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PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONERS'

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

PR
NOVEMBER 8,

The contents of this stenographic transcript .of the

proceedings of the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
(ACRS), as reported herein, is an uncorrected record o
the discussions recorded at the meeting held on the above
date.

No member of the ACRS Staff and no
this meeting accepts any responsibilit:
inaccuracies tatement or data contained

transcript.
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1 DAV/bec PROCEEDINGS

(8:30 a.m.)

MR. WARD: The meeting will now come to order.

This is the second day of the 307th meeting of the Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards. During today's meeting,
the committee will hear reports on and discuss the
following:

First, the NRC's committee to review generic
requirements. Second, we continue our discussion of the

GSSAR II FDA application. Third, we'll hear ACRS

subcommittee reports regarding EPA standards for disposal of
high level radioactive wastes, seismic design margins in
different power stations, the NRC incident investigation
program, and ACRS effectiveness. And, fourth, Beaver Valley

Nuclear Power Station Unit II application.

The meeting is being conducted in accordance with
the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the
Government in Sunshine Act. Portions of the meeting may be
closed to protect proprietary information or plant-specific
security information.

Mr. Ray Fairly is the designated federal official
for this portion of the meeting. A transcript of portions
of the meeting is being kept and it's requested that each
speaker identify himself or herself and speak with

sufficient clarity or volume so that she or he can be

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 DAV/bc 1 readily heard. We've received one written statement

2 regarding the Beaver Valley application, and I think that's

3 been distributed to the members.

4 However, there were no requests to make oral

5 statements from member: of the public regarding today's

6 meeting; unless someone would like to say something that's
7 not on the agenda at this time, we'll continue. We'll go

8 ahead with the first agenda item this morning.

9 This is a briefing from the Office of the ,
10 Committee to Review Generic Requirements. We thought it
3l would be useful for the committee to learn more of the

12 CRGR's activities. I think it's obvious they are playing a

. 13 very important role in the regulation of nuclear power
14 | today.
15 | The ACRS has not had a great deal of contact with
16 E the committee, which may be perfectly all right with
17; Mr. Stello and others on the committee, but it may not be
18 the best as far as our discharging our responsibility for
19 our role.
20 So I think it will be helpful to us today to
21 learn more about the committee's activities. One thing we
22 should perhaps th/nk about is whether we should establish
23 more of an ongoing relationship and communication with the
24 CRGR. It doesn't look like Mr., Stello is here. We have
' 25 someone else, I believe, who will make the presentation.
ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC,
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So if you'd introduce yourself, we'll go ahead.

MR. SNIEZEK: My name is Sniezek. I am Director
of Regional Operations and Generic Requirements Staff in the
EDO's office. Vic had an unexpected conflict this morning
and he won't be able to make it. 1I'll be giving the
presentation. I gave you handouts but I'll also use slides
at the podium.

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee. We also thought it was important that we brief
the committee on the functions of the CRGR; with the
exception of a subcommittee briefing back in 1981, when we
were being formed, there has been no formal interaction with
the ACRS and the CRGR.

We believe and the staff believes that the CRGR
is one of the more profcund management tools in the agency
for managing the staff's proposed generic requirements.

This goes hand in glove with the Commission's
recently-passed backfit rule.

Wwith that in mind, and the committee's interest
in the backfit rule, the prior version of it, the NRC Manual
chapter on Backfitting, Manual Chapter 0514, I'm also going
to bring you up to speed on the status of that work.

(Slide.)

Basically, when the committee was established by

the Commission, the Commission had backfitting in mind. It

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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impact our TMI response was having on the licensees. In his
report he had concluded and the senior managers had
concluded that, in spite of the good intentions of the
staff, the plethora of requirements, they have been causing
a safecy problem of unknown magnitude. That was the
foundacion of the CRGR, to bring control to the staff's
process for issuing generic requirements.

DR. MARK: Mr. Sniezek, perhaps sometime you'll
come to it, and I hope so. To what extent does CRGR, which
sits here in Washington with normal line authority, to what
extent can it supervise and correct, if necessary, things
that are done in the regional office?

MR, SNIEZEK: I will address that, but that will
be more under the plant spezific backfitting issue. I will
cover that item.

The committee is composed of Vic Stello, who is
the Executive Director for Operations, for Generic
Requirements and Regional Operations, and six members.
These six members are office directors, deputy office
directors or division directors. And each of the major
offices is represented by the committee.

In committee, the members are not to represent
the views of their office. In general, we have fcund that
to be true. Oftentimes, we will find a division director or

office director or deputy director voting against a proposal

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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that's been forwarded by his office.

So, overall, we believe the members are really
acting independently and as a collegial grou when they are
on the committee.

I mentioned that the generic requirements are all
to come before the CRGR. There are some exceptions. For
example, if an office director determines he must take
emergency action very promptly to correct an immediate
health anc safety problem, he can go forward in doing it
without coming before the CRGR.

We average probably somewhat less than one of
those types of actions a year. We just had a recent one on
scram breaker failures this week, where an emergency
bulletin went out issued by IE. That's been the only one
this year.

We had one, the last one that we had was when we
had the problem up at Salem with the scram breaker. That
was an emergency bulletin that was issued and did not come
before the CRGR.

['ve been the staff director for a little over
two years. Those were the only two events during that time
where we issued an emergency bulletin.

DR. OKRENT: 1Is that good or bad? What do you

think?

MR. SNIEZEK: I think that's good that they can

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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go without coming to the CRGR.

DR. OKRENT: But, only two in two years were
1ssued before going through the formal CRGR review.

MR. SNIEZEK: I'm not aware of any others that
should have been issued without going for the CRGR review.
So I believe it's good.

DR. OKRENT: Have you gone back and looked over
the last two years' experience at the seriousness of the
events to see whether you think any of them might have
warranted earlier action?

MR. SNIEZEK: We have not gone back and looked at
that specific item. However, that decision on whether to go
to CRGR review is the office director's decision. 1It's not
a CRGR decision. 1It's the office director's. Once he
decides it's important, ha's just telling us he's doing it.
Any time they have told us they're doing it, we've never
said no or jumped in the middle of it. We have gone for it
and done it.

DR. REMICK: Jim, while you're on organization,
would you briefly mention the size and the function of the
staff that you direct?

MR. SNIEZEK: I've got a very small staff. The
impression is we want to be lean and mean. We don't want to
get into areas we shouldn't be into., I have five people

working for me associated with the CRGR activities, and

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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those activities are only about 25 percent of their
function. There are a lot of other functions that we
perform in the EDO's office. I will get into the process we
go through when it comes over to the staff.

MR. EBERSOLE: May I ask a question?

Could you tell me your involvement with
Davis-Besse?

MR. SNIEZEK: We've had zero involvement with
Davis-Besse so far. Nothing on Davis-Besse so far. In
Davis-Besse, that was a plant spccific issue, so it would
not come before the CRGR, Davis-Besse itself. If there were
to be some generic requirements coming out of the
Davis-Besse event, that would come before the CRGR.

MR. EBERSOLE: Really, isn't your office handling
more than generic requirements, in that generic
requirements, I think, consticute maybe half of our
problems? The rest maybe affect one plant or two plants?

S0 why are you called "Generic Requirements" when
in fact half the workload of fixing these plants is specific
requirements?

MR. SNIEZEK: The CRGR only handles those
requirements that are issued in a broad form to cover many
reactors. One issues like a rule, a reg guide, a standard
review plan; Manual Chapter 0514, which the committee

commeted on earlier this year, is designed to handle plant

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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10
specific backfitting issues. If there is a plant specific
backfitting issue, the staff has a procedure that they're to
go through internally to decide what the impact on safety
and the cost is, and they make a decision based on that.

So qon;ric requirements, in fact, really, there
are two types of requirements, generic and plant-specific.

I agree with you 100 percent. And for a long time, in '8l
to '84, we focused on the generic, we did not focus on the
plant-specific.

The CRGR has visited about a dozen facilities
also. And in those trips, we have been told by the
licensees and utilities that the generic requirements are
starting to make more sense now, and that's starting to be
under control. We had to put effort on plant-specific.

As a result of that, the plant-specific Manual
Chapter 0514 has been develcoped. It's ready to go out to
the Commission within a few days, and that is our mechanism
within the staff for controlling the plant-specific issues.

MR. EBERSOLE: Thank you.

(Slide.)

MR. SNIEZEK: Let me talk a little bit about CRGR
reviews. The CRGR itself does not do the initial evaluation
and analysis, it's the staff that is to do the initial
evaluation and analysis.

The CRGR reviews the analysis to see {f (t makes

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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sense, whether the number is calculated the right way or,
again, intentionally biased in a certain direction to
support the staff. Or, has the staff missed an important
safety consideration that isn't included in theit.analysis?

This is the collective judgment that the seven
senior agency managers on the CRGR bring to the process.
And then, my staff, when a package comes over, who reviews
it and sees if there are issues that should be brought to
the CRGR's attention, that the CRGR can focus on.

Many times, a package is six inches thick ==
three to six inches thick. Obviously, the senior managers
don't always have time to review it in specific depth. We
have a small staff of five that takes apart the package to
see what type of loopholes are in the packge.

Basically, what does the CRGR concentrate on in
its review process?

There are five basic areas that are the focus of
the deliberations., First of all, what's the specific
objective the proposal is intended to achieve? What's the
problem we're trying to fix? And, will our proposal fix the
problem?

Oftentimes, we find the staff has come over with,
"Here's what we want to do." We start to go into what
problem are you trying to fix, and all of a sudden, we find

the staff isn't sure what problem they're trying to fix.
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So we really focus on that.

What's the activity that would be required of the
applicant or licensee? And what category of licensees
should it really apply to? Should it apply to all? Boiling
water reactors, PWR's be a subset of the PWR's? Certain
vintage containment?

Those are the type of thinqi we bore in on there.

Are we articulating actually what the licensee
needs clearly to the licensee?

So we hear them say later that, "We didn't know
what they wanted us to do." Are we articulating what we
want the licensee to do in an appropriate manner?

What's the potential change in risk? Are we
decreasing the risk, at least with our action? Or at least
maintaining it in neutral?

Those are the only two positions we can afford to
be in. We don't want to take any action that may in “ease
the risk. And there have been some proposals that have come
before the CRGR where we're not sure that (f we were to take
the action, we would have increased the risk by the actions
we propose to take. And a lot of times, those are
arguable. You get a lot that are on the fence and they're
really hard to decide.

[t depends upon your assumptions many times.

DR, LEWIS: Just as a matter of curiosity, could

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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you say what you mean when you say "decrease the risk"?

MR. SNIEZEK: 1I've used the term erroneously
here and just talked the term core melt. Have we increased
the probability of core melt by the actions that we've
taken, or are we decreasing the probability of core melt?

DR. LEWIS: So if one were to recalculate the
probability of core melt without changing the plant, that
would be decreasing Lhe risk, or increasing as the case may
be?

MR. SNIEZEK: That's correct.

DR. LEWIS: Thank you.

DR. MARK: You used the phrase "core melt". Why
are you concerned about core melt rather than atmospheric
release?

MR. SNIEZEK: We are equally concerned or more so
concerned about atmospheric release.

DR. MARK: It seems to me you should be
ultimately concerned with that. Core melt is a matter of
concern to the utility, but if the containment works, what's
the concern to you?

MR. SNIEZEK: No question on that. However, many
times, we don't have a level three PRA conducted. It's a
very cursory PRA and i(t doesn't go that far. So the core
melt is used as a gauge more than anything else.

DR, MARK: I think it deserves some thought as

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC,
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to whether that is the sort of term and the sort of thought
that the agency should be using. They should be using the
effects the industry deserves to use, needs to use and must
use on core melt.

MR. SNIEZEK: Can I disagree with you on what you
stated? I don't want to get into the safety goal today, but
I agree with you.

DR. LEWIS: Let me just say that I'm delighted
that Dr. Mark followed that point up. I was too shy to do
it.

(Laughter.)

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC
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MR. ETHERINGTON: I think core melt is important,
particularly because we don't really know what is going to
happen when you get a core melt. We know what the MARCH
code says will happen, but we don't know that that is what
is going to happen.

I think there are lots >f questions on how it
will behave.

DR. LEWIS: You are certainly right, Harold, but
the point is that the original answer, which had to do with
the calculation of core melt, said the risk was being
evaluated in such a way that it had only a loose connection
with the actua. risk to the public.

Given that definition, one could triple the
thickness of the containment and not change the risk at
all, and that is surely overdoing the isolation of core melt
as an objective.

MR, SNIEZEK: Another factor is the potential
change in cost to the public, the worker, and the utility as
well as the NRC.

What resources are being required, and how are we
going to spend them?

MR. EBERSOLE: Thank you. May I ask a question?

When you calculate the cost to the utility, do
you segregate the cost, which is really the cost to the

corporation and stockholders versus that which (s passed on

ACE FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC,
02 WY V0 Nationwide ( overage LEDRRTAL )




0180 02 02 16
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|

| 2 MR. SNIEZEK: No, we do not, because from state

3 to state that may differ. The cost to the utility is the
4 downtime and replacement power cost. That is the cost to
5 the utility.

6 MR. EBERSOLE: That is recovered, however, by
7 assessing it to the public?

8 MR. SNIEZEK: It may very well be, but that is

Kl still a cost,

10 MR. EBERSOLE: It is a cost, yes.

11 MR. SNIEZEK: The relevance of other matters

12 here, we are trying to make sure that the staff does not
' 131 have on a pair of blinders and they are looking at the

14 bigger picture, the integration of various issues together.

15 Will one fix solve many problems instead of

16 solving individual problems piecemeal? What is the
17 priority in light of the other ongoing activities in the

18 industry?

19 Is there interim or final action? 1If there is
20 interim action, why do we have to take the interim action?
al What is the time on this? Are we allowing enough

22 time for the facility to design, procure, to install, to

2] train, develop procedures, at cetera?
214 Let's not have arbltrary dates anymore.
. a5 How about the coordination within the staff?

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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Does the staff really have its act together? Does NRR know
what IE or Research is doing in that area? They sure
shoul 1.

Those are the types of considerations the CRGR
reviews when the package comes over.

Yes, sir?

DR. OKRENT: You mentioned timeliness. Do you
consider timeliness from the point of view of the public;
namely, is this something that needs to be remedied rather
rapidly because of its potential impact on public health and
safety?

If so, how do you do it? Give me an example.

MR, SNIEZEK: Let me give you an example. The
recent one that went out was an emergency action, That was
at D, C. Cook, where the scram breaker failed just
recently. It d4id not have the shunt trip feature in it,

The staff looked at it, They went to D, C, Cook,
examined it, and on tests the trip breaker didn't provide
sufficient force again.

We found there were three utilities in the
gountry that had the same type of problem, that did not have
the shunt trip installed,

within a day a bulletin was issued, saying we
have got to fix it.

DR, OKRENT: Is this something that CRGR

ACE FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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requested?

MR. SNIEZEK: No. Under the process, CRGR would
not even step in on that.

DR. OKRENT: I am asking about CRGR because you
mentioned the other side of the coin, that you think about
how much time is needed by the utility to implement some
change, and I am asking whether CRGR asks itself how much
time is it appropriate from the public point of view to let
this matter stay unremedied.

Have you ever given that consideration?

I would like an example.

MR. SNIEZEK: There are several, and I can't
think of the examples right now.

VOICE: There is one on the station blackout,
where the committee considered they were overtesting diesel
generators. The committee recommended that they urgently
take some prompt action to make sure that they are not
overtesting the diesel generators.

Another item concerned a bulletin on breakers
that did come through the committee, where they urged that
the breaker be redesigned, that the problem was in the
design, and patchwork, although {t might be a temporary fix,
would not totally ccr:rect the problem, and they urged action
Lo correct that design problem,

Those are two that come to mind right now.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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DR. OKRENT: I must say you leave me unimpressed
with your examples.

Let me ask a different question:

Under the backfit rule, if I understand
correctly, there are certain findings that need to be made
before a backfit can be made, and these include the use of
the word "substantial."

What is the CRGR's definition of substantial
changes?

MR. SNIEZEK: The definition of substantial
change at risk == that is a question you asked the other day
at the subcommittee briefing. We sent the same response
down., It was sent to Congressman Markey. You should have
that now.

DR. OKRENT: Can you tell me?

MR. SNIEZEK: I can tell you, in very few words,
we have not applied a quantitative definition to the word
“substantial,” overall improvement. We use essentially a
dictionary definition., It is a matter of engineering
judgment whether or not you are having substantial
additional deflection.

We say it is something that is not imaginary. It
is of real value. That is what we say. We have not put a
quantitative value on i{t.

DR, OKRENT: Let me pose a hypothetical example,

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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1 DAVbur 1 for which I hope we can find a PRA which fits.
2 There are half a dozen important scenarios. One
3 of these is calculated to be larger than the others by a
K factor of three. Some member or group from the staff comes
5 in with a proposal to fix not the one that is calculated to
6 be the dominant one but one of the other five. It says we
7 can, we think, improve this one by a factor of two.
8 How would you treat that? 1Is that a substantial
9 change in risk? ,
10 MR. SNIEZEK: The substantial change in risk alsb 2
|
11 goes with the cost of change. You can't differentiate -- |
12 DR. OKRENT: I am sorry. The "substantial" has
. 13! nothing to do with the cost.
14 | MR. SNIEZEK: But the decision on whether or .
15; not -- !
16 ; DR. OKRENT: I didn't ask you about the ;
17 ? decision. I am trying to find out how you interpret l
18 | "substantial." We can find out about cost later.
19 I am trying to understand how you interpret
20 | "substantial."
21 MR. SNIEZEK: It depends upon where you are, as
22 to what are your numbers to start with.
23 Are you in the 10 to the minus 7 realm, the 10 to
24 the minus 3 realm?
. 25 DR. OKRENT: If you wish, I will give you a
ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
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range. Your overall core melt frequency is a little larger
than 10 to the minus 4, and these contributors in the second
tier are all something like 10 to the minus 5, larger than
10 to the minus 5.

MR. SNIEZEK: That probably would be
substantial.

DR. OKRENT: Overall risk would not be changed
much because there is one dominant feature which is three or
four times bigger.

Why would you call it substantial?

MR. SNIEZEK: Well, we are getting into a
discussion of the dominant sequences, and there is no clear
direction on dominant sequences in the agency at this time.

DR. OKRENT: Well, the CRGR, if I understand
correctly, is the one that will be providing key advice to
EDO on backfits. 'It seems to me they ought to have some
kind of either philosophic approach or recipe or something
which is disciplined -- is that the word that is proper
these days -- in how they approach the term "substantial,”
and don't just say we will use engineering judgment.

MR. SNIEZEK: We basically do use engineering
judgment, and when you get to individual sequences or 10 to
the minus 5, the CRGR focuses on them. Whether the change
is something that would be substantial depends upon the

decisions that the individual policymakers make. It is not
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a cookbock answer.

DR. OKRENT: One last gquestion:

Are the meetings of the CRGR open?

MR. SNIEZEK: The meetings of the CRGR are open
to all the staff. They are not open to the public.

DR. OKRENT: Why are they not open to the public?

MR. SNIEZEK: Because it is predecisional
information that we are developing at that time, and we
don't want to release it to the public, public interest
groups or the industry, on the CRGR deliberations.

DR. OKRENT: Why do you think it is that this
kind of pressure on the CRGR is adverse when the Congress
has judged it is not adverse to have such pressure on the
Commission or on the ACRS?

MR. SNIEZEK: I will tell you in a nutshell.
Many times the staff comes before the CRGR with half-baked
ideas. They want to come before them and get their advice,
and we don't want the public to get the impression that the
staff is wrong in a lot of instances. The staff action is
not finished when EDO makes those decisions. It is all
advisory to the EDO.

DR. OKRENT: So you want it to appear that there
is a monolithic staff opinion when you are all done, or
what?

MR. SNIEZEK: The staff opinion that comes out
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is the EDO's decision. You can poll 3600 people and get
3600 opinions. The staff opinion is the EDO opinion. That
comes out of the process.

MR. WARD: Mr. Okrent is just jealous.

(Laughter.)

DR. OKRENT: I am not at all jealous. I would
suggest that there is a loss of information to the public
and, in fact, to the ACRS.

MR. WARD: Are the meetings open to ACRS?

MR. SNIEZEK: That is correct. They are open.

I would mention, also, that the staff proposals,
the meeting minutes, and the resolution of everything
eventually goes in the PDR, and a copy is provided to the
ACRS. .

DR. OKRENT: I have looked through these
minutes.

MR. SNIEZEK: And all supporting documentation
that goes with it.

MR. EBERSOLE: Mr. Sniezek, since someone took up
an example here, may I reflect something I f&und?

We had an episode at Beaver Valley which bothers
me. Can you mention the integration of effort so that this
team knows what that team is doing?

I have suspected for a long time =-- and I

certainly confirmed at Beaver Valley -- that the team that
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expensive and quite substantial effort had been put in
place -- and this is certainly generic to all plants -- to

install switchboards which are in essence reproductions of

the main control board, situated in places such that they

don't share the atmosphere the control room but which are

backwired to the control room and thus subject to any of the

physical events tha C\ within it.
Meanwhile, off in another
board being built to accommodate the
might occur within the main control
These boards -- certainly the ’ one I
mentioned -- are in essence extensions
of the main switchboard room, since whatever

can happen at the other place a
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1 DAVbur 1 are not always successful.

2 MR. EBERSOLE: Thank you.

3 MR. WARD: Jim, I think the interchange is

R} valuable, but how much more time do you need just for your

5 presentation?

6 MR. SNIEZEK: I would need about 10 minutes.

7 MR. WARD: Okay, fine.

8 DR. KERR: You do think the interchange is

9 valuable?

10 (Slide.) _

11 MR. SNIEZEK: I will just throw this slide up for é

12 a sacond. |
‘ 13 It shows you the type of generic issues that are i

14 | inrfact reviewed by the CRGR. I don't think it really needs 1

15 any real discussion.

16 a DR. REMICK: Just a question, Jim. You do not

17 | exclude power reactors, do you?

18 | MR. SNIEZEK: We do not address nonpower

19 : reactors, just power reactors. Field facilities are not in

20 our charter. That was a Commission decision.

21 The major problem that the Commission saw early

22 on was with the power reactors.

23 DR. OKRENT: Before you take that off, what does

24 standard designs imply? !

. 25 MR. SNIEZEK: Standard designs would apply to '
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something such as GESSAR, which, by the way, was not
reviewed by the CRGR. Several years ago, before I even got
there, a decision was made that it would not come before the
CRGR.

I want to mention one thing that I forgot to
mention upfront. The office directors are to bring all
generic issues to the CRGR; however, the CRGR charter says
that the CRGR will only review those things that are brought
forward by the office directors.

So if the CRGR sees something going on that
should have come to the CRGR again, our only avenue is to go
to the EDO and have him direct the office again. Again, we
are advisory to the EDO.

(Slide.)

Let re mention briefly the activities of the CRGR
in a more statistical format.

Since its formation in 1981, there have been 82
meetings -- 11 of those were in this year -- 183 meeting
agenda items for briefing or review, covering 129 different
topics, 129 different generic issues.

I will mention that there is a difference between
a briefing and a review. A briefing is whon;an office
director wants to coue over «nd just give CRGR advice, if we
think we are going the right way in approaching a problem;

whereas, a review is a formal review by the CRGR which ends

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347-3700 Nationwide Coverage 300-336-6646




0180 02 13

1 DI Vbur

10

11
12

13
14

15

16 .
17 |

18 |

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

27
up in a recommendation to the EDO whether the staff should
go forward with an action or not.

There 103 different issues that were reviewed,
and for about three-quarters of them we recommended
approval. Some of those were approval with comment. Right
now on the long range agenda, generic issues that is on the
staff's plate, there are about 150 items. Each year we
publish a long range agenda, and the current one -- we have
got about 150 items on it.

We believe that as a result of the CRGR the staff
has been more thoughtful in their solutions to generic
problems, and we have found that at least in the CRGR
process the packages that are coming to us today are
generally more well thought out than they were several years
ago, more visits to the reactor sites. Our feedback from
utilities is that the generic requirements today are
starting to make a lot more sense than they did many years
ago.

That is basically what I was going to say on the
CRGR.

Because of the committee's interest in backfit,
if you desire, I can go and talk a few minutes on the
current status of the backfit issue within the staff, since
backfit and CRGR are tied together.

(Slide.)
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1 DAVbur happening on the plant-specific backfits. It is a
management tool for the agency managers. They pull out on
the computer: here is what is happening, here is where
backfit has been identified, here is the status of

resolution, here is what is being done to fix t, and here

is a final agency action.

Those type of activities are being tracked in all

the plant-specific backfits.
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Manual Chapter 0514 has been recently conformed
to the backfit rule and is being sent down to the Commission
within the next few days. We've held initial discussions
with industry on having backfit workshops in the
January-February '86 timeframe to make sure that industry
understands the staff process and where we're going in the
total backfit situation.

DR. CARBON: Question. Roughly how many backfits
are in progress or to be in the mill at the present time,
both generic and plant-specific? Can you give me some
feeling?

MR. SNIEZEK: Generic backfits, as I mentioned,
there are about 150 that are in the mill coming up.

DR. CARBON: I'm sorry, I missed that.

MR. SNIEZEK: In plant-specific, right now, the
ones we know about, there's probably between 75-100
plant-specific. That does not mean that they're all
identified yet. The plant is still in its learning process.
We're changing a 15-year old culture as far as making sure
that we know the total impact change in risk before we
propose plant-specific backfits.

So we've got a long haul. I don't believe that
that process will be fully implemented the way we were
really satisfied with it for several years.

MR, WARD: Jim, do you have some involvement with
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these plant-specific backfits?

MR. SNIEZEK: Let me tell you how the process
works. It all flows from the backfit rule. The EDO Manual
Chapter tells the offices, "Develop procedures to control
it. If there's a backfit and it's consistent with the
definition in the rules, here's the process you have to go
through.” The nine factors in the rule for the evaluation,
that's what the staff has to go through.

If, at the end, they say, "Hey, this is still a
worthwhile fix that we want to make," they then can impose
it on the utility. If the utility says you didn't do your
analysis right, or disagrees that it's really going to
improve safety, they can appeal it. They submit the appeal
and all these steps are tracked on the agencywide tracking
system initiation of the steps.

MR. WARD: And who is decing that tracking?

MR. SNIEZEK: Each office submits inputs to the
computer itself. Now, what we do on my staff, when there is
an appeal submitted, a copy of the appeal is submitted to
me. We monitor the agency's action on the appeal. We do
not get involved until it is at the appeal stage.

Also, we'll be going out and auditing how well
the agency is in fact implementing the procedures, that each
office has in place.

MR. WARD: Okay, but this is something that your
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MR. SNIEZEK: That's right. Now, when we go out
there, well, let me mention, we don't care whether the staff
comes to the CRGR. Say, they want to buy a fixed facility.

They can do it one of two ways. They can come before the

CRGR and have it reviewed generically. Or, they can do it

plant-specific on each one.

I would envision the staff would normally like to
come to the CRGR route if they do one evaluation instead of
10 evaluations.

MR. WARD: Why do they have that option? If it
applies to 10 plants, why isn't it under your procedures,
generic?

MR. SNIEZEK: It is under. In actual practice,
it won't make much difference. The same kind of objectives
would be accomplished. The objective is to make sure that
the staff does a disciplined analysis and review before they
can impose a requirement.

Now what we do do if the staff has been doing the
plant-specific instead of generic, and we pick that up, we
go back to them and say, Hey, let's talk about your coming
before the CRGR, since it is a generic issue.

MR. WARD: I hope so. It sounds like, if the

staff chooses to do the same plant-specific action in 10

plants, that they would be bypassing the intent of the
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agency.

MR. SNIEZEK: They are under the CRGR, but under
the backfitting rule, they would be required to do the
evaluation required by the backfitting rule 10 times for
those 10 plants.

So, in the long run, I believe the overall
objective of the agency would still be accomplished because
the factors to be reviewed for plant-specific backfitting,
with the exception of one factor, are the same as for the
generic factor. |

MR. WARD: Maybe you're giving an over-simplified
example of something or I'm looking at it in too simple a
way, but it sounds like, at minimum, this is wasteful of
staff resources.

MR. SNIEZEK: I agree, and that's why I don't
think we're going to find any or many of those happening.
Now, it was happening before we had the plant-specific
backfit, a circumspection to the CRGR process. Okay, fine,
Then we ran them in. But, now, plant-specific backfitting,
if we do it that way, we're accomplishing the same
objective. You're right, doing it that way is a dumb way to
do it.

DR. CARBON: Could I follow up what you just said
here? To follow the same conversation or trend of thought,

if a particular group leader, for example, has the idea that
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he's going to push this through and he wants it, he can do
it. Is that so? He can push this specific thing for one
plant and he can take another?

MR. SNIEZEK: I oversimpl..ied the steps. It's a
very detailed process. You're right. He probably can push
it through, only if his office director lets him. There has
to be a plant-specific backfit analysis performed. That
analysis has to be approved by either the office director or
the deputy office director on a plant-specific basis.

That's the control. We want management to manage their
staff, and that's why we put in that specific step.

VOICE: Jim, could I make just a clarifying
comment that might help you a little bit? The key is
according to what the Commission asked through the Chartér,
the CRGR Charter. The Commission intended that the CRGR
only get involved when an office director submits a proposal
to the CRGR for review.

In some cases, an office director, for whatever
reason, may not submit a proposal that really is generic.
And then, plant-specificwise, he will do the same thing for
a number of different plants.

The backfit rule literally makes him do this
analysis for a plant and, therefore, is required for each
plant.

I think the disconnect that you have is the

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC.
202-347.1700 Nationwide Coverage HO00- 116tk




0180 03 06

‘ DAV/bc

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

35

problem where an office director does not submit a generic
package to the CRGR but actually does go out and implement
something at a number of different plants, and he thinks of
it in terms of plant-specific.

I think that might help to draw the line for

you.

MR. WARD: You mean, if somebody's subverting the

agency. It seems to me the agency policy here, it's the
office director.

VOICE: In the case you stated, that would be
correct but I'm not sure it's direct subversion. It may be
just not recognizing it as a generic action, thinking of it
as a plant-specific action.

MR. SNIEZEK: Let me mention something else we
did. We wanted to make sure that all levels of the agency,
that we've got their attention., The Senior Executive
Service Contract, the past year, it's the first time it's
ever been in there, there's a specific element in there
about backfitting and doing it in accordance with agency
policy.

Through the monitoring we're doing, we're going

to know which office directors and their staffs are doing it

in the course of agency models. And it will be reflected in

their performance evaluations. The EDO is very serious

about this.
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MR. MICHELSON: How do you do that? Is an office
director going to admit that his people are not following
backfitting policy? He's the one that reviews the SES regs
and reviews, the contracts.

MR. SNIEZEK: We have it in the office director's
contract that evaluates him.

MR. MICHELSON: Only if you believe that that
office is so doing and you put it in his contract will it do
much good.

MR. SNIEZEK: 1It's in his contract.

MR. MICHELSON: Well, it doesn't do any good to
put it in the office member's contract. The director isn't
going to admit to that.

: MR. SNIEZEK: I disagree with you, Carl., If the
office director is being paid on backfit, he's got a couple
of division directors that are leading him down the path.

MR. MICHELSON: There are a lot of ways of fixing
that problem,

MR. SNIEZEK: Sure, but we're serious about the
controls.

MR. EBERSOLE: May I ask a question?

As I understand it, the regions are somewhat more
autonomous than they used to be. Therefore, [ would expect
to find some backfits in some regions that I wouldn't find

in other regions. How do you control that sort of thing?
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MR. SNIEZEK: The same way. When I said "the
offices", I included the regions. They're being treated the
same way under the plant-specific backfit process.

MR. EBERSOLE: When you find backfits of a
certain kind, perhaps one major backfit in one region,
everybody's tried it everywhere else. What happens?

MR. SNIEZEK: First of all, backfit is not bad.
Backfit is proper, but you've got to go about it in the
right process. 1It's got to be evaluated. 1It's not bad to
backfit, There are a lot of good backfits, but you've got
to go about it in the right process. We're not worried
about the backfit, we're worried about if the backfit was
imposed and should not have been imposed and did not go
through the process, there's arm-twisting of the licensees
going on and that type of thing.

MR. EBERSOLE: What about a backfit that has been
imposed in one place but never has been noticed for
imposition on others?

MR. SNIEZEK: There's a question there where that
should be reviewed generically for application for others.
But, since the regions are really in the plant-specific
backfitting mode, it may apply only to one plant and not
other plants., It may be a specific problem on that plant
but I agree with you, Lf there is a backfit imposed on one

plant, a logical question is: Does it have applicability to
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backfitting controlled by that office. 1Is that correct?

MR. SNIEZEK: That's correct. Was it done in
accordance with agency policy?

DR. OKRENT: I have another question. 1I'll give
an example so that this point is clear. The early
Davis-Besse incident gave scme information that in fact
turned out, at least some of it, invalid. I recognize it
was not generally recognized within the NRC, ACRS. Some
members had concerns.

Is there somewhere in this evaluation of office
directors a question of are they seeing and missing
important safety issues?

MR. SNIEZEK: That is the very first thing in
their performance appraisal -- safety. Their response to
safety problems. The very first thing, right up on top.

DR. OKRENT: That's not the same thing, I'm sorry
to say, and, obviously, what I have concern about is that
this very considerable emphasis on backfit occurring within
the agency now, much of which is needed, I'm not arguing
that point, may have == I'll call it a chilling effect, or
maybe just a subconscious effect, or whatever, which leads
to people in fact not being inquisitive about the things
they should be. Okay?

And I gather, and I don't think your statement

about evaluating the concern with safety necessarily gets
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to the point, are they sufficiently alert in following up
clues of potentially important safety effects?

MR, SNIEZEK: As far as I know, there is not a
specific item that says that in their contract. That's
embodied under Safety Responsibility.

DR. OKRENT: If you're going to put a specific
item on backfit, it seems to me you might put one on this,
too.

MR. SNIEZEK: We haven't really seen a big
problem in that area; whereas, we did have a problem in
backfit,

DR. CARBON: A question of clarification. You
said, had a comment, something about the regions operated in
the plant-gpecific mode. I wasn't sure what that meant. If
a region director mandates a change on all the plants in his
region, that's generic. And that would come forth.

MR. SNIEZEK: You're correct, that would. We
have not really seen that. Mostly more from the
headquarters office.

MR. MICHELSON: How is the problem of informal
backfitting handled? I think you probably understand what I
mean by “"informal backfitting®". This is where the
appropriate pressure is applied by the regional director to
clean up the act at a given site, but he may also<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>