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MEMCRAINDUM FOR: Dora YHargett, Chief, Procurement Section,
Division ¢f Contracts

FROM: €. A. Varqga, Chief, Licht %Yater Reactors
Branch 4, DPM

SUBJECT. REQUEST PFOR PUBLICATION OF DISPLAY AD IN
NEWSP2APIRS

\
|
\
|
\
|
Please request display advertisinn of the enclosed notice ‘
in connection with the ashinagton Public Power Surmnlv's
application for a license to onerate the IPPSS .juclear
Project 'o. 2. The notice should be vublished in the
newspaners listed in Fnclosure 1.
|
|
\
|
\
\

A similar notice has been forwarded to the Nffice of the
Pederal Register for nublication. The enclosed notice
should be forwarded to the above EEﬁﬁyaheES with a
request for publication on or abont YUt 2 61978

to coincide with the FEDIPAL REGISTER »ublication.

friinal signed by

seven A
S A. Varaa, Chiof
Light ‘Jater Reactors ZBranch 4
Division of Project “Manaagerent

Encleosures:
l. List of newsnapers
2. Display Ad
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UNITED STA" '3
wJCLEAR REGULATOR COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. ¢ 20555

JUL 1 1131

g
Docket No. 50-397

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dora llarqgett. Chief, Procurement Section,
Division of Contracts

FROM: €. A. Varga, Chief, Light Water Reactors
Branch 4, DPM

SUBJECT: REQUEST FCR PUBLICATION OF DISPLAY AD IN
NEWSPAPERS

Please request display advertising of the « i notice
in connection with the Washington Public Pow Suvply's
application for a license to operate the UT 3 Nuclear
Project No. 2. The notice should be published in the
newspapers listed in Enclosure 1.

A similar notice has been forwarded to the 0Office
Federal Register for publication. The enclosed notice

should be forwarded to the above newsnapers with a
request for publication on or about jyL ; 5 1578
to coincide with the FEDERAL REGISTCR publication.

\“» "r " \".\\

U LI
TG

8. Ri Varas, Chief

Light Water Reactors 3ranch 4
Division of Project Marnagement

Enclosures:
l. List of newspapers
2. Display Ad




MEWS PUBLIC/TIONS

TRI-CITY HERALD
107 lio. Cascade
Kennewick, Washington 99336

WALLA WALLA UNION BULLETIN
First & Poplar Streets
Walla Walla, Washinaton 99362

YAKIMA HERALD REPUBLIC
114 No. 4th Street
Yakima, Washington 98901

SCEATTLE TIMES
Fairview N. & John
Seattle, Washington 98109

THE OREGONIAN
1320 §. W. Broadway
Portland, Oregon 27201



TICE OF OUPPORTJINITY FUR PULIC FARPICIPATT 5
Iil PROPOSED URC LICENSING ACTION FUN LPVS3 WICLEAR PRJECT 0. 2

The Huclear Requlatory Conmission is giving puolic notice tauc it is
considering issuance of an omerating license to iashington puslic Power
Supply Systen for cveration of the WFPS3 uclear Project io. 2 located on
tne Hanford Reservation in 3enton County, ifashington,

Tne notice provides that within thirty davs after puvlication ot
notice in the FEDERAL RESISTER on July 26, 1978, anv member of the nuolic
whose interest way be affected by the pruceeding mav file a request for a
oublic hearing in the form of a metition for l2av> to intervens wita respect
to whether an operating licans> should be issued.

Petitions for leave to intervene must we filad ander oath or
affiruation and aust set forth the interast of the Jetitioner in tne
proceading, how that interest may be affected by tue results of the
procen~iing, and tne petitionar's ~ontentions .»ith respect to the
proposad licensing action, Such petitions must be filed in accoraance with
the above-refarencad FLDERAL RESISTER notice and .wust be filed with cne
Secratary of the Comamission, 1.3, uuclear Regulatory Coumission,
washington, . C, 20555, Attention: Docketinu ani Zervice 3ection, oy
August 28, 1973, A copy of the petition ami/er requsst for hearing shouild oe
gsent to the Executive fegal Director, U.3. Nuclear Regulatcry Commission,
Hashington, N, C. 20553, and to Joseph B, Knotts, Jr., Fsy., D2vevoise &
Liberinan, 700 Shoreham Building, 806 Fifteenth Street, . ., ‘vashington,

D. €. 20005, attorney for the applicant.



A petition for leave to intervene must ve acloinanied Oy a suzwrting
affidavit which identifies the specitic aspect or aspects of tne groceeding

a3 to which intervention is desired and specifies witn particularity the

facts on which the peritioner relia2s as to both his interest and ais
£

contantions with regard to each asoect on whicn interveation is requested.

T ——

Petitions stating contenticns r2lating only to matters outside the
Commission’s jurisdiction will oe denied.
All petitions vill be acted upon by the Cownission or tne licensing

ooard designated by the Comnission or by the Chairwan of tne Atomic 3afety

P S S A ——

and Licensing 2oard Panel, Timely retitions will ve considered to deter:iine

B p—

whather a hearing should b2 noticed or anotner aporovriate order issuea

regarding the disposition of the petitions.
In the event that a hearing is held and a oerson is peraitted to
interven2, h2 pecoras a varty to the eroce=ding and has a right to particigate

Eully in the conduct of the hearing. For z2xamlz2, he may present evidence

PPN | SNSRI (RSN,

ana 2xamine and cross-2%anine wiknessas.

\ copy of the FERURAL REGISTER nokice i3 on file tar oublic inspection

P T P

at the Richland Public Library, Swift and ilorthgate Streets, Ricaland,
vwashington 99352, between the hours of 10:0U anm and Y:00 o, lioncay tarougt
| Friday, and 10:00 am ana 5:30 om on Saturday, and £h2 Tonnission aas arrande.i

for other documnents and correspondenc? relating to the licensing of tois

———

facility to pe kept at the sawe location.
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s L NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
s piW H WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
AS 'y AUG 16 1978
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MEAURANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Uffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

THRU : Roger 5. Buyd, Director, Uivision of Project Manageuent
Uffice of Huclear Reactor Regulation

FRO®: Juhn F. Stolz, Chief, Light Water Reacturs Branch
No. 1, Division of Project Management, KR

SUBJECT: SUMHARY UF MEETING WITH APPLICANTS TO DISCUSS REVIEW
SCHEUULE MATTERS

At the request of lr. Harold Denton, Director, NRR, a meeting was held in
Bethesda, Maryland on August 9, 1978 with the group of applicants identi-
fied in Enclosure 1. The purpose of the neeting was to discuss review
schedule watters and staff resources. This was the second of three such
meetings. The first neeting, with a group of applicants consisting largely
of those with operating license applications which are currently receiving
the highest priority, was held on August 1, 1978, and is suisiarized in

U. B, Vassallo's memorandum to you dated August 4, 1978. This second
weeting was with dnother group of applicants, consisting largely of those
with ovperating license applications which are currently receiving somewhat
less priority than those of the first group. The third meeting, with yet
another group of applicants consisting largely of those with construction
periit applications, was scheduled for August 10, 1978,

Are Denton opened the meeting with some general remarks by stating that
Lhese neetings constitute somewhat of an experiment in apprising avplicants
of review schedule problems and eliciting their collective views on estabe-
lisning the accuracy of plant construction completion and fuel loading
dates for operating license applications. Mr. Denton explained that the
staff's primary interest in these dates is to establish priority of review
to meet the staff's commitment of completing the operating license review
by the fuel loadiny date (i.e., the date construction of the facility

has been cumpleted in accordance with the application).

Mr. Denton explained that in order to provide the staff with realistic
construction completion dates, we have utilized the NRC's Caseload Forecast
Panel. Tne Forecast Panel, assisted by WRR Project Managers and [nspection
and Enforcenent [nspectors, nas made numerous visits to plant sites to
d1scuss schedular matters with utilities and attempt to independently
arrive at a construction completion date. #Mr. Denton said that because

In many cases there was a disparity between the Forecast Panel's projection
and that of tne utility, he has found some utility concern with the staff's
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attempt to establish construction completion dates. Many of the utility
representatives present indicated some apprehension in having the staff
develop these dates and publish them because there are many other consid-
erations involved in a utility establishing and trying to adhere tu a
scheduled fuel load date. Several of the utility representatives present
requested that we consider establishing a more viable neans for appealing
the construction completion dates developed by the Forecast Panel. Mr. Boyd
noted that the important consideration was really the establishing of review
schedules for the pending OL reviews. He suggested that for those cases in
whicn the utility's construction completion date differed from the staff's
review completion date by more than 4 months, an appeal meeting be nheld to
resolve the difference.

Mr. Denton stated that we need information such as that developed by the
Forecast Panel to establish a priority review list since we have to allocate
the available staff resources to higher priority reviews. Mr. Uenton pointed
out that elthough we anticipate some increase in the size of the staff in
Fiscal Year 1980, no significant change is expected in Fiscal Year 1979.

Mr. Denton went on to explain that operating plants have the nighest priority,
but after that the next nighest priority is for operating license reviews
with the objective of preventing delay of staff review beyond the scheduled
fuei loading date. Copies of the staff's current priority listing for case
work (Enclosure 2) were distributed to the participants. Mr. Uenton stated
that he recognized that this was an early attempt at listing the priorities,
but had called this meeting to share with the utilities the difficuities of
scheduling reviews and to ask their input or help in establishing a4 priority
listing acceptable to applicants and the staff.

Mr. Denton and other members of the staff present explained how the staff

is attempting to use the priority listing. Or. Mattson explained that for

the Division of Systems Safety, he has forecast the resources of each reviewer
six months in advance, consistent with the Division of Project Management's
priority. He explained how this is broken down to establish how each

reviewer spends his or her time on a weekly basis over a six-month period.

After this, Mr. Jenton turned to the matter of resolving safety issues

which appedr to consistently recur on current operating license reviews and
seem tu be the pace-setting items in completing the review in tine for fuel
loading. w©r. Denton explained that there are a number of these common
problens which seen to be delaying operating license reviews and suggested
that the applicants singly ur collectively put more effort into resolving
these matters. Some of the issues which were used as examples are environ=-
mental qualification of safety equipment, asymmetric loads and conputer
grotection systems. Tne staff explained that around 1975, USS needed about
500 man days to review an operating license application. Since the issuance
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of tne Standard Review Plan, and with the increased involvement of the public,
and the experience from a growing number of operating plants, USS review now
requires about 1700 man days. Or. Mattson explained, however, that for
Arkansas Unit ¢, his staff review required 2400 man days, the main reason
being the complexity of the core protection calculator system review.

Mr. Uenton explained that the staff could just not afford to continue to

put this heavy involvement in one review area. Mr. DUenton suggested that
applicants can help in reducing this effort by improving the timeliness of
their input to the staff and assuring that it is complete and responsive.

He also suggested, as an example, that applicants could help in reducing the
staff's equipment qualification audit effort by performing their own
independent audit prior to submittal for staff review to further assure

that the equipment has been properly qualified.

Mr. Uenton and other members of the staff present pointed out that reviewing
generic problems common to a number of applications, such as 1s being done
for the iMark [l containment, helps reduce our review effort considerably.
They uryed the utility representatives to consider other areas Lo which

this approach might be applied and as further reliance on our recent

reviews of similar plants or reviewing all or significant portions of
similar plants concurrently.

Mr. Denton pointed out that the first group of applicants, which also con-
sisted largely of those with operating license applications, had generally
agreed that scheduled fuel load dates should be retained as the primary
basis for establishing priorities. Mr. Denton then sugjested that “he in-
dustry participants discuss amongst themselves how they might assist in
establishiny review priorities or other means for improving the licensing
process. Several utility representatives indicated that they had reviewed
the recommendations made by the first group of applicants, which were dis-
tributed to the participants as part of the summary of the first meeting,
and recommended their adoption. There appeared to be general agreement
amony the utility representatives present that the group adopt these
recommendations as well. The recommendations are as follows:

1. NRR has the responsibility to industry to review applications
to meet utilities' fuel load dates and the responsibility to
apply NRR resources to accomplish this.

Applicants have the obligation to maintain the most realistic
schedule information to the NRR.

NRK should give applicants the schedules for its review, report
progress agyainst those schedules and propose corrective actions.
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4., uJtilities request the NRR to furnish a list of specific areas
where the utilities could aid the NRR in improving and
shortening the licensing process.

5. Applicants will schedule individual meetings with the Directors
of UPM and DSS (Roger Boyd and Roger Mattson) to review the
status of their plant licensing review, problem areas and
solutions to the problems.

Mr. Uenton stated that he appreciated these views. Further, he stated
that the participants might wish to reflect on this further and later
submit written comments. Mr. Uenton indicated that we would await the
views of all three groups of applicants before attempting to establish
any different method for setting review priorities. He further indicated
that we expect to issue a revised priority list in September and to
update the list at, possibly three-month intervals.

Mr. Denton indicated that we are considering making the Blue Book available
to the public, although some modifications might have to be made to it to
make it more understandable. The group of utility representatives present
generally agreed that this would be very helpful. Several of the utility
representatives present requested that in addition to the Blue Book schedules,
we also make available our current review priority list indicating for each
plant on the list some measure of the staff effort being expended on the
review. .

Mr. venton alsu encouraged utility management meetings with the staff
management , particularly during the latter course of a review, to resolve
major outstanding review issues. Through past experience, the staff has
found this to be a very effective mechanism.

Both the staff and utility representatives seemed to think that this was a
productive discussion.

-~

7 L Gl ey
JEbeer 7, LG
‘é n F. Stolz, Chief |
8

aht Water Reactors’Branch No. !
Division of Project Management

Enclosures;

l. Attendance List

¢. Staff's Current Priority
listing for Case Work

cc w/enclosures:
Attendees



ENCLOSURE 1

UTILITY MEETING WITH W. DENTON

NRC

Denton
Boyd
. Mattson
DeYoung
Stolz
Thomas

UTILITIES

OGOV

H. T. Babb

Ruble A. Thomas
Alan R, Barton
E. H. Crews, Jr.
H. C. Schmidt

L. F. Flaer
Nicholas S. Reynolds
R. G. Cockrell
J. C. Saldarin
Thomas J. Raney
Robert Prieto
Sol Bursteir

Del Leppke

Tom Roell

Wm. A. Williams, Jr.
J. P. McGaughy
Larry F. Dale
Ed. A. Turner

G. W. Oprea, Jr.
John Mann

Paul P. DeRienzo

ULTHG
AUGUST 9, 1978

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co.
Southern Company Services

Alabama Power Co.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co.
Texas Utilities

Texas Utilities

DeBevoise & Liberman

WPPSS

Ebasco Services

Ebasco Services

Gibbs & Hill

Wisconsin Electric

Fluor Pioneer

Fluor Pioneer

South Carolina Public Service Authority
Mississippi Power & Light Company
Mississippi Power & Light Company
Houston Lighting & Power

Houston Lighting & Power

Arizona Public Service Co.

Gibbs & Hill



ENCLORL

LWR PRIORITY LISTING - CASEWORK

Priority Case Next Event

] Davis Besse 1 Operating plants still under
Cook 2 cognizance of LWR.
North Anna 1
TMI-2
Hatch-2
ANO-2 oL
Diablo Canyon 182 SER Supplement
McGuire Hearing
Shoreham SER
Zimmer SER
Sequoyah SER
Salem 2 SER
San Onofre 243 SER
Midland Q2
Allens Creek SER
New England 142 ACRS
RESAR-414 ACRS
Davis Besse 243 ACRS
Erie 182 ACRS
LaSalle Q2
Watts Bar Q2
Summer Q2
Fermi-2 QN
SWESSAR/BSAR-205 SER
BOPSSAR Rev. Q1
Farley 2 N/S
Palo Verde 445 N/S
GIBBSAR Q1
Haven N/S
WPPSS 2 N/S
Susquehanna 1&2 N/S
Grand Gulf 182 N/S
South Texas 1&2 N/S
Comanche Peak N/S
Bellefonte N/S
ESSAR - N/S
GAISSAR N/S
AGS Hold

In addition, the following plants are in hearing with limited issues.
Required work on these cases will necessarily be of high priority
but should be very limited in scope.

Pebble Springs 142
Skagit

Black Fox 142
Yellow Creek
Greene County

FNP
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~Central Files -

NRC PDR
LOCAL PDRs of Utilities
NRR Reading

ZTOTTMOMrDVDEVODLCEOODTOMI

. Denton

Case

. Boyd

DeYoung

. Vassallo

Skovholt
Gammill
Stolz
Baer
Parr
Varga
Haass
Hous ton
Crocker
Crutchfield
Williams
Mattson
Muller
Grossman

1€ (7)
ACRS (16)

—

Rubenstein

R. Denise
G
S
H

Thomas

. Kavi
. Berkow

MEETING SUMMARY

DISTRIBUTION
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Involved

T
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Orconx <o

Knight
Ross
Tedesco
Bosnak
Pawlicki
Sihweil
Kniel
Novak
Rosztoczy
Butler
Benaroya
ief, ICSB
Moore
Vollmer
Ernst
Rosa
Branch Chief
Bunch
Collins
Kreger
Lear
Youngblood
Stepp
Hulman
Heltemes

Ic

Utility Attendees (see list)
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MEMURARNDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director
Uffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20655

AUG 16 1978

s o~
$,-“3 o

.

THRU: Koger 5. Bouyd, Director, Division of Project Manageuent
Office of Huclear Reactor Regulation

FRO#: John F. Stolz, Chief, Light Water Reacturs Branch
No. 1, Division of Project Management, HRR

SUBJECT: SUMMARY UF MEETING WITH APPLICANTS TO DISCUSS REVIEW
SCHEVULE MATTERS

At the request of kr. Harold Denton, Uirector, NRK, a meeting was held in
Bethesda, Maryland on August 9, 1978 with the group of applicants identi-
fied in Enclosure 1. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss review
schedule watters and staff resources. This was the second of three such
meetings. The first weeting, with a group of applicants consisting largely
of those with operating license applications which are currently receiving
the highest priority, was held on August 1, 1978, and is sumiarized in

U. B. Vassallo's memorandum to you dated August 4, 1973. This second
weeting was with anotner group of applicants, consisting largely of those
with operating license applications which are currently receiving somewhat
less priority than those of the first group. The third meeting, with yet
another group of applicants consisting largely of those with construction
periiit applications, was scheduled for August 10, 1978.

Mr. Uenton opened the meeting with some general remarks by stating that
these meetings constitute somewhat of an experiment in apprising applicants
of review schedule problems and eliciting their collective views on estab-
lisning the accuracy of plant construction completion and fuel loading
dates for operating license applications. Mr. Denton explained that the
staff's primary interest in these dates is to establish priority of review
to meet the staff's commitment of completing the operating license review
by the fuel loading date (i.e., the date construction of the facility

has been completed in accordance with the application).

Mr. Denton explained that in order tu provide the staff with realistic
construction completion dates, we have utilized the NRC's Caseload Forecast
Panel. The Forecast Panel, assisted by WRR Project Managers and Inspection
and Enforcenent Inspectors, has made numerous visits to plant sites to
discuss schedular matters with utilities and attempt to independently
arrive at a construction completion date. Mr. Denton said that because

in many cases there was a disparity between the Forecast Panel's projection
and that of tne utility, he has found some utility concern with the staff's
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attempt to establish construction completion dates. Many of the utility
representatives present indicated some apprehension 1n having the steff
develop these dates and publish thew because there are many other consid-
erations involved in a utility establishing and trying to adhere to a
scheduled fuel load date. Several of the utility representatives present
requested that we consider establishing a wmore viable means for appealing
the construction completion dates developed by the Forecast Fanel. Mr. Boyd
noted that the important consideration was really the establishing of review
schedules for the pending OL reviews. He suggested that for those cases in
whicr the utility's construction completion date differed from the staff's
~eviw completion date Ly more than 4 months, an appeal weeting be held to
resclve the difference.

Mr. Uenton stated that we need information such as that developed by Lhe
Forecast Panel to establish a priority review list since we have to allocate
the available staff resources to higher priority reviews. Mr. Uenton pointed
0yt that although we anticipate some increase i1n the size of the staff in
riscal Year 1980, no significant change 1s expected in Fiscal Year 1979,

Mr. Denton went on to explain that operating plants have the nighest priority,
but after that the next highest priority is for operating license reviews
with the cbjective of preventing delay of staff review beyond the scheduled
fue! luading date. Copies of the staff's current priority listing for case
work (Lrclosure 2) were distributed to the participants. Mr, Denton stated
that he recognized that this was an early attempt at listing Lhe priorities,
but had called this meeting to share with the utilities the difficulties of
scheduling reviews and tu ask their input or help in establishing a priority
listing acceptable te applicants and the staff.

Mr. Uenton and other members of the staff present explained how the staff

is attempting to use the priority listing. Dr. Mattson explained that for

the Division of Systems Safety, he has forecast the resources of each reviewer
six months in advance, consistent with the Division of Project Management's
priority. He explained how this is broken down to establish how each

reviewer spends his or her time on a weekly basis over a six-month period.

After this, Mr. venton turned to the matter of resolving safety issues

which appedr to consistently recur on current operating license reviews and
seen to be the pace-setting items in completing the review in tine for fuel
loading, wmr. Denton explained that there are a nuiber of these comnon
problews which seein to be delaying operating license reviews and suggested
that the applicants singly or collectively put more effort into resolving
these matters. Some of the issues which were used as examples are environe
mental qualification of safety equipment, asyimetric loads and computer
protection systems. Tne staff explained that around 1975, US55 needed about
500 man days to review an operating license application. 3Since the issuance
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of the Standard Review Plan, and with the increased involvement of the public,
and the experience from a growing number of operating plants, USS review now
requires about 1700 wan days. Or. Mattson explained, however, that for
Arkansas Unit ¢, his staff review required 2400 man days, the wain reason
being the complexity of the core protection calculator system review.

Mr. Uenton explained that the staff could just not afford to continue to

put this heavy involvement in one review area. Mr. Denton suggested that
applicants can help in reducing this effort by improving the timeliness of
their input to the staff and assuring that it is complete and responsive.

He also suggested, as an example, that applicants could help in reducing the
staff's equipment qualification audit effort by performing their own
independent audit prior to submittal for staff review to further assure

that the equipment has been properly qualified.

Mr. Uenton and other members of the staff present pointed out that reviewing
generic problems common to a nuwber of applications, such as is being done
tor the mark 11 containment, helps reduce our review effort considerably.
They urged the utility representatives to consider other areas to which

this approach might be applied and as further reliance on our recent

reviews of similar plants or reviewing all or significant portions of
similar plants concurrently.

Mr. Denton pointed out that the first group of applicants, which also con-
sisted largely of those with operating license applications, had generally
agreed that scheduled fuel load dates should be retained as the primary
basis for establishing priorities. Mr. Denton then suggested that the in-
dustry participants discuss amongst themselves how they might assist in
establishing review priorities or other means for improving the licensing
process. Several utility representatives indicated that they had reviewed
the recommendations made by the first group of applicants, which were dis-
tributed to the participants as part of the summary of the first meeting,
and recommended their adoption. There appeared to be general agreement
amony the utility representatives present that the group adopt these
reconmendations as well. The recommendations are as follows:

1. NRR has the responsibility to industry to review applications
to meet utilities' fuel load dates and the responsibility to
apply NRR resources to accomplish this.

2. Applicants have the obligation to maintain the most realistic
schedule information to the NRR.

3. NRKR should give applicants the schedules for its review, report
proyress ayainst those schedules and propose corrective actions.
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4. Jtilities request the NRR to furnish a list of specific areas
whee the utilities could aid the NRR 1n improving and
shortening the licensing process.

Applicants will schedule individual meetings with the Directors
of UPM and USS (Roger Boyd and Roger Mattson) tc review the
status of their plant licensing review, problem areas and
solutions to the problems.

Mr. Uenton stated that he appreciated these views. Further, he stated
that the participants might wish to reflect on this further and later
submit written comments. Mr. Uenton indicated that we would await the
views of all three groups of applicants before attempting to establish
any different method for setting review priorities. He further indicated
that we expect to issue a revised priority list in September and to
update the list at, possibly three-month intervals.

Mr. Denton indicated that we are considering making the Blue Book available
to the public, although some modifications might have to be nmade to it to
make it more understandable. The group of utility representatives present
generally agreed that this would be very helpful. Several of the utility
representatives present requested that in addition to the Blue Book schedules,
we also make available our current review priority list indicating for each
plant on the list some measure of the staff effort being expended on the
review.

Mr. venton alsou encouraged utility management meetings with the staff
management, particularly during the latter course of a review, to resolve
major outstanding review issues. Through past experience, the staff has
found this to be a very effective mechanism.

Both the staff and utility representatives seemed to think that this was a
productive discussion.

g i
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,d n F. Stolz, Chief |
Light Water Reactors’Branch No. 1
Division of Project Management

Enclosures;

1. Attendance List

2. Staff's Current Priority
listing for Case Work

cc w/enclosures:
Attendees
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UTILITY MEETING WITH H. DENTON
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Denton
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Co.
Southern Company Services

Alabama Power Co.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co.
Texas Utilities

Texas Utilities

DeBevoise & Liberman

WPPSS

Ebasco Services

Ebasco Services

Gibbs & Hill

Wisconsin Electric

Fluor Pioneer

Fluor Pioneer

South Carolina Public Service Authority
Mississippi Power & Light Company
Mississippi Power & Light Company
Houston Lighting & Power

Houston Lighting & Power

Arizona Public Service Co.

Gibbs & Hill
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LWR PRIORITY LIS

Case

Davis Besse |

KL
vy sl sp-39
o aie w# 5g;5i¢ 5 32 38
(o %IE(S{ .CAS‘{ ORA -P? 573m
ke 28 %3
Next Ewert 5,‘678
Operating plants stil)l under

Cook 2

North Anna 1
TMI[-2

Hatch-2

ANO-2

Diablo Canyon 142
McGuire
Shoreham

Zimmer
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Salem 2
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Midland

Allens Creek
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Watts Bar
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In addition, the following plants are in hearing with limited issues.
Required work on these cases will necessarily be of high priority

but should be very limited in scope.

Pebble Springs 182
Skagit

Black Fox 142
Yellow Creek
Greene County

FNP
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NRR Reading
Denton
Case
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DeYoung
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Skovholt
Gammill
Stolz
Baer
Parr
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F. Williams
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L. Rubenstein
R. Denise
C. Thomas
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