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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAN KEGULATORY COMMISS |ION

ERIEFINU UN STATUS OF TASK FOKRCE ON

TECHANICAL SPECIFICATIUNS

Fubli¢e Meeting

Tuesday, January 21, 1986
Room 1130
1717 H Street, N W

Washington, L C

The Commission met 1n open session, pursuant te
natice, at 2 US p m , the HUNONABLE NUNZIOQO J PALLADINO,

Chaitrman 9f the Commission, presiding
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PROCEEDINGGS

CHALKMAN PALLADINOQ Jood attewrnoon, ladies and
gentliemen This atternoon we are meet ng with members ot the
statt to discuss their recommendations tor improving technival
specitications Plant technical specitications have esvolved
over many years, and at this time there is general statt and
industiry agreement! that improvements should be considered

In 1982, the NEC proposed & change to 10 CFR 30U 3Je,
and 10 August 19853, the ELU established the Task Uroup on
Tecehnical Specitications More recently, 1n December 1984 a
Technical Specitication Ilmprovemen! Project, TSIP, was
established to recaonsider the entire subject ot technical
specitications and to provide recommendations tor Laprovement

On January 134, 19886, the acting ELQO teorwarded SELY
Ho«1U, Recommendations tor lmproving Technical
Specitications This 1s the result of a TSIP ettort as well
4% the signiticant contributions made by the Atomic Industrial
Furum I understand that copies ot this poliey paper are
available on the table in the back of the room

Among other things, SELY 86-10 recommends that the
statt proceed now with the development! ot a4 Commission polioy
paper on technical specitications, and to proceed with
rulemaking at a later date However, as | understand the
situation, AIF would preter that rulemaking be undertaken rnow

A discussion ot the pros and cons ot esch approach
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wauld be usetul | believe that a main ob)ective ot today’'s
meeting i1s to obta'n encugh intormation tor the Commission to
decide whether the Ltatt should now proceed wilh a proposed
poliey or with rulemaking or some cther opt.on, it any member
has an option to suggest

Do any ¢t my fellow Commissioners have any
additional open ng remarks &t this time?

LNo response |

CHAIKMAN PALLAUVINO All right Then let me turn
the meeting cver to Mr Stello

MR STELLO Thank you, Mr Chairman The issue of
improving the process by which we issue tech specs and the
whole 1ssue ot tech speas has been with us tor quite some
time, and 1t s been recognized as an area where we o.0ar.y
want to do better, and 1 think recaognize the need to do
better Part ot what you'll hear today will include the
Lackground and summary ot how we get to the gpoint, and
Mr Denton will get into that in a ninute

I wanted to make sure that' 1t'a clear that this is
only one aspect ot our gaing back and loeoking into the
regulatory process and trying to gecide areas such as this one
where we can do better, and indeed we' re commitiad to do that
wherever we can

This particular activity i1y one tar which there

obviuusly was a need to gt industry involvement, and as
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you've correctly pointed out, the Atomic Industrial Forum has
spent considerable ettort in this program | understand that
they have asked the Commission to come torward and have some
views that they would like to otter, and perhaps that could be
arranged tor the tuture

1 think 1t s interesting that usually, the industry
has 4 view that we ought not to issue a rule but rather, to
issue a policy statement In this case it i1s reversed, and
they probably have some good reason I think it 's important,
though, to recaognize they are not oppesing i1ssuing the policy
statement, and Mr Denton will get into that a little bit more
in a minute

Qur plans are to go torward in the near tuture and
discuss this program with the ACKRS, and we plan on doing that,
and | don’'t believe a date has been set yet but we expect to
be able to do 1t in the next couple of months, [ would assume

With that, let me turn the meeting aver to
Mr LDenton to give you some ot the background of how we got
where we are today

MR DENTON We have at the table today Ed Butcher
on my lett who is Chiet ot the Tech Spec Branch and will be
making a lot ot the presentation Pat Baranowsky trom
Hesearch to Vie’'s right, and Sam Bryan who will be
participating in the presentation also

Going back to the early days ot regulation, we used
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to held the licensee to the entire submittal, and he couldn’t
change anything in the plant that had been put in the
application without amending the license It was recognized
about 20 years agce that that became extremely burdensome, and
that's when we adopted the present approach to tech specs

There's been a lot ot accretion ot adding things to
tech specs in the decades that are past, and we 1l be getting
into those details But I tormed this task torce on tech
specs about a year ago probably because ot three main
reasons Une was the Sholly legislation That made 1t
increasingly ditticult to correct unintenticrnal impact. ot the
tech specs easily With Sholly, everything is much more
tormal and rigorous and youx have to notice it Betore that,
we had a little tlexibility to make changes

Another thing we ve come to realize is that tech
specs were no longer oriented as much as we telt they should
be towards human tactor aspects Originally, the idea was
tech specs would be on process variables, those things under
the direct control ot the operator and things in which you
would not want the plant making changes without Commission
approval . Plus, we were beginning to see trom ths rRAs and
cther technical work that was being done that we hadn't
necessarily selected the proper surveillance intervals and
limiting conditions tor operation and these sorts ot things

S50 we tormed a committee to work ftull time. They
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delivered their product on time in September, and we 1l give
you some of the results o! that We also tormed an advisory
committee to tollow that and to advise them, and that
committee inciuded pecple like Glenn Reed trom the ACKRS who
has extensive operating experience S50 1 °'ve been very pleased
with the results ot this ettort Industry has been heavily
involved

This ettort 1s a little bit ditterent than the
ettort to improve tech specs in general You remember atter
Grand Gult and some o0f those debacles we have gone to a
process of improving the quality ot the tech specs per se In
that area, we do now require the utility to certity tech
specs, we have regional inspections of the as-built plant, we
have a contractor in many cases review the application versus
the tech spec, and we get focused management attention on tech
spec

We re not going to talk about those aspects today,
we re going to talk about more what should be the boundary 1in
the tech specs, where should that boundary be between the
things that a licensee is permitted to change without coming
to the agency tor amendment, and those which he should change
only atter our review and approval .

So with that introduction, Ed, why don’'t you
proceed. We have about 14 slides to cover today.

MR SUTCHER 1’11 start ottt and ti111 in a little
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bit more detail on the history ot the development of technical
specifications and where they came trom

LSlide 1

The tech specs actually tind their genesis 1 1t in
the Act 1tselt The Act established spec ' tic requirements tor
which intormation within the applice .« » ‘"euld be considered
technical specitications, and 1°'1l]l quote directiy trom the
Act The Act states that, “"Technical specitications shall
include the amount, kind and source of special nuclear
material required, the place of use, the specitic
characteristics ot the tacility and such other intormation as
the Commission by rule or regulation deems necessary "

In 1956, the Commission published its early
regulations on technical specitications, and the ettect ot
50 30 was merely to codity the requirements ot the Act There
was very little additional intormation published, or
additional detail on the content ot technical specitications

In 19862, 1t became aware ~- the period between 1956
and ¢ -~ that i1t was necessary to be more specitic about
which specitic parts of the application should be considered
technical specitications. And at that time, the Commission
amended SU 36 and published Appendix A, which provided details
on the specitic requirements to be considered technical
specitications;, the specitic elements ot the plant design.

This Appendix A [ guess could be considered a
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torerunner ot today's Appendix A, the General Design Criteria

The Commission still did not, in 1962, require that
technical specitications be incorporated in a separate
document At that time, the entire Hazards Analysis Keport
was still considered the technical specitications

The tirst pcint at which it was determined that
technical specitications ought to have a separate status ot
their own trom the application was in 1968 when 35U 30 was
again amended to make the technical specitications a separate
document As Harold mentioned, up until this point, virtually
any change to the plant design could be interpreted as
requiring a technical specitication or license amendment

The specitic -- 50 36 setis torth specitic elements
which must be included in the technical specitications, and
YyOu can see them listed there on the slide

The next major action in the development ot
technical specitications occurred in 1974

LSiide. )

It became clear atter the amendment to SU 36 in 1968
that an awtul lot, a large amount ot statt resource was going
in to developing this separate document which was called
Technical Specitications, and it was determined that in order
to simplity this process and gain some unitormity in the
industry, standard technical specitications tor a given

reactor design would be developed. And they were developed
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in 1974 In large measure, the i1industry developed those
proposals and they were submitted to the statt and the statt
reviewed them and changes were made accordingly, and we
tinally published and issued standard technical specitications
tor each ot the reactor designs

The signiticant teatures ot those documents, those
standard documents, were that the meat ot the specitication
and those parts ot the do.ument which we are interested in
focusing our attention on now tor making improvements lies in
tour areas

The limiting conditions tor operation -~ the
limiting conditions tor operation are _hose specitic
conditions which are placed upon plant operation in terms ot
the minimal number ot systems which must be operable, minimal
numbers of trains that must be operable It detines the
complement ot equipment which must bhe operable in the plant in
crder to continue its operation

The action statements detfine what one must do when
he cannot meet the limiting conditions ftor cperation Many
times that involves a reduction in power or shutting the
reactor down.

The surveillance requirements are simply the
testings which must be done on a periodic hasis to verity that
the equipment i1s, in tact, operable.

And ot course, the bases ties the whole thing
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together, provides the technical rationale that goes into
establishing the specitic limiting conditions tor operation,
action statements and surveillance regquirements

In 1979, there was [ guess what could be
charicterized today as a ma)or policy statement on the intent
and purpose ot technical specitications l'm not so sure that
it was recognized at the time that the board decision was
made, but upon caretful retlection it has turned out to be a
tairly protound statement of the intent and purpose of
technical specitications.

You can see the ruling on the slide It was ~-- this
ruling was made in connection with a specitic license
amendment on the Trojan piant i1n connection with the spent
tuel pool expansion, but i1t has universal applicability 1
will read it, it s quite a signiticant statement

“The technical specitications are to be reserved {or
those matters as to whioch imposition ot rigid conditions and
limitations upon reactor operation is deemed necessary to
obviate the possibility of an abnormal situation or event
giving rise to an immediate threat to the public health and
satety " 'The key words there are "rigid conditions and
limitations upon reactor operation” and “"immediate threat "

With this statement, the concept ot the technical
specitications being, i1n ettect, a contract between the

utility and the NRC on how the plant will be operated was
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Having gone through the history of how we got trom
the beginning toc where we are in tech specs now, i1t’'s
appropriate to tocus on what the net ettect ot this
development process has been

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Betore you leave this one,
let me ask you, 1s that really the end point i1n your view?
Was there any change atter TMI in terms ot the emphasis ot
what should be in tech specs, expanding the number of items
that ought to be included in tech specs? And i1t so, what was
the basis tor that?

MR. BUTCHER: 1 think this slide will give some
indication ot the ettect.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE 1 agree with you, the
slide talks about the ettect [ guess what I'm interested in
1s the cause and the rationale.

MR . BUTCHER: There were many ot the action items in
the -- 1 guess you could characterize them as -- new statt
requirements which came out ot the inturmation that was
learned trom the TMI accident that tound their way into
technical specitications. And that, in combination with the
changes tor the tire protection program, we would have to say
represented a maj)or increase in the number ot technical
specitications.

COMMISSIONEKR BERNTHAL: Well nevertheless, it you
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look at your number there, it would appear that the ma)or
change pre-~dated ™1, both on LCO's and surveillance tests

MR BUTCHER That 's correct, there was a ma)or
change You can see that there was another substantial change
between 1977 and 80 which is the timeframe ot TMI

COMMISSIONER EERNTHAL But there you re talking
about maybe a 25 to 30 percent, 35, whatever it 1s, change,;
whereas betore, you're looking at a change that's 20 or 30
times between 1972 and 1977

MK BUTCHER. ] guess you would have to say there
were probably two maj)or events, the advent of standard
technical specitications and the TMI accident, which were
principal contributors

[Slide ]

These statistics here are pretty impressive in terms
ot particularly the surveillance burden that has grown over
the years and as we have progressed through the development ot
technical specitications. There are other examples which
people have done -- intormal surveils ot various older plant
designs with tech specs versus the new ones -- and they all
bear out these sorts ot increases in the requirements

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Coming back to Commissioner
Bernthal's question, what caused the tremendous increase
between 1972 and 77 as opposed to a more modest increase

hbetween 1977 and 80
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MR . DENTON Let me try to answer that One reason
is the plant has gotten more complex The early plants like
Big Rock Point and Dresden were tairly simple, and [ think the
statt interpreted the need tor control to sort ot be a minimum
set And so we tended to concentrate on don't exceed a
certain pressure i1in the pressure vessel design pressure, the
ASME sort ot requirements, and did neot have a lot ot detailed
regquirements for many systems

1 think the regulatory statt grew during this period
and there were contlicts developing hetween how do you -~ what
was the real meaning ot a tech spec S0 in some cases, the
industry wanted to make a more exact board cititation, and in
some cases the statt wanted to make them more exact to pin the
licensee down I den't think there 1s any single cause, and
that's why [ used the word “"accretion

I think every set tended to get a little more
compliex than the last one with all sides trying to carry out
their best judgment on what was required And so they kind ot
crept trom 30 pages to 4U pages to 60 pages, and everyone now
rcalizes, looking back, that many ot the tundamental satety
parameters we were trying to control may be obscured by . iving
attention to some ot the lesser important issues.

CHAIKRMAN PALLADINO Was there a basic change in
philosophy? Because I thought when the tech spec got started

that the intent was jJust to keep to maintaining, as you said,
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a minimum number of parameters as being specitied in the tech
specs Whereas, as the years went by, apparently others
thought more should be in 1t

MK DENTON I don't think 1t ever really came to
the Ccmmission as a Commission level ot attention I think it
was just sort ot plant by plant that as everybody got smarter
and some of the systems changed tc a solid state where you got
test them more otten, maybe the requirement went in to test
things once a week instead of once a month And everybody
said that sounds tind

Many ot the decisions were made not because we had
FRA' s or knew exactly what the right decisions were, but
becsuse on engineering jJudgment it sounded like a good test
area

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Harold, 1s it tair to look
at both sides ot the coin? When | look at that chart it seems
to me 1t's a tair question to ask are the numbers ot LCO's
and surveilllance tests tor some ot the new plants excessive?
The 15,000 cr 14,000% But it also strikes me as a tair
gquestion to ask whether 390 surveillances is adequate tor a
plant like Surry. Surry is a tar cry trom Big Rock Point or
Dresden 1. You know, I wonder whether both sides ot the coin
have to be looked at, that 1s, whether tor the older plants,
the pre-standard tech spec plants, whether we really have

enough in there to give us the assurance that tne plant is
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being maintained and operated in a sate manner

MR DENTON. It has been pointed out that some ot
the best-running plants have the skimpiest tech specs, you
know, which is another side to that argument that they could
devote more time But 1t is a question Just because 1t 1is
in tech specs or not doesn’'t really say what t.ae satety ot the
plant 1is It the licensee 1s conscientious about making
changes and doing 50 59 reviews and only making changes that
add to satety, then 1t doesn’'t matter -- [ think what we're
talking about here 1s the deygree ot regulatory control.

And tor exampie, Westinghouse came in probably a
year or two ago with a topical report saying our intervals had
been zet tar too short based on modern reliability data and
theory, and we ended up agreeing with them And I think we
have changed from weekly to quarterly or weekly to monthly
And sometimes that makes a big change in the numbers, but it
might be in systems who are not in those dominant sequences

And I think one ot the things [ wanted the group to
look at here -- two ot the things I wanted them to look at --
is look at these !{rom the human tactors side They were
originally developed more from a design side, not trom an
input trom operational data what was really tailing and what
was 1mportant, and in tact, around these PRA's which showed
dominant sequences

And it may well turn out that there are some things
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that we ought to be covering more tightly, such as

containment, tor example, and there might be things that we

are ovaer-regulating BEut clearly, most people think that we

should not have put in there snubber inspections Snubbers

are important, but do we really have to have inspecting every

snubber in a plant in the tech specs Can‘t that be letft to

some other program that the utility has

S0 I don' t think we meant this to be ali-~inclusive,

they were jJust samples that just 1llustrate the growth in tech

specs And 1 don’'t think at the Commission level it was ever

a conscious policy decision to add more or less, it )just kind

ot grew And sometimes you rec |1l boards added requirements
that had to be tech specs S0 there were many ditterent
causes

But looking back at it, now they are quite tat and
they re much larger than [°'ve seen anywhere else in the worid
and since regulatory control And I think what we 're going to
do about 1t comes a little later in the presentation

COMMISS IONER ASSELSTINE Okay

MR . BUTCHER in an analog sense, | can give you an
indication. This i1s the original tech spec that was issued
tor San Onotre, and I think it was 1967, and you can get a
sense ot the size ot that. And this is the one tor Wolt Creek
today This one I think is printed on both sides, and this

one on a single side, it's the ditterence between 39 pages and
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some S0U pages And 1 'm not sure that there's any evidence
that would indicate that San Onotre is operated any less sate
than a plant with a SUU-page tech spec

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I think Harold is right
The question 1s the degree ot regulatory control and which
aspects you want to maintain that degree ot regulatory
control

You are right, Harold, 1t you have a licensee that
18 very conscientious about its activities « d maintaining the
FSAR commitments and those kinds ot things, then you aren’t
going to have a problem one way or the other whichever place
it's in

The question is: it you rely more heavily on the
FEAR commitments and alternative approaches to tech specs,
what are you giving up in terms ot control, what alternatives
do we have to assure ourselves that that approach is going to
provide the same high level ot compliance that we have with
tech specs?

MR STELLO I would like to make sure that we make
the point that there 1s a genuine satety concern, though
Remember, I think it was Jim Keppler and I can't remember the
name ot the plant where he mentioned that they had an occasion
where they were simultaneously trying to pay attention to 14
time clocks that were ticked ott by limiting conditions ot

cperation
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I think i1t was LaSalle
They have had a lot ot those

MR STELLO It may have been, okay Now, you have
to ask yourselt, when the operating statt ot the pliant,
knowing that should you run into a clock issue you have to
take action with the plant, gets preocccupied with worrying
about those kinds ot activities and distracted trom really
managing the plant Where 1t it weren t because it were in
the tech specs they could have done what they needed to o
with those particular pieces ot equipment in an orderly
tashion But once 1t°s in the license, they no longer have an
option, and they 've got to adhere to 1t

S0 there s a real question as to whether addirg that

much in terms ot requirement is really distracting The point
that Harold has made Feople in the control roem will have to
really worry about operating the plant S0 there 1s | think a

genuine ccncern over making sure that we have used the right
tools to accomplish the right purposes And that's really the
bottom line

MR DENTON We appointed as the original director
of this group Don Beckham. You recall he came out ot being
Chiet ot the Operator Licensing Branch, and .: wanted a heavy
operational tlavor since the tech specs really had been design
documents, to some extent, and this was our ettort to bring in

that operational teel tor what were they really doing and what
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were they adding to satety or not adding to satety, in real
practice

COMMISS1IONER ASSELSTINE To what extent, Harold --
you mentioned the ditterence i1n complexity, and you )just
showed the ditterence between San Onotre 1 and Wolt Creek
There's a lot ot ditterence in the complexity ot those two
plants, both size and complexity ot the units And LaSalle
has been having the problem with lots ot time clocks running
at the same time

I get the sense from talking with the licensee that
a lot ot that 1s due to the particular design -- the logic
that's built into thcse systems. How much ot this is design
dependent and complexity dependent, that is, as the plants
have grown and become more complex How much ot & contributor
has that been?

MR STELLO I don't think we ve tried to determine
that Certainly, in ettect, there’'s increased numbers ot
systems and complexity and instruments, but [ don't we could
quantity that You know it’'s more

MR . DENTON. And we sent this group ottt without any
instructions as to what to come back with. We said go study
the problem, go talk to everybody that knows anything about
1t, and we really didn't have a preconceived notion except we
were kind ot uneasy about the growth So I think what you're

getting here is pecple with their ob)ective view on what to do
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with the situation

LSlide 1

MR . BUTCHER l'd like to give a little outline tor
the rest ot the presentalion, where we ' re going to go trom
here Having been through the history and iome summary ot
what the problem 1s that's betore us, we can consider our
overail Technical Specitication Improvement Frogram as a
two-phased approach The tirst phase, to identity the problem
and come up with some recommendations, and the second phase,
to begin to implement some solutions to these recommendations.

Sam Bryan, who is the Assistant Director tor the
Technical Specitication Improvement Project, which was Phase
1, 1¢ here with us and he will discuss the actual results ot
their work and what their recommendations were I“11 tollow
Sam’'s presentation with some discussion ot Phase 2 and our
implementation and our proposals to move torward trom here to
correct some ot the things that we believe could be tocused on
and 1mprovements made

Pat Baranowsky ftrom the Ottice ot Research 1s also
here, and he will speak brietly about some ot the research
work which is very closely aligned with what we ' re doing and
becomes ~-- the tools and methods and models they're developing
become key ingredients 1n allowing us tc work in such areas as
extending surveillance intervals and allowed outage times so

that we can do some ot this testing at power that's going on
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MR . STELLO Let me put a plug in tor the -~ which I
don't think we do enough ot -- talking to the Commission on
1ssues such as the one ot the kind ot work that goes on in
research It really puts an awtul lot ot scientitic
understanding ot how to go about coming up with solutions to
some ot the problems we have, and I think I want you to keep
1in mind that a lot ot the judgments that were made 1n tech
specs were jJust engineering judgments without the basis ot
what's the impact ot setting a surveillance time of tour hours
or six days or <24 hours or whatever, and what does that mean
in terms of satety

And we re starting now to develop the tools and
understanding to put a real scientitic basis behina helping us
to make some ot those -~ and they're still going to be
Jjudgments, but now we can start to understand the impact ot
that And I think 1t's very important to start to see the
role that research plays in developing those kinds ot tools.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL: Let me ask a broad question
on that general subject I am certainly sympathetic with -~ I
think 1t works out to 30 or 40 surveillance tests per day, 3635
days a year that some ot these new plants require. There can
be a tendency to torget to worry about whether the cookbook
included the baking time in the recipe when there are 100
directions in the recipe instead ot a halt a dozen.

On the other hand, I wonder -~ and this is the
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question now -- | wonder how ditticult i1t would be to pertorm
all ot those surveillance tests with a modest amount ot
automation And, Harold, we have talked about this betore and
by making it possible to gather with modern techniques and
computers obviously, microprocessors, large amounts ot
irv.formation quickly and pertorm these tests quickly and
automatically Have we ever looked at that very caretull!y?

The other side ot the coin here 15 that i1t may be
that pertorming these tests repeatediy and quickly and
etticiently is welil within technical possibility today and we
just haven't pushed it

MK DENTON I think you're quite right One ot the
things we have been stressing to EPRI in their new design was
that they should consider tech specs right trom the
beginning When they design an important satety system, what
are its limiting conditions for operation, how otten should 1t
be tested -- design in a way to test it without causing
unnecessary scrams and trips and other problems And I think
1t is being done in that tramework

You also see it in some plants outside the U S. that
have newer plants coming online The control rooms do seem to
be designed tor more automatic testing ot systems. I think
the plants in this country that are being tinished don't tend
to lock that much ditterent than plants that we licensed a

couple years ago
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Let me ask a tollow-up question

on that It seems to me that a number ot the tests are

required by ASME or [EEE standards, so what 1t you did reduce

the amount of testing called tor in the tech specs? Would you

really have a signiticant reduction -- or could you estimate

what reduction there really would be in the testing as a

result ot that?

ME DENTON 'hat might be a good question tor
industry I don't know the numbers, but I think you are
right I think the utilities would still do some testing that

they are interested in even it we didn't require it

CHAIRMAN PALLAUDINO But there are also these other
tests that | gather are required because of the applicability
0t these codes

ME . DENTON Yes

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Il jJust wonder whether we really
would be -- or how much we would be impacting on the total
test program by a reduction in tech specs

MR BUYTCHER I don't believe we tocused on that

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO. I'm not saying we shouldn't do
it, maybe there' s something you could get tor us

COMMISSIONER ZECH: I'd like to support Mr. Stello’'s
statement on involving Research in the tech spec review. 1
think that's very important and I think 1t would enhance the

protessionalism ot our own review ot tech specs.
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I think the research people can play a very

important role to ocur doing a really much better job in this

area As we discipline the process, why certainly, research
judgments can be very helptul. | think 1t's a very important
point

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I think that is usetul,
too, and 1 wanted to tollow up on the research aspect trom one
standpoint It strikes me that by improving the technical
base, the result may well be that there 1s a technical
justitication tor relaxing some of this burden in terms ot the
trequency of number ot surveillance tests that are needed

How much ot that research work i1s industry paying
tor?® Because 1t strikes me that there 1s a real tangible
benetit trom that work to the industry, and I would be
interested in hearing how much they are paying tor that work,
it anything

MR STELLO I think the answer 1s none

MR BARANOWSKY Well, the research that industry
does, ot course, is to allow them to come torward with
analyses that justity i1in their opinion moditications to
technical specitications The work that we do allows the NRC
to pertorm its independent evaluation and have the capability
ot making judgments as to whether or not the proposals by
industry are warranted or not It's a tairly complex area,

and 1t would be pretty ditticult on a c.se-by-case basis to do
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a detailed assessment ot the technology time and time again

And so one ot the things that Research does 1s
provides tools, capabilities, procedures to make the whole
regulatory process more etticient by betorehand, having worked
this stutt out

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE S0 1t's really oriented
just towards the tools that are needed to evaiuate the
industry research results

MR EBARANOUWSKY Yes A lot ot the analytical
methods have been developed over the last several years, and
what's happening now is the industry and the NRC are retining
these tools to meet their own needs The industry to meet
their needs in terms ot pertorming analyses so they can come
in here and hopetully make a change in the technical
specitications, and the NRC converts tools that exist to meet
our needs in terms of evaluating the proposed moditications
that industry is trying to get.

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL It becomes a matter ot
philosophy, though, whether the industry should also support
our ability to verity their results as well as provide the
support to obtain the results to begin with

I was going to make the comment atter you made your
comment, Commissioner Zech, and | fully agree with you, that
it's going to bhe interesting to see how we get the money to do

all this stutt with these massive budget cuts we ' re tacing,
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and with the predominant burien ot those cuts once again
talling on research in this agency

MR  STELLO I would suggest that we ought to have
that in a more systematic way in terms ot discussing how to
proceed with that But without belaboring 1t, it the agency
didn’t have this kind ot capability, we would be in very, very
ditticult shape to make many, many regulatory decisions

And the one that stands out in my mind where I don’t
know how we would have ever gotten out ot the i1ssue 1s back 1In
1971 when we were in the middle of the emergency core cooling
hearings 1t we didn't have our own code capability to do
checks on the models that were being developed by the
industry, I don’'t know how we would have been ‘bl; to make an
assessment, a judgment, that those collection ot codes were,
in tact, okay.

1t you had -- just using the industry code and
reviewing it and not having that independent capability, I
think you would have been hard pressed to know you were all
right But that’'s just --

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL That doesn't answer the
policy question, though, ot who ought to pay tor 1t.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE That's right.

ME STELLO: I was suggesting that sounds to me )ike
a very philosophical question. Who ought to pay our

salaries? Either the industry or the taxpayer, i1t seems to
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me, i1t s going to be one oOor the other But that's a

tundamental, philosophical question that maybe we ought to

have it in a more structured way

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO But I think 1t i1s a question

we re going to have to address, perhaps --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE soon

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO -~ as part ot ocur budget
deliberation But it s something we shouldn t torget

MR STELLO I was trying to make a very important
point, though, Mr Chairman I don't seen any distinction

between who should pay Harold Denton and his reviewers, or who

should pay research people 1 don't see that there’'s
necessari1iy any ditterence between the two We re one and the
same -~

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE 1'm not sure | see a
ditterence either, and I would say that when we ' re talking
about reviews ot applications, the industry pays tor Harold's
time and the time ot his reviewers

COMMISSIONER BERNTHAL The philosophical question
was resolved long ago in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act tor that
component ot tederal activities. The industry is not only
paying tor the repositories, they are paying tor the
Department ot Energy’'s activity and they apparently are going
tc pay, 1t perhaps indirectly, ftor the NRCU's monitoring ot

DOE" s ettorts.
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CHAITRMAN PALLADINO And turthermore, there have
been statements made abhout other segments of our activity and
getting greater industry participation

COMMISSIONER ZECH l1'd suggest we move along,

Mr Chairman

CHAIKMAN PALLADINO Yes That’'s exactly where |
was going to T'hat's what I was trying to suggest, too
Let's do 1t

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I had one other question
on the surveillance testing part, and that is, how does that
relate to, and what assumptions are made in terms of,
maintenance programs?’ And isn't that a part ot this that you
need to consider as well? It you're looking at ettorts to ocut
back on the trequency ot doing these surveillance tests, don‘t
you have to make some assumptions about the quality in which
the equipment is maintained, and have some basis ftor assurance
that those expectations 2re being met?

MR DENTON: We 've not coupled surveillance test
intervals with the quality ot maintenance programs in the
past, we've tended to have stancdardized tech specs tor the
same systems and we require everybody to test it But
obviously in real lite, someone who has a well-maintained,
reliable system needs to test it a lot less than someone who
4s a poorly-maintained system.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Yes
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MR DENTON | don't know, Sam, whether your group
looked at that or not 1 should mention that Sam and his
group got advice trom Research and l4E and regional
inspectors, so we had a broad-based advisory group looking
over what Sam was tinding. [ guess, Sam, maybe you'd want to
summarize your ftindings and maybe answer some ot the questions
that we've gotten

LSlide I

MK BEYAN Okay What establiished the need tor
TSIP? We had heard complaints about too many specitications,
less important ones distracting trom the important ones.
There were complaints about the size and complexity ot tech
specs, presently, the document comprises about SUU pages.
Just tinding where you need to be or want to be is ditticult

The industry availability record is low when
contrasted with that ot some toreign reactors having tewer
tech specs Their impact on this availability was
questioned We'd had complaints that tech specs are not
operator oriented, they re written by engineers lor engineers
to solve licensing problems, and they're placed in the control
room ftor operators to tollow but they were not written with
this in mind.

Then the tindings published in NUREG-1024, the
technical specitication. Enhancing the satety impact Some

test intervals are too short, some action statements were



e

10

i1l

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

23

3
punitive and unrelated to risk, equipment aliowed outage times
are not optimum, some specitications may place the plant in a
less sate mode, some tests are unnecessary, causing
unnecessary personnel exposure, and some unnecessary
requirements in technical specitications

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE On that non operator
oriented, there s no reason why they have to be non operator
oriented, is there? I get the sense from some piants that
they make a very strong ettort to involve their operators in
the dratting and design of the tech specs to make sure that
they are at least as compatible as possible with operational
needs Others, 1 get the sense )just as you described it
we ve got a bunch ot engineers that write the tech specs, the
operators aren’'t involved very heavily, they're given a
package ot stutt and said, here’'s what you've got to run the
plant with, And with remarkably ditterent results in terms ot
the ability to operate the pliant and run it reliably

MR . BRYAN Otten you see in control rooms documents
that says, “"interpretation,” “"tech spec interpretations,”
where they ' ve taken the literal words ot the tech specs and
sort ot put 1t in a language that the operator can understand

But there is no reason why they can‘t be operator
oriented. We teel like this is one ot our tasks, to help them
make it more readable and useable and clearer to operators.

COMMISSIONER ZECH Good . I agree The operators
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in every utility should review those tech specs and should
understand them tully and be able to use them And 1t they're
not in that language, then I think it's up to the utility to
do something about it Il usually ask on my plant visits about
this very thing, and ordinarily I get a pretty good answer,
that the operators do, indeed, pay special attention to those
procedures, and where they have questions they make eftftorts to
resolve them

S0 I think 1t's important that they be operator
oriented, but as tar as my experience to date, 1 think
generally *they are You ccould well be right in the initial
ones written by engineers that have not been reviewed by
operators But [ submit it's the operator’'s responsibility to
reiew them, and I agree with Commissioner Asselstine to that
extent, that it should be done, and we should insist that it
be done

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Yes In tact, a lot ot it
is the initiative of the utility itselt | remember talking
with the Florida Power & Light tolks about Saint Lucie, and I
had the sense that in that case in particular, the utility
made a special effort to make sure that their tech specs gave
them what they needed to be able to operate the plant reliably
and ettectively And in tact, spent a good deal ot time and
ettort working on the tech specs betore the plant went into

operation to assure themselves that they'd have something that
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they could work with and not something that was going to
create a lot ot unnecessary problems

MK BRYAN Il guess 1 would say that there is a
spectrum ot the quality ot tech specs out there We, in
talking with several operators, we tound that their response
was that they need improvement in this area

COMMISSITUONER ZECH 1t they need i1mprovement, i1t's
my submission that the operator should initiate the
improvement 1t they can’'t understand the tech specs they
should do something about it That’'s utility responsibility,
in my view

MR BRYAN 1 understand But i1t means a change --

COMMISSIONER ZECH: I understand that, too. But
they shouldn't just whine about it, they should do something
about 1t

MR DENTON Sam, you might mention some of the
tacilities you did -- your task torce did visit, because they
didnt do i1t trom sitting in Bethesda, they went out and
taiked to pecple

MK . BKRYAN: Yes, 1 ' m going to cover that. S50 we
were chartered to reconsider the entire area ot tech specs,
including philosophy, scope, content, depth, how to
incorporate into licenses, how implemented by licensees, and
how entorced by NRC.

LSlide . ]
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This slide covers the TSIP highlights We were
formed December 31st, 1984, we established an advisory group
January 31st, 19835, Mr Eisenhut was named Chairman, the
director appointed senior management irom diverse NRC ottices
to he members They were named trom I[IE, the regions, AEQD,
Kesearch, ELD, NRER, and we had an ACRS member as Harold
mentioned, Mr Glenn Reed

And we met with the advisory group several times and
received valuable intormation trom them They were not asked
to concur in our report

Throughout this ettort, we had a close working
intertace with industry Both our goals were to improve tech
specs, and we cooperated ftully toward that end. It began with
4 March 1st, 1985 meeting with industry reps and TSIP and
Mr DLenton present Mr Howell Tucker ot the Duke Power
Company made an appeal tor NRC not to go it alone. He cited
past experience where cooperative ettorts had led to much
better solutions to problems He said, in making this appeal,
that he was backed by AIF, the owners’' groups, EPRI and ANS.

Members ot these groups were present at that
meeting The Direct-. t NHKR agreed with the need to
cooperate and ac # !,¢ :neir otter. They organized their
activities under the AIF Committee on Reactor Licensing. They
created a Subcommittee for Tech Spec Improvement, and Mr. Alan

Passwater of the Union Electric Company was named Chairman.
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Each owners' group was represented in that
subcommittee, and they established tour working groups to do
the ground work

TSIP named a point ot contact tor each ot these
working groups, and we met frequently with the tull
subcommittee and more otten with the individual workers

Qur program plan, as every project has one, was
approved March 19th, 1983 This 1s the same siide, tourth
item The program plan had tour objectives, to determine the
problems, develop alternatives to tix the problem, select the
best approach, and identity short-term tixes

Qur interim report on problem identitication was
issued July 1st, 1985, and TSIP and AIF tinal reports were
issued containing conclus.ons and recommendations about
September 30, 1985 We held a joint TSIP/AIF meeting with the
Director ot NRK, and presented recommendations on October
1st

We had a trial application of the criteria using
Wolt Creek tech speos, and we began that COctober 7th, 19895

LSlide 1

This slide deals with our problem i1dentitication and
possible solutions We identitied problems by interviews,
document reviews, contractor assistance And interviews, we
visited 13 plants, we talked to tive utility vendor otlices

'he people in those ottices were engineers and operaiors in
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the plants We talked to regional inspectors, resident

inspectors, A[F subcommittee members, public interest groups,

both GAP and UCS, and NHEHR reviewers

And we sent questionnaires to NRR project managers

and I4E headquarters personnel to see it they had any problems

with tech specs We paid special attention to the operators

and resident inspectors, the primary users of tech specs

We tound the operators responsive, and not all teilt

that changes were needed, particulariy at the older plants

which had custom tech specs They'd lived with trem tor years

and knew what to expect, and they have tar tewer tech specs in

them And they really don’'t trust NRC when they hear, "We're

here tc help you

LLaughter 1

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Was that same view shared

by the residents, by the way, at the older plants? You said

you talked to both residents as well as the operators.

MK BHYAN . Yes .

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE They telt comtortable that

the tech specs tor some of the older plants covered

everything?

MR BRYAN No. I think they telt that there were

improvements needed.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE That s what some have told
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MR. ERYAN We tound them sug portive ot taking some
things out ot tech specs and cleaning up, and making wording
improvements, that sort ot thing

CHAIKMAN PALLADLDINO How prevalent was this teeling
that pernaps you should just keep the old tech specs because
everybody s ftamiliar wi 1 them, they set requirements clearly
and everyhody knows what to do with them?

MR BRYAN I don't think that ' s a prevalent
teeling I think that 1s a minority in the very older plants.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO Unly in the older plants.

MK BRYAN he older plants You xnow, the sixties
and early seventies plants perhaps.

COMMISS1ONER ASSELSTINE People with custom tech
specs don’'t want to go to standard tech specs.

MK BRYAN No, that's correct

CHAIKMAN PALLADLINO: They don’t want -- ?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Lon’'t want to go to
standard tech specs.

MR . BRYAN Typically they don’t

CHAIRMAN PALLADINUO: But the utilities didn't teel
that they should stay with the standard tech specs at the
present time, or some segment ot it did not, or some
signiticant segment did not?

MK . BRYAN I would say that the tech specs that are

out there now, most ot them telt that a change was needed
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The resident admonished us that 1! you wanted to

make sure that things that come out ot tech specs get done,

you ought to tind a way to entorce them, otherwise, they may

not get done

As tor document reviews, we looked at NUREG-1024,

the old George rule, which proposed a split ot tech specs It
came betore the Commission back in the early eighties wWe
tound those very usetul in probiem discussion And we also

looked at regulations, at some of the work of the Marvin Mann
task torce which was the tather ot present-day tech specs, and
some ot the older tech specs and some of the newer tech specs.

Contractor assistance We obtained tor tour
specitic areas where we had open questions in mind. The
impact ot the tech specs on operation, containment system,
bases evaluation, impact of new intormation on tech specs such
as source term, leak betore break principle, and screening ot
tech specs tor risk importance.

Within the scope of our review and as indicated in
our report, we tound no satety problems that were compelling
enough tor us to say, proceed immediately to tix it. We tound
some problems that would improve safety it tixed, but in our
judgment were not signiticant enough to require ‘ixing.

We did identity three problem ireas. One would be a
lack ot well-detined criteria tor tech specs. There are no

clearcut criteria We have guidance in an NER oftice letter
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that says it the commitment is ot such importance that no
change should be made without prior statt approval, 1t should
be retlected 1n the tech specs This leaves it to the
judgment ot each reviewer, and each reviewer will thinks his
own area is very important naturally, and they tind their way
into tech specs S0 they become a catch-all

A second problem area was the human tactors and
technical weaknesses For example, i1nadequate bases, lack ot
clarity, inadequate requirements, i1nappropriate action
statements and problems with the detinition ot operability.

The third problem area was reluctance ot the NRC
Statt to use tools other than tech specs Requirements can be
imposed and regulations, tech specs, FSAK, license or through
documents such as the QA program tied to the license. The
statt’'s choice has been to use tech specs tor most
requirements, and again, they become a catch-all covering a
spectrum ot satety importance.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: But as [ read the report, the
report suggests that perhaps we should be using other
regulatory tocls other than just the tech specs. S0 you've
got a ditterence between the report and the statt view, as |
understand it How -~ could you comment on that and perhaps
talk about entorcement and the flexibility and practicality ot
using other than the tech specs?

And how do you see the ditference between the report
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and the Statt position?

MR BEYAN The Statt position has always been that
they don't trust the 50 59 process, or they are untamiliar
with 1t and don't use 1t

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Do you agree with that? Wnat- s
the rationale?

MR . BRYAN No, 1 don t agree with that Things
that are in the Final Satety Analysis Heport are requirements,
and in order to change those, they must do a 50 39 review.

COMMISSIONER ZECH: Then what is the problem®” Why
do you think that the Statt position has been to, you know,
turn them ail into tech specs? This 15 something that was ot
concern to me as I read the report

MR . DENTON Let me give a view on 1t. I have
talked to people about it I think when the tech specs were
s0 encompassing, we just didn't pay much attention to 50.359,
because it it were important, it got into the tech specs and,
theretore, so little was lett to the Licensee --

COMMISSIONER ZECH. Well, that is part ot the
problem, that’'s why the tech specs have grown so much.

MR . DENTON: Yes. So what was lett to the
Licensee's discretion was odds and ends, and the whole focus
on the system was on the tech specs And I think it we shitt
back and reduce the amount that is in the tech spccg; then we

»

should appropriately start looking more at 50.59, and I think
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the fear, as I sensed it, Sam, among our inspection statt, was
that 50 99 reviews were a low priority typically in the
inspection modules and this sort ot thing, and there was
concern that as more and more signiticant stutt moved 1in
there, they should be accompan:ed by looking

So I think it's a philosophical sort ot thing

COMMISSIONER ZECH But as least as far as you are
concerned, though, the report recommendation tor using other
than tech specs is an appropriate one, and you think 1t is
workable as tar as NRR is concerned, anyway?

MR DENTON: Yes .

CUMMISSIONER ZECH: Well, how about I&E? Can you
talk tor I&8E, too?

MR. DENTON Well, I have talked to Jim Taylor about
it I thirk he is concerned about the need to alter the
inspection scheme, that 50.59 would loom larger than it did
betore And so I think with appropriate management attention,
though, to how much inspection we give 50 59, it would work

COMMISSIONER ZECH: I would hope so

ME BRYAN: Well, | have some more words to say on
that

COMMISSIONER ZECH: I'm sorry. Go right ahead.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE And when you do, I hope
you can describe a little bit how the S50 .59 process will work

in this particular case
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MR ERYAN All right

MR . BUTCHER Sam, excuse me i1t I might say
something about this. I have talked to several people about
trying to get a better teeling myselt as to what the concerns
are, and I think that the concern tends to be on a conceptual
level . When | talked to these same individuals who had
expressed concern with Eniorcement using the other tools, when

I point out to them the specitic things that we are talking

about removing trom the tech specs, it's always, “"Well, that
doesn’'t give me concern. ™ I say, "We're going to take the
snubbers out “Well, okay, SU $9 is tine tor snubbers . *”
“I1'm going to take tire detectors out * “Well, it's tine tor
those

When people deal with this on a conceptual level,

they say, well -~ they have in their mind that what you are

going to do is rely on S0 59 or some other similar tool to

control the testing ot the reactor protection system, and that

is not so

You have to look at this 1ssue on a substantive

basis, in context You cannot deal with it on a conceptual

level so much, because you tind that people don't communicate

well on a conceptual level on something like that.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE 1 do remember, however,

though, when we were looking at -- [ think 1t was one of the

Grand Gult entorcement cases on the training cases, that there
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were some questions at the time about entorceability and the
basis tor taking entorcement actions Based upon some of
those FSAR commitments or derivative commitments, the qual
card business -- my recollection is a little tuzzy on that,
but 1 seem to recall that there was a lot ot discussion about
what we could do to entorce on some of those things, and that
there were some gaps in our entorcement authority

1 think one ot the things [ want to make sure we
understand is what the bases tor entorcement are and what the
ditterences are trom having the things in tech spec to going
back and relying on some other ones ot these alternatives. I
think 1t might be usetul to have OGL take a loock at that as
well

COMMISS IONER ZECH It seems to me it ought to be
resolved, because i1t is my understanding that we have the
authority tor entorcement, and certainly the tlexibility tor
entorcing our rules, other than that are in the tech specs.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Certainly, it it's in a
regulation, it is entorceable

MR . STELLO Well, unless my memory is wrong, wasn’'t
the qual card i1ssue the issue that we took the entorcement
action on?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE I think we did.

MR STELLO And 1t was only an FSAR commitment .

COMMISSIONER ZECH Well, i1t seems to me that is
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appropriate

MR. STELLO Well, as |1 recall, we made a maj)or
1ssue out ot an i1ssue that was strictly an issue that was a
commitment in the FSAR, and our expectaticn is that those
things that are committed to in the FSAR, they will tollow
them or they will use a SU 59 procedure as they modity them
And we rely on that

I think now it is a3 matter ot degree as to how much
more reliance, to what extent we should put things that are in
the tech specs into -- let's not just say S0 .59 There are a
lot ot other mechanisms available 1t you have an ASME code
setting torth in surveillance requirements, we are already
embody use ot the ASME code as a part ot the license. Do we
need to then reiterate all those things in the tech specs”? 1
don’t think that you need to do some ot that

We have talked about -- that is: (e ot tire
protecticn, which is betore you now, that you are considering,
the ability to put those kinds ot things in the FSAR, rather
than make those a very long laundry list ot, again, tech
specs, are they appropriate? Should they be? The Statt
Jjudgment now is they ought not to be

There are ditterent mechanisms and vehicles that you
can use 50 59 is one ot them. There are others You could
tind a variety ot ways i1in which to deal with the issue 1

don’'t think you want to stay with just one particular
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mechanism

MK VOLLMER I think on the subj)ect ot the
entorcement ot the FSAKR commitment, I think the view that we
have -~ and I think it is supported by ELD ~-- is that they are
not directly entorceable That is, the FSAR commitments, it
somebody doesn' 't meet those commitments, that is not a
directly entorceable item It a 50.%9 change is made to that,
and i1t doesn’'t tollow the appropriate 50 359 process, then one
could go back and tind that that process was not used, and one
could entorce on that basis But that requires, tirst ot all,
that we tind out that the S50 59 process was not used
correctly, and since that occurs atter the tact, much time
might elapse between the time one tinds the problem and it
actually occurs.

And, in tact, I think it was indicated earlier there
isn't a lot ot attention given or regulatory time and
attention given to the 50 .59 process 1 think that is one of
the reasons in the package we sent down to you on tire
protection that Vie just mentioned, we suggested putting into
the FSAR those things that are currently in tech specs, but we
included with that a license condition, that tho:te things had
tc be met by the Licensee, and that gave us our entorcement
vehicle. And without that, we really wouldn't have one.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE. Dick, why is it that the

FSAR commitment in and ot itselt is not directly entorceable?
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MR VOLLMER Well, you would have to get some -~

you would have to discuss it with Guy Cunningham or the

Entorcement people, Leiberman and so on, and that's the view

they have

MR MALSCH Yes, | think there are two reasons tor
the concern about entorceability ot 50 359 The tirst one is
just the way it's worded It'’s worded in terms ot permission,
rather than restriction It says the Licensee may make

certain changes, may do such-and-such

The other problem is the term “change. " Now
literally i1t says Licensee may make, let's say, changes in the
plant as described in the FSAK, unless that change involves a
tech spec change or a satety question And that always
presents two questions tor the Entorcement people

First ot all, 1s there a basis tor entorcement when
the Licensee is not proposing to make any changes?® As, tor
example, 1t a provision in the FSAK is in there, has always
been in there, but an inspector suddenly discovers that the
plant isn't in accordance with the original FSAR. The
question then arises, do you construe the regulation narrowly
or in an enforcement sense broadly, so that unless he -~ there
could be a violation, even it he isn't proposing any change,
merely because the plant is at variance with the FSAR.

I think in the entorcement case, the view may have

been taken that even though the Licensee isn't proposing a
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change, iif the plant is not in tact in contormity with the
FSAR, that in itselt is enough to invoke the due process
called by 50 359.

The next problem is in the review process, and that
1s simply that it gives the Licensee a measure ot )j)udgment and
expert discretion as to whether 50 59 allows the action or
prohibits it, with us being given an inspection or audit
function over his process And I think the problem is it you
approach tech specs trom the perspective that everything that
you want the Licensee to come to you tirst tor approval betore
doing it has to be in the tech specs, then you end up with a
gigantic tech spec document, because 35U 59 doesn't quite get
vou that tar.

It you are willing to say the Licensee ought to be
given a better manner ot judgment as to what is important and
not important in the operation of his plant, then 50 59 might
suttice

CHAIKRMAN PALLADLDINO Well, do you toresee that as we
change tech specs, we are strengthening our entorceability
trom other areas, such as FSAR"Y

MR  STELLO I think the point that Harold made is
that we certainly will be looking at the way in which we have
been reviewing 50U 959 changes, in our awareness of the S50 $9
changes We almost have every plant in the country with two

residents, and [ canno! believe that any change ot
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signiticance that is going tc be made in the plant that is a
regulatory concern, that we have any signiticant lag time in
heing intormed ot it, even betore the change i1s made

CHAIKMAN PALLADLDINO: But Marty makes the point that
there are some things that may be out ot compliance based on
the FSAR that we don't have any entorceability on Now i1t you
put more of them i1n the FSAR, will we lose entorceability?

MR. STELLO ! have never heard an inspector tell me
that there is something in the plant that they think they need
tc have major compliance with the FSAR, that there has been
any real ditticulty in getting the Licensees to do the things
that they have in the FSAR

CHAIRMAN PALLADLDINO Well, that may be true.

MR STELLO Well, that is the real problem ot what
goes on every day, and maybe there 1s some --

CHAITHEMAN PALLADINO But i1t may change it more
things are put in the FSAR, rather than the tech specs.

MK. STELLO: Well, clearly we will want to pay more
attention to the 50U . 59 process tor sure But I don‘t toresee
that there is any real ma)or problem in terms ot our going in
and inspecting any particular utility and tinding
nonconformance with an application and making it an issue.

And I think where we took the entorcement action at Grand Gult
15 at excellent example ot that I assume that we did that

legally
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO I think the point here is to
make sure that that’'s covered

MR . MALSCH Yes, | think -- maybe the ditticulty is
as long as there develops a common, tirm understanding as to
what S0 59 requires

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Right

MK MALSCH And then once you understand what it
requires -- and that s a unitorm understanding -- then you can
decide -- then you can tit your program i1nto what you
understand 1t to require And you can use S50 39 in the right
circumstances, and as long as you understand what those
circumstances are and what the basis tor entorcement is, and
with that in mind, you take some things out ot tech specs and
put them into the FSAR, that's pertectly oka as long as you
understand what you’'re doing

CHAIKMAN PALLADLINO Well, let's move on to other
aspects: ot this tech spec program. I think we have identitied
an area that deserves attention I gather it's an area that
is going to get attention I don’t want to lose our time
completely because I am interested in coming back to the basio
question that [ opened up with, and that is do we go
rulemaking, do we do policy statement?” But [ don’'t want to
interrupt the tlow ot your presentation

MR . DENTON I thin< we had better skip Slide 8 and

mayhe 12
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MR. BHYAN How about going to Recommendation?
Slide 9

MR DENTON We have used about two-thirds ot our
time

MR BRYAN 1 will try to move through this rather
quickly

Slide 9, Technical Specitications These were
litted verbatim out ot our TSIP report We recommend that

Commission policy statement should be issued which detines the

scope and purpose of the tech specs, and encourages Licensees

to implement a program to upgrade their tech specs This is a

solution to one ot our detined problems

Detining the scope and pu*pose tor new plants Tech

-

specs will be smaller tor the new plants, .. ¢ =y Wne older
piants, it they elect to change, it will mean a split ot tech
specs, and they, too, will be smaller

Tech specs that remain vequire all existing
procedures to change, including noticing in the Federal
Register, opportunity tor public participation, and approv .i
by NHRC betore the change is made

For tech specs removed, there are still requirements
that must be complied with However, changes can be made by
the Licensee under 10 CFK 50U 359

But tirst, a review and satety determination must be

made as to whether or not it involves an unreviewed satety
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question It it does, prior NRC approval i1s required, and the

opportunity tor public participation is required It it does

not, the Licenses may make the change without prior NRC

involvement

TSIP proposes no change to this NRL review process

We elected to recommend a policy statement instead ot a rule

change, to publish the Commission’'s scope, purpose and

criteria tor what qualities as a tech spec, because we want to

gain experience with that criteria betore we codity 1t

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE Does that mean, then, that

it a Licensee .sas a large number of surveillance tests in

their tech specs now, that they believe should not be in there

under the criteria tor tech spec content that you are

proposing, that they would tnen have to come in with a

proposed license amendment to take all those things out?

Right?

MK BKEYAN That s right

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE S0 1t would be handled on
4 case-by-case basis All the policy statement would do would

be to say the Commission is prepared to entertain requests tor
individual license amendments it they tit the tollowing
standard?

| & S8RYAN Exactly

CHAIKMAN PALLADINO But one ot the advantages, [ am

told, ot a policy statement is 1t can be implemented
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promptly But it you, in each case, are going to have to have
a hearing, will you really be implementing 1t more rapidly
than scme other system?

MR DENTON | guess it's not obvious we'd have to
have 1t in every case We have approved --

CHAIKMAN PALLADINO Well, I could see it an
invitation tor our pecple to take positions 1! they teel that
we are degrading the procedures t(or protecting public health
and satety

MR . DENTON Il guess one example | remember was this
Westinghouse topical that proposed a major change in the
trequency of testing the reactor protection system that was
solid state, and we had a technical review and had
consultants, and I think we ottered an copportunity tor
participation I don't believe there was ever any interest
shown in that, is my memory on that

MK MALSCH I think on a statistical basis,
something like one halt of 1 percent ot operating license
amendments involve hearing requests

MR DENTON I think I have made that point in
Sholly betore, that it's very small.

CHAIERMAN PALLADINO. Well, it depends on how broadly
you change something that people have relied on tor assuring
public health and satety

MK UDENTON I think we are not opposed at all to
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the rule It was )just the case that we need a little
experience. What has happened since September and today 1is
that when Sam and his statt developed the criteria, there was
a question about, well, what's really going to happen when you
apply these criteria? S0 since September they have applied it
at Woit Creek They took the Wolt Creek license, applied the
criteria, and they have a new set, and industry is doing the
same thing S0 we wanted to be sure we saw what the impact ot
applying this oriteria was, and I think atter we understand
that, ¢ ~roposed rule and ftinal rule would be the way to go

It just that in the way it getting Commission
endorsement ot the idea, 1 think that's what industry really
wants to know Uec you know at this table want to proceed with
this project or not? And they've put a lot ot ettort into
getting this tar and we thought a policy statement is just
one way ot showing that you support the general idea, and the
rule could tollow as appropriate

S50 I don’'t think we had any philosophical debate
between the two, it's just that we weren't quite at a the ruie
stage We thought -~ you might want to cite the statistios,
Sam, tor what happened when you applied the criteria to the
Wolt Creek tech spec

MK BRYAN Ed, did you want to do that?

MR BUTCHER Yes, | have some numbers here. We

were going to talk about it in one of the tollow-up slides,
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but I can talk about i1t right now 1l can just state the most
striking thing is that about 4U percent ot the LCO’'s that are
in the tech specs now would no longer quality in these
criteria

Ot those tech specs that came out, 1t s particularly
interesting when you look at them in terms ot whether they
would have resulted in a plant shutdown under the existing
technical specitications About 81 percent ot the current
technical specitications which require a power limitation or
shutdown when you're outside the bounds otf 1t would remain
nder these cocriteria. S0 it tends to verity at least that the
judgments weren' t necessarily made in a rigorous way, but 81
percent ot them meet these particular criteria so it
contirms the kind of judgment calls that have been made in the
past

CHAIRMAN PALLADLDINO I thought you said 40 percent
wouldn't be --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Of the LCO's

MR BUTCHER Forty percent ot the LLO s.

CHAIRMAN PALLAVINO Now, what's the 81 percent?

MR BUTCHER (!t the LLO's that remain, 81 percent
ot them previously would have required power reduction, so
it’'s a measure ot the importance ot the ones that remain. Ot
the ones that did not require a power limitation, 64 percent

of those went out S0 the majority ot things that were in the
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technical specitications which didn't require you to change
the power level or shut the reactor down in tact would leave
the tschnical specitications, presumably because they are ot
lesser importance

CHAIRMAN PALLADLDINO Now, these LCO's that are
eliminated, don't they appear anvwhere? Ur were they
eliminated because they re unnecessary, or did they appear 1in
some c.her document?

MK  BUTCHER They re eliminated as LLO’'s, but you
have to keep in mind that everything that‘'s in the technical
specitications, its genesis comes trom the satety anaiysis, so
it it's in the technical specitications now, at least on a
conceptual level 1t exists in the satety analysis

Now also, everything that's in 'ne technical
specitications tends to be written in detail into plant
procedures S50 when you take it out ot the technical
specitications it would remain in the FSAK and would remain in
the plant procedures and then be subject to the normal
controls tor changing those documents betore it would be
dropped altogether as a requirsment

CHAIHRMAN PALLADINO. How thick is this FSAR?

MK EUTCHER Oh, i1t could be as many as 20 volumes
these days.

CHAIKMAN PALLADINO OUkay Now, 1t the LLU's are

buried in that 20 volumes, are they going to -- is anybody
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going to know about it unless there's a student --

MR BRYAN Yes, we re going to know about it
We re going to require that they tell us where they are going
in the FSAR and identity the location.

CHAIRMAN PALLAUDINO You may have geood intentions,
but the practicality ot everybody knowing at every point that
this is an LCO I tind ditticult to even imagine Maybe I'm
less capable than others

MR DENTON I think it's a question o!f degree in
that some ot these original applications we had had many
volumes also And i1t°'s only a question ot what do we choocse
to control through the amendment process S0 there’'s always
been a lot ot commitments the licensee made here and beyond
that either -- that we didn't tocus on or didn't inspect that
much to

I think we ve had -- most of our entorcement issues,
not to pick that area back up, the most important issue in our
tech specs is probably satety limits And [ doubt it we ve
had very many satety limit violations at all Vie, you might
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