Licensing has three program critical elements, one of which

.

relates to OL reviews. .By definition, all critical elements are weighted
equally and, therefore, have the same priority. Thus, the SES contracts,
as written, do not provide any incentive for a technical. division to meet
OL review schedules at the expense of other priority regul,atory activities.

The report further states that there is no. formal guidance on priorities.
This is also wrong. The primary means which NRR provides guidance on
expected accomplishments and priorities is the NRR Operating Plan. The
Operating Plan has been issued annually since FY 1982. The plan uses the
Commission and EDO guidance as the basis for establishing priorities and
establishes the premises for resolving conflicting priorities.

Another implication is that there is insufficient resources to meet the OL
review schedule and other regulatory activities. As is stated in the
Operating Plan: "The Operating Plan.specifically identifies the planned
accomplishment and allocates to eae.h Divirion/ Program Office the necessary
resources to meet the planned accomplishrgents" (emphasis added).

,

'

In summary, NRR establishes priorities for its regulatory activities
.

through its lead division management concept, Operating Plan and SES con-i

tracts. None of these gives ortimplies a higher priority on meeting OL
review schedules at the expense of other regulatory activities. Further,

, ,

adequate resources are budgeted and allocated to meet all planned regula-;

tory activities, including OL Review schedules. If these resources become
inadequate, NRR/NRC management makes the decision on which program activi-
ties are of lowest priority and therefore shoeld be deferred.

.

O
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The report' states on page 22 that as many as 400 open items were rolled

i over into 20 broad open areas on Waterford. Discussion with the current
j .. PM on Waterford indicated that there were 25.. outstanding' issues which
; were contained .in 49 SER Sections at the July''1981. issuance of the
1 Waterford SER. Even if multiple items within each outstanding issue were

considered separately such as fire doors,' spirinklers,-lighting, etc.! e ,

! There were only-60-70 individual open items in the Waterford SER, not 400
j as stated. The report also suggests that while certain dates for the~

; applicant's responses were missed, the SER was issued on schedule, im-
j plying that the review time must have been compressed. In fact, when DL

management reviewed the first draft of the SER, it was determined that
i it was not ready for issue due to the number of open items. The issuance
1 of the SER was then delayed six weeks to permit additional time for the
! resolution of open and confirmatory items.
* The report is in error where it states on page 23 that confirmatory issues

are areas where resolution has not been formalized in writing. Confirma-
tory items are issues where the method of resolution has been formally
documented but the resolution has not yet been achieved, i.e., the appli-
cant has agreed to submit a new analysis but the analysis has not yet' beer.j

j completed. -

The report states that there is no formal system for following up on open
j issues and confirmatory issues. This is simply not correct. Open issues

and confirmatory issues are formally tracked in Section 1 of each SER and
,

! SSER (Attachment 10). Each open and confirmatory issue is tracked and
; reference given to the SSER section in which the issue was closed. In
| addition, in various forms over the last few years, DL has maintained
i formal status reports on open items for tracking within NRR.
4

i When an SER open issue is closed, it is referred to the Regional Office
: for verification of completion. The region is formally provided with a

memorandum (Attachment 11) which documents the request, identifies the,

! item that needs verification and references the SER section where the
*

} open item is discussed. The regional action related to the verification
is tracked and documented in the Regional Operation readirjess letter pro.-t

! vided to DL prior to issuance of the OL.
(

| 3.
j

'

Use and Disposition of NRR Staff ' -

i The OIA Report (page 26) implies that as the casework review declines,, the.

total NRC FTEs will decline. This is not true. The_currentprojectic:-e

show that the NRR total FTE requirement does not decrease in FY 1985-1957,2 ,

1 compared to FY 1984 The primary reason for this is that the decrease ir.
] resources needed to review.0Ls is offset by the increase in resources

necessary to erlsure the increased number of licensed reactors continuing,

to operate safely. Further, many of the skills needed for OL reviews are c,

the same ones that are needed to review operating reactor licensing actions.,

(See Attachment 12.)
!

.

| .,

!
!

i

*
*
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There are, however, some unique skills that are needed for the review of
( certain aspects of Ols, primarily in the environmental area, which are not

*

: necessary or needed in significant numbers once a reactor is licensed.
However, it is not true that NRR and NRC management has not developed a
strategy or taken action to address this problem. First, a decision was

,

made by NRC and NRR management,to manage the situation through attrition
as opposed to Reduction-In-Force (RIF). During FY 1983, the first year
when overages occurred, the EDO.placed restrictions on outside-NRC re-
cruitment to help ensure that skills were reallocated to where they were
needed. (See memorandum William J. Dircks to Office Directors and
Regional Administrators dated October 1, 1982 regarding Implementation of
FY-83 FTE Management Plan.)' Likewise, NRR, in implementing the E00

,

guidance, developed a plan to reassign people to needed positions within '

; NRR.
-
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Specific Comments on Draft Report,
Requiring Clarification and Change.

*

1. Managing the OL Review Process

Page 5 "DL responsible for establishing and meeting OL review
.

schedules, ..."
~

Review schedules are established with the concurrence of each-

applicable organization.
.

Page 6 "PMs are responsible ... fo'r developing staff recommendations
regarding plant designs and operations." .

- The intended meaning of'this statement is not clear.
.

Page 6 "We were told that many PMs do not take an active role in managing
i their projects, .."

This sentence is objectionable, particularly because of the-

lack af. qualifiers such as "at times" or "on occasion", etc.i

The statements are simple absolutes "do not resolve", "do not
coo'rdinate", "do not control". The use of "we were told"
should not absolve the auditor of the need to verify the
accuracy of the information used when it.is presented in such a
way as to suggest that it is factual and represents the opinion
of the auditor. ' '

Page 8 "The better approach may ultimately delay resolution or more
probably ..."

It is unclear whether this statement was made by a technical-

reviewer or is a conclusion of the auditor. This i,s a problem
througout the report.

Page 8 "Several factors appear to have combined to cause this loss of,
PM's effectiveness."

.

' The report has not demonstrated a loss of effectiveness.-

,

Page 9 " Based on our review of selected PM. position descriptions ... we
foundthatatleasttwonewPMsfunctionasfull-fledd%dPMs."-

.

Recommend deleting "at least". The phras'e is used to suggest a- -

' bigger problem exists than the auditor was actually atle to
confirm. <

.
,

Page 10 "This organization is supposed to foster good internal control ..."

The use of " supposed" and " attempts" indicates a bias in the-

auditor which is not substantiated in this report. -

|

|
.

.

.

.
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Page 10 "The struc'ture can be somewhat confusing and sometimes
unworkable, ..."

'

It would seem that if there are aspects of the structure that-- -

are " unworkable", they should be identified ,in the report and
i recommendations for corrective action provided.,

2. Licensing Review Schedules
, ,

!. Page 20 "This problem is due in part to the fact that OL schedules are
'

developed by DL whilesother activities are controlled by NRR's
technical divisions ~.",

.
. .

j
- OL schedules are developed by DL in conjunction with the

technical divisions. Schedule problems can be elevated to the
, ,

Director, NRR, for resolution; thus, DL is not maintaining3

; absolute control over OL schedules as suggested by the report.

Page 20 " .. priorities are influenced by factors such as managers'.

Senior Executive Service (SES) contract ..."4 .

,- Priorities are reflected in SES contracts, not established by
the contracts. If the' statement were true as written, then the
problem would be pervasive throughout the SES system and not
unique to 0L processing.

,

"Page 21 ... even though the staff knows that the applicant'is behind*

schedule."

It is unclear who "the staff" is in this statement. Technical-

reviewers are not generally in a position to evaluate the
overall schedule and" progress of the applicant. The perception
that the applicant is behind schedule can result in delaying
work on that project in favor of another where the "immediate
need is greater." This can ultimately lead to real delays, thus
fulfilling the initial perceptions.

,

Page 21 "However, based on our discussions with the PM and our review
of the December 1983 Blue Book, we found ..." '

,

-

The representation of th'r Blue Book data is inaccurate. The |

,

-

-single entry for responses to Q's and TR's SER inputs actually |

represent several submittals, only the last of which is recorded,
,

in the Blue Book as a completion date.*

'
| '

Page 22 "Therefore, in effect, the staff is issuing its findings-and
,

conclusions (on the ~ applicant's FSAR) in a Safety Evaluation
!Report based on an incomplete report."

This statement is wrong!! Findings and conclusions are issued-

only for the portion of the review which has been completed.
s

.

i
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Page 23 "While it may be argued that there is no real significance to '"

hiving open issues or confirmatory items, we believe there is
potential that these cases may never be closed ..."'

There is no factual basis for this belief. Considering that-

,

this statement then leads to one of the major recommendations
in the report, there should be some better substantiation
before staff resources are expended in response to a belief.

3. Standard Review Plan m
,

Page 24 "He noted, however, that he does not report to NRR and, therefore,
NRR does not determine his schedule or priorities."

It appears that this statement is presented to suggest that-

certain actions related to open items are, therefore, not
completed. If so, the inference is wrong. If not, then the

statement is not relevant and should be deleted. '

Page 29 "For example, one reviewer told us no two reviews are done
alike in spite of the SRP which purports to standardized
reviews."

The introduction to the SRP states that its principal purpose-

is to ensure the quality and uniformity of staff reviews. It
appears that the auditor has interpreted this too narrowly and
views the SRP as a cookbook. The introduction goes on to state

"However, for any given application, the staff reviewers may
select and emphasize particular aspects of each SRP section as
is appropriate for the application.

Page 29 "Specifically, some TRs allow deviation when accompanied with
adequate justification, while others hold applicants strictly
to the letter of the SRP."

If adequate justification is provided for a deviation, the TR-

is not empowered to hold an applicant " strictly to the letter
of the SRP." This paragraph should be deleted.

Page 30 "Therefore, this combined condition affects the quality of
reviews because reviewers allo,e items that they know are below
current standards to get through."

.

- " Current standards" is a mocing target. The problem is well-knowr.
and has been the subject of considerable debate.

,
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come from the Division of Emergency Preparedness in IE, the LPM should be aware
'

of such meetings, help to set them up if requested, and attend if requested.

On any site visit where the applicant provides special transportation or "other
special conveyances" such as helicopters, it is NRC policy to pay a fair share>

of such transportation. It is the LPM's responsibility to arrange for this.

'

2.4.9 Applicant Appeals Meetings
"

If an applicant strongly disagrees with an NRC staff position, he has the option
of appealing to a higher level of staff management. Although an applicant is
not prohibited from contacting any level of NRC management, the LPM should
request that'all such contacts be initiated through the LPM.

For a pending appeal, the LPM should discuss in detail with the applicant and
the appropriate reviewers the positions taken by the staff and the applicant.
Before the meeting the LPM should make sure that NRR management up through the
Division Director level is aware of the background of the issue, the applicant's
position, and the staff's position.

Appeals meetings are held first with the Assistant Director and then, if neces-
sary, with the Division Director and the Director of NRR. The LPM (or higher
DL management) normally chairs the meeting and directs the discussion toward an
acceptable solution. At the end of the meeting, the LPM should summarize any
agreements reached. After the meeting, as with all meetings, the LPM writes a
summary that is sent to the applicant and the service list.

2.4.10 Preparation of Request for Additional Information
'

During the course of.the staff review of an application, it is usually neces-
~

sary to request additional information about~ a number of issues of concern to
the staff. Reviewers are expected to formulate a single set of specific ques-
tions in order to elicit all necessary additional documented information from
the applicant. A meeting with the applicant before transmittal of the request
for additional information may not always be necessary, particularly if the
specific information needed is clear and not subject to misunderstanding. The
questions are generated by the reviewer, reviewed by the reviewer's management,
and sent to DL for use by the LPM in issuing a letter requesting additional
information from the applicant. Each review branch numbers its questions in
accordance with a specific numbering system designed to help identify the sub-
sequent responses and to minimize the need for retyping question lists in the
project branches (see NRR Office Letter 29).

.

Multiple rounds of questions and answers between staff and applicant should.

be minimized. A single, comprehensive set of questions should be prepared and
given to the applicant following docketing. The questions will be designed to

- obtain all the clarification and additional information necessary to prepare
a complete SER or Environmental Statement (ES) input in every review area.
This approach should be applied to all review areas to the maximum extent
possible.

The responsibility of the LPM in preparing this request and letter is to review
the questions to determine their acceptability (technical adequacy, clarity,

January 1984 2-11 PM Handbook

.-
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and scope) for transmittal to the applicant; to as.semble the questions by sub-
ject matter maintaining consistency with the content of chapters in the FSAR;
and, finally, to' compose the accompanying letter including appropriate direc-
tions to the applicant. The key task in this sequence of events is the review*

of the' questions for acceptability. Based on his knowledge of the application,
the LPM should be in a position to understand and critically review each ques-
tion generated by the reviewers. An adequate basis must exist for each staff'

position, and the LPM should understand the underlying rationale for the request.
Further, if-the. LPM feels there are areas not adequately addressed, the reviewer
should be requested to prepare specific questions or document the bases for not
requiring further information. If the review branch chooses, draft SER positions
may be sent to the LPM for transmittal to the applicant, either with or in lieu
of questions.

,

The request for additional information also serves as the public record of the
staff's safety concerns about the application at that stage of the review and
evaluation process. The request, if properly prepared, can materially assist
in obtaining c quality review and in expediting the review process. It is for

these reasons that the LPM must take special care in producing the request for
addit'ional information. In reviewing the questions, the LPM must consider
tne following:

(1) The questions should be directed toward obtaining a clear understanding
of the design and related safety and environmental features.

(2) The thrust of the question should be clear and unambiguous. The a'pplicant
cannot be expected to provide information that the reviewer thought was
requested, but really was not.

(3) It should be determined whether the question is new and whether it expands
the scope of review defined in the SRP or ESRP. If so, a management
decision to delete or modify the question-may be needed. The LPM should
elevate such concerns to the appropriate level of management if agreement
cannot be reached with the reviewer.

(4) The question should be pertinent and important to safety or environmental
concerns. Questions of a trivial nature and those requesting information
that is interesting to the reviewer but not related to safety or environ-
mental concerns should not be asked.

(5) The potential response to the question should be visualized as well as
the ensuing step by the staff. If the response leads nowhere, the
question probably should not be asked.

,

(6) Redundant questions should be deleted. Sometimes different branches ask
.

similar questions.

(7) Consistency in the level of review performed by the various branches, as
expressed by the level of detail of the questions, needs to be checked
and maintained. i

.
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(8) Where appropriate, the question should include or reference the staff
position on the particular issue such as a Regulatory Guide, a General
Design Criterion, or an SRP section. '*

.

(9) If necessary, the LPM may add or significantly modify questions in the re-*

quest for additional information. However, the agreement of the cognizant
technical reviewer should be sought. If resolution cannot be obtained,

*

elevation to higher levels of management may be necessary.
.

The letter that transmits the request for additional information to the appli-
' cant should contain a brief summary of the areas in which information is being

requested and should contdin a schedule for submittal of responses that, if met,
will permit the staff to maintain its review schedule. The applicant should be
advised that he must provide complete and technically adequate responses in
order to avoid jeopardizing the schedule. Copies of the request for additional
information are sent to the service list.

Once the request for additional information has been transmitted to the appli-
y cant, it becomes the LPM's responsibility to facilitate the timely suomittal of

applicant responses. The LPM should verify that the applicant understands the
questions and should try to become aware of impending delays in the applicant's
response as soon as possible. If it is determined that the applicant cannot

4

meet the schedule date specified in the transmittal letter, the LPM must obtain
'a new date from the applicant, evaluate the resulting impact on the project
review schedule, and inform the applicant of the revised schedule. This is an
undesirable situation that should be avoided whenever possible. The LPM should
emphasize to the applicant the importance of submitting timely, complete, and
technically adequate responses to preclude delays. It is typicel:that an'appli-
cant delay will result in the project losing its place in line to be reviewed,
thereby resulting in a delay in the review schedule greater than the applicant's
delay.

,
,

2.4.11 Review of Applicant Responses

Responses to the request for additional information are submitted in the form
of amendments to the application that are distributed by the Document Management
Branch to all prior recipients of the application. Primary responsibility for i

review of each response rests with the reviewer who identified the need for l

the information. Consistent with the LPM's overall responsibility, responses
should also be reviewed by the LPM. It is important that all applicant responses

j

De evaluated not only for technical adequacy, but also for clarity and potential j

j ambiguities. If full cooperation and understanding have been achieved among all
parties during the previous processes, no further questions should be necessary.

.

The LPM must ensure that the staff review of applicant responses proceeds at
an acceptable rate. This can only be accomplished by frequent contact with the

- reviewers to determine as quickly as possible significant areas of technical
difficulty. These areas can be identified to the applicant by telephone or
through meetings, followed by appropriate documentation. In this way, the LPM
can effect an expeditious staff review.

January 1984 2-13 PM Handbook
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LIST OF NEW Ols SINCE Tit! ACC'.'-

3 EARS OF EXPERIEN:E'g.

PLANT IISUED PROJECT MANAGER * NRC YEARS DM
,

North Anna 2 8/t0 Al Dromerick 15 9.

.

Sequoyah 1 9/80 C. Stable 10 10i

Farley 2 3/81 L. Kintner 17 17

Salem 2 5/81 J. Kerrigan 5 3.

McGuire 1 7/81 R. Birkel 16 16
,

Sequcyeh 2 9/81 C. Stable 10 10

Dia'clo Cenyon 11/81 B. Buckley 9 9
~

H. Schierling 14 10
,

La 3alle 1 8/22 A. Bournia 12 12

San Onofre 2 9/82 H. Rood 11 11
,

Grand Gulf 1 6/02 D. Houst5n
~

12 4

Susquehanna 1 7/32 R. Perch - 3 3
_

Sumer 'I 8/32 W. Kane '9 9
'

.

San Onofre 3 11/82 H. Rood 11 11
*

t*:Guire 2 ~3/S3 R. Birkel 16 16

i St. Lucie 2 4/33 V. Nershs 7 7

La Salle 2 12/83 A. Bournia 12 12

U''P- 2 12/33 R. Auluck 5 2
,

Susquehanna 2 ~.!!A R. Ferch 2 3

- ,

,

As of da:E ?L was issued.*

-

._ _ --
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

'

THRU: Thomas Novak, Assist
for Operating Reactors

FROM: John F. Stolz, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #4
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: SPECIALIZED TRAINING PROGRAM FOR ALBERT W. DeAGAZIO

1. Formal NRC Courses

PWRTechnologyCourse(R-104P)!a.
(1 week) 1/18-1/22/82 (completed)

b. B&W Facility Design and Operations (SimDlator) Course
(R-904 replacement) when available approximately 8/82 (2 weeks)

2. Meetings and Visits

a. Introductory Meeting:
H. Denton, D. Eisehnut, T. Novak, OELD case lawyer (completed).

b. Davis-Besse 1 site visit / familiarization 2/82
c. Region III visit / familiarization 2/82

d. Attend SALP meetings (2) 6/82

e. Attend ACRS meeting 3/82

f. Attend Commission briefing or open
meeting 2/82 '

g. Attend any public hearings held in when
Washington area available

h. Visit Incident Response Center to gain~

familiarity w/ operations and ORPM
function 2/82

.



.,

'l

,

,

'
* '

. .

Alocrt W. DeAgazio -2-

.

3. On-the-job Training / Reading
'

a. NRR/DL Procedures /PM Handbook 11/81-1/82

b. 10 CFR 50.59; 10 CFR 50.90; 10 CFR 50.109 1 2/81*

c. NUREG-0737 12/81-1/82

d. Noticing procedures,10 CFR 2.105 1/82

e. 10 CFR 50; 10 CFR 51 12/81

f. Atomic Energy Act Sections 182,189 2/82

g. NEPA 3/82

h. FSAR familiarization especially Chapters
3, 4, & 6 11/81-12/81

,

4

I. ORBf4 reading file (one month) 12/81
,

J. Tech. Specs. 12/81-1/82

K. Davis-Besse 1 SER/EIS 1/82-2/82
,

L. Typical OL amendment sequence 1 2/81
~

3
- ,

,

3 oh F. Stolz,' Chief
i Op ating Reactors B anch #4

vision of Licensing*

"

'

cc: -

*

I RPurple
f TNovak :
* Glainas i

SVarga
DVassallo
RClark '

DCrutchfield-

JStolz
ADeAgazio

- RIngram

?

I -

.. - -. . ._ _.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

.

FROM: Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Direct 6r
for Licensing

'

*

Division of Licensing

TRAINING /W0kK PROGRAM FOR NEW AD/L PROFESSIONALS
'

SUBJECT:

Attached is the proposed training / work plan for the first eight
months which I plan to use for Marilyn Ley.

This plan was developed by DL management using input from entry and
senior level PMs. This plan can be revised as we gain experience or
adjusted to suit the background of the particular trainee.

Your coment on this plan is requested. If you find this plan acceptable,
1(,will. develop a similar plan for Mary Jo Campagnone. /

b 7;r -

Thomas M. Novak, Assistant Director
for Licensing '

, Division of Licensing
.

.

_

n

e

e
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rrc# Par.; '. Trainee We6. 'Trainine Fro: ram*
.

~

These s:hedules are subject ~to change in response to changes in priorities.
Fowe'.er,.we intend to follow this type of plan.-.,

.. ,
'

Activity
Level

P= Part Time
*

Start Description'of Work Program F= Full Time Finish

01/01/84 Work with system oriented issue P 03/30/84.

including interface with Technical
branches, applicant. Prepare SSER
closing out open issue. (Palo Verde)

01/01/84 Attend hearing t'o gain insight into P 03/30/84
public's role in licensing (Shearon
Harris)

01/15/84 Work with technical staff and PM to F 02/08/84
resolve ACRS comments on Shearon
Harris

02/08/84 Fomal Training: Nuclear Reactor F 02/09/84
Concepts

02/13/84 Fomal Training: PWR Tech. (R-104P) F 02/17/84

02/27/84 Participate in Case Load Forecast F 03/02/84
Panel to gain knowledge of Physical
plant and scheduling (Seabrook)

03/19/84 Plant Tour (Reinforcing the R-104P F 03/20/84
Course Work)

03/21/84 Work at Resident In'spector's Office F 03/22/84'

to understand PM/RI interface

03/15/84 Fomal Indoctrination on LPM Handbook * P 03/30/84

* Indoctrination includes:
a. what constitutes an open item
b. what constitutes a confirmatory item
c. what constitutes a license condition

list of key tems (e.g. backfitting), important-to-safety, petitions,
d.

contentions , safety-related, etc. and concise definition of the
items & significance to lic. process,

e. about the " Rainbow" books
f. signature authority-

9 L. A. functions & responsibilities
,

b. Organization of NRR & functions & responsibilities of the DSI, DE
and DST Branches

i. a current list of difficult /important/ critical issues in the licensing
process and how we are handling them

,i . all about the (editorial) process of putting a SER & FES together
k. green ticket, blue ticket, yellow ticket items
1. board notification & hearing process
n. public relations (i.e. how to deal with reporters, verbal public

inquires,etc.)

-



''
-2*

,
.

02/15/84 Assist in issuing low power license P 06/30/84
(Waterford)

02/15/84 Assist in preparing an SER for publica. P 06/30/84'

tion, including interaction with
review branches (WNP-3).

03/30/84 Assist in closing open items in prepara- P 06/30/84
tion for license issuance, including
tech specs (Seabrook)

03/01/84 Attend SALP Board Meeting (Seabrook) F 03/02/84

04/84 Fomal Training: Conflict Resolution P 04/84

04/84 Formal Training: Briefing & Presenta- P 04/84
tion Techniques

04/15/84 Attend SALP Meeting with Applicant F 04/16/84

04/23/84 Work with OELD attorney on preparing 04/27/84
testimony and/or responding to
interrogatories.

05/14/84 Fomal Training: PWRTech.(R-204P) F 05/25/84

06/84 Formoi Training: Reg. Process P 06/84

06/84 Attend ACRS Meeting to learn the role P 06/84
of the PM and technical staff.

06/84 Attend Comission Meeting on full P 06/84
power authorization.

07/09/84 Fomal Training: PWR Simulator F 07/13/84
(R-604P)

07/16/84 Assignrent at Regional Office to gain F 07/20/84
insight on interfaces.

07/23/84 Assist PM in issuing SER, including P 10/23/84
interaction.with editorial staff.
(Beaver Valley)

.

07/23/84 Assist in issuing Q-l's to learn ratchet P 10/23/84
control (STP)

.

f
08/84 Fomal Training: Effective Writing P 08/84

08/84 Formal Training: Tine Management P 08/84

i

!
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Darrell G. Eisenhut. Director o
Division of Licensing

i

THRU: Gus C. Lainas, Assistant Director
.

for Operating Reactors, DL /

FROM: James.R. Miller, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #3, DL

SUBJECT': TRAINING PROGRAM FOR DEE B. 0580RNE
AS PROJECT MANAGER

OThe enclosed sheets detail the formal and infomal aspect of 0RB.*3Lu
proposed training program for Mr. Dee Osborne so that he can rapidly

, assume the full time PM duties on Millstone 2. I would appreciate
your review a'nd approval so that the formal coursework can proceed
without delay.

'

n| | [;!L,
-

-

-f /~ ,%-
,

-,

James R. Miller, Chief

f
Operating Reactors Branch #.~.

' Division of Licensing ,

..
^

Enclosures:
As stated-

cc w/ enclosures: -

D. B. Osborne
J. Leonard

.

.

W

e

..
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Training Program for D. B. Osborne - 5/84 to 4/85 Page 1 of 3

Reading /0n-the-Job
Training 5/84 6/84 7/84 8/84 9/84 10/84 11/84 12/84 1/C5 2/85 3/85 4/85

__

NRR/DL Procedures
PM Handbook x x x

|
_

NUREG-0737 x

Noticing Procedures 10 CFR 2.105 x

AEA Secs 182.189 x
,

NEPA x
_

FSAR Review x x

.

Tech Spec Review x x

Typical OL Amendment Sequence x

DLOP 228 (Sholly Process) x

'
,

.- I

t _- -
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Training Program for D. B. Osborne - 5/84 to 4/85 Page 2 of 3

** "9 ' S

5/84 6/84 7/84 8/84 9/84 10/84 11/84 12/84 1/85 2/85 3/85 4/85

Millstone 2 Site Visit
(Resident Inspector) x

_ |

Northeast Utilities
(Licensing Counterpart) x

Attend SALP Meeting x ,

Attend ACRS Meeting x

Attend Comission Meetings x

Attend Public flearing x

.

-

.. ,, ,, ,, m, O 6-664' W 96 WWW6 6' * **

g , , mg_ -.m as Suk W MM 88 ''
-

4

m

.

.
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Training Prograin for D. B. Osborne - 5/84 to 4/85 Page 3 of 3

Fonnal liRC Courses 5/84 6/84 7/84 8/84 9/84 10/84 11/84 12/84 1/85 2/85 3/85 4/85

9/10-
PWR Tech. (R-104P) 9/14

i

PWR Sirnulator (R-603P) TO BE SCHED JLED I i FY85 .

.. . _ _ _ _ _

C-E Facility Design 1. Op TO BE SCHEDJLED l 'i FY85.

Document Control System
(Low Priority) TO BE SCHEDJLED l '1 FY85.

PRA Training TO BE SCHEDJLED 1 1 FY85 .

.

f

e. > e --omm< ., . e e no w m.,

- - - - -. .. ._ _ _ . _- ~~
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e

.
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Attachment

itilestone ,

( A. SER

Time Increment
Tender _ (Months) Total Lapsed Tire

.

Docket
_ _ (Months)

0Q Inputs to PMe

2 0
Q sent to Applicant 3 2
Applicant Response due 1/2 5

Draft SER Inputs to PM 2 1/2 5 1/2SER Dra f t 3 8
SER Inputs to PM 't 11
SER Issued

.

4 12
ACRS Meeting 2 16
SSER Issued 1 18
Start Hearing 2' 19
ASLB Decision 5 21

Comm. Effectiveness 6 26

Comm. Dec. on FP License 1 32
33B.

Environmental Reports
-

Tendered
Docketed

0
Site Visit Agenda to PM 2
Site Visit Agenda to

-

Applicant 3/4 0

Site Visit 3/4
Q Input to PM 1/4

3/4 1
Q Sent to Applicant 1/2 1 3/4Applicant Response
Input to DES 1/4 2 3/4
DES Issue 1 1/4 21/2,

2 4Input to FES
FES Issue

2 ~ 6
4 8
2 12

14

'
|

k

*Use 13 months for. heavily cont
issued and ASLB Decisionested cases between SSER

.

.

s

\
i

\

\
i
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1 EVE'. C ."HEDU.E TEMPLATE (SUG5ISTED)

, s .

itilestone
,

.

A. SER Time Increment Total Lapsed Time
(Months) (Months)

Tender 0 0
.

Docket 2 2Q Inputs to PM 3 5'

Q sent to Ap,olicant 1/2 5 1/2
*

Applicant Rtspo1se due 21/2 8
Draft SER Inputs to PM 3 11
SER Draft 1 12SER Inputs to PM 4 16.

SER Issued 2 18
ACRS Meeting 1 19
SSER Issued 2 21Start Hearing 5 26 -

ASLB Decision 6 32
Comm. Effectiveness 1 33

t

'
Comm. Dec. on FP License -

B. Environmental Reports

Tendered 0
! Docketed 2 0

-

| Site Visit Agenda to PM 3/4 3/4
] Site Visit Agenda to *

' Applicant 1/4 1Site Visit 3/4 1 3/4Q Input to PM 1/2 2 3/4Q Sent to Applicant 1/4 21/2Applicant Response 1 1/4 4Input to DES 2 6
DES Issue 2 8

-

's Input to FES 4 12FES Issue 2 14
i

;

.

*Use 13 months for. heavily contested cases between SSER
!ssued and ASLB Decision.

.

O

- _ , _ _
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* : _" IBUTION: *

k .. ent Control (STN 50-5:6/50) '

NRC PDR

: MAR 181983 PRC System L01shan
, LBil Rdg JStevens'

MRushbrook
P0' Conner-

Docket Nos.: STN 50-546 TNovak
and STN 50-547 SBlack,

DEisenhut/RPurple

MEMORANDUM FOR: R. H. Vollmer Director, Di' cision of Engineering -

R. J. Mattsch, Director, Division of Systems Integration
H. L. Thompson, Director, Division of Human Factors Safety
T. P. Speis Director, Division of Safety Technology
E. L. Jordan, Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness

and Engineering Response. IE
, J. M. Taylor, Director, Quality Assurance, Safeguards and
' Inspection Programs, IE

R. F. Burnett, Director, Division of Safeguards, HMSS

FROM: Darrell G. Eisenhut Director
! Division of Licensing '

;

j SUBJECT: . SCHEDULE FOR OL REVIEW OF MARBLE HILL 1/2 OL APPLICATION

|

The purpose of this memo is to advise you of the safety and envirornental review'

schedules for Marble Hill 1/2.

The Marble Hill OL application acceptance review has been completed and the
application was docketed on February 25, 1983.

,

The schedule for the review of the Marble Hill OL application is included in
the enclosure. All the milestones which are included in the NRC monthly report
to Congress (Bevill Sub-Corxaittee) are identified with an asterisk. Please pro-
vide any other intennediate milestones which may be required in certain disciplines:

i such as emergency planning, security and instrumentation and control systems.

Construction of Marble Hill 1/2 is about 45% and 25% complete, respectively, and
fuel load is scheduled by the applicant for June 1986.

, ,
,

| The safety review questions should be sutnitted to the project manager by
. August 15, 1983. Environmental review questions resultin's from the site visit .

!' should be sutnitted to the project manager within two weeks following the
! June 27,1983 site visit. Each question should be accompanied by a reference to
i the applicable Standard Review Plan section. <

; . .

.

,

|

!
. ,,,m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . - . . . . - . . . - . . - - . . . ..... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .
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Please note that Marble Hill replicates the Byron Station design and is being
reviewed in accordance with the Commission's " Statement on Standardization of
Nuclear Power Plants," dated August 31, 1978. As such, the staff's review of !

^

the replicate portions of the Marble Hill design will reference the Byron SER |
s (NUREG-0876) dated February 1982. Your review branches will not conduct a '

custom review of the replicate portions of the Marble Hill design (yellow pages) I

unless you determine that significant new information has been identified that-
substantially affects the conclusions that have been documented in the Byron
review.

,

The project manager for Marble Hill is Paul O'Connor located in room 322 (X29764).
Please assure that each of your branches has received all portions of the FSAR
or ER necessary for their review and have scheduled their review so as to provide
their inputs to the Project Manager in accordance with the enclosed schedule.

\f3
Darrell G. Eisenhut. Director
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
As Stated

,

cc w/ enclosure:
' '

NRR A/D's
NRR B/C's
G. McCorkle, NMSS
F. Pagano, IE ,

.

.

-

.

. .
.

.

.

.
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ME!'ORAGUM FOR: Marble Hill Reviewers (see attached list)
.

FROM: Paul O'Connor, Project Manager, Licensing Branch 110. 1, DL

SUBJ ECT: MARBLE HILL REY 1EW - PROCEDURE Al;D SCHEDULE

.

The review schedule for the Marble Hill Review is attached. Please review this
schedule and inform me immediately if you are unable to accommodate this schedule
for any reason.

Marble Hill is being reviewed in conformance with the Con:nission's " Statement
en Standardization of Huclear Power Plant" under;the replicate plant concept.-

ine base plant for this review is Commonwealth Edison's Byron Station.

In accordance with the standardization policy, the staff review of the replicate
portions of the ".arble Hill design (yellow pages) wil.1 reference the ~ appropriate
sections from the February 1982, Byron SER (HUREG-0676). Reviewers will not
conduct a custem review: of these replicate portions of Marble Hill unless the
cocnizant Assistant Director determines that significant new information has been
identified that substantially affects the conclusions that have been docketed in
the Byron review.

Please note that FSAR Chapters 14 and 15 contain all Byron /Braidwood responses
te !!RC cuestions considered relevant to the Marble Hill review.

These ~ cuestions and answers are already a part of the Marble Hill docket. Each
review branch should ccmpare all preposed questions to these previously answered
cuestiens to be sure that we do not ask the same.o,uestion over again.

%..

OA ) 1)
0P

g (fve-

Paul O'Connor, Project Manager
Licensing Branch No. 1,

,,

Division of Licensing

Attachment*

...

..

.

9

!
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REVISED SCHEDU.E FOR LICENS:N2 A:TIVITIES FOR
.

HARBLE HILL - 1/2

SER DATE
-

,

Tender 11/23/82*
Docket 02/25/83

. Q's to PM 08/15/83
Q's to Applicant 09/02/83

*

-

Applicant Response 12/02/83
Draft SER to PM 03/02/84-

SER Draft 04/06/84.'

'SER Inputs to PM 10/05/84
*SER Issued 12/07/84
*ACRS Meeting 01/10/85

*

*SSER 1ssued 04/15/85
* Start Hearing 09/15/85.

*ASLB Decision 05/15/86
* Commission Decision 06/01/86
Fuel Load Date (Applicant) 06/00/86

ER, -

Tendered 11/23/82
-

'

Docketed 02/25/83
Site Visit Agenda to PM - 06/01/83Site Visit Agenda to

. .

Applicant 06/13/83
Site Visit 06/27/83 .

O Input to PM 09/01/83
Q's to Applicant 09/15/83
Applicant Response 11/01/83
Input to DES 03/30/84-

* DES Issued 05/30/84
Input to FES 09/30/84

*FES Issued -

11/30/84
Start Hearing 09/01/85

. .

.

'

'6evill Senedule
-.

e

s 0

e

.

VAR 2 51953
_ _
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Ronald M. Scroggins, Deputy Director"
- Division of Resource Management

FROM: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
* Division of Licensing

'

SUBJECT: CASELOAD MANAGEMENT

.
'

1

i Per cur discussions, I propose the following as a joint approach to handling
' Caseload Forecast Panel type decisions for the foreseeable future. While I

understand RM is considering recruiting a replacement for Mr. Lovelace,
pending his replacement, I propose that Caseload Management Teams be

! as follows.
*- The Caseload Management Teams would be conprised of the PM, the Resident

Inspector, a representative from RM, and two or three regional representatives
to be seicted by RM (in coordination with the PM). The regional represen-
tatives would be staff with recent inspection experience in support of licensing
a similar plant. The Caseload Management Team would be headed by the DL
Branch Chief.

|
I propose the following procedures be used by the Caseload Management Team:

(1) DL would issue a letter to the utility one month prior to
i the site visit requesting information necessary for making

an estimate of plant readiness for fuel load.

(2) The Team would visit the site and tour the facility. A pre-tour
meeting may be held to discuss the information provided in response
to item (1).

.

(3) A meeting summary would be written which describes thei$ tivities
at the site and presents relevant data obtained during the visit.

(4) The Team would evaluate the,information'and reconvene in headouarters
to develop the estimate. When a concensus has been reached, an ,

internal staff meeting would be held with the Director, Division '

of Licensing and an appropriate management representative from RM.
If the Team needs more information to come to a decision, or if the
applicant has requested to provide additional information, a

|'

meeting would be held in headquarters to receive further infcrmation
on the construction and preop status. Such a meeting, which would
be open to the public, would include senior applicant and NRC,

staff management.
I

.

.

.

|
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(5) After consultation with the Director, Division of Liter.si ;
and RM management, the DL Branch Chief may announce the staff
estimate. If our estimate is within 6 months of the'
applicant's date we would assume the applicant's date is

, adequate for use in resource scheduling for the NRC licensing
review. If our estimate is mor? than about 6 months beyond
the applicant's date, a management level meeting would be
held (in headquarters) with the applicant's management toa

finalize the staff's estimate. The staff would take appropriate
followup scheduling action, as necessary.- A transcript of
this meeting, which would be open to the public, would be
placed in the PDR. This meeting is optional when the staff's
estimate is within 6 months of the applicant's date.

(6) The project manager would prepare a meeting summary which
presents the results of the Caseload Management Team's
review.

Since I believe such Management Team reviews could be a viable approach for
^ handling the CFP effort in the foreseeable future, I would commit to the

required time and effort from the DL Branch Chiefs to direct the effort.

I further recommend that a Caseload Management Team visit tne following sites *
during the remainder of this fiscal year:

(1) Wolf Creek"*
(2) Vogtle
(3) Nine Mile Point 2 '

(4) Harris
(5) Beaver Valley 2

Additionally management leve'l meetings to resolve schedule differences would
need to be held on the following plants:

(1) Perry-

(2) River Bend
.

LMADarrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensing

The criteria is that previous caseload visits indicated significant*

sariance between staff and a;plicant fuel load estimates, or-

comi.itted to' subsequent site visits; or is con.sidered necessary by
the NRC. a

.

** Site visit was helc week of May 21, 198". I
n2 /

'

1:G_%'

Approved: Ronald M. Screepins'. Oeouty Cirect.or
Division of Resource Mar.sgement

.
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APs 3 01984

.

Mr. Michael Lennen, C.hairman-,

State Corporction Comission
'

Fourth Floor, State Office Bldg.
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1571 _ . .

Dear Mr. Lennen:

This letter is in response to your letter of April 10, 1984 concerning various
.

aspects of the Nuclear Regulatory Comission caseload forecasting process at
nuclear power plants under construction. NRC does not plan to discontinue
caseload forecasting efforts at this time., You are aware that the NRC performs
this process solely for internal resource planning purposes. Tentatively we
have rescheduled the Wolf Creek forecast meeting for mid-May 1984. We have
started recruit =ent for a replacement for Mr. Lovelace, and until that positico
is filled will continue to utilize other NRC staff members for forecastmeetings.

'

We cancelled the Wolf Creek meeting to allow Mr. Lovelace to help finalize
o-her caseload forecasts prior to hi; departure. It was not possible to
accomplish both a visit to Wolf Cree; and finalization of.other plant
estimates.i

.

ERC.will provide notification cf the rescheduled Wolf Creek meeting and will
nake the findings developed by the staff publicly available.

Sincerely,

p_- .:0 F.2n '. LM
'

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Distribution: ..
,

WDircks, EDO *

JRoe, EDO OPA
TRehm, EDO SECY #84-0423.

VStello, DEDROGR EDO #14356
JCollins, RGIV RM #00579
HDenton, NRR RM/BC R/F

-

RDeYoung, IE @hg g * g,GCunningham, ELD
LBarry, RH
RScroggins, RM .

'

/RHartfield, RM/BC Y Yo- ,a>

a RM/8C %. .. ...RM , | RM "...................................Q........._|................................IIRR ' '- EDO (
. . . . . ....e _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

**:RHartfield ins LW y HDenton
j .. . . . .. . ~ . . . . .. . . . . ... .RS c WJDircks........................j

,
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1.7 Summary of Outstand nc Items

Listed below is an update o'f all of the outstanding items that require resolution
prior to issuance of the operating license. The status of each of these items
is Diven along-with the document section where the item appears.

,
,

Part A*

A(1) Seismic and dynamic qualification of seismic Category I mechanical*

and electrical equipment (SER Section 3.10).**

A(2) Environmental qualification of safety-related electrical equipment
(SER and SSER #4 Section 3.11).**

A(3) TMI Action Plan (SER Section 22)

I.A.1.1 Shift Technical Advisor

I . D.1 Control room design review

III.A.1.2 Upgrade emergency support facilities (Removed SSER #4).

A(4) Onsite Emergency Preparedness (Removed SSER #4).
.

Part B*

B(1)' High-energy pipe break hazards analysis (Closed SSER #1).
I

B(2) Pump and valve operability assurance program (SER Section 3.9.3.2).

B(3) Fire protection program - alternate shutdown panel (Closed SSER #3).

B(4) TMI Action Plan (SER Section 22)

I.C.1 Guidance for evaluation and development of procedures for
transients and accidents. *

I.C.8 Pilot monitoring of selected emergency procedures for
near-term operating license applications.

II.B.2 Plant shielding to provide access to vital areas and
protect safety equipment for postaccident operation
(closed SSER #2)

,

.

"Part A lists the site-specific items while Part B contains the SNUPPS items
which are common to both Wolf Creek and its sister plant Callaway.,

*"This item includes both plant-specific and duplicate plant information.

WOLF CREEK SSER 4 1-2 '
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1.8 Confirmatory Items

The following is an update of each of those confirmatory items in Section 1.8
As a result of revisions to the Final Safety Analysis Report,of the SER.

additional information provided via letters, and the submittal of the draft
.

Technical Specifications, several confirmatory item have been resolved.
These items are noted below.'

Part A*

A(1) UHS dam dispersiveness (Closed SSER #1).'
,

| ]
A(2) Main dam seepage (SER Section 2.5.6.8).

1 A(3) , Site-specific seismic structural analysis (Closed SSER #1).

A(4) Identification of base metal and heat-affected zone surveillance,
'' material (Closed SSER #2).' .

A(5) Pressure-temperature limits (Closed SSER #2).

: .i A(6) Fire protection site visit (SER Section 9.5.1.8).
'

1

| A(7) Security plan (Closed SSER #1).
3

'q

|
A(8) TMI Action Plan (Closed SSER #4). .

i

h II.K.1 IE Bulletins on measures to mitigate small break LOCAs and
loss-of-feedwater accidents (Closed SSER #4).

III.A.2 Improving licensee emergency preparedness--long-term'

(Closed SSER #4).

I A(9) Onsite Emergency Preparedness (SSER #4 Section 13.3). ,

i Part B*

j B(1) Additional seismic instrumentation and control room indication;
; (Closed SSER #1).'

S

I B(2) Analysis of steam generator tube plugging (Closed SSER #4).'

'

B(3) Testing of pressure isolation valves (Closed SSER #2).
,

B(4) Fuel assembly structural response to seismic and loss-of-coolant',) accident (LOCA) forces (Clos =d SSER #2)
,

B(5) Preservice inspection testing program (SER Sections 5.2.4.1 and
4

6.6.1).

B(6) Steam generator inservice inspection (Closed SSER #4).I
)

.

*Part A lists the site-specific items while Part B contains the SNUPPS items
whi,ch are common to both Wolf Creek and its sister plant Callaway.

.

-
. .,.

! WOLF CREEK SSER 4 1-3

. _ _ _ _ ,_ _ _ __ _ _. _ _ _ ___ _ _ . _ _ _ . , - __. . - _ _ _ .
- -



1

.i
i;

.,

,

.1
.

,
.

B(7) ECCS analysis (Closed SSER #1).

B(8) Steam generator level control an.,d protection (Closed SSER #4).
.

B(9) Capability for safe shutdown following loss of a bus supplying power
to instruments and controls (SER Section 7.4.3.1).,

. -

'

B(10) Operator actions required to maintain safe shutdown from outside
control room (SER Section 7.4.3.2)..

"

B(11) Reactor coolant temperature indicators on the auxiliary shutdown
panel (SER and SSER #3 Section 7.5.2.1).

B(12)
!

Volume control tank level control.and protection interaction (Closed.

SSER #4).
|

B(13) Boron. dilution * control (SER Sections 7.6.7.3 and 15.2.3.1 and SSER #3
'*

: Section 7.6.7.3).

B(14) Environmental qualification of control systems (SER Section 7.7.11.3).,

! B(15) Circuitry for automatic transfer of diesel generator from test to
auto control mode (Closed SER #3).

B(16) Diesel generator reliability qualification testing (Closed SER #3).
B(17) Circuitry for bypass of protective circuitry (Closed SER f3).
B(18) Circuitry for inservice testing per Regulatory Guide 1.108 (Closed

SSER #3).

B(19) Low and or degraded grid voltage (SER, SSER #3 Section 8.3.1.2).
.

B(20) Use of regulating-type transformer as isolation device (Closed
SSER #3).,

B(21) Isolation of control room and remote circuits (SER and SSER #3
Section 8.3.1.6).

B(22) ' Sequencing of loads on the offsite power system (SER and SSER #3
Section 8.2.2.3). -

B(23) Submerged electrical equipment (Closed SSER #3).

B(24) Separation between redundant safety-related cables inside control
panels (Closed SSER #3).

.

B(25) Compliance with position 1 of Regulatory Guide 1.63
(SER Section 8.3.3.6).,

B(26) Monitoring of rocker arm lube oil system temperature for diesel
generators (Closed SSER #4)

B(27) Reactor coolant. pump locked rotor accident (Closed SSER #1).

WOLF CREEK SSER 4 1-4
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B(28) TMI Action Plan (SER Sectior. 22)

II.D.1 Performance testing of BWR and PWR relief and safety ,

valves (SER and SSER #3). |
II.E.1.1 Recommendation GS-2, physical locking of isolation valve.~~

(Closed SSER #4).

II.E.4.2 Containment isolation dependability (Closed SSER #4). |
.

II.F.1 Additional accident monitoring _ instrumentation Attachments
"

1, 2, and 3 (Attachment 3 Closed SSER #2, Attachments 1 and .

1

2 Closed SSER #4).

II.K.2.13 Thermal Mechanical Report--Effect of High-Pressure Injection
on Vessel Integrity for Small-Break LOCA With No Auxiliary
Feedwater (Closed SSER #2).

II.K.3.2 Report on overall safety effect of PORV isolation system
(Closed SSER #2).

.

II.K.3.11 Justification of use of certain PORVs (Closed SSER #4).

III.D.1.1 Integrity of systems outside containment likely to contain
radioactive material.

B(29) Test of engineered safeguards P-4 interlock (Closed SSER #4).
,

B(30) Automatic indication of block of signals initiating auxiliary feedwater
following trip of main feedwater pumps (Closed SSER #4).

4

B(31) Actuation of valve component level windows on the bypassed and
inoperable status panel (Closed SSER #4).

B(32) Post accident monitoring (SSER #2 Section 7.5.2.3.1).

B(33) Indicators, alarms, and test features provided for instrumentation
used for safety functions (Closed SSER #4).

B(34) Interlocks for reactor coolant system pressure control during low-
temperature operative (Closed SSER #4)i

B(35) Capacity and capability of offsite circuits *(SSER #3 Sections 8.2.2.1).
'

,f 1.9 License Conditions

The following is an update of each of the license conditions described in,

.t Section 1.9 of the SER. License Condition B(18) has been removed based on a
review of Revision 12 to the SNUPPS FSAR.

|

'**
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JUN 2 21383

Occket i;os.: ST! 50-454
. - -

a'n t ST;' 30-455
.

I'.E!'.02AGL;!! FOR: R. Spessard, Director, Division of Engineering, Region III
.

__

FROS: D. G. Eisenhut, Director, Division of Licensing, NRR
SUEJECT: REGIO!! III CONFIRI% TION OF BYRON SER ITEMS

The Byren Safety Evaluation Report (SER), NUREG-087s, and Supplements 1 end'2,
contain r.any items which need to be confirmed by Region III prior to fuel load.
Enclosure 1 lists those items for which the SER ~ explicit 1Y'renuires confirmation.
1.'e have r.ct included the' following items: ~~~

Frc--Coerational Tests - Monitorina pre-op tests is a usual
Region Ill responsibility.

. . .. .

Fire Protection (Section 9.5) - HRR will confirm rost of the
itets during its site audit scheduled for July 1993. After
the audit we will notify you of any itens that need Region
III confirna~ tion.

Energency Preparedness (Appendix D) - Confirmation of
-

emergency preparedness items are already being done by
Region Ill.

Industrial Security (Section 13.6) . Confirmation will be
dor.e by Office of Huclear liaterial Safety and Safeguards.

Enclosure i has been developed to assist you identify specific items ofconfir ation.
: . .: :F -.._ _

. . . . 'cc :':t...

-

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director
Division of Licensina
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation,

Enclosure:
As stated.

I

l

b,.,.n
~
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a ItemSection Page

2.2.2 2-9 Relocation o'f training route SR 774
.

'

6.2.Z 6-14 Outer screen added in recirculation sunp - -

6.2.4 5-17 Class It emergency power to remote-nanual isolation
.

. valves on reactor coolant pump seal water injection lines
' l' a '6-16 Nes valves on hydrogen reccabiner lines ' -

6-19 Heri valves on chilled water return lines .
-

.

6-20 Urgrado essential service water systen lines to and fren
containment fan coolers to Quality Group B, Debris
screen added to niniflow purge systen supply duct.

6.2.5 6-22 Class IE power supply to hydrogen reconbiners

6.3.4.1 6-32 Confirnatory test for surp design

7.3.2.2 7-14 Compliance with IE Bulletin 80-6
.
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MDt0RANDUM FOR: Jack W. Roe, Deputy Executive Director
*

*

for Operations

FROM: Edwin G. Triner, Director
-

Division of Budget and Analysis
Office of'Rescurce Management

SUBJECT: FY 1986 BUDGET - CHAIRMAN'S RECOMMaiDATION

Attached are the POD and' POS Epdrts you 'requesteTthat contain the--
' ~

'
'~

FY 1985, FY 1986, and FY 1987 Budget showing the Chaiman's recxcendation.
'

__

Original Signed by .c,.-
Edwin s, tor.

Division of Budget and Analysis
Office of Resource Management,

Attachments:
As stated

.

cc: L. Barry, RM
R. Scroggins, RM

.

bec: E. Triner, RM/B..
-

R. Shumway, RM/B
L. Schaub, PM/B05 '

N. Monaco, RM/SP V
R. Sanetrik, RM/BOS **
A. Turovlin, RM/BOS
P. Gorham, RM/B05
L. Donnelly, RM/BR - '--
RM/B R/F (5)*

RM/BOS R/F
: RM/BOS S/F: FY 19B6 Budget - Chairman's Recomendation
4

e

r- f. /

""|Mp p1RNSA ..... .) h .........RM &................h !. . . . .

cecn p ( [.Schaub..
. .e: .o..

,
. . !..Shurwa y.. I I

-:
2:.iner

.
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