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PROCEEDTINGS

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE. .Okay, ‘the subject before the

house is DiscuSSion of Resource Allocations.
| This comes about grOWing out of some reviews by

the budget review group doing some work in connection Wlth
present resources and monies for the present Fiscal Year 79
and looking forward to preparation of the '80 budget

‘What the group found is that there are some crunches
developing in terms of workload and resource conditions,.
particularly in NRR and there is a proposal here from the
Executive Director for some actions to deal with those .

crunch'situations over the near term, the next half year or

. S0.

Then we will also have to think about-ways of dealing

and working our way out if one makes the crunch situation for

the longer term.

Would you like to go ahead?

MR. GOSSICK: Yes. I would like to just summarize
sort of the background, how we got started on this exercise.

A few weeks ago we were beginning to see some .-

problems developing. CIliff Smith was saying.that he needed

some people with regard to the uranium mills business, Working

with the agreement states, spent fuel storage, licensing

‘activities ---

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: My recollection is now. and

we will want to come back to this that T asked a question about
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question.

vthat and I got an answer that there wouldn't be any

: requlrements.: BUt-gO'ahead.

MR GOSSICK I‘donft”recali'the particular

CQMMISSIONER KENNEDY: We can get out the tapes.

MR GOSSICK At any rate, there were some other

' 1nd1cat10ns that the NASAP act1v1t1es were 901ng to lead to,
 some action: 6n the part of the staff that’would'requlre

"-addltlonal capablllty or addltlonal manpower.

The nonprollferatlon bill, whereby we pick up
certain responsibilities, I. guess, effectlvely-July the 8th
that is now beingicarried,on byYCommerce and DOE.;VSome<manf'

power'impact indicated there; and Research was also

'71nd1cat1ng that they felt the comblnatlon of the NASAP

activities and advance reactor research work thatithey mlght
need some addltlonal‘help.

But, at'any_rate, we sort of said okay, everybody:'

~come in with whatever their'oomplaints are and we convened

the Budget Rev1ew group under Bill DerkS. I guess I would
have to call 1t, at least to me, somewhat of a,surprise
entry. But NRR came in.with.some prOblems that'they‘wanted
to talk about. |

T think in summary, really, the_other matters

. as addressed by the review group are more or less minor. I

think we can handle those without any‘great trouble, but the
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NRR @foblém does create a situatioh where I think,'éﬁ least
for‘é shortrterm'baéis,lsix monthé or so thét there appears
to be sort of é[backlég or buildué of-actiVities that we
neeé‘£o addressand see if we can't‘clear'away in order to
kegbfthem from' developing into a.ﬁore sefiqﬁs situatioﬁ.

| COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: o be sure that I understood
whaf'ybu saia'dorrectly,_this is a'backlog‘of a problém or
six months or so; did you say?

MR. GOSSICK: Well, I think it is certainly a

 possibi1ity thét'by putting the resources that I have

recommended on it for about a six-month period and we can
work off enough of that backlog that'will prevent us from
gétting into serious trouble if we don't otherwise.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: These are a whole lot of

words and T gueés we are going to get in to these in detail,

things like serious trouble and backlogs of varying sizes.

We are going to discuss all of those things in sort of precise

terms and define exactly what we mean, are we?

MR. GOSSICK:. Indeed.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Okay.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Could i just ask you, when
you said some of the problems could be handled easily, were
those the NMSS problems? |

MR; GOSSICK: I think the NMSS numbers as indicated

here -- if it was just that and the IP problem, I think we can
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handle'it without tbo‘much difficﬁlty. I mean, there is
enough flexibility. that we could work those out.
" COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, it seems to me there

are areas where the expected work didn't materialize. I

think'pﬁatlis'true.with safeguards. I mean, we built up. an

enormous safeguardé division basically to deal~with industry

' which is now not about to come in to fruition, at least,

for the time being and is it reéily dealing with a haﬁdfqll
of facilities. | |

I think one has to look at the ?laces where ---

MR..  GOSSICK: Okay. Assuming the Commission agrees
that we have got a problem that we must address, that'é.the
neXt step.. We turn the budge review groups loose on where -can
we free up resources. Some of the ideas that you suggestéd
and some of the thingélthat we are doing, can we delay,glip
or change priority on in order to free resources to the problems
that we will discuss here.

But that is quite right, we have got to look af all
of;those areas where either the wbrkload has éhanged; after all
our budget and'ouf ceiling, I think was:put together and
nailed down almost a year ago. ‘ |

MR. DIRCKS: The 79 budget was a year ago and the
'78 budget was almost two years ago.

| COMMISSIONER RENNEDY: So that I understand, you

are saying that you have not done that yet?
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.MR. GOSSICK: - We have not done thatﬂand'theUWhole‘

, p01nt of the exerc1se 1n comlng to you th1s mornlng is to.

_‘address the problem areas that we see that there 1s very‘
strong feellng on the part of NRR, and I thlnk the Budget

| Rev1ew Commlttee and myself 1ncluded are conv1nced that yes,

- we have got somethlng here that we are golng to have to address.

I would llke to ask Blll to sort ‘of Just Sdutline

for you how the budget rev1ew group addressed thlS 51tuatlon and

add anything he would like to what we. have sald before we‘}

start‘getting into the problem areas themselves.

MR. DIRCKS: The budget review group,'just to

_refresh your memory is made up of myself as chalrman, Steve

Hanauer, Len Barry and Norm Haller who is a new member thlS
year because -of the reorganlzatlon that we have done out there.
We met Wlth the various offlces durlng ‘the week of .

May lst. through about May 7th. We.mettwlth Nuclear Reactor

'Regulatlon, NMSS, Research and IP. The offices came in and

we looked at their '78 problems. We wanted to concentrate
on '78{ They did come-in with '79 problems, but we listened

to them, but we preferred to deal with '79 problems durlng the

1course_of the fiscal '80 budget that we will be taking up

‘within the next few weeks. So we‘prefer to keep the problem

isolated to '78 and we will do a more intense review on the
'79 problem when the '80 budget is reviewed.

In '78'thev -
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" MR. GOSSICK: ‘That is starting up alhoet immediately.
MR. DIRCKS: That's starting in a couple of weeks.
| COMMISSIONER KENNEDY : then are we do to submit that’
hudget? | |
| ‘MR. DlRCkS{"EOh, I thinkiitiSeptember lst.‘

MR. GOSSICK:. End of September, I think. Len?
MR.'BARRY:'IOheQSepteﬁber. .

‘QTMRLZDIRCKS:l‘The offices, because of their'program

rearrangements and‘readjustments came in and asked for '78

for about 60 more people and $3.9 million in addition to the

I‘78 resources.
Some of these people were short term relief people, SO

they are not really addltlonal slots. It is rellef to get a

‘jOb done. Based on the review that we did, and it was a short

review and it concentrated on '78, we came up with a recommen- -
dation that 30 spaces, somehow or another, should be found and
$2.4 million reprogrammed into these critical areas.
COMMISSIONER'GILINSKY:- Are you talking about
reprogrammlng from one place to another?
MR. DIRCKS: One place to anotherlr Strlctly from

within offices, but sometlmes from office to offlce where we

. can see. Part of this exercise we would like is the

Commission to recognize that we do have some readjustment
problems and to then direct somebody to go back and
take a look at where these pockets may be found from which

we could transfer some resources.
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YOu correctly then.you said that in effect somewhere in the

since it isn't like this, it is essentially one of priorities,

.We made our recommendations to the EDO on May 16th ---|

COMMISSIONER ‘BRADFORD: Bill, if I have understood

agency you can find 30.people, but you don't yet know where
o% what'impact*thatQWilthaﬁé?' ‘ |

MR. DIRCKS:  That'sItrue, and that's the bloody
business when you go looking fof resources.

o MR. GOSSICK: Thét's ‘why we have got to address

and come back to you and show you.what the impaét'wouldvbe:‘
if we meet this requirement, where would Qe propose to take it
from then see.whether~the Commission agrees.

MR. DIRCKS: You are going to have‘to.meésure the
impact of where we are getting the resodrcés from.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: So what we would be saying,

is that these matters have such‘a high priority that somewhere
in the(agency there must.be 30 people who are working on somethirs
with lower pribrities. |

MR. DIRCKS: -That's what our feeling is now. ‘i'

We have éome feel for where these resources might be,
but we prefer a firmer mandate to go looking for them.

The recommendations of the BRG that we submitted to
Lee wés dated May 16th, and Leé transferred these aown to you
in his memo of May 25th.

If it is okay, what I would like to do is work back

g
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in the order of this increasing difficulty;_“vaould like to

- take the request of the. Office of International Programs first

and review that briefly then work to NMSS and then end up w1th

1

'the'NRR request I think there w1ll be ‘more discu551on on-

chat one than the other two.'

,‘International Programs'asked for four additional
people in flscal '78. The basis. for their request was the

new" respon51bilit1es placed on them by the Nuclear Nonprolifer—

.ation Act of 1978.

They asked for two addltional profeSSionals and two'

.additional clerical support people.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY So these would go in to’ the

export licensing area?

MR.,DIRCKS: Export Licensing,amainly to deal With
the new'responsibilities we picked up from the'Department of
Commerce and the consultation requirements under the Act. .

What we did -- now complicating the problem ~and..
Lee has discussed thlS with OMB -- is that I think we have
got some sympathetic understanding fromlOMB that_they might
want to take a'look at this problem during the‘course of the
'79 —- the '80 budget review; _

COMMISSIONER-GILINSKY: Thisvis four added to how -
many? . ' |

MR. DIRCKS:  There are now .24 on the staff.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes, but how many in that
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export area? .

MR. DIRCKS: I count 12 right' now in the‘export”
area. | ‘
hMR.‘GOSSICK: Bill mentioned that OMB discussion I

had, you know, the question is: Well"if"we'get this,responé

' 51b111ty and functlon from Commerce, why don t we get the

spaces with J.t'> ” And the answer 1s, well, thelr argument is
s1nce it is half a man- year here and half a man-year there
that there are no rdentlflable spaces. It is the same argument
we would nse if somebody tried to clip us; ifm sure.. And they
said it isn't anything.we wonld even look at right now as‘a
separate '78 problem.: Bring it up when.you bring you &8@.
bndget forward'and'we might think about adjusting between‘thev
Commerce or recognizing your requlrement and then g1v1ng you
some help whlch we would plan to do, of course. o

CHAIRMAN. HENDRIE: Now, the proposaiffor'an early
hire against '79?t | |

MR. DIRCKS; We arewrecommending four. ~‘.‘Iv‘.hey are”

in for four additional people ‘and I think that Congress,has

approved it in '79. We are'recommending that they be allowed

totgo;up above their '78 ceiling and go in to their '79 —-
barrowlagainst their '79 ceiling. Right‘now'it is ;78.

CHATRMAN HENDRIE: Do you have any problem with
the -- when is the counting day on numbers of people?

MR. GOSSICK: One October, but normally there is
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éﬁeugh'leeway-that -- and of course, if the decision was made

.[ mbnthsvbefore they. are

a:té'hire these guys now, that would be probably a:couple of

on board. So you are getting awful-

close. " It is manageable.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: So by ‘early hiring, whichryou

J'believeﬁis accbmmédatable-under the agency Oétcber'l‘total
' manpower5¢éiling you. could relieve the diffiéulty ahd.then

there is further discussion to come with OMB about: "How

come we get work from CommerCe, but it turns out that no

resource comes with it?" Well, we all know the answer to,that,

but it is a discussion
 COMMISSIONER

Work atiCommerée.
MR. GOSSICK:
COMMISSIONER
thing from Commerce? |
| .MR. GOSSICR:
understand it from~Jim
dén't actually pick up.
July the 8th. I don't
COMMISSIONER

July thé 8th?

MR. GOSSICK:

which is useful to have.

GILINSKY: Where do we stand with that

Getting what?

GILINSKY: Are we in fact getting some-

We are working with thém now, and as I
Shéa}land I think he is here. But we
the functiénal fequnsibility'until
know_how that date was arrived at.

GILINSKY: Well, what happens on

When that's WhenAthe'cases then

that they have been reviewing will come to us.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, let's take something
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like heavy water. Does that come to us after July 8th?
‘MRL GOSSICK: Yes, right. Absolutely.
COMMISSIoNER GILINSKY: I thought the Commiesion
had to make some kind‘of findihg! Is thet not.right?
MR.. ‘GOSSICK: As to Whether or not we- would
accept the respon51b111ty for rev1ew1ng these°
| COMMISSIONER.GILINSKY: I thought SO
:_MR. SHEA: May I clarify that Commissioner.

- .In the Part llO Export Regulatlons we spec1fy that

.these are p0551b111t1es that come July 8th that what they

would be, there is a listing of those in there of Which ones
would be\re?iewed by the Commission.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: -so in approving llO,.We
approved all of thOSe items?

MR. SHEA: That's‘right. The trahsfer of_theser

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: The so-called sensitive . -- and
the list of items which are very similar to ---

MR. SHEA: The suppliers trigger list.

'CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes. |

MR. GOSSICK: There is one other possible problem

- here, of course, and that is 'the House Appropriations Committee,

you know, clipped us 24 people out of PDA'and'PTS, unspecified.
We are appealing .that, but depending on the appeal, whether
we get them all back or not, at least some of this might be

a problem, but we will handle that when it comes, I guess.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: ‘Could we move -- yes?
COMMISSIONER'BRADFORD'“ I just had one: questlon.'

Is there ‘an assumptlon on these four people in any

. way bullt in w1th regard to what I guess 1s‘a certaln amount

of pulllng and haullng now 901ng on between IP and NMSS as

';.to certaln 1nternatlonal safeguards respon51b111t1es° That is,

ifithen four,that they are asking for and the 7 that NMSS are

asklng for do the same job and then we ought to de01de the
other questlon first? . ‘ h

‘MR. GOSSICK: They are completeiy different.

MR. -DIRCKSﬁ It is a different issue.

The 7 in thlS package that the NMSS 1s asklng for
is on thelr fuel cycle side of their house, not on the
safeguards‘81de. l |

COMMTSSIONER BRADFORD: How about the 42

MR. DIRCKS: The 4‘here, export licensing and we

are not -- I don't think they are involved in international

) safeguards'policy, whatever that may‘mean<right now.

But this is reallylthe licensing prOcess work that
thehDepartment‘of Commercevhas been.doing and that we are =--

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Tet me ask Jim that same
question if‘I could.

Jdim, doespthisirequest contemp;ate IP having, along

with what it currently does on export licensing, an expanded

- or differently defined role on safeguards assessments?
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‘MR. SHEA: No. What these people will be for

will. be for, as Bill‘said, the new responsibilities‘from-

'Commerce and DOE. The way we éalculaped‘these'was to look

atz'the case load in the Commerce and DOE area that we would
be taking over under our regulations:and how many people we
néeded to hahdle that. 'It didn't contemplate any interﬁationall

safequards changes;o Right‘now, we have essehtially two people

‘working most of the time on internétional safeguards Iphysical

security type;issues and ﬁhose would be the ones Ehat would
mainsain our work in the futufé, but perhaps we“might neéed
toiexpand in !79-0or '80. But these particular positions
and responsibilities are for licensing.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Could we turn tolthe NMSS  thing,
Bill? |

MR. DIRCKS: Well, NMSS asked for 13 additional

positions in.fiscal '78 and about $1.6 million.

These positions were broken down into four additionall
positions in their.uranium fuel cycle licensing effort, two

of which would be in straight sort of 1i¢ensing work for mills

, andﬁfabrication plants and so forth; two to service a

requirement that ¢came about as the result of a policy on doing

'EIS's in agreement states. Four in the spent fuel area and

- fiverin' .waste management.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Two for helping ---

MR. DIRCKS: Yes.
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 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But I thought‘we were
supplying money. ,Are'we doing»more than that?

MR.HDIRCKS: . No, there was technical support of -
staff time 1nvolved 1n that h

Let me tell you how we got to the BRG result and
then you may want to question us some more.

As far as the two p051tlons involved in the
licensing effort we took a look at their forecasted numbers,
what they put together as the result of their '78 budget and

concluded that we didn't see any great 1ncrease in workload
there. NMSS clalms there was and they may be right, but our
numbers just didn't show 1t. So we just said ---

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY- Well, there'must be addecrease
in reviewing'reprocessing plants?

IMR. DIRCKS:  Yes, but these are nill. _

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Right, but what I am saying
is there may be an increase in one area, but there must be
decreases in other areas.

MR. DIRCKS: We counted by what they call major
licensing actions, andil think our forecast -- the forecast
that.we based the '7é budget an indicated there would be 17
major licensing actions. - I think we cbunt about 10 right now.
So there is some, we thought, sufficient resources to carry
out their work in '78 without the two additional slots they

asked for. So we recommended: no relief there.
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‘ As far as the two peoplehto do %EatheutWO*additional:
p051tlons to do the EIS's and agreement States, we haven't seen
any great 1nflow of state a851stance in this area. There was
.one request that came.in trom Colorado, I think that is-pending
now. Our feeling is that to assure that‘there is no delay
in carrylng out the Comm1ss1on pollcy here that they be given
one ‘additional slot for. thlS area just to assure that the
Colorado request is acted on promptly and without any delay.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Would this person aotually

be going out and helping the Colorado people prepare-the’

" report or for coordinating efforts or see —---

MR.‘DIRCKS; Monitoring.contracts, assuring that

the EIS meets certain standards“and‘dealing‘withfthe‘national

'lab if that's where the contract is to be let, to monitor it,

to assure that the results are up to .par.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY;' It is;essentially a one-time
exercise to help lead.them through and thus show them the
way to.do it.

. MR. DIRCKS: That's rlght

Now they ant1c1pate other states coming.

MR. CUNNINGHAM: May I answer that.

The staff paper that was approved had a term, and
I forget the number of years) I think it was three years -
in which we would do these ---

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: No, I meant with one client or
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one mill.
MR. CUNNINGHAM: oh; yes. With one mill it is a
one- tlme exerc1se, that is correct.
COMMISSTONER KENNEDY: or is.it with one. state?
CHAIRMAN. HENDRIE: If Colorado comes up w1th

another mill than the one for Whlch you are helplng —— on'which

‘you are helping, would you propose to help on the‘second mlll

in Colorado?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: That is correct. Bob Ryan is working
on some agreement with thepState of Colorado in which We would
take the millsﬁthey refer to us, those that would come up
for llcense renewals and where these new mills would come up,
and we would rewview. these, one review for each mill. But one
state may send us more than one mill. |

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: If you go through one»mill'with
one state, I think is the thrust that Commissioner Kennedy's
remark, doesn't that sort of provide them what ought to go
on and —---

MR. CUNNINGHAM: That isn't the problem, as we
discussed in'the paperﬁ The states aren't prepared to do this.
now. Even if they knew how to do this they don't have the
people to do it, they don't have the budget and they‘just don't
have the organization. We did exploreithis in the paper and
that is why we did establish a time period over which we would

do this while we would try to get the states to gear up to do it/
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But we are in sort of a chicken-egg sort of thing now.

When we got the application from Connor  and I might point

- out that the staff paper did note very specifically that we

would need manpower and -dollars to do this. We got the

,'application from Conner:and-we sent it back over to the

'agreement state people and we said we don t have the people,

and we aren t budgeted for thlS and thlS is one that Bill is
talklngJabout Presently.

.The problem is and the reason ‘we don' t have more
appllcatlons isg that we are‘holdlng off as 1s the state"until
we see what happens with this one. But we have talked with
the people in New Mexico about doing the same sort of thlng
and there is no point in doing that unless we know we are
going to have enough people. o

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: One last queétion, In the
process of doing this, isvit also part ot the package that our
assistance is to help ehow them the way to cut this umpilical
cord?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Yes, sir;‘yes sir. That is our
plan. Our definite plan is not to continue on with this
for ever.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: In other words, what we are
doing is Wotking ourselves out of a job, that's the name of
the game?

MR. CUNNINGHAM: . Yes, sir.
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l COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Then I'm for it.

~ CHATRMAN HENDRIE: Go on Bill with the NMSS .

IMﬁ.'DIRCKS: ‘Spent‘fuel: NMSS requested four
additional staff ahd'$290,006/to = they say -- continue tb

work on the GEIS on spent fuel to accelérate, to’more‘it

" along faster because of the various slips and slides in the.

'waste management program, -- national waste management program.

It looks like spent fuel storage will be an aécelerated'program

over 1in DOE and what we are trying to do here is accelerate our

. own efforts to proceed on the 1icensing of spent fuel facility;

and away from reactor spent.fuel facility.

| Of the four, we calgulated about th would be needed
fof the direct licensing effOrt’on'an AFR, two would bé needed
fo do the work on the GEIS :to look at safety reviews of éome

DOE facilities unconnected with a direct spent fuel stdrage

facility. So the four is a mixture of efforts in here. Two

for direct licensing of an AFR, two more to do associated work
with the GEIS and other .effortsin this particular'area;
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you. Hés NMSS
made some effort to re?rogram intérnally within its office?
| .MR. DIRCKS: We have asked them that question,
they claim they have taken a hard look at both sides of the
house and they said they don't have any room to make the move.
MR...GOSSICK: I might say that they have had another

problem over there that is not addressed here, but that.they
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‘have taken care of, I hopé,gout of their bwn resources and
that is in 'this material licensihgﬁbusiness.‘.That haswbeén
“in sort of bad shape and ‘I believe you moved some people

‘around.

. COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: = Only the threé years to' my

”céftain‘knowlédge.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I was about to say still.
MR. GQSSICKQ Yés; still. Can you give me the number

of.pgople th have been mbved.around frém“place torplace bn.
MR. CUNNINGHAM: Well, we are going through some

reorganization and realignment inchoiw’ .the jobs are done. and

| we have-the:papérflow study starting to produce now, but we

haﬁe put. on materials licensing to help_us.catch'ﬁp”a task fbfce
of, as I recally Six people.tq'heip catch up.
COMMISSIONER‘GILINSKY: In other words, NMSS is
asking for however ﬁany persons it is_¥f4 | _
| MR. GOSSICK: - They were askipg for 13 and -

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the BRG it is 7, but

“the idea is:these are tocomecfrom-outside of NMSS.

© MR. GOSSICK: Yes, that's right. They are saying

they need these additionally.

MR. DIRCKS: That's their idea. On the second round

of this exercise, if you ask us to we might'have'other

suggestions.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But in recommending seven are
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you saying‘that you think that seven ought to come from

-outside NMSS?

MR. DIRCRS:‘"No.
COMMIssIeNER GILINSKY: Not necessarily? |
- MR- DIRCKSﬁ We afe saying,‘in this effo:t we tﬁiﬁk

they should get some rellef | i

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY?: There are‘7 positions that
ought to be added, but they maylcome frem oﬁtside NMSS and
theyvmay come from ineide NMSS?

| MR. DIRCKS: That's right.
COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Hasithis effort taken intQ‘

account any estimate of the likely personnel requirements

aassoc1ated with these proposals or much w1der 'NRC llcensing

involvement in the wasuzmanagement bu51ness?

MR. GOSSICK: No.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Has anybody made such an
estimate? |

| MR. DIRCKS: There have been estimatesvmade, we did

e o S .

CHATRMAN HENDRIE: Several.

MR. DIRCKS: Yes, in connectien with the Deutch
Task Force —---—

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: We are going to get one of them
this afternoon in connection with the waste, paper.

MR. GOSSICK: I think that one is 62 people or

something like that. We think that is an '80 number, at least
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an '80 problem rather than a '78.
MR. DIRCKS: And there were estimates in connection‘
with the Q and A's. that were submitted to the Hart committee;

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY : It depends on the language

of the bill whether it is an '80 problem.

MR. GOSSICK: That's exactly right.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: There should be no mistaking

that.view’and that problem when it is put before the Hill.

MR. GOSSICK: Right, I agree.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: ' But at any rate this discussion
does not relate to those waste.management -——=

COMMlSSIONER KENNEDY;. I just wanted to be sure
there was a very clear differentiation.

| MR. GOSSlCK: I guess at the earliest that Wonld
be a '79 problem, Commissioner Kennedy, not '78.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Okay.

MR. DIRCKS: The only slight connection would be in
the spent fuel business, but there, I think we are just
trying to get ready to receive a spent fuel application, an‘
AFR if it does come along and I am pretty sure 1t will be
coming.

The radioisotopes licensing,xthe catch-up business
there, that's why the Commission did vote to give them
a substantial increase in '79, I think going from 37 people

up to 47 peopile.
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. COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: We.also have a proposal
before us to look at naturally occurring. What's the
effect of that? | o

| MR. GOSSiCK: I have forgotten the number, but
there.&as a number in the paper Whlch I just don't recall.

. MR DIRCKS: As I recall it was a fairly small number.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: On the order of four or somethlng |
like that sticks 1n my mind.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: But that four is a relatively

small number compared‘tét2500, however, I°'do not consider it,‘.

- let there be no mistake, in a relatively small number.

MR. DIRCKS: I think when we are saying small we are -
COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: It is $150,000 at least.
~ MR. GOSSICK: Right. | " | |
MR. DIRCKS: I think we were small in comparisen -——
'COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: That is in personnel salary
alone. So it is like $350,000 or $400,000 that we are talking
about.and those numbers are big enough to be interesting to
me.
CHAIRMAN HENbRIE: Snould we turn to —
MR.. DIRCKS: We have one mote'thing on waste
management. |
COMMISSIQNER KENNEﬁY: So we have 62 and 4 and 66
people that we are talking about that we are leoking at just
over this little humic that we are dealing with right now,

right? So let's not forget that.
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MR. DIRCKS: A flnal thlng in..the NMSS request was
5 addltlonal staff and .about $1.1 mllllon in the hlgh level
and transuranic waste program
Two of these would be connected dlrectly with

!

the settlng up the standards and crlterla, the regulatory

. base by which to llcense a hlgh level. waste rep051tory In

noqr review we thoughtlthls was hlghly essential, the program : :

has run in to some delays and we think two additional people
there would allow the program to catch up to where we think
it‘should be in relation to the DOEvefforts alonglthese‘lines.

Of the 3 remaining positions in the request, two

. were for professionals to do licensing actions on the

WIPP’ facility. We felt as though because the WIPP facility

is still in the area of somewhat of an indefinite state,it

is there but we are not quite sure when applications will be

forthcoming. We thought that should -- we recommended that

"those two additional people not be given to NMSS now and

take a look at it in the '80 budget re?iew.,

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Those people in effect become
part or although probahly a more certain part of that larger"
pool of potentially needed manpower in the'waste manaoement
area when things on the legislative front clear a little bit.

MR. DIRCKS: That's right.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: So you end up with two there.

MR. DIRCKS: The remaining position is a secretarial
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'position and we juét tied to the licensing of WIPP énd that

went deferred too. That's the seven positions of NMSS.
Now, the NRR. .

CHATRMAN HENDRIE: So far'as'ybu‘outlined*at the

'begihniﬁg what we have talked aboﬁt are,ialthough réaluneeds,

relatively small numbers of pebple. It seems to me that

reasonably a gQOd:hard'look’is likely to réveal capacity to

~do these jdbs, I would think, likely within NMSS as a matter

of fact with some looking:.around for assistance from other
offices, perhaps ééme'iﬁ s?ent fuel,<but T think‘there are‘”
some things that can‘be done in the environmentél -- site
and environmental division in NRR that would help relieve .
the manéower in there, but they are just nbt so.lérge'that
it:seems to me, éort oflmajor decisioné?of thé Commiséion on
manpower allotment that we need today. |

I should tell the Commissioners that I have talked
to Cliff about the NMSS éituation briefly, spent more timel
talking tékpeople in NRR to get a closer view‘for‘myself of

the things that you are now about to have laid out for you.

It is my view that this is é'rather different and significantly

more serious .situation and it is only handleable on the basis
of rather larger temporary shifts of the staff resources.
So please go ahead, Bill.'
| MR. DIRCKS: 1In NRR;we; I believe we expléined, we

didn't expect to meet with them but they heard we were meeting
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so them came in to talk to us.

They listed about six major.areas in which they

" needed —- or 8 major areas in ‘which they needed support Six

of these areas 1ncluded personnel areas. The blggest area
that they came in on for addltlonal support was in the area
of‘case’work And 1n case work they are talklng about .
operatlng llcenses, pr1nc1pally, and in the area also of
licensing amendments to operating plants.
| -I‘wil; just go down and briefly summarize their
request:and then_we‘can éo.back to the.specific areas ifzthat
is all right with you.
They asked for 15 additional people in this area
and what they are looking for is a ‘short term support, a spurt
of effort to get them over a severe backlog problem and then
discuss further some permanentpresource help in.frscal 79,
| COMMISSTONER GILINSKY; Could I.ask, when was it
realized that.NRR was in a fix?
| MR: DIRCKS: We asked that question too. From what
I gather they appeared before the Budget process‘in the past
couple of years; .They-haye‘aIWays been reduced somewhat from
their request. I think in ‘the-fiscal '79 review. they came in
and asked for 712 people ‘in their '79 review. BRG reduced

that to 643. The EDO opted a conple of positions and the

'Commission reduced it to 625. But the principal area in which

they are asking for relief now, I believe, is in the operating
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feacﬁo: side of the house. They weren't toﬁched too badl&;in
this.area.v I think they weréafeduced é“total of 11 positions
from £heir request. |
So between that time énd'pow, and Ivguéss -—=
ICOMMfSSIONER kENNEDY:;Bgt that's nét case work.
MR. DIRCKS: ‘It is cgséiwork when yoﬁ look at |
:licéﬁsing amegdménts and operating licensés,:I belieﬁe.
COMMISSIONER KENNEbY:“ I am looking at the summary
in this paper that was provided to us, paragraph --- |
‘ MR. CASE: 'Mayﬁthe main couréé;approach fhe bench?‘.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: All right.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: I just want to make sure

'I'm following what you are saying. I am looking at paragraph

-8, page 2, and I see "Operating Reactors" down there with

no number but some dollars. ,

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Why don't we let Ed explain this.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: I just want to be sure I
understand what he is.saYing. |

. MR. DIRCKS: In the area of operating reactors, I

think what I was deaiing with was the old '79 budget request
and Itthink we were usiﬁg different terminology.

In operating plants, if T can get it right, that
includes the Division of Operating Reactors énd it slops over
into case work. -Is that right Ed?

MR. CASE: Well, the case work part of the problem is
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in doing the safety réviews‘and environmental revieWs for
operating licenses, | |
| COMMISSiONER KENNEDY : oi's?~
MR. CASE: Aﬁ_the OL's.
COMMISSIONER kENNEDY: VThaﬁ}s not Qperatiﬁg reactoré; 

MR. CASE: There are problems that.develop in

operating reactoré that get tranéferred because they have to

be résolved, in- the bperating license reviews and.cohvérSely,
there are problems that .develop in'the operating license,
review that have to be addreésed in.operating‘reéétors. There‘
is a considerable interaction between the two, but the way Wé
bgdget they are sepafable items.
|  MR. DIRCKS: Yéé,:it is sort of sﬁbgtantive,technical

work, I guess, is in‘the operating reactors and thé'caSe ,
work is to get the'amendments and things through.

VCOMMISSIONER'GILINSKY: Well, are'you:inclﬁding’the_
amendments and so on in the case work?

MR. CASE: Nd,”nd. ‘

COMMISSIONER.GILINSKY: Yoﬁ are talkinévabqut
construction pérmifs and operating licenses?

MR. CASE: Right, as well as séfety reviews for
standard plants, environmental aﬁd safety reviews ---

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Right. Pre-operational.

MR. CASE: Pre-operational problems, and manpower needs

in that area.
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' COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: How is that case work increasin

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: The base question. here is sort
bf when did you Would:Yod@Iay;out for the Commission when it

became as clear as it now seems to you that in fact the

available résqurce:for.dealing with —- well, thegéasework

load and to:some extent Iviﬁmp the generic and more important

and crucial genefic task-actionvplans iﬁ with those,'because
if they don't go you have a prdbléms on the case work.

MR. CASE: Let me tr?fto answer a'number of questions
that I though might occur to you in ihe procéSS‘bf the
discussions.

I would like to start out by sayiﬁg, because I

'believé this in'all sincerity, over the last year, I'and the

division directors in NRR haﬁé.become much better managers of
the processes thét we use in de&eloping our products and’ the
allocation and manpower needs to produce those products. By
those products, I méan products across-the-board. That is
keeping the operating reactors safe by amending them as
necessary to imposeinew conditions,tﬁo take into account new
information, by the safety and environmental reviews of
construction permits, operating licenses and étandard plants;
and by delivering solutions to genericfproblems that are
codified and addressed in our generic activities.

We didn't become these better managers, necessarily,

because we became born-again christians, we had better tools

q?
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ﬂto:do the job._ And those tools included a better definition

of the‘products, better understanding of the allocation'of

»manpower that we use- to develop these prOJects, partlcularly
because we have- developed a better accountablllty system, in

. the manpower MPS; the Man Power System which reports back

the manpower that we' use for these progects.p
An example :of the better deflnltlon, I believe,_is'
the generlc technlcal act1v1t1es. In'the past budget years

thlS has sort of been an amorphous work load and a manpower

. 51nk not well defined. Over the last year and a half; we have

defined the tasks, we have developed task actlon plans,
manpower  needed to complete these tasks and the schedules

necessary.to do it. All across the board we had defined

‘our products and our resources needed. Over 90 percent of

the NRR products are specifically outlined measurable items
of work coming in and work going out.
‘In this proceSS.we have developed'a'much better

picture of what we are doing and what we are not- doing with

the resources that we have._

A littlevbit-on the history of the budget process
Used in NRR‘and'how‘we got to where we are today. "I inherited
a process that was used in the FV?sand'“78 budget and basically
l used'the same process in putting together the '79 budget.

The products were fairlv well defined, however, the

resources needed to develop these products and produce them
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waslnot\as Mell defined and that was principally because we
dldn t have this manpower accountlng system.' |
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY When -did this become
available? , N | ' ST '»‘
MR. CASE: Well ylt has become avallable in a much
better form w1th1n the last year, although it has been

developlng over the years,'lt has reached the form where it is

.very useable now and we think develops hard facts on what is

needed and what can be done to develop these problems.

In partlcular, what was used 1nvthe '77, '78 and '79

-budget which is causing us the most difficulty is the manpower

-loadings, that is, the manpower per unit needed to do the

safety reviews of construction‘permitshand operating licenses
and the.same area, standardized plants)

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What are those numbers?b

MR. CASE: The numbers that were used and I have
Roger Mattson's numbers on the top of my mind. In the budget
process -- just for his'division although there was other work
_done in other divisions. The number used for operating o
licenses was.2,2 per man'years. The MPS —--—-

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Per?

MR. CASE: Per OL.

Ihe MPS data ---

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: 2.2 man years per OL?

MR. CASE: For just that division.
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- COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: - Well what is the total per

. OL?

’MRQMCASE} fWell I will have to glve ‘you Harold's

contribution, It was about 6.2 ‘man years total Slx,and@a

vfhalf.

.'COMMISSIONER GILINSKY For the safety part°
" MR. CRUTCHFIELD Safety and enV1ronmental.

-.COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And environmental?
MR. CRUTCHFIELD: Yes. B '

‘MR."CASE: Can I use my numbers, CommiSSioner,,beoause'

I have those in my mind. . I think the:illustrate the problem.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY' Okay.
- MR. CASE: Roger s number:is 2.2. The MPS ——-
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: That was_the-assumptioh used ih
the budget’ | -
MR. CASE: Right.
>Over the last several years, not just in the last
year, but the year before that and the year before that.

Those numberS-were developed in the '74 era. They were

.developed at the tlme the standard review plans were being

promulgated. .They were bas1cally an . estlmate of What would

. be needed follow;ng the standard review plans for these

reviews. Unfortunately, ---
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Those my number, by the way?

MR. CASE: Those are your numbers,‘sir.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And he wants to change them.
| CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It raises a fair amount of

‘questions, doesn't. it.

MR. CASE: The MPS data, over the last three years -

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY-\ Aren't you dlsquallfled

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE- Only by a general lack: of
confidence by any legal conflict.

MR. CASE: 1In contrast to the 2.2 man years, the
MPS number averaged ever the last several years show 8.5
many years in the Division of Safety and Standards per OL
review. | |
{COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Wait a minnte,_say that
again? | | |

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: As contrasted to 2.2?

MR. CASE: As contrasted to 2.2. A factor of 4.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Wait, wait, wait. 2.2 has

been the assumption for the past several years?

MR. CASE: Yes, sir. Per OL. .
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Now, what can you say about
Qhat*Was actually expended over those_years?
| MR. CASE- On the average 8.5.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Going back°
MR. CASE: Several years.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And:how .do you know that?
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MR. CASE: [*Y76, '77 and '78 data as I understand
it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: How do you know that?

MR. CASE: We have :extracted that from our Man Power_'

'Reportiﬁg system.

'”COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You did,not know that before?

MR. CASE: We knew that it was coming up, but I

didn't have all of these numbers ---

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: On a factor of 42

MR. CASE: Yes. | -

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you mean to say in 1975
we Were,sayihg 2.2 whenvit was really 8 something?

CHATRMAN . HENDRIE : ,Not'tthat long ago.

MR. CASE: I have the average for those :37years.

Now, I don't have it per year[ I'm sure we have it aVailable,

but I have the average for those 3 years.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So we have been off by a

factor of 4 for the last 4 years?

MR. CASE: But it has been climbing per year. "It
heavily weighted by the latter years.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Wait a minute. If you have

‘got the average for those Years you must have the data? What's

the numbeéers? .
MR. CRUTCHFIELD: We summed the data over the 3 or 4

year period, we looked at all of the data accumulated during
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY. So you don t have numbers

- for '75 and '76 and 77.' You just lumped 1t all together'>

a MR. CRUTCHFIELD.‘ Yes.

. COMMISSIONER GILINSKY So 1t may be that it 1s

ﬂconcentrated _—

‘COMMISSIONER KENNEDY ‘So 1t may. be all in 19757 -
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY Or in 1978 ‘
‘-CHAIRMAN HENDRIE. Now, wait a mlnute.ivDenny, WhatA
years'did you 1nclude 1n fact, in der1v1ng the average9
| ' MR CASE. We have more data that would 1nd1cate ———'

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE. Walt, walt

MR- CRUTCHFIELD- ,The 8 'and a half number that Roger’
used we took the MPS data from December of '75 up through
llke ‘October . of f77. We looked at the mllestones that had been
started and completed during that time frame, and from those
milestones we went to.the 8 and a half.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes, well —--

MR. CASE-‘ ThlS is not to say that.we think or Roger
doesn t thlnk he needs 8 and a half man years per OL. He thinks
with 5 and a half man years he can do the job. ‘

| ,COMMISSIONER.KENNEDY; That's only a factor of 2.

MR. CASE: Only a factor of 2; |

" But that has a 51gn1f1cant affect on what we do

these days, because most of our work load is in case work, is
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operating Itcense teviews. _
| | COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let:‘mevask youi These are

your numbers that may have been checked by some other party
'or'organization?

MR. CASE ' They are belng checked T donﬁt'know how
far they have gotten, buatiour books are open

MR. CRUTCHFIELD We have worked w1th MIPC on these
numbers as well as some of the controller folks. So they have
access to them, they are looking at them and they'are discussing
the numbers with the divisions ahdlthéebranches and‘the
divisions.

MR. CASE: And thie is partyof the on-going '80
budget process. » |

COMMISSTONER KENNEDY: Now, can somebody -- let's
make the assumptioh all:these numbers are just right, okay?

MR. CASE: Yes, sir. |

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Cah somebody explain to me

how that could be? What is the difference? Not just

MR. 'éASE- Oh, yes, the assumptlon could.

COMNISSIONER KENNEDY: Oh, come on.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Sure.

MR. CASE: With all due deference to the Chairman,
yes. The standard review plants had just been'de&eloped.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Since I in fact have some background
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in the matter, let me p01nt thlS out.

The man power cost per unlt work, unlt product in -

'NRR derlved for the most part from work I dld in preparatlonA

for, I guess it would have been the '74 budget.c That would

,have been carrled out 1n late '72 and-ln '73 and through that -

time perlod and those technlques were. necessary and I evolved o

them at that tlme because the technical side of the regulatory

staff was g01ng through a very substantlal increase in man
power. There was . a very substantlal increase 1n the scope of

technlcal review 901ng on that was on a very steep curve and

it was quite dlfflcult,to establish any sort of ratlonal_system'

. for looking on out a couple of years with regard to man power.

. i'We had then a system called,_it seemssto me it was
called the RMS in which people attempted to.put‘down what they
had worked on in a”given - we'divided the_work in the reviews
up into dlscrete chunks. Then you put downlfor a given'case

how much time you had put on a certain chunkyand-so on. The

'cards were a great pain in the neck to fill out and T was'

always a little worried about how good the data were, but we .

used the '72 and up to the time that I produced the numbers,

 calendar '73 data from'RMS to derive what seemed to be the

experlence in terms of the man power that went in to each of

these sub- task in produc1ng the review.' Then we gatherednup

the branch chiefs and got everybody tightly by the throat

and established the man power goals for each of those tasks
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whlch were based obv1ously on the experience record, but also

..reflected some squee21ng of the throats.

I think by and large in- view of the uncertalnty in

.the data and the evolv1ng nature of the rev1ew process that
' they weren t bad ‘ xsay w1th a certaln amount of prrde. At

fany rate. they were reasonably successful 1n the rev1ews for

{74.

. MR. CASE: Now, Roger has gone through that same thlng

agaln, just recently and I can. have him go through that.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE. The nature of that rev1ew

process has.evolved through '73,"74 and in to '75. We wrote

the standard rev1ew plans whlch, although they purported to

' reflect in falr part What the staff was doing at the follow1ng'

feature-' They did fairly reflect what the staff was d01ng

_but they reflected what the staff was’ d01ng on all the cases.
"_So if you were rev1ew1ng a certain area, llke the operator S

'glasses, what you found was that on any'glven case . why they

rev1ew the left w1ng Ot they would review the rlght w1ng in

- cons1derable detall and not look so hard. at the other parts.

The standard review plan covers all of the parts of the

operator s glasses and that meant that after that time on each

review, by following the”standard'review plan you'covered

all of the'parts,in each case.

Furthermore, there was a certaln amount of leaning

forward by the staff in wrltlng the plans. So I'm not surprised
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that these unit loadings have gone up over time.

MR. CASE: .And we do it branch-by-branch to add

‘up to these figures.

‘ COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The factor of 4.i§ pretty
high. T | | |

o MR. CASE: Can Roger give you some déta thatvshbws
this - |

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Let me gét Peter's comment.

MR. BRADFORﬁ:vI need td'understand one other piece
of that. The sténdard review plan stilllbrovides for an:
audit type review, doesn't it?

MR. CASE: Yes. In the sense that we don't go over
éll of the applicant®s calculatioﬁs and check everything;

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: It is therefore selective.

MR. CASE: Yes. | |

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: And it.is therefore not quite
going over the entire range of things..

. MR. CASE: Well, it is a lot less than not quite,
I would say.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Tt is a lot less than not
quite. | |

MR. CASE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: It takes some hundreds of
engineers some hears to produce the full range of the plant

and we clearly aren't at that level yet.
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MR. CASE: I would characterize it not unlike the
compliance number, 1 percent. ) . e
COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: ‘It there a quantifiable

dlfference between the general competltlve things looked at -

,when you were 1n the w1ng of the glasses made in the review -
'compared to what you do not under ‘the standard review plans.

‘That is, 1f you were doing an audlt 1f one slipped to 2 percent,

for all poss1ble.1tems, are you now d01nghl that looks at 8
percent?

MR.-CASE: I subpose. It is probably roughly
lineared with the increase.

CHAIRMAN HENDRiE: I thinkvthe inevitable nature Qf.

the standard review plan -- well, in the days when we were

""doing custom reviews..on the basis we were doing them in '73 and

'74, here would come atseries of Westinghouse plants, for 
‘instance, and there were a number coming -- the house was full
of these things, and so the first one that came along you
seized the right wing of the glasses, looked hard at that and
saidl well, the rest of thlS looks okay, I won't look so
much at that and that Went down the llne and right behind it
for the reviewer, literally a week later or two weeks later or
something like that, why’here came another one and now he
grabs the bridgef He has already got a good idea about the
right wing, now he grabs the bridge and son on.

You get the standard review plan and the staff now

has to face coming up to a hearing and being asked, have you
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conformed to the standard review pian on this particular
application since the review plan‘enumerates the whole set

of glasses, they have to bé able to answer yes, we followed
the standard rev1ew plan. Otherwise, you‘get'a certain amount-
of trouble in not following yourlown 1nstructlons

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY- Prec1sely what does he do
nowy taklng that pair of glasses, for example7‘

‘MR. CASE: Conforms to the standard review plan.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Well I understand that.

MR. MATTSON: Conforms to the standard rev1ew plan,
and the degree to which he spends time in conformlng with the
standard review plan depends upon several things.

One, how many of those plants of that typé.has he.
reviewed before or has the branch reviewed before. Two,
how contested is the‘hearing, that is, how many‘of'the issues

in the standard review plan have been raised outside of the

“staff that he knows that he is going to have to provide a

specific answer to. What's the recent operating experience,
what has he heard about that he thinks he had better check

in this plant. And of course, that's. 'subject to a lot of

influences too, up and down the management chain, various people| .. :

will say, I'have an interest in this on this plant and tell
the reviewer to check it on this plant and not to miss it.
This process is described at the beginning of the standard

review plan and it is not precise. It is flexible. I think
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the hightened public interest in the process we are

-rather negative éxperiencevwith operating plans has caused it

to_go up.,

~information, I think that goes to your question. Ed, could

performing and the hightened contention'in hearings and a

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: .Ié there reaily an increase
in the number .of contested hearings over the past'few years?

MR. MATTSON: I have a chart that shows some trend,

you hand that around, plgase.

(Mr. Case distributed the reference chart.).

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you anothef
question: Isn'f there sémé;increase in efficiencies of having
a..standard review plan? -

MR. CASE: It shows up in not so great a—changé in
the CP reviews. My problem is with the operating license

reviews which were not reviewed —---

Ul

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: It is only a factor of 4, that!
the efficienéy. | |

MR. CASE: --— in acdordance with the staﬁdard
feview plan at the construction permit stage, but must be
reviewed against it becéuse that is the only way people now .
review at the OL stage.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: T think there Z-=-:I .think a

considerable part of the difficulties at hand at the moment in
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‘terms-of time spent on these OL reviews derives.from the

' fact that you are rev1ew1ng them on the bas1s of a falrly

rlgorous rev1ew standard namely, the review plans. These.

- are plants for, whlch the constructlon permlt rev1ew was . done

'-f'at an earller tlme, a tlme proceedlng standard review plans.f‘

That is, we haven' t gone far enough along the tlme so that
‘the OL appllcatlons are for plants where the constructlon:

permit review was done on the basis of the standard review,

ijlant.:

MR. MATTSON: nOrheven some cases where the‘OLfreview
started‘before the standard review plan.»and ls still on—going.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE. . So yoﬁ-have got a setvof:operating'
llcenses.where the rev1ew is of nece551ty belng done to this-
more‘reoently evolved hlgher standard and'lt gets f—:they_are :
having to go back and to look at things which weren't dealt’
with intthe same Way at the‘construction permit reyiew time‘and”
doingtal awful lot of‘retreading, I findHA ThlS is a temporary

stage, but has a lot to do, I thlnk w1th the Vary hlgh numbers

in unit man power costs in each review.

MR. MATTSON: If you could look at this chart for
just a second and let mepexplain’it,in words.
It is man days plotted on the left, hundreds of

man days and the stage of review completed.-'So'it is 1like

a bar chart. You see the‘docketing} their first round of

questions, second round of questions, SER, Safety Evaluation
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: \ : , . ‘
RepOrt, the SER Supplement and- finally, issuance of the.

<operat1ng llcense.

We took the 22 operatlng llcense cases Whlch have
been docketed 51nce July of l972 and a551gned 1. p01nt per

case. That p01nt is the total number of man days expended by

. my d1v1s10n through whatever step in- the llcens1ng process

that case had reached as of March l of thlS year, and plotted
it on thlS chart .Then when we plotted the p01nt we put a
date which corresponds to the date of docketlng. | |

If you look at the far righthand s1de of the chart
youlwill see the early docket dates.t They start up 8/72 2/73,
10/72, 3/73 and they cluster at the dotted llne i That s the

503 . man days whlch derives from the prev1ous manvpower loadlng

- factors. Which is 2.2 man years.per DSS.

'CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: That is either exactly oxr Very

‘close to the unit cost charts that go back to ----

. MR. MATTSON: That is your chart.
‘Thatydotted line is‘the'previous.estimate used in
the '77, '7é'and ‘79‘budget‘process. Now, generally, as the
docket date comes_forward'in time the data pointsimovevupward.
You can see there are some exceptions to-that general statement.
The ones I want to concentrate on are the ones near
the top of this. chart the one hlghest at the. top, ANO. 2,

Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 2; North Anna Units 1 and 2,

~Diablo Canyon Unit 1 and 2; Patch Unit 2. Cook is an estimate

because it started so long ago -that part'of its review preceeds
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the MPS data.

Those are the plants which dominate the man power

‘-data for the last year and a half If you look at ‘those

plants.you can speak to novel features of the design orfnoVel
features of the review which‘oause them'to‘be out,of‘proportion
tO'other on—going'reyiews. ANO 2, approriﬁately 1500 man |
days'of that review ere=0wing to the computer used in the

protection system for that reactor. Firs of a kind, no oné

ever used it before, it was added between the CP and the OL.

North Anna, I don t thlnk I need to recount the
difficulties in that review. Diablo‘CanyOn, similarly.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Does that mean. there are fees
below that ‘factor report? |
' MR. .CASE: Yes, indeed, because to'myvknowledge

that is the first time I have publicly3expressed”my concern

VOVer'this. We talked about the fee schedule and I indicated

that our current estimates were at least a factor of 2'higher
than the fee schedule, which is based on these previous nﬁmbers.
MR. MATTSON: I want to explain the dark line, just
briefly. |
| That is the line that we will be coming forward with.
Mr., Case hasn't reviewed:it or the BRG hasn't review it yet, but
it is the line I'm proposing for the new man power loading
factors for DSS for the fiscal '80 hudget. - ’

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That's the 5 and a half line?
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MR. MATTSON' That s the 5 and a half llne.
The numbers in the man years somehow don t look
rlght but that s the rlght line.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY' To what extent in your.

_judgment have these :numbers grown because they should have'

”'grown, and to what extent is it because thlngs ‘were not as

firmly in control as they should have been?

" MR. MATTSON: I want to talk about some other data

that T don't have a sheet in front of you- to answer: ‘that

guestion. For the CPs and for the Standard Plants the change

is not large, and in fact for the standard plants the total

man years per plant review- 1s con51derably down from the

previous estlmates, not up, down. And those are partlof,our

.budget presentatlon for fiscal '80 and they will stand the

test and eventually reach you. I don't happen to have the

chart. I drew the chart because it is more germane to today's

conversation.of what's dominating my resource needs in DSS
today.

The standard review plan worked for construction
permits, they Wentiup slightly above the previous estimate..
It worked like}gang—busters for the standard plants as they
are down. The assumption in '74 was that a standard design
ofibalance of plant and NSSS: If you took the two of them
the total man days put in to it would be like four times a

custom review. In fact, it is coming out a little over two
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times. So we have almost got a factor of two.out of the

standard rev1ew plan over the prev1ous estlmates derlved in

| much the same way w1th very sketchy MPS data in the early

'70. No operatlng llcense experlence w1th l 000 megawatt

machlnes, these are the flrst ones.‘ And no experlence with

“trylng to make a flndlng for each of. these plants in the later

years.as to how they stack up agalnst a standard rev1ew plan’
when they were never de51gned agalnst a standard review plan
and never prev1ously rev1ewed agalnst a standard review plan.

That's what is- domlnatlng my resource needs today

and this chart shows 1t

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE- I guess you would regard-the

VCP and standard plant experlence as 1ndlcat1ng that 1f they

were not reasonable management control of the rev1ew process

then those portlons of the would havé."had substantlally

:1ncreased unit man power costs as well as the OL work?

MR. MATTSON: That is lmpllClt in what i sald

although here is another blg effect ‘and that is the large number

of outstandlng generlcglssues, the 44-As, lOOBs and Cs,

whatever'those numbers_are.

' At the construction'permit<stage, when you are
using a standard review plan where there isn't a final
reSolution of those generic issues;'usually what-is done
is to obtain a.commitment from the applicant to<resolver——

to take whatever the resolution is of that generic issue and
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. meet it at the OL. We obtain that commitment, we close the

book on that issue and issue the construction permit. .
. MR. CASE; And that doesn't take much review effort
'to do. just thati:

MR.IMATTSON:' At the opefafihg liceﬂsepstage”it.is

L}axlittleibit different.

You have'got an open generié issue, It'wouldhft be

something Qf’intetest‘to you if you didn't have safety impli-

- cations. So you haVeito reach some basis at the operating

1icense for iésuing the liéense, allowing the plant to go
in'té operation while you.hold the book opeﬁ on fhe longer
term generic issue. 'That is, you find some interim approach
»on eachvbf these Qutétandihg safety‘iSsues. It-is mgéhvlike.

the job that Vic:Stello has day in and day out with operating

~ plants, that is, deriving an interim basis for continueéd

operatioh pending completion of the generic issue. That is

another factor which is a large cause of these protracted

_operating license reviews.

MR. CASE: Now, let me answer your question another

way, Commissioner Gilinsky.

If you look at thevindividual_branches ihﬁﬁoger's
shop and Harold's shqp that make_up'these totals, you will
not find that the increase is uniform among the branches. Some;
in fact if I remember the number frém Harold's shop, only 2 out

of the 6 in the safety review have increased over the '73
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numberSj Is that right, Harold?
MR. DENTON: Yes.

MR. CASE: So it is branch—dependent andnit is

'area—dependent and therefore, I think, technicalogicallyl"

dependent as 'to. why they have gone up so much.
Another measure of this, I believe/ that :-have some
validity is ‘this GAO report on the nuclear power plant licensing|

need for additional 1mprovements. As ‘a part of that study

. .GAO surveyed :the individual staff members by questionnaires

‘an they were done anonymously in a professional way and the

answer that they received, which is germane to this question
concerned whether the time schedules affect the reviews in
the very branchesvin Roger's shop. "Fifty two percent of
those asked said that they moderately limit the scope and
depth Without‘excluding the important safety aspects.‘-Ten
percent substantially limits the scope and depth to the extent
that important:ssafety aspects cannot be reviewed,zand 4 percent
said they limited their ability to deal with post-construction
permit problems.

| So some two-thirds felt that there was a’limitation
put on the scope and eXtent‘of their review by the standard
review plan, by the schedules, so that-if you look at other
guestions that they rwere asked they conclude that notwith-
standing this limitation they think the'plants.are safe because
of the overall conservatism inherent in nuclear power plant

designs.
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I wquld read this -- this is my personal oéinion -
as a pfetty goqd repértAcard oh how well ‘'we as managers are
dbing when. the preééuré'is on but not- enough to push the
cart before-tﬁe hofse.or == I think it is about right.

cﬁAIRMAN HENDRfE{‘ In view of the time, what I’Qould
;ike to do ié,to‘hayé Bill summarize the:%ést of the
proposition here Qéfyrbriéfly andfthen —

MR. CASE: 'Could I just say a few words -- we have

got a bit in to the operating reactor:side. and the amendment

queétion.

We do have a problem there. Our backlog of operating
iicense amendments- is increasing and we have man power data
to show that peoplevare.working in the oéeratipg reactor

area in the proportion that was.:set forth in the budget.

- And all this means to me is there is more work there than we

budgeted for‘with the backlog of amendmenfs increasing.

| If one would use the -- I'll call it cqnveﬂtional
approach in taking.care of these amendments the man- power
requirements that would’come out of that for fiscal year '80
and for the future.WOuid be quite, quite high. I think a
bétter_approach to that pfoblem wﬁich I would like some
resourCeé to address now,.is to get out of, cas much as we
can, to reduce the backlog and the future backlog by changing
our way of doing business so that we don't‘havé that many

amendments that we have to act on. And that, I believe, ought
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to be done in that area now to av01d problems for '79 and

‘80 and beyond +f we contlnue w1th our present approach in :f

3 thlS area.

P

Blll go ahead
o CHAIRMAN HENDRIE. A qulck summary 1f you would, pleasD
MR DIRCKS' Well,g a qulck summary 1s that out of:

the 43 p051tlons that NRR requested andvagaln you havé to

' keep in mind thlS was a short—term, slx—month‘insert of ‘personnel.

' COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Where would you get a short
term.search from 43 personnel? | o

MR. DIRCKS: ‘I think that is the important point,
Commissioner.- | |

These are not just slots that are' being requested.

' These are not just Vacancies. These are specific skills that

they need to process specific cases.‘

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY. I understand that '

MR. DIRCKS: I think what we have to do is go and
screen the restoofithe’agency and take a 1o0k at other

offices, not only within NMSS, but throughout the Commission

to see if we can identify skills and try to pry these people

loose after looking at the impact of'what transfers might
occur under this program and get them in to these jobs..

'MR. GOSSICK: ILet me give you an example of this

~kind of thing.th&attIithink wevhaveigot to take a hard look at.

Suppose that the systematic review plan, maybe if we
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just slide that six months, not the provisional license,

we probably ought to go ahead with those, but by slipping

. the rest of it six<mohths we could free up a fairlY‘siZéable

number of probably the‘right kind of people.‘ It is something
we need to look at to see whether_thét makes sense and bring
it back to you,ahd see if’ the priorities”Would seem reaSonable

and I don't know that will wash or not, but it is the kind

" of fhing we have got to look at across the board. Find the

right kind of people tolput on this thing. - ,
| .CHAiﬁMAN .HENDRiE: And théré are people‘who have
these skills to a greater and lesser‘degree,inuothertoffices;‘

MR. DIRCKS: Some of these‘people are servicing
requirements in other officeé that Ed might‘have laid‘on them
a'yeaf or two years ago. I think we need your help td
ideﬁtify what services you may not need a£ least for the.next
year or so and that may free up resources too.

MR. CASE: Right.

MR; DIRCKS: To get down to the 23, we did not give
any relief in the decommissioning risk assessment and adﬁance
reactor portion of the réquest.'lI think we diScuésed that
With you, Ed, and I think you can live with that with pain.‘

MR. CASE: Well, T must say very frankly what it

‘'means is that I won't do them if that is the connotation to

live with it, I think.these other prior needs are of much

greater priority.
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MR DIRCKS: I think we have gotten some help
all ready in the decomm1551on1ng area that could enable that
program to go on rlght now.

As, far as tech prOJects go, we felt of the 6 p031tlons

ngequested 6 should be granted because of the bulld up of

tech prOJects and also .generic issues:

MR. CASE: These are for spec1f1c category A

‘technical act1v1t1es that are not now progre531ng because of

- " the man -power 1is not avallable, the‘spec1allzed man power...

" MR. DIRCKS:' And in our memo I thlnk we.identified
some, the due dates and the possible slippage of some of these.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY : I hate to recall this, .

it was possible for '79, but we had a clear and‘unquestroned

i

['commitment there,:it must have been for f79, that the resources

'being provided, the result of that extra service was going to

provide a certain specific delineated number of dedicated
people, dedicated to the generic issue_queetion.

MR.. CASE: Yes; sir, and if I look at my -- oh, '78
at least -—- the number of man yeare that I programmed for

generic techniCal'activities and those that have. been

actually spent, those numbers are within a wash. I am meeting

those commitments, some cf them, but I don't have the bodies
to work on them. So I am putting the man power-in, but some
of the critical ones I can't move because of the need to use

these people in operating license reviews and that is a
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higher priority need, in our judgment.
COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: . ThlS paper says that NRR
requested 6 profe551onals for spe01f1c d1sc1p11nes for a

six month period to malntaln.current schedules on.Category A

"~ past aCtion'plans.' thtle Or no effort is being extended ‘upon

these 1ssues because man power has been dlverted to- hlgher

: prlorlty tasks such as this one.

MR. CASE: On-those narticular ones.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Oh, only the specific ones°
I had gotten the dlstlnct impression we were talking about
Category A and past action plans.

MR. DIRCKS: Not all on these epecifio cases here.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Only thesea6?

MR. DIRCKS: That'is the feeling that we got out

of BRG.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes, accordlng to one sheet you
provided me here, syour bellef is that at the moment you have

got something .in the whole shop the equivalent of 200 people

working on technical projects.

MR.CCASE: Right.
And the MPS data shows —--—-

COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Do we have a copy of such

data?

MR. CASE: No.

MR. MATTSON: That's not all generic Category A. You
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have to be careful when you draw‘thé diétinétioﬁ ===
CHAIRMAN.HENDRIE: Yes; the whole rangé of technical
projecfs, but it does reflect:'it for that categbry of work,
type‘of work in the organization of what was projectea tb go
in to itland what seems to go inﬂto it. L
| MR. DIRCKSE The Deﬁfon Task Force;Repoft, as you
reéall, laia out notﬁonly a procesé,to increase the efficiency
of licensing and based ontthat#was‘certainineededﬁﬁaské; For
example(‘the‘upgrading of the standard review plaﬁ.'vWe'
believe that the'addition of 6 people to this effort'W§uld be

worth while, not only to get some action déone on the Denton

~Task Force Report, but also to lay the groundwork for

improved procesées in'the'liéensing effort down the track.
We think the improvement of thié thing is essential.

in the case work area, we lookedlat the 15 that were
requested; We did an analysis which is contained in the.
papef énd the chart attached to our memo to Lee,.where we
think that some of these slips that were identified by and
could be tolerated because of some slippage in fuel ioading
dates and so.. on. 'But we think out of the 15, 11 additional
peoplelwould be required to meet the essential dueidates that -
we have outlined in that chart.

CHAIRMAN‘HENDRIE: If I can go on and try to clean
up so that the Commissioners can at least get a chance at

lunch before we gather on what may be fully as difficult a




10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19

20

21

22

.23

24

25

56

subject in another area this: after noon.

Lee, you rev1ewed the Budget Rev1ew Groups calllng
out and recommended that 1n the categorles where the
Budget Review Group had belleved that 1ndeed some addltlonal

resource was needed ‘that you would recommend the people

.'requested by the offlce rather than reduced amount so it is

30 1nstead of 23.

MR GOSSICK: I would like to just say where I wouldm

. think that there mlght be some: ba31s for that

T guess first of all I am a llttle nervous about

‘this six month commltment. I don t want to be too tlght nor

vtoo generous either; for that matter, but I want to make damn

sure that that six month commltment is made, when we put these
people we can lookvforward and track it and we are going to
have to track progress amd'make sure that ‘we get the job done

that we say we are going to do with this appllcatlon of

resources.
| r think'that.j——

COMMISSIONERAGILINSKY: Is itv realiy rea-listic to
talk about six 'months'> I mean, you get somebody in for six
months and there is a certain start up tlme.wv' »

MR. GOSSICK: gWell thlS depends agaln 1n gettlng
people that are sort of already running, that is’ people that
are perhaps d01ng other thlngs,

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: But six months is not a precise
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\
deflnltlon of the time., It is aicharacteristic time in the -
sense that it is 51x months rather than two years or. permanent
But whether rt\turnsiout_to be six months or,elght or-someth;ng

like that, ihthink we have to understand-that,that is slack.

COMMISSIONER'KENNEDY: . The importance‘is What‘affeot ‘

h'lt is. g01ng to have on '79:"

MR GOSSICK Yes,_that is exactly rlght.
CQMMISSIONER KENNEDY: I guess I dldn t see that yet.
CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Let me make a recommendation to
the2CommiSSion'here infhopes that we can‘summarize the meeting.
I have been considerably‘concerned about and looking

at the licensing schedule meetings; What I dlscern is that

there has been steady sllppage down the line in those affalrs.

“Each month as I rev1ew those things, why there Seems to be

darn near a month sllppage of cases. So there has been:
ev1dence quite apart from the current exercise, to me, that
some sort of,regatherlng and application oﬁ resource.was
going to be needed to provide_some momentum'to,the'system
and get it moving effeotiveiy forward} the current exercise
focuses in someé more detailson-both-the causes and the..need.
It seems to'me‘well within the agency's capabilities
in principie, at least, to recognize the need for_a strong
effort of a limited duration of less than a year to provide
neoessary impetus, get some things done, provide some

momentum in an area which is the central and an essential part
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of the agency buS1ness..

Now, 1t means that the offlces that would be asked

feventually to surrender spec1f1c people.have a certain amount.

of pains and it .means an impact on the things thatfthey are

\dOlng and that 1s very clear. Nevertheless, it seems to.me .

that out of the spread w1th thlS staff we ought to be able

- to marshal up some resources which in number constltute

somethlng llke a fractlon over one percent of the total,staff
and gather them in.

What I recommend to the Comm1551on is the follow1ng.
This has been a useful dlscuss1on of the- problem, an 1ntro—
duction to the”problem. Whatever recommendatlon, the BRG
document recommendatlon from the EDO and there has not been

a look on the staff side at where the resources might gatherv

. from and what the impacts might be; I would recommend that
- we ask'the‘BRG and the EDO to go. forward and make some surveys

and see where the resources might lie and at the same time they

can also look again at. ---
| COMMISSIONER. KENNEDY: With an'impact analysis.
MR.lGOSSICK: Oh, yes.
CHAIRMAN:HENDRIE: Yes, it is essentiallthat We'know
what to give up in order.to do this>and SO on.
And they can also look agaln at the proposed numbers
here, because I am not conv1nced that all of these have been

precisely the right numbers of people here. 1In fact, my
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impression would be if we are going'to try to gather a force
together’and make an assault on these problems'andlmake a

useful dent in it that I would préfer to error a little bit

on the high man power side than the lOw]and'have.the effOrt

just not quite make it. I would much“father have it over run
its objective a little bit. than under run it.

So I recommend that we not take any thought of . 

, définitive.action here, but with your agreement would ask

. EDO and the BRG and the other offices concerned to go forward

on that basis and comé back as soon as théy reasonably caﬁ.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: With a plan. We are not
sending:oﬁt the press gangs just yet.'u |
| CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:‘ No, that's right. The Shanghai
operations won't start uhtil a whistle is blown and I
believe we possess the whistle.
COMMISSIONER BkADFORD; I agree with that as far

as it goes. I do have some.other questions and I would make

it easier by putting them down and shipping them out to Lee and

- Ed for their answers.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: ' Yes, or you may want to ask them
to come in and discuss'them with you iﬁ £hat would be easier.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: They are in the direction of
getting, at least to me, é better understanding of how the
Commission, like this ops thing here, might want to keep a

tighter handle on the year in and year out estimates.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: ‘That's rlght .There are

(]

1mpllcatlons here for the future operatlon of the agency 1n

.these 1mpacted areas whlch we haven t. really addressed

Thatv

is we are talklng now about a temporary task force effort to‘

get over an 1mmed1ate problem, but the problem won't go away,.

1t w1ll reoccur and it is- the matter of deallng and cuttlng

901ng ‘to have to deal w1th it. It is very rmportant;

off that reoccurrance is a longer range aspect than ——.we are.

COMMISSIONER.EiﬁTNSKY- I, wonder if we could have

‘4 tentatlve look at these numbers by ‘Norm Haller -—

MR. CASE: He is, he s doing it now.

MR. GOSSICK:, Yes, ‘he and Steve Hanauer, and~

~ Len Barry and others are g01ng to do it.

CHATRMAN HENDRIE: Okay, thank you very much.

(Whereupon, the meeting was concluded at 12:40 noon.)









