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DISCLAIMER

This is an unofficial transcript of a meeting of the United States
in theNuclear Regulatory Commission held on Wednesday, Januarv 9,1950

Commissions's offices at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. The
This transcriptmeeting was open to public attendance and observation.

has not been reviewed, corrected, or edited, and it may contain
inaccuracies.

The transcript is intended solely for general informational
purposes. As provided by 10 CFR 9.103, it is not part of the formal
or informal record of decision of the matters discussed. Expressions
of opinion in this transcript do not necessarily reflect final
determinations or beliefs. No pleading or other paper may be filed
with the Commission in any proceeding as the result of or Lddressed

as theto any statement or argument contained herein, except
Commission may authorize.

.

I



. -

O e

%
'

..

CR9087
1 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

3 PUBLIC MEETING
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pv HEE 1 PR0CEEDINGS

2 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The meeting is called to

3 order.

4 Roger Le e, Harold, Howard, et cetera, once again

5 we return to the Action Plan and its ongoing efforts. |
l
I6 Lee, what facet of it are we discussing this

7 morning?

3 MR. GOSSICK: All right. Following our meeting on
1

Y the 21st, the Action Plan group has been busy continuing ;

!

10 with the f urther develooment of the Plan. On last Saturday ;

l

li we sent down to you a paper that was asked for at our last i
!

12 m ee t ing that gets into a little oit more details and I

1

13 specifically addresses those items attached to the early-on !
1
i
'

14 l ic ens ing ac ti vity. And I will ask Roger to go ahead and
,

15 descrice the overall paper and just where we are now.
!

16 DR. M A Tr30": Well, the pacer poses a broai

17 answer to the question of what constitutes the end of the

IS l ic e ns ing oolicy, and then goes into some detail on one

19 element of wh3t we cropose constitutes the end of the |

2] licensing pelicy: namel y, the near-term operating license

21 recuirenents. |

|

22 I think there are three things we could talk about

23 productively today, looking f or some kind of agr eement on

24 those three things that would help the steering group press

25 forward. And we propose them:
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p v H EE 1 First, discover whether there is agreement for

2 what generally constitutes the end of the pauses and second,

3 talk about how we implement the requirements, licensing

4 requirements, at the end of the pause -- by rulemaking, oy

5 policy statements, oy relations to the Standard Review Plan,

6 wha te ve r .

7 And then, having talked about those two general

S subjects, I think it would be worth our time to go through

9 this enclosure attechment one to the memorandum and talk
l
1

10 about each of the individual items in the list. Some of

11 them, I think, we can pa ss over rather quickly. You've seen |
l

12 them before. We've talked about them in some detail. But I

13 tnrough that cover to cover, if yo u w i ll , of attachment one |

14 to understand in totality the things that the st eering group

15 and the of fice directors have concurred constitute a

16 necessary and suf ficient list of reovirements for near-term
,

|
17 OLs, aloeit not a ne ce ssary and su fficient list of things to I

18 accomplish oefore lifting the pause. j

19 CH AI R',i AN AHE ARNE : Roger, I am not sure I really
i

in fact, I am sure I did not f u lly
'

2J fully understood --

21 understand -- the points made in your pape r. So let me ask

22 a couple of auestions, if I could.

23 The sense I got is that what you are sayin) is

24 that it is your view that the Conn iss ion s hould, A, endorse

25 the Action Plan in general, the total e f fort, before
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pv HEE I licensing should reissuei and 8, should, for licenses to

2 i ss ue in the near tern, endorse a specific set of actions.

3 Is that co rr e c t ?
I4 DR. MAITSON: Yes.

5 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: 30 that you would see, oefore

6 licenses 1. ss u i ng , the various steps in the phasing that you

7 talked about in the previous meetings being completed; that
1
'

3 is, the basic endorsement of this large volume, whicq is

0 another way of saying that you would see sometime in

10 February or so cefore at least from the Action Plan 7roup's

11 point of view, the licenses could begin to issue.

12 DR. MATTSON: Yes.

13 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: Let me excress that I share
,

14 your concern. I re ad the le tter. I wasn't cuite sure that

15 I f ully comprehended what you are going to tell re goes one

16 step ferther than Chairman Ahearne. Do you nean that by

17 endorsing the Action Plan in its totality that we are

13 getting any implication of an endorse,ent of specific

!? elements of it?

20 For example -- l e t me take tne evtreme example --

21 what conceivaole diff erence does it make to specific

22 licensing actions over, say, the next year whether we

23 endorse concepts whien have to dn with the location of the

24 headquarters building? I nean. I use that ene as an

25 extreme. It seems to me the re is a long spectrum in

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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a v H EE 1 between, and somewhere it would s eem to me one breaks of f

2 and sa ys , "Yes, these are all very nice and very important

3 things we must pursue and we've got to come to grips with.

4 but we don't have to come to grips with them other than to

5 say that we ought to come to grips with them someday bef ore

5 we resume licensing." Is that what you mean?

7 09. MATfSON: That is exactly whet we mean.

3 COMMI SSIONEH KEMIEDY: Okay.

9 DR. MATTSON: All tnat many of these peripheral

13 issues require. in our judgment, is for you to say, "Yes,

11 that is an issue; soredsy we are going to come to 1 rips with

12 that issue," and simply saying we are going to continue to

13 consider that issue is all we recommend you have to do on

14 many of the se things before you resume licensing. fn e

15 vehicle for doing that en mass is the Action Plan.

16 001WISSIO.1ER KE!GEDY: It really is f air to say

17 that; isn't it -- or is it that in many of thnse c ases,--

13 e ven if we didn't say, "Yes, that is an issue; we ara acing

I? to cone to grips with it," it reall y wouldn't have any

23 e ff ect on licensing? !

21 DR. MATfSON: That's true.

22 Col /MI SSIO:JER KENNED (: Okay.

23 DR. MATTSON: The action you might take on that |

24 specific iss ue is the natter of fact that you remove it from
i

25 tne Plan, if you choose to do so. |

|

_ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - -_____.
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pv HEE 1 MR. GOSSICK: I think that was the intent of the

2 pa ragraph on page 3.

3 COUMISSIONER KENNEDY: I just wanted to make sure

4 i understood it.

5 DR. MATfSON: Unfortunately, the extrene examples

6 are the easy ones. The list of near-term OLs is at the

7 other extreme. teost of those are easy to grasp, yes, those

3 are things we ought to do . The Short-Term Le ssons Learned

9 and so forth. Again, the example you raise is extreme, yes,

ID that is clearly one all we need to do is say we're going to

11 do something about it.

12 In between, there are 200 and some items, neither

13 in this list nor in your example, and it is through the

14 consideration of uhe Action Plan that you say, " Ye s , that

15 ought to be on the short- e rm or near-ter, operating license

16 l is t ," or , " No , that is one we want to treat separately or

17 we want to conduct rulemaking or we want to do some research

13 first," or, "That is just oeripherali that has to do with

19 the e fficiency of how we do our work or whatever, and we

20 will acknowledge in the plan that de are going to treat that
|
;

21 subject, and it needn't be done oefore licensing."

22 CHAIRMAN AHEAZlE: Now I guess then that clarifies

23 one other question, or perhaps the same question I had. In

24 your paper you had said: " Ge do not oe l ie ve that the

20 isolated accroval of any carticular suoset of action items

|
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PV HES I is a sufficient condition to just if y the resumption of

2 l ic e ns ing . " By that, did you mean then that the a.oproval of

3 a subset -- in particular, the subset here -- in the absence
,

|

4 of that more general aporoval of the Action Plan would not a
'

l

5 sufficient? )
1

6 DR. MATTSON: Yes, that's wnat we're tryin; to |
|

|
7 say. And the reason is that you need, in our judg-ent, to

i
!

3 demonstrate that you have considered the f ull range of

9 reforn recommendations from the people who s tudied the

10 a cc ident . 40st importantly, the Kemeny Co9 mission.
1

11 You have done that oy simply generating this - l

!
l

12 document. Now, from this document our understanding is we

13 will extract the near-term OL requirements. (ou need to be

' 14 able to say how you did that and why the other things aren't |

15 in the list of near-term OL requirements.

15 Ve tnink the way you do that is to a nprove. in

17 general, a revision of this Plan, which incorporates you r |
!

18 guidance and policy direction on those things not

19 spe cifically required f or near-tern OLs, just what are you
23 going to do about degraded core-coolant accidents in |

|

21 general, what are you going to do about ri sk a ss e ssme n t .
'

22 what are you going to do about reactor saf ety policy. broad,

23 importent, out longer-t erm i ss'Jes which, if I sense vbere we ,

|
24 are headed, will not be concletely accomplishei before we

25 resume licensing.

-_ ___ . - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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pv HEE I CdAIRM AN AHEARNE: Now, OPE had made a point in

2 the paper, which you are on the list for but it only came

3 out yesterda y so I don't know whether you've had a chance to

4 look at it.

5 DR. MATTSON: I have not seen 'it.

6 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The point they made ref ?rs to

7 licensing as meaning the review process as coposed to

S license issuance. And so one of the issues that I think --

V and correct me if I am wrong -- that the y are making is that |

10 the actions were being viewed as a trigger to switch back on i

11 the licensing review process secarste from the cuestion of

12 licensing issuance. Is that what you had seen it as?

13 DR. MATTSON: No, I don't think that is a croper
i

14 view. And the reason is simple: On this list -- and there

15 are aoproxinately 50 I gue ss I didn't count it afte- the i

j16 o ffice director meeting on Frida y -- but of the 50, 2 4 -- or

17 Short-Tern Lessons Learned -- the 24 Short-fern Lessons
|

13 Learned Lessons learned were transmitted to pending OL

19 applicants some nonths ago.

20 Submissions have 'oeen received from those oeople,

21 and there are in fact reviewers assigned to plants like

22 Sequoyah and North Anna and Salem, who are reviewing

23 lic ensees' responses to tnose requirements. So, it is clear

24 to me that the review proce ss per se, although suff er ing

25 somewhat f rom manoower shortf alls -- and we could do it

i
I
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pv HEE i f aster if we had more people aoolied -- but it ne ve rt he l e ss

2 is going forward on at least a cortion of these 50 near-tern

3 OL requirements.

4 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Let me ask a somewhat similar

5 question to Harold. I had thought that at least some areas,

5 tnet one of the arguments being made for the need for us to

7 have a licensing pause in addition to making sure of the

3 Short-ferm Lessons Learned. et cetera, was the manpower

9 snortfall and the inability therefore to spread people both

10 looking at operating reactors and to the review proce ss. To

11 the extent that that is a f actor in so-called " licensing

12 pause," which then relates much more to Henrahan's pause in

13 the review process, what are the kinds of threshold-level

14 - actions that you see as being require 3 to drop that policy?

15 Md. DENTON: I think they are the same two that we*

16 talked about. One is I wanted to be sure that an action

17 plan could be osed as an umbrella, that these were the

13 c onsiderations that we weren't movino, say, toward recuiring

19 filtering and venting on e very plant in the action plan,

20 cecause it night not f all out in the near-term review. So,

21 I would like to have a Cov,i ssion endorsement, have an

22 action plan umbrella that this is an entity of things which

23 we are going to consider actions in. Some of them, like the

24 data link, I know, whiche ver way it turns out, it might not

25 a ff ect near-term licensing actions very much when the

i
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pv HEE I inclusion of other itens might affect what we do in the near

2 term. So I need to understand the umbrella of actions that

3 are under consideration in order to propose the near-term

4 action levels -- I mean, near-term licensing reviews. 1

5 Then the other part of it is mancower

6 requirements, that if the Commission endorses a program of ,

l
1

7 requirements to be inmediately done on operating plants that )
1

9 is so big that I don't have any resources left, then I am !

|
V not able to do much near-term at all. So, there is an j

10 action, and in fact the draft requirement in terms of
1

1

11 manpower requirements that you have been able to go through

12 and see the impact is astonishingly large, espec ia lly i f you

13 try to do it on the tine schedule that it has, and tnat

14 would prevent very much attention being given to the plants
.

15 without some balancing and changing of the progran.

16 I don't know if I have answered your question.

we had evolved -- this set of requirements is a s$uming17 But

1-3 that this is a reasonable representation of the totality of |

19 ones without prejudging how some of these will come out in

20 the long run as tne Commission debates it, whether it

21 assumes that we haven't missed big-ticket itens in tnis

22 Action Plan, that they are going to require core staf f

23 work.
1

1

24 So, I think this plan we ate croposing today has

25 -- the requirements f or resuming are cons istent with this I
i

,

I
'

i

l

-

,

l

l

i

1
-. _
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p v H EE 1 Action Plan. And then my own judgment is that the manpower

2 requirements to do these things are doable without total

3 disruption of the program, whereas these things would be

4 done on the near-tern plants and on the operating plants.

5 No w , there is a lot of things in here that are

6 also very big manpower consumers, and they are the ones that

7 we are going to have to decide on the priorities.

3 CHAIRMAN AHEARIJE So, I guess what you are sa ying

9 is that if the Commission were to agree toet the se are the

10 subset of actions that you would have the manpower to be

11 able to then say, "Yes," you have taken the set of actions

12 that are required for operating reactors, and you still have

13 the manpower lef t to do the necessary review for those in

14 the cueue for operating licenses. Is that correct?

15 MR. DE!!TO.1: We night not do it as rapid as some

i6 people like, but we have manpower to assign to those in the

17 aueue as well as to the operating clant, and we would do

18 about the sane kind of reviews on all of the plants.

19 DR. |AA TT50N: One thing we need to understand:

20 the number of things in this interim list have not baen

21 aoplied to operating reactors. The re need to be and there

22 are some things that nay need to be a aplied to operat ing

23 reactors very soon, within weeks or snort nonths, that are

24 not on the interim OL list. That is, there are things in

25 the Action Plan f or which criteria already exist or will
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p v H EE 1 exist within a natter of a f ew weeks because of onooing

2 work that should be required of. operating plants, but we

3 have not recommended them as conditions of licensing for

4 near-term OL s. That is, we would treat a near-term OL

5 exactly as if it were an operating plant.

6 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Could you give me an example?

7 DR. MA TTSON: Yes. If you would turn to page 2 of

8 a ttachment one , I will give you sn examole of one where

9 criteria have already been issued It is item I.C.1.1,.

10 " Analysis and Procedure Modifications." You notice it s a ys

11 " Phase I and Phase II." Tha t is a NUREG-0578 recuirement.

12 They have three phases in it. Phases I, II , cod

13 III have all been required of both operating plants and

14 plants unter construction. Yet this near-term OL list only

15 proposds that Pnases I and II be conditions of licensing for

16 near-tern Ols; although they will have to finish Phase III,

17 we will have them do it on the sane time scale as oparating !

19 . reactors, and that is after when we expect the four or five

l19 nea r-term OL S to have reached full power.
|
,

20 No w, there are other examples, and I am afraid !

21 don't have them of f the top of my head. l

22 In Table I, for which criteria haven't been

23 developed like this, for this carticular example, the y will

24 be developed within the next few w ee k s, or are ready to pop |

25 out of the staff already, for wnich operating reactor

|

|
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pv HEE i deadline night, I guess, be sometime early in 1981 and it is
,

|

2 not on the near-term OL list. What we mean by not including

3 it is that f or the near-term OLs we would require them to

4 m ee t the same deadline as if the y were a presently

5 operating reactor, which could be af ter they go to full

6 power.

7 MR. DENfoil You mean recall in the Short-ferm

3 Lessons Learned there were certain things thet had to be met

9 by the operating plant in Category A, and then we came up

10 with an A-prine list, where you will see -- you notic e these

11 are all in this plan, showing a "Yes" as already approved.

12 So, we have been reviewing the near-term OLs against those

13 A-prime list, and in fact we have been reviewing them

14 against some of the issues in here because there has been

15 feedback between the operating review and the steering grouo

16 to develop these requirenents. 5o, I have a small group of

17 ceople who have continued to review the near-term OLs.

13 tracking tne develooments of the Action Plan, and sort of
.

19 forecasting what was going to be in this list.

20 DR. MATTSON: The reason I made my aside is the

21 point he's making plus one other point. It is not as simple

22 a cuestion as, "Do you have the resources to do for the

23 near-term OLs what is proposed in this list," because yo u

24 have to simultaneously ask yourself do you have the

25 resources to do what is required of operating reactors, a

|

,

!
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pv HEE I portion of which is in this list, a portion of which isn't.

2 MR. DENT 0;D And then it is what else do you have;

3 to do in the near term for the Action Plan that would also

4 be in competition with the resources.

5 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I think the position the

5 Commission has taken is that you first have to alloca te the

7 resources to the operating plants and then to have enough to

3 do the others.

9 DR. MATTSON: That is a confusion in today's
.

10 presentation that we realized last week and tried to convey

11 in the letter and didn't do a very good job of. We ere a

12 little bit inverted here. We are near the NTOL list and not

13 the OR list, and the OR list is pullaole. And in fact, we

14 were going to try to do it in sin,ultaneity with the

15 near-tern OL list. It became too complicated to get it done

16 in this time scale to be back here this week. We could pull

17 it relativel y easil y and cone back and discuss it in

13 isolation.

19 Basically, we are saying three things ougnt to ce

2D a cpro ved, some general endorsenent of the Action Plan as a

21 planning document: a nunoer of the things changed from

22 specific decisions to planning programst soecific criteria

23 for operating reactors, which is a list like this list you

24 have in front of you, which hasn't been scecifically written

25 yet or pulled out of the Action Plant end then the specific

.
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pv HEE I list. Aoprove those three things, we're trying to say in

2 this letter, and the pause is over. I left out one: cps.

3 I read the list, but that one is f airl y easy. The re it is

4 agr eeme n t that commitments on a num' er of the se things areo

5 all that are required, and for a smaller list where se think

6 commitments are not sufficient, agreement as to what the

7 criteria ought to be, and then endorsement of that CP list

8 much like the iff0L or OR list.

9 DR. MATTSON:

10 MR . DE NT0;J one other point I want to be sure is

11 clear. This list, if aoproved for the near-term operating

12 license application, we would also take enything on this

13 list that has not been applied to operating plants and apply

14 them to those plants. So, in e ff ect, we would transfer over

15 to operating plants all those thinos that are presently

16 pending. In other Nords, they would oe aoplied not only to

17 near-tern OLs that we reviewed, but we would elso go back
|

13 and apply them to all of the operating plants.

19 Then the re might be this otner list that Rocer is

20 talking about, which is what else would you need to do then

21 for operating plants, a ssum ing they hSd all met this list ,

22 and they might be longer term.

23

24

25

| I

|
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gshHEE I MR. HAHRAHAN: The concern that we had was the

2 dif ficulty or wha t was really implied by commission a pproval
'

3 or acceptance of the action plan.
.

4 And I tnins the concern was that that be viewed so

5 specifically that it took too long to allow the other things

6 to ha ppen. The list, the near-term operating list, in a

7 sense, is the incremental or piecemeal approach that I was

6 talking about, and take that and approve that and then move
9 on it without having to do all of the rest of it.

10 DR. MATTSON: Maybe we need to understand what we

11 mean by "end of the pa u se . " By "end of the pause" we mean

12 the eno of the perica in which you will not issue a license.

13 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes, I understand that. Okay,

14 before you return to your list, though, let me ask the other

15 gentlemen if they have any questions. .

Ic COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I gue ss I have some

17 comments to make.

16 I must say when the paper came in f rom staff , the

19 s anuary 5th paper, by the time I got down to the shor t-term

20 or near-term operating license requirements list, that is

21 fine. But I f ound it hara to understand some of the :
,

22 language in the front par t . And I think I had a number of ;

23 the problems that OPE did and was reflected in their |
1

I
24 memoranaum.

! 25 There seems to be en uncouth f ascination with ,

|

|

|
|

|

l

_~
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gshMEd- 1- uetinition of a pause and when it is and when it i sn' t and

2 what - precisely it will take to undo i t.

3 And I have had a f eeling for some time that I wish

4 we would stop trying to define the pause and what

5 distinguishes when it is in existence and when it i sn' t , and

6 sort of concentra te on what we need to do for plants that

7 are in the chain f rom operating plants near-term and so on.

o And a t some point we could look around and say, hey, we are

9 getting this pretty well in hand and we said move some

10 licenses.

11 So I guess the pause is over.

12 But I felt it not altogether usef ul to exercise

13 great precision and ef f ort in defining what the pause is.

14 N e ver thel e ss , I now understand a good deal better wha t the

15 staff thrust is in the January 5th paper.

16 As I read you, you are saying with regard to the

17 massive bcok, tnis object which I raise for public view at

to consicerable risk to my abdominal muscles -- what you are

19 saying is that you want some sense f rom the commission that

20 this is about tne.right list.

21 Otherwise, your concern is that when you try to

22 hack out the short list for near-terms, or whatevers, that

23 you don't f eel you've got an agreed upon base f rom which to

24 work.

25 On tha t basi s, why -- okay , I can see why you want

,

t-

.-,
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gshMEE I to c' al with the large volume.

2 Now I've talked to Roger individually and noted

3 some personal comments, complaints, and whatnot about

4 various individual elements of the overall Ac tion Plan.
5 I am not sure that we can sit here at t he table

o collegially assembled and fight out the details of every one

7 of t hos e items.

u I am certainly willing to go ahead and say that as

V a general package , it is fine , with the understanding tha t

10 there are perticular items in i t t ha t I think we still have

11 to think about.

12 But I haven't f ound any of those items where I

13 have ;uestions about them of a substantive nature tha t f all

14 into the sorts of things that you're going to want to
P

15 ' require of licensees in an immediate direct sense on

lo licenses.

17 They have to do with things like if we approve the

lo a c tion plan, have we or have we not committed this agency to

19 $20 billion worth of development on a so-called engineering

20 simulator down the line 6 years, or whatever.

21 By giving general a pproval to the action plan, I

22 by no c.eans make that commitment. Okay? Similarly, in

23 spite of the best efforts of the steering committee, there

24 are a f ew hoboy horses in here and I prooably haven't got

25 check marks ceside all of them, but I have been around long

!
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gshdEE 1 enough to have check marks beside a number of them. And

2 they ain't going to get written ultimately down the line, I

3 assure you, gentlemen.

4 So with caveats of that kind about some of the

5 items in here, and with the remark that IV, we ought to

o understand that it is not part of what we're talking about

7 when we say we are a pproving the action plan because it

6 deals with grand things like straightening out what

9 Ahearne's authori tie s are a t' this side of the table and

10 never mind, we've got enough problems talking about that up

11 here.

12 Thank you very much. Don't worry abou t that. Me

13 can either do it or not on this side of the table.

14 So let's take IV out of it and the rest of it I

15 would be glad to move an endorsement of the general kind

16 that I have outlined.

17 And it is my sense that the rest of us, and even
.

16 our absent colleagues, would agree wi th that.

19 So it seems to me that you could take t ha t as a

20 base for f urther action and reduction of the thing.

21 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: With the understanding that

22 t ha t is the purpose of reaching that conclusion at this

23 poi n t . Then we could move on to what becomes then a

24 meaningf ul exercise , which is getting that subset of the

25 specific things which neea to be addressed now and on wnich

1

I

|
1
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gshMEE I actual conclusive statements need to be made.

2 DR. MATTSON: I gue ss I don't understand, take out

3 IV. I would like to quarrel with you for a moment.

4 IVe started out on a premise that this was going to

5 be the plan which demonstrated the agency's response to the

o President's commi ssion. And a number of the things in IV

7 come straight from the pre ss le tter.

6 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: But they are not pa r t , in

y my view, of a set of ac tions and requirements that deal with

10 the operating plants, upgrading the operating plants with

11 licensing near-term OLs, further-term OLs, or cps.

12 DR. MATTSON: That's true.

13 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Since they don't, it seems

14 to me that we ao not need to argue abou t t. hem in the con tex t

is of a basis f or se tting f ertn the requirements f or those

lo licensing actions and upgrade actions on the operating

17 plants.

16 And, indeed, the elimination of non-safety

19 f unctions like anti-trust, export, NEPA, and so o n i s par t

20 of the commission's responsibilities.

21 As an example , we are not just going to sit here

22 and debate about whether we're going to eliminate anti-trust

23 and tell ourselves that we have to make that decision and

24 get it implemented and on the way or something before we

25 l ic en se .

,
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g snHEE I It is a statutory part of our responsibilities at

2 the present time and, by God, the President and the Congress

3 are going to have to take cer tain actions before we are

4 relieveo of i t,

b And while we can put it on our list for

o consideration, because it was on other people's lists --

7 notably, Dr. Kemeny and his group, and so on -- why, it just

6 is not, in my view, part of an overall document f rom which

y you craw licensing requirements f or specific cases.

10 C0:4/41SSIONER KENNEDY: It goes to the discu ssion

11 we had earlier. I have no objection to endorsing the

12 principle that those are questions, the answers to which we

13 must one day fina.

14 But e s Mr. Hendrie suggests, whether we find them

15 before we issue the next license or not is probably

lo i rre l evan t. Indeed, I would say it clearly is irrelevant.

17 DR. MATTSON: Commi ssione r, I'm not quarrelling

16 with your guidance at all. From the tone of your voice,

19 you think I am. My dif ficulty is I was asked to do one thing

20 and now you're asking me to do some thing a li ttle bit

21 aifferent.

22 I don't have any dif ficul ty with that, ei ther ,

23 just so i t's clear wha t you're asking for.

24 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Roger, no. I probably -- I may

25 disagree wi th Joe , but I don't think so.
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gshKEE I COMMISSIONER KENNEDY r I agree with you. I don't

2 think that it is diff erent.

3 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: It is not different. You were
'

4 asked to, and what you have done. is lay out all of the

5 actions the commission should take in response. And

i

6 clearly, some of them are those of changing our procedures,
,

7 our policie s, and certainly, addressing some of those

8 questions, consolidation, et ce tera. |

9 T ha t is some of the things we must do. And part

10 of the program, our ac tion plan, we must address. As
4

11 Comnissioner Kennedy said, those are que tions to which we

12 must find answers.

13 But this morning what we're doing is looking at a

14 subset of those actions. h'e are trying to break out at

15 least the first subset, which has to do with the queue for
,

i
'

lo the operating license, the near-term operating license.

17 And then at some other stage, we do have to break
.

16 out, or you have to break ou t, and look at the subset for ,

19 construction permits.

20 And I think that the point that my colleagues were

21 making is that, for example, the queue for the near-term

22 o pe ra ting license, we don't believe it is necessary to

23 answer those questions.

24 DR. MATTSON: You're saying insof ar as a pproving'

i ;

25 the plan before resumption of licensing. Yes , that i s not a

|

i
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gshHEE I bad thing to do as long as we understand tha t that doesn' t j

2 include approval of Chapter 4. That is not nece ssary for

3 licensing. It doesn't ha ve anything to do wi th i t. l

4 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: It's not tha t i t doe sn ' t have

5 anything to do with i t. I t i s tha t the details of Chapter 4

6 are a varie ty of actions that don't have the same, in

7 general, immedia te ef f ec t upon, for example, near-term

6 opera ting license .

Y MR. CASE: Mr. Chairman, aren't you also saying

10 tha t in your opinion, none of those Chapter 4 things have to

11 be done before a near-term OL is issued, for example? Some

12 people may disagree with that, but that is your conclusion.

13 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Except the people that made

14 up revised table 1 didn't because all of the items in

15 Chapter 4 are marked either not applicable --

16 MR. CASE: I agree. But there are more people in

17 the world than just those people who prepared that.
,

l

18 DR. MATTSON: But they do say that you should I

lY a pprove the plan , including Chapter 4, as a pla nning

20 document before granting the license, having found ou,t tha t
!

21 the license applicant met all 50 of these requirements.

22 Now there is only one in Chapter 4 that I think is

23 important in that sense. And tha t's the one on the reactor |
|

24 saf ety goals. i

|

25 There is at least an indirect question for the

!

|

1
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gshMEE I sufficiency of this list for near-term OLs residing in that
,

,

2 particular element of Chapter 4; that is, how do you know it

3 is sufficient, la.cking an articulation of the reactor safety

4 policy goal in Chapter 4.
1

5 That's the only one I know in Chapter 4 which I

6 would raise f or your consideration in doing what you are

7. about to do, which I basically agree with.

6 CHAIRMAN AHEARNain But Roger, on your list of

9 near-term operating requirements, you don't have anything. ;

10 DR. MATTSON: I will say it again: It is not on
.

Il the list. That's true.

12 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I'm assuming that t ha t is your

13 J ud gmen t .

14 ,DR. MATTSON: That is my judgment. I just said

IS t ha t . I aid say in the memorandum, I think it is the sense.

16 of the staff, approve the action plan as a planning

17 document.

16 And when we said that, we included in our thinking
,

IV tha t was prior to today, Chapter 4. Chapter 4 has a lot of

20 stuff in it that doesn't have anything to do with licensing.

21 You're right. It has one thing in it that has something to

22 co with licensing -- what saf e ty goal you're trying to

23 a c hi e ve .
!

24 And so if you are saying when you agree that the

25 resumption of licensing depends upon some general

l

I
!

|
' u

1

|

i
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g s NiEE 1 endorsement of the plan a s a planning document, including

2 things not required of near-term OLs, excluding in its

3 entirety Chapter 4, I am saying I think you are right tha t

4 there is one element of Chapter 4.

5 Don ' t f orge t , when you make that removal of

6 Chapter 4.

7 CHAIR"AN AHEARNE: IVell, we really are arguing at

6 length on how to accomplish that particular piece in another

y set arena because that's a ma jor i ssue in our a ttempting to

10 define the policy planning guidance.

11 So that, yes, we recognize that.

12 And so to the extent that we've already accepted

13 that as one of the i ssues of how to addre ss that, we have

14 already accepted that particular piece of the explana tion.
.

15 DR. MATfSON : To the ex ten t the plan ought to be

16 revisec to reflect that, it is what you're doing on that.

17 And if it is the commi ssion's judgment that is all that is

Ic requirea before resuming licensing, then you've satisfied

19 the question I have raised by saying that you want to keep

20 it in.

21 CO.JMISS IONER KEI;NEJY: From my own pers pective, as

22 I uncerstood our earlier discu ssion, Chapter 4 is part of

23 the plen as f ar a s I'm concerned.

24 I am not suggesting, I personally am not

25 sug;e sting tha t it be removed.

|
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| 9shHEE 1 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Nor I.

2 DR. MATfSON: I understand that now.

3 CO|4MISSIONER KENNEDY: I am saying only that it

4 incluaes a number of items and there are others in other

5 chapters whose resolution need not be a condition for

6 licensing.

I t he f a ct that we agree that resolution is

6 necessary is what should be the condition. And I think we

v have all agreed, yeah, these are all real problems and some

10 day they're going to have to be dealt with.

Il DR. MATTSON: Pie are conmunica ting, that's what we

12 tried to say.

13 CO:4MISSIONER KENNEDY : Well, I'm not suggesting

14 removirr;. I'm only suggesting we don't have to deal with

15 it. !
.

lo DR. MATTSON: And al I was saying in a further

17 point is that in Cha pter 4, in ,its en tirety, is don't have

lo to deal witn nature now. But the one that you might want to

Iv consider because I think you could write off Chapter 4 and j

20 say, I aon't even intend to tell what my plan is in Chapter

21 4 until af ter I've resumed licensing. )
1

22 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: And I think Dr. Hendrie's point 1

!

23 is that tho se i tems in Chapter 4 are really to a large

24 extent items that we on this side, much more than you on 1

25 this side, ha ve to wre stl e wi th, the development of the

|
|
|
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gshKEE I answers.

2 MR. SHAPAR: Well, these will nece ssarily be

3 studied further by the steering group, depending upon your

4 vii she s .

5 DR. MATTSON : By and large, we didn't wri te

o Chapter 4 Tnat came from your offices.

7 CHAIR:4AN AHEARNE: I would like to propose that

6 Roger go into this list of requirements.

9 Co|GISSIONER HENDRIE: Before we get off, let's

10 see if we can finish of f the ac tion plan approval phase of

11 our discu ssion.

12 We are agreed, arent' we, that the action plan as

13 a general proposition provided a basis f or them to go ahead.

14 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes. I think the three,of us
1

15 here are agreed upon that. I'm not sure about our two

lo colleagues. And there is always in these discussions as

17 they heve been going on since last April and May, there have

lo been a series of asterisks and they gradually have dropped

19 off.

20 One asterisk wa s until the Kemeny Commi ssion

21 report came out. We still are carrying an asterisk. That

22 i s until the Rogovin report comes out because, a s Roger

23 points out, or Lee poin ts ou t in the memo, that it is |
l

24 incomple te , recognizing that the special inquiry re port may

25 contain coditional requirements not presently identified.

l

.

|

|
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gsh.iEE 1 Eut with that a sterisk and proviso, I am i

2 satisfied.

3 COMMISSIONER HE14DRIE: And let me say I think the

4 comments on Chapter 4 have been helpf ul and I agree with the

9 thrust of the last part of that discussion as to how one

o regarcs it. Since your need here today is for some sort of

7 general a pproval of the Action Plan as a basis f or sorting

b out particular requireinents f or particular pidnts, and since
v only the single item in Chapter 4 affects that, w hy i t

10 didn't seem to me nece ssary to aeal with some of the broad

11 ranging things.

12 Let me just comment with regara to rephrasing the

13 safety requirenents and so on.

14 I think we are going to have to regard that as a

15 longer term sort of activity. It is in my view simply not,

lo it i s nei ther n:ce ssary nor , in f act, possible to reform

17 ahat acequate protection means in a now statement and get it

10 all signed, sealed, anJ delivered and then implemented

lv unless we are prepared to f ace a couple of years' pause.

20 And I aon't believe it is nece ssary and I am

21 unwilling to do tnat.

22 So I on compelled to regard that single item in IV

23 as one which we will nave to go ahead on the present basis

24 anJ as we are able to make progre ss on that i tem , w hy , i t

25 will phase in as new sta temen ts, requirements, or f ramings
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gshdEE I of things always do in our process.

2 COMMISSIONE3 KEliNEDY: As a footnote to that, it

3 would seem to me that the question is as much philosophical

4 as anything else. And as such, it is a question which will

5 never be resolved in a conclusive sense.

6 It will have to be revisited as societal views,

7 goals, ob jec tive s change, as they inevitably will.

e So it is not the kind of thing which one sits down

v rigorously examines, writes down and says, there, t he r e ,

10 we've cone that. Yes, you have f or this year.

11 But nex t year or at some point in the future, it

12 will have to be revisi ted.

13 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Roger, perhaps you could talk

14 througl. the opera ting license requirements list. I don't

15 think there's any need ,to go through every specific one. I

lo t nink i t would be more hel pf ul .

17 I'm sure that Commissioners Kenneoy and Hendrie

Ic may have sone que stions on specific items. But if you can

lv describe how you constructed the list and in general, what

20 tha points that you were trying to get included in them --

21 in other words, how cid you choose tnis a s the subset.

22 CR. |TATTSai;: Well, first, the already a oproved

23 column has ei ther a yes or no in it. If i t has a yes , that

24 means tnat the conmi srion has approved this requirement as

25 being cpplicabla to plants under construc tion, inclucing the

._ - __ __ _ - _
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gsnHEE 1 opera ting licenses.

2 What you haven't approved bef ore f or those yeses

3 is when you want them implemen ted.

4 (Commi ssioner Gilinsky enters the room. )

5 DR. MATTSON: So for yeses, the choice we made was

6 before f uel loao or before f ull power, or to keep the

7 deadline consistent with the deadline already imposed for

6 the serie requirements f or opa-ating reactors.

9 If it was the same u adline as the one imposed for

10 opera ting reactors, it is not on this list. That i s, it is

11 an operating reactor requirement in any near-term OL whence

12 it went into operation would have to meet it by the time an

13 operating reactor had to meet it, even it if went into

14 operation the day before the last one of those was required

15 to be ocne. It would still have to meet it if it is no t on

lo this list. Then that is a communica tion problem between us

17 and the licensees, but it was a way to keep this list easier
,

,

'

16 to uncerstand.

19 If, on the other hand, we said it was a condition
!

20 of initici licensing -- tha t is, you could not get a fuel i

21 load license or you could not get a f ull power license -- |
1

22 then it ought to oe on this list.

23 For fuel load, we pickea more on the basis of when

24 it was reasonable to accomplish the requirement and wnether,

25 having cccomplished tne requirament at fuel load, there were

|

!

{

|

|
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cshMEE 1 special things that could a ccrue , special benefits f rom

2 having the people, the proc edure, or the . equipment in place

3 during the special prolonged period of all powe training and

4 testing which we're talking about for these near-term OLs.

5 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Tha t is why you have got

a s hif t manning in at f uel load where the operating plants are

7 July. And there may be some problems. So they will get

6 sli ppage pa s t t na t .

9 DR. M ATI' SON : Yes. Now t ho s e , our judgment on

*
10 those could be wrong. In other words, some of those have

11 the character of icing on the cake. And there needs to be

12 sone discu ssion of it because you could make it a safety

13 argument that you don' t have a saf e ty problem until you have

14 got a lot of fissipn products.

15 At low power, you're not going to gener5te a lot

to of fission products.

17 007.MI5aIOJER HEWDRIE: Does the si x-mon th -- do

le you knew of any case where the six months' earlier

lv implementation on near-term OLs than on operating plants or

20 a ctually le ss tnan six months now is sort of the difference

21 be tween being able to meet f uel load prerequisite s and no t?

22 JR. MAITSON: I don't know of any specifics ,

23 Jr. Hencrie. But I have some suspicions the one on shif t

24 manning may be difficult if they haven' t manned to have the

25 numoer of people that are indicated in I . A. I .3, f or example

|
|

%
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gshHEE 1 and they have to go find some SRos and Ros before they load

2 fuel.

3 COMMISS1024ER HENDRIE: That could be.

4 DR. MATTSON: That could be a problem because

o tho se people have to be trained and tested and licensed.

6 What I'm saying is i t is not completely clear to me that it

7 i s nece ssary. It may be desirable to have t ho se people

6 there c~uring the extended training period, but it may not be

v necessary.

10 COMMISSIOi1ER HEliDRIE: I was going to say it is

11 clearly desirable, but f rom a saf e ty standpoint, why, you
_7

/ 12 aren't going to have fission products until down in the

v
13 summer, anyway.

14

15

10 !

l
17 I

:

lo

lv

20

21

22

23

24
l
'

2b
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pv HEE 1 If the operating organizations had known six

2 months or a year ago that this was coming, why, it would be

3 the most reasonable thing in the world to get the

4 organization in shape. When you start up one of these

5 plants, one of the things that you just as soon not have to

6 do is to start up and do fuel loading with a certain

7 operating organization knowing that you're going to change

8 it, add people, in six or eight months or as soon as you can

9 get them. You would like to start it the way you think it's

10 going to be manned or run at the beginning.

11 on the other hand, if you come down to the point

12 where that's the only thing that's keeping one of the se

13 plants from going ahead and doing and loading fuel and doing

14 low-power testing, then it is otherwise in all respects
'

'

15 perfectly reasonable for them to load and do that low power

16 testing. Then I must say that I would find the early

17 implementation of the shif t manninq requirements to be a

13 poor basis for preventing them from moving forward.

19 DR . M ATTSON : I think you've captured what I was

20 trying to sa y.

21 MR. DENTOJ But when we first started discussing

22 with the near-term OLs the idea of low-power testing. the

23 edditional SRO in the control room, sort of integral part of

24 the discussion, at least until we have it anyway, I agree

25 with what you're saying. It is really there to beef uo

t
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PV H EE I operation during the time that they have fission products

2 the re, a0d it is certainly desirable to go into this. I

3 don't know of any specific problems.

4 I would kind of like to start out, though, fuel

5 licenses with this kind of list.

6 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I would be all for it. I |
1

7 don't want to see us bronze this statute t oo s con and then
,

1

3 find that it should have been sitting instead of standing or |
;
i9 whatever.

10 DR. MATfSON: That is the point I was going to

11 make. You asked us to oropose a method for taking this list

12 and talking to operations oeople and learning whether we

13 were infringing on other safety matters that we shouldn't be

14 , infringing upon and talking about the'other aspects of

15 implenenting these kinds of things. And we have a proposal

16 to make in that regard. We can either do it now or wait

17 until after we get into the details.

la CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Are you finished discussing how

|
19 you arrived at the list?

|
20 DR . MATTSON : No. I shouldn't forget that we

21 asked the task managers in these areas to go to the Action

22 Plan and -- in raole 1 -- and given their understanding of

23 the dialogue we've had with the Commission in the past three

24 meetings and their understanding generally of what we were

25 trying to achieve as a policy matter for near-term Ols, to

i

!

]
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pv HEE I propose for their area those things that ought to be

2 accomplished before fuel load and full power.

3 Using that input, tne steering group constructed a

4 list -- we a dded some and we cut out some -- provided by the

5 task managers. We took that list to the office directors

6 last week. The office directors added one and cut three or

7 four. And that is the list that you have in front of yo u .

3 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Which one did they a dd?

Y DR. MATTSON: That s page 5. II.B.9. In fact, if

10 you try to find .II.3.9 in your Action Plan, you won't find

.11 it. It is a new addition presently being written for

12 incorporation into the plan.

13 Harold, you might want to sunnarize at this
.

14 point, since we,came to that suoject.

15 MR. DENfod: Do you want to alk aoout II . 3.9 f or a

16 moment?
|,

17 CO M AI SSIONER HENDRIE: Yes, I would, either now or !

l

18 later.

19 John, would you pref er to go aheed and continue to

20 try to grab the whole picture, and then I will keeo in mind

21 this and then go back?

22 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Yes. j

23 DR. MATTSON: Well, the judgment as to what made

24 the list and what didn't make the list was a safety

25 judgment, pr imaril y. That is, what are we requiring of

- _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ . _ _ .
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p v HEE 1 operating reactors in order to assure their saf ety and what i

2 do we expect the next wave of requirements will look likei

3 and of those things that are necessary for safety, which is

4 reasonable and most productive to require before fuel load

5 or f ull power -- take advantage of the training or to make

6 sure they've got it in before they take any operating

7 actions with the plan.

8 Using as a base the full set of 245 reouirements

9 in the Action Plant that is , e ve r yo ne who has looked at this

10 list has had availaole and made, depending upon the

11 individual, varying degrees of recourse to the entire plan

12 from which this set was extracted.

13 The kinds of safety judgments I saw being made in

14 the process were very much the kind tnat were made by the

15 Lessons Learned Task Force in is short-term report, where we

16 describe for you the process of identifying hot coals.

17 You've seen in Table I some annotation of high, nediJm. and

la low potential safety improvement or potential risk-reduction

19 capacility of these individual items. That is a degree more

20 sophistication than we had with the Short-ferm Lessons

21 Learned, but it is basically the same croce ss, a process of

22 judgment. That's how we got the list of roughly 50.

23 COMMI5510 DER GILINSK f das the re any wri tt en-out

24 criteria that expre sses that saf ety judgment ? I don't nean

25 in any quantitative way.
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pv HEE I DR. MATfSON : High, medium, and low

2 characterization of each of the elements of the plan, or the

3 safety judgnent for the set of 50?

4 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the safety judgment

5 that goes into compiling this set t in other words, were each

6 of these project leaders or branch chiefs asked to aoply

7 some sort of check-it-against-a-paragraph-or-a-sentence?

8 DR. MATTSON: No. Remember, we talked to you in

9 our last meeting on the 21 st about a numerical prioritizing
'

10 scheme, and one of the inputs to that list of things was an

.11 assessment of risk reduction -- so many points for high. so

12 many for nedium, so many for low. de have worked with that

13 scheme over the holidays -- in f act, have a draft ranking of

14 all 245 items. It is not.a s t ee ri ng-gro up ranking; it is a' ;

15 working group within the steering grouc Ehich is pushing it

16 along.

17 In doing that exercise, we nave developed a

IS definition of what constitutes 170 points, 50 points, and

I> zero points for saf ety significance. There has been some

2J talk. Dr. Hanauer and I had a discussion several week s ago

21 about eventually wanting to be aole to demonstrate

22 c onsi s te nc y in safety significance characterizations between

23 elements la the Action Plan. generic issues, and unresolved

24 safety issues.

25 No w, there are some tnings in the Ac tion Plan that
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pv HEE 1 just aren't amenable to that, but there are some that are.

2 I think over the longer tern it would ce useful for us to

3 think in our program planning responsibilities of thase

4 techniques. I don't think, in the time scale of inte res t
s

5 for dealing with this Action Plan, that it is either

6 necessary or possible to get that sophis ticated.

7 We intend to stick with the HML designation to

8 become more sophisticated in that H 4L designation through

9 the application of some standard paragraphs as we go about

10 prioritizing , which we will be doing over the next couple of

.31 weeks, but not to do the event-tree risk assessnent,

12 relative risk-reduction potential. Tne sort of thing that

13 could eventually be done to this entire list.

14 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Roger, which three did the

15 o ffice direc tors not have?

16 DR. MA TTSON: Saf ety ;oal -- I don't have the

17 draft in front of me.

la MR. MINOGUE: Item I I . l .D.3, au tomat ic clos ing

19 block valve, was struck. There was one other comment, to

20 mak e clear in terms of some of the functions of some of the
21 on-site groups that might be done by the sere organization.

22 That wasn't a ma tter of deleting.

23 MR. DENTON: Let me mention one that we dia

24 strike. Automatic closing of the block valve is being

25 covered.

:

. _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - __
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p v H EE I DR. MATTSON: I have the ones that the task group
|

2 struck. It seems to me there was one other thing.
l

3 CHAIRMAN 4HEARNE: I would not propose this

4 morning that we try to sit here and go through all of these

5 items and sa y "Yes" or "No" on them. Are there any -- I

6 would say are there some specific questions that you wish to

7 address to us on them, or my colleagues have some specific
i

9 questions on any of these that they wish to address? |
|

9 MR. DENT 0J: I gJess I Would like to have doger I

l*

10 describe the "Nos," bec ause the essence of all of those we I

|

i
11 are familiar with. So mayce it would help just to have a

12 brief summary of the ones in the ":Jo" column.

13 CHAIRVAN AHEARNE: d5at I would propose to do is

14 to see whether or not my colleagues and I could, at some |

15 later stage this week in some other forum, agree with this

16 list or add others or perhaps modify the approach. Jut I
!

17 would rather go into this whole "Yes-Jo" on eech of these. I

13 Roger, why don't you orie fl y descrioe, if fou

19 think the re are some key points se might not understand

20 about the "Nos."

21 DR. MATTSON: I think the first three on onge 1,

22 under shift ma nn ing , are self-explanatory.

23 CHAIR 4AN AHEARNE: Yes.

24 DR . MA TTS O N : I won't go into those.
|

25 COMMISSIOJER HENDRIE: We've already discussed

|
|

|
|

!
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pv HEE 1 those. My only comment is: Fine, if it's workable; but I

2 would not hang scmebody solely on these requirements.

3 DR. MATfSON : I take it you mean the difference

4 between fuel load and full power as ooposed to whether they

5 are requirements at all?

6 COMMISSIOJER HENDRIE: Yes. Clearly, by the time

7 you get into power range coeration -- in fact. I would be

3 willing to say, "Get it implemented before you get out of,

9 say, five, six percent power category." But j us t from the

13 standpoint that it may be a recently enough discusseJ

11 requirement so it hasn't been clear that long and I 7n sure

12 there are people out there scratching around desperately to

13 find good licensed oeople, en: I have a notion that the

14 market may be a little thin on those people.

15 COMMISSIOJER GILINSKY: That might be right, b ut

16 it can't be any surprise to anyone that we are beefl7g the

17 control room nanning requirements. Tnis has oeen discussed

13 for cuite some time.

19 COMMISSIDAER HENDRIE: Well, some of these things

20 under the shif t manning category have gotten more specific,

21 considerably more specific, recently.

22 DR. MATTSON: Neither do. I no r No . 2 under shift

23 ma nn in g implement any of our Short-Term Le ssons Learned.

24 COMMISSIONER HEdDRIE: The shif t technical adviser

25 has been discussed for some time, but that is e different

-

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -- ._ 1
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p v H EE 1 itemi that is a separate item.

2 DR. M ATTSON: I am sorry. .40 . I had been. It was

3 in the final report. When it said, " Implement the standard

| 4 Review Plan on shift nanning."
|
t 5 MR. DEUr0N: One minor consideration on 1 nas

6 always been controversial whether they had to be available

7 all the time or whether they had to be availaole. Me would

3 interpret this one as meaning the latter.

9 DR. MATTSON: The thing that we're trying to

10 avoid.

11 MR. DElliod: That makes a difference in hov you

12 count the people.

13 CHAIRMAI4 AHEARNE: Okay, Hoger, go on.

14 DR . M A TT5 0.'1 : TKe next, I.3.1.1.

15 COMMI SSIO:1ER KEM4EDY: Would you tell me wnen the

16 criceria that it says are being developed will be de / eloped?

17 Md. DE NTO.J : Ne are strivir.; for tierch. a' net we

13 plan to do in the meantime is have i!RA and 16E individuals
|
'

19 review the organization and include their regional p?oole

20 and projec t nanagers and so fortn and do it on an ad hoc I

21 look at previous history of the operation nf that company,

22 how it's organized, and come to an agreement in each case.

23 DR. MATTSON: That is the proposal in this list. |

24 CO MMISSIO.JER HE ADRIE : I think it's perfec'.ly

25 acceptacle. I an not e ven sure, as a na tter of f act, with
1

|
|
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pv HEE I regard to this category, if we wouldn't be be tter off doing i

2 it on a case-by-case basis right on down the line.

3 DR. MA TTS0l's That may be the conclusion you come

4 to as a result of doing that. That is part of the
!

5 implication here: that the se are part of the input to the !
1

6 development of criteria.
i

7 COMMISSIONER HE;lDRIE : Whatever benefits you might

8 eventually get from imposing specific criteria and tnen
|

9 conforming everybody to one nansgerial model, you have a

10 good chance with some licensees of losing wha te ver advantage
i

11 there is in that by forc ing upon then a mode of operation j

12 that management operation that is not natural and in a ccord !
!

13 with their practice and that just gets crosswise in their !
!

14 corporate system.

15 MR. DENT 0!is One other thought on this is the

16 monitoring much nore closely of that actual performance

17 group during this period.

13 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE : It makes a lot le ss

19 dif f erence what their titles are than whether they perforn

20 well.

21 CHAIRV.A.4 AHEARNE: On 1.3.3.4, could I ask

22 Mr. Stello what his comments are on that, the placin; of

23 r es ide n t inspectors at each site for a new operating

24 l ic ense ? Obviously, we have the principle enforsed Of

25 putting resident inspec tors at each operating reactor, but
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pv HEE I is your schedule such that we will nave the ability to put 3

2 resident inspector at each site for new operating licenses

3 if the operating licenses started issuing this spring?

4 MR . STE LLO: Yes. de cla ssified operating plant

5 as a plant either actually in operation or one that is in

6 the preoperational phase, which would be about a year to two

7 years before fuel load anyway.

3 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Sut I thought your scheJule was

9 by the end of '80.

10 MR. STELLO: DJ- schedule is to have the senior

.11 residents by June.

12 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Oka y.

13 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Is there going to ' e ao

14 proolen with that saf ety engineering group?

15 MR. DENfod: I do n't think so. 'tihat we see this

15 as being a natural complement and a hone for the f uel

17 technical advisers. de see the safety engineering group as

13 being an interdisciplinary tean from the engineering

19 departnent, prooably engineers , chemis ts. It would .e

20 through the technical adviser's report, and it would be out

21 o f t he e ngineering department. I don't see a proble, with

22 it. It is one of these things that, in the long ter', has a

23 high potential to provide cross-reference.

24 COMMISSIOJER HENDRIE: I guess a good way to look

25 at that is anyoody who has trouble getting so ething like
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pv HEE I that organized before fuel loeding either isn't ready to

2 load fuel or likely is making more of it, nore of a cig

3 hoorah out of it in a detailed sense than is intendeJ or

4 a ppro pr ia te.

5 DR. MA TfSON: A quncer of plants are going to have

6 this and have it under different names. Anc in those cases,

7 what you are looking for is: Are they doing the right

3 things; are they properly organizedi do they have tha right

9 reporting authority, that sort o f thing?

1

10 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The next item is vendor review i
1

11 of procedures.
|

12 DR. MATfSON: Yes. This just says: Given the !

13 kinds of things we saw that could have been discerned by

14 checklog on an operation did with procedure guideliner but

15 weren't do ne in the case of Three 'dile Island. Let's have
1

16 tne vendors pick up those dif ficulties, not on an audit

17 basis, but 100 perc ent .

la CHAIR,4AN AHEARNE: So this would be e reouirement

19 laid on the vendors?
|

20 DR. MATTSON: I t's on the licens ee. But tne |

|
21 vendor does the review. Inere's a conolicat ion he re that wa l

1

1
22 talked about with the o f f ice directors, and we need '.o think |

|

23 about, and it is one of the things we will do when we go |

24 talk to the operating personnel, which I will descriae

25 later. We said, "NSS3 vendor," out portions of these

1

:
I

!
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p v HEE 1 procedures are dominated by architect-engineering concerns

2 for which the vendor may not have special knowledge or

3 financial interests.

4 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I think you do ne just

5 right. The fellow designed the reactor; it got built.

6 Somebody else engineered some auxiliary systems to go with

7 it. The fellow that designed the reactor is probably in as

a good a shape as anyoody is to see whether some of those
|

9 engineers' procedures are unf avorably reaching back into his

lJ reactor designs.

11 I think you are right. You will get some

12 complaint out there, people saying, "This isn't in our scope

13 of work, and we aren't going to do it," and so on.

14 COMMI SSIONER .<E NNEDY: It seems to ne it might ce

15 a usef u ll y c oope ra tive effort between them.

16 DR. MATTSON: Well, the next item is going to give

17 us a f eel ff or hod well that works, because when we do our

la in-depth review, the developnent of selected emergency

19 procedures, we're going to have the architect encineer and |

2J the HSSS vendor and the license applicant sit down with us

1
21 on the selected procedures, talk about how they we re |

22 developed, talk about how they've oeen cross-checked among

23 all of the elements that contributed, and take them through

24 the simulator, take them through the control room, talk to
|
|

25 the operating crew.

. . -___ _ - ________
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pv HEE I You will remember that description of the pilot
i

1

2 program. That will give us a f eel for how much the |
|

3 architect engineers' lack of in vol veme nt or minor l

!

4 involvement in the item was good or bad. |

5 COMMISSIONER KENdEDY: Wouldn't you want to do |

6 that for at least the low-power test procedures?

7 MR. DENTods de are doing that in the low ,Jower

8 test procedures.

9 DR. MATTSON : You have caught a mistake. .le sa y:

10 "Be fore f ull power, the low-power test procedures must be

11 done before fuel load." That was an addition at the office

12 director mee ting. On Saturday we didn't s ee it until after

13 it was signed and on its way to yo u . We're sorry about

14 that.

15 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: All right.- dhet about I.E.l?

16 DR. MA TTSON : riell, on-site evaluation of

I7 operating experience, you've s een before. It is the

la Short-fe rm L essons Learned. One of the f unc tio ns for the

19 shift technical advisers, which, in terms of t od a y's

23 requirements, needn't be performed by the shif t t e ch.11 c a l

21 adviser, but nevertheless is a functional requirenent at

22 each site. So, that is a poroved, in our judgment.

23 Th e part that is not aoproved is the off-site

24 capaoility. The reason we've tr.cown it in here is because
25 there is an unclear situation todaf, and exactly how this
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2 evaluation is going to f unction, who is going to tell whom

3 to do what on the basis of recently observed operating

4 experience.

5 And it seemed to us that there was a need not to

6 cut out corporate engineering headquarters people who have

7 analytical capabilities and probably more in-depth

8 engineering expertise than what you would provide at the

9 site in the on-s ite engin eeritig, saf ety engineering.

10 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: In this particular recuirement,

11 are you saying that you believe the licens ee should nave

12 o ff-site capabloity?

13 DR. MATTSON: Yes.

14 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Or are you saying that you want

15 *to have that international network established? They are

16 two different things.

17 COMMISSI0 DER GILINSKY: What is the significance

13 of "on-site" and "off-site" he re ? ,

,

19 DR. MATTSON: The on-site sign if ic ance is the

20 f amiliarity with the hardware and the oeople who ooerate the !

!

21 plant and therefore understanding each piece of operating |

22 experience at it s -- close to the source where it nee ds to i
1

23 be be st unde rs tood -- that is, having site f amiliarit y. I

|
24 The purpose for o f f-site is so that there is not 3 i

i

25 loss of continuity of the corporate engineering group. I
|

|

l

- _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ . . _ _ .
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p v HEE 1 especially if they have their own analytical capability like

2 some of the larger corporate engineering groups will have --

3 the TVAs, the Dukes, the Commonaealths -- and a need, fo r

4 example, for NSAC, who may be evaluating operating

5 experience, to know whether they are to talk to the

1
6 corporate people or the site-specific people in i ss u i n g -- '

7 say, they come up with an invention of prompt notification

8 on the basis of some generic industry review of operating

9 experience that needs to go to all operating plants.

10 This on-site and of f-site capability is int ended

11 to coordinate the various sources of operating experience

12 e va l ua t io n . And I an afraid I can't ce more specific than
s, *

13 that now. The o f f-s.ite a ddi t ion is re cent .'

V
~

14

15

16
.

17

IS

19

20
.

21

22

23

24

25

|
.

-
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ . _ . _
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mgcHEE 1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Suopose you have a little

2 utility with one olant, and they've got their team at the

3 reactor?

4 DR. MATTSON: There it may be possible, but the

5 reauirement says you've got your best and only tean on

6 site. That is, the y have only one reactor. The ir corporate

7 headquarters is within ten minutes of the reactor and so on,

8 and that their direct liaison with both IIRC or with .lSAC or
9 NPO is from the site. Then the need for an of fsite

10 capability goes awa y. There isn't any offsite. They have

11 merged.

12 CH AIR M Ari AHEARNE: I wonder if you could, perhaps,

13 give us a sheet of paper like you have in the book before

14 that, before that o ff site i ssu e .

15 DR. MATTSON: Yes. When we bring to you the next

16 draft which is going to include a numoer of modificat ions,

17 that one will be there unless you want it sooner. And a

le number of these are changed f rom what is in the Action

19 Plan. This I.B.3.1 and I.3.1.1 are not reflected in the

20 Action Plan either. " Resident insosctor before new JLs" is

21 not in the Action Plan. We were thinking of bringin; ther,

22 to you all at once.

23 CHAIHMAN AHEARNE: And tnat is scheduled for --

4 DR. MATfSON: We were thinking near the end of the

25 month or the first of next month. My schedule shows
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mg cHEE 1 something like the 4th of February. 1

2 COMMISSIO;IER GILINSKY: Is there implicit nere a

3 recuirement for an analytical requirement of some sort that

4 one would not normally have at an operating reactor. Is

5 that tne idea -- that you would expect to have at utility

5 headquarters --

7 DR. MATfS0!18 A requirement is not implicit there.

8 out that is essentially what is ha ppening. Remember that

9 EPRI took the code and made a transient code out of it.

10 Retran, I think, is its name. And I was told Just this week
11 that there are something like 15 utilities that are now

12 running Retran on their own as a growing capacility 9t

13 a na l ys is in eacn individual utility, responding to the

14 charge to do a better job of evaluating operating

15 experience.

16 COMMI SSIONER GILINSX f: douldn't it be better to

17 e xpre ss it in terms of technical capaoilities rather than

18 ref e rring to ons ite or o f f s ite .

19 MR. DENTON: I think you are co rrect. What we

20 wanted was a sign-off on each LER that comes up. de wanted

21 to sign-of f the full capaoility of a clant, and we s3w the

22 plant as being still mainly operational and headouarters

23 mainly analytic al.

24 Dd . MATTSON: I agree with you. It is confusing

| 25 to say "onsi te" and "of f s ite", out I don't want to leave the
|

. - _ - - .- _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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mgcH2E 1 impression that we made the decision to reauire analytical

2 capaoility of each utility. de haven't crossed that bridge

3 yet. We do know that they are generating that capability

4 somewhat, and that is good, but it may not be ne ce ssary. We

6 may be able to get sufficient analytical capability through

arrangem nts with a central organization.6 e

7 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: What you are saying is, you may

S not have reached the requirement for each utility to have

9 analytical capability, but you have reached the conclusion

10 tha t each utility ought to have available the capability.

.I 1 DR. ,<i A TTS ON : Yes.

12 CO MMISSIONER GI LINS < f: Access to it.

13 DR. MATTSON: That is really what the shorthand

14 about a national ne twork means -- wno's going to suopl y what

15 to whom both in terms of analytical capability and in terms

16 of notification and decision capabilit y.
!

17 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Could I urge you to move on.
d

la because I would at least like you to have hit briefly each

19 of these "no's." j

20 DR. MATfSON: Let's see , "Licens ee Dissemina tion

21 of Operating dxcerience", that is simply on of the short

22 term lessons learned, de would say " provide a nechanism for |
|

23 getting the operating experience down to the license 1

24 operators", based on complaints from licensed operators that

25 they were the last to know.
|

|
|

!

|
t

_
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mgcHEE I CO MMISSI0ilER KENNEDY : Why is that before fuel

2 load?

3 DR. MATfSON: It seemed that the mesh of

4 engineering and management suoport of operations personnel

5 and their procedures for functionina ought to be in olace

6 before the plant went into an operational phase. I think

7 this is a procedure that you are writing here, and it is a

a natter of a few days to think it through and have it in

9 place oefore fuel load.
'

IJ Me might as well be working according to-the final

11 procedures wherever you can. Tnat was the logic there.

12 Training during low power testing is simply the

13 element in the Action Plan to write the recuirements for the

14 Rind of training, the kind of te, sting to be perferned during
15 this prolonged f ull power testing period for near-term OLs.

16 CO MMISSIONER KEN.iEDY: Now I go back to my last
*

17 aue s t io n . . Thy not do it oefore fuel loa d ing ?

16 Md. DE NT041: This one means to conduct those --

19 DR. MATESON: You would have to have a plan before

23 fuel load, out the training is to be conducted before you go

21 to full power.

22 COMMISSI0dE A XENd5DY : All right.

23 DR. MATiSON: The next, " Degraded Core Training",

24 et the botton of four, you will recall in the final Le ssons

25 Lea rned Report, we said " undertake rulemaking for dejraded

i

.
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mgcHEE I core or core nelt conditions", out in the meantime train the

2 operating crews as to how to maximize the capability of

3 ecuipment already in place to cope with a core melt or a

4 degraded core cooling.

5 Those are things that could be a part of the

6 augmented start-up testing program.

7 The next one, II.B.3, is one that a pplies t o NRC,

a not to licensees, as a condition of people going to power.

9 Co hWISSIONER HE NDRIE : I don't understand why that

IJ is.

11 DR. M ATTSON: dell, we think you need to make a

12 decision before you issue another operating license, which

13 is really what a f ull power license is, that you do not

14 intend to deal with the degraded core cooling aspects of

15 Three idile Island on a plant oy plant basis. Rether you

16 intend to undertake that subject matter through gener ic

17 rulenaking.

ld That has oeen our presumption and the way se have

19 been a aproaching it case by case, oending OL aoplications

20 and pending CP a pplications.

21 Now that was the genesis of this.

22 COMMISSIOJER HENDRIE: I can see where you ver y

23 well night need that decision on OL cases where hearings

24 have been reauested and where Three Mile related contentions

25 are be ing raiseo ,ecause you need sot.e decision on whether
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mgc H EE i you're going to litigate all those things case by case. or

2 wnether a number of them are going to be gathered up into a

3 general proceeding, the results of which will then soply to

4 each of the cases.

5 (Chairman Ahearne left the room.)

6 Co #MISSIO.1ER HEi4DRIE : But setting it down in this

7 fashion in this list means it also becones a controlled

S element on near-term OLs for which no hearings have been

9 requested and which are free of that problem.

10 DR. MATfSON: I think it goes a little bit further

11 than that. I think, for exanole, if you were not intending

12 to undertake rulemaking of the degraded core cooling aspects

13 of Three Mile Island, I think there would be an inclination

14 on the part of the staff to require commitments to deal wita
*

15 some of those subject matters so f ar as the near-term OLs,

16 whethe r or not it was a hearing.

17 MR. DE N f0.1: I think sone of the source of
|

IS confusion is our own recuirements in here in the Action Plan
19 move into nitigation of extremely damaged cores, and this j

1

2J raises a question of why you do it in some aspects and not

21 others, and what's the boundary of this? de really felt i

22 this should be conducted with a rulemakin; procedJre and not
i

23 in individual cases. I think that was the sole reason for i

24 trying to address it here -- so to indicate you woul dn't

25 expect it to be addressed clant oy plant es a wide o:>en

1
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2 COMMI SSIONER GILI NSKY: In the forthcoming -- that

3 is to say, in dealing with the near-tern license

4 applications, isn't that what you're sa ying?

5 DR. MATTSON: Yes. We don't think that II.B.S is

6 a whole lot of work. If your concern is one of is it

7 reasonaole to expect this could be accomplished in the time

3 scale for the near-tern OLs, we think the answer to that is

9 yes.

10 CO MMISSIO.JER GILINSKY: What sort of time vere yo u

11 thinking of?

12 DR. MATTSON: A couple of weeks.

13 (Chairman Ahearne re-entered the room. )

14 COMMISSIONER XENNEDf: Were talking only aoout the

15 issuance of a notice.

16 DR. M ATTSON : Inat's right, a draft of which is

17 provided in NUREG 0585 -- a draf t of the ouestions to be

IS i nc l ude d . It did not have the language.

19 MR. SHAPAR: You meen earlier notice of

20 rulenaking? nhat do you mean by " notice of intent ta

21 conduct ruleraking"? Do you mean an early rulemakin:? In

22 other words, ask for public comment on a proposed rule?

23 DR. M ATTSON : No. It would not contain a oroposed

24 rule, but it would contain a set of auestions to which we

25 are seeking answers, either through pJolic input, tnrough

1

|

|
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mgcHEE 1 our own research program or what have you, that we need.

2 answers to before we could write the proposed rule. and it
,

3 would state a schedule for answering those cuestions.

4 incorporating the answers into the develooment of the

5 proposed rule and then eventual issuance of the proposed

6 rule.

7 COMMISSIOJER GILINSKY: I must say I share those

3 uncertainties about whether this belongs in this list. I

9 mean, given it is a good idea, and it sounds like a jood

10 idea, andkbelieveweought to do that, but I don't
11 understand still the tie to this list.

12 MR. BICKWIT: You want to exclude it fron the

13 proc ee dings. That's why it's on the list.

14 DR. MATTSON: Yes. Soth croceeding in hearing and
,

15 a proceeding not to hearing.

lo COW 4I SSIONER GILI NS.<Y: What would you be doing if

17 this were not here?

16 DR. MATTSON: Case by case consideration of the

19 degraded core cooling aspects of Three 411e I s l a nd --

20 hydrogen generation, debris in the recirc systen.

21 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The puroose is to elimilate )
22 some cuestions in the coerating license area.

,

!

23 COMMI SS10 DER GILINSKY: Does that happen just by

24 issuing a notice of intent?

25 DR. MA TTSON : It would be tne Corni ssion's action

- ____ _ ___-. _ -
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mgcHEE 1 that intended to deal with those cuestions f rom Three Mile

2 Island on a generic rulemaking basis. It would be

3 ins truc tions to the sta f f, instructions to the boards,

4 instructions to licensees, and so forth.

5 COMMISSIONER GILINSKf: C'er that do it, or do you

6 need a final rule?

7 MR. SHAPAR: I think you can do it. Yo u' ve done

3 that kind of thing.oefore. I think Roger has also said,

9 howe ve r, that he thought that certain members of the staff

10 were incl.ined to demand this anyway. That kind of a

11 problem, I guess, could be handled in a different manner.

12 COMMI SSIO.4ER GILINSKf To demand what?

13 DR. M ATTSON: That isn't what I said. What I said

14 was, I won't be coy about who they are. It is me. I think

15 that before you issue a new OL, you have to have an enswer

16 to how you're going to treat some of the degraded core

17 cooling things you learned from Three Mile Island, and that

13 answer either has to be develooed on each of those OLs, or a

19 commitment to do it generically -- which I happen to think

20 is the best way to do it -- but you need to make that ;

1

21 decision before you l ic ens e. i

!

22 Otherwise, you extract commitments f ron those

23 nea r-tern OL s, as historically has been done on generic

24 issues, to solve those problems by date certain.

25 CHAIRA AN AHEARNE: Glen, did you have a point?

|
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'mgcHEE 1 MR. BICKWIT: I don't think that simply by putting,

2 out an intent to have a rule that you would exclude f rom the

3 proceedings the discussion of this subject. However, there
||

4 are ways to do it.

5 You have an Appeals Board decision that sa/s that

6 if you comply with all of the rules in existence, then you
,

7 are entitled to a license. So that if this subject matter

8 isn't covered by rules, all of the -other rules are complied

9 with, then you can exclude it from the proceeding.

10 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: But, Glen, i f we i ss u e --

.Il as we have promised to do -- what would this be? The third

12 section of our continuing policy statement on licensing to

13 provide creater guidance to the coards, aoplicants , ,carties,

14 and everybody, and we say we intend the pr'oceedings to go

15 foreward and that if a certain class of questions are

16 intended, to have a rule making, the notice of' intent or

17 whatever you call it is published, and we will deal alth

18 those questions in a general proceeding, and whatever the

19 requirements are that flow from that jeneral proceeding will

20 be of course required on all cases.

21 Wouldn't that do it?

22 MR. BICKaIT: Yes. If you stay with the notion

23 that conpliance with the rules that are in existence is

l24 suf ficient for the license, that would do it. I think this -

25 is part of a broader question that I assume this meeting |

, _ _ . ._ ., - _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _.
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mgcHEE I would ultimately have to address, which is whether or not

2 you want to . stay with that princ iple list in its entirety.

3 MR. SHAPAR: I think it depends on what the
,

4 Commiss ion sa ys in its notice of proposed rulemaking.

5 COMMISSIO 4ER HENDRIE: I presume our boards would

6 give some weight to what we say there.

7 MR. BICKdIT: I don't think there's any dispute

3 that this is a way to exclude that from the proceedings, if

V that's what the Commission wants to do.

10 CH AI RM AN AHEAR NE :' Roger, I would like to try to

11 move on. de have got several other things we really have to

12 get to before we break, and we will probably break not too

13 much longer after 11:30.

14 Are there any of these other "no's" that you want

15 to specifically call our attenting to?

16 MR. DENTO.1: The very next one. We want to go

17 be yond the Commi ssion's reo uirements in this area. This is

18 a troublesome one.

19 CHAIR.4AN AHEARNE: I think on that one, you're

20 going to have to provide us a little more detail, an1 we

21 don't have the time this norning to get into that. So if

22 you would like to give us a paper and have a separate

23 n ee t ing on it.

24 MR. DENTO.l: All right.

| 25 DR. MA TTSON : Okay. I would turn you to page
;

I
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mgcHEE 1 seven and the role of NRC in emergencies. fhis is another

2 internal NRC action -- the only other one in this list.

3 COMMI SSIONER HENDRIE: Once more, why?

4 DR. MATTSON: Well, we had a lot of discussion as

5 to why we keep bringing this back, and the best answer we

6 can give is that we are not trying to quarrel with the

7 guidance we've gotten so f ar. That's not the reason we k eeo

6 bringing it back.
e

9 It's just that we're not certain that the guidance

10 is specific enough to take the actions we need to take in

11 the ve ry near-term. Remember we talked about --

12 CHAIH.iAN AHEARNE: Now, by the role of the NRC,

13 are you getting back to not so much internally but what the

14 linkage with the licensee --

15 DR. MATTSON: Yes. During an emergenc y, from the

16 incident response center or f ro n the site. what is it you

17 want to be in a position of knowing so that you can do what -

la you want to do?

19 CHAld4AN AHEARNE: What is it that you want to do?

20 DR. MATfSON: Well, I think we've agreed in one of

21 the other meetings that the oojective statement in this

22 III.A.).1 is ' retty close to what we all agree is our role.p

23 The difficulty is it's very short and very general.

24 When we try to take it down to make specific

25 decisions among I&E, NRR, Research, on things like the
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mg cH EE 1 nuclear data link, the very general statement doesn't serve

2 us that well. de continue to --

3 COMMISSIOJER GILINSKf: Well, we ought to oe more

4 specific and clear it up when we have enough time to do it

5 than the time involved here, and whether or not in some

6 logical sense it has to be absolutely tied to this list.

7 DR. MA TTSON: This was one of the more

8 controversial ones with the Office Directors, but the y are

9 agreed that it is something that stands more attentian from

10 all of us between now and when we issue the rule.

Il CHAIRMAN AHiARNE: In some form. I thought we were

12 going to be presented with a description of options on the

13 nuclear data link.

14 DR. MATTSON: That paper is in the plan and is on

15 its way in the short, near future. Early February -- is

16 tnat wnere it is now?

17 MR. STE LLO: I have a draft of something tnat is

la very brief that just outlines what the status is, and I can

19 o ff er to have a briefing cef ore the Conmission comin; do wn

20 this month. Our milestone is to have the information back

21 from the studies where it will oe time to start making some

22 decisions in March, as I recall.

23 MR. GOSSICK : That is based on a presumptjon that, )
i

24 yes, we need data refined, and I think there is a real

25 question. I agr ee with Roger. This is a question that has

|
, I
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mgcHEE i to be addressed.

2 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Perhaps we can fold that, the

3 addressal of this issue into this status briefing.

4 COMMI SSIONER GI LINSKY: de don't want the hardware

5 to be determining policy. We went the hardware to conform

6 to the polic y.

7 DR. MATfSON: But talking about that hardware is a

d good way to talk about this policy. It brings out a lot of

9 specific questions that a pure policy discussion has

IJ dif ficul ty a ddre ssing. It is a good way to do it,

11 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Let me talk to Vic and maybe we

12 can get a briefing on the status that you said you expect to

13 oe able to give us this month.

14 MR. S TE LLO : I f yo u. wo ul d l ik e , I could include in
-

15 the briefing the oroader question.

16 CHAIRAAN AHEARNE : I think that is needed.

17 MR . S TE LLO : Okay.
,

!

I
IS CHAIRMAd AHEARNE: Oke y. Roger?

|
19 DR. MA TTSod: I would jumo now to page nine.

,

20 COMMISSIOJER HENDRIE : Before you ju p to page

21 nine, would you care to go back to page six and explain to

22 me what I I .E .1 is different then II.C l.1 and in what wa y?

23 DR. .4 A Tf 50N II.E.1 and II.C.I.1, yes. II .C . l .1

24 may in fact include II.E.1. Does that help?

25 COMMI SSIOJER HENDRIE : Thank you very nuch.

l
;

I
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mgcH EE I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Page nine.

2 DR. MATTSON: Page nine. The only one I would

3 highlight there is this Roman III.D.2.2.c, "Inoroved

4 Auxiliary Building." The Office Directors with the

5 concurren.ce of the Steering Group changed this at our

6 meeting last Friday. Staff had come forward from the

7 technical le vel saying for buildings, for aux buildings that

S had filtration, make sure it is good filtrat ion from the

9 standpoint o f that accident.

10 No t all aux buildings have filtration. The

11 filtration that is there is generally routine release

12 filtration, not Class Nine or large accident filtration.

13 And in the course of development and issuance of Appendix I

14 some years ago, people found the y didn't need filters that '

15 the y thought they might need to be as low as reasonaoly'

16 achieved. Some have them and some don't.

17 What the Steering Grouc has brought to the Office

IS Directors was a proposal to aoprove filters f or .the existing
l

19 and to not add filters unle ss the rulemaking on core melt

20 and degraded cure cooling situations showed it to be

21 ne c e ssary. And the Office Direc tors said -- and we don't

22 nave any dif ficulty agreeing witn then like they stated

23 it that filters are practical technology. The y a r e--

24 understood. The y are not difficult to design and install.

1

25 New plants that don't have then ougnt to have l

1
1

1

|
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mgcHEE 1 them before they go into power operation, not just if

2 they've got them, aoprove them, but if they don't have then.

3 have them.

4 That is a little bit dif f erent from anythina

5 you've seen, or culte a bit different. I guess, through

6 these recommendation about what to do about leakage in the

7 auxiliary building.

8 MR. DENTON: I don't think we said you have to

9 have them before full power.

10 DR. !4A TTSON : That's right. You've got to provide

11 a schedule, and the schedule may say or allow for

12 installation after power.

13 MR. DENTON : We will review the schedule to see if
<

C' 14 it is a reasonaole time.

15 DR. MATTSON: Yes. That is what the statement

16 said. I mischaracterized it. I apologize.

17 -

13

.

19

20

21

'

22

23

24 j
1

25 |

1

|
4

I
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g shHEi ! COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: This is a good place to

2 have filters.

3 DR. MATTSON: Those are the only specific elements i

I

!4 I would call your a ttention to.

5 MR. UENTON: I think the la st a ttac hment, too,

o Roger --

7 CH AIRi4AN AHEARNE: We are going to get to the

6 last one,

v UR. MATTSON: I think we have two things I would

10 like to see us talk about before we break and tha t's the
i

Il last attachment and the pro posal for how we get operator !

12 f eedoac k.

13 CHAIR.4AN AHEARNE: Well, I would like to talk

14 about how we get operator f eedback. I would like ,to talk

is about rule-making versus policy statement. And I would also

16 like to talk about where we go f rom this morning.

17 Ouickly tell us about your operator f eedback, )
1
'

Ic whien i s number one in tne vecember 28th --

19 LR. MATTSON: Jim O'Reilly has a description of

20 what we woula like to do.

21 MR. O' R E I LL i : Well, it is planned to be a

22 two-phase cperation. The first phase is the one that is

23 most resource-damanding. We have established a

24 multi-discipline team heaaed up by various I&E branch chief s

25 in different regions. Each team will be consist of 4 to 6

.

- - ___ _
l
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gsnHEE I people.

2 COMMISSIONER KENtlEuY: The se are regionally-based?

3 MR. O'R EI LL f Well, the lead person for the plan t

4 in that area will be the branch chief in that region. But

S we are going to make up the team of 4 to 6 people. And that

o will consist of NRR project managers. We will get a couple !

:

7 of ta sk managers that seem to have the most impact on the |
i

!
b near-term operating license s.

V We will get them on some of these team s. ,

|
10 I, as one steering group member, will be on at 1

11 least one of these exercises. And, of course, the other !

I
steering group mem' ers will a ttena if they possibly can. I12 o

!13 And I have scheduleo some of the regional directors also to

14 a ttend some of these.

15 We are going to obviously a sse ss the saf ety impact

to of these items we talked about today and we are going to

17 conduct these ag61nst the four plants we identified earlier

Ic And We're also going to look a t five operating plants to see

ly how they would react to thi s bef ore we would consider

20 imposing them on the near-term operating licenses.

21 So we ta1Kec of nine plants. This will be done

22 starting the week of January the 21 st, and some will be cone

23 earlier in the week of the 27th and 28th.

24 We in tend when we're through with this exercise to

2b brief the steering group and, as appropriate, brief the
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gshHEd 1 of fice direc tors. And we will have some sort of a summary

2 report of this exercise when it i s comple te.

3 Now the Phase 2 is, of course, dealing wi th, in

4 thi s group, of course, like you had indicated earlier, we

b certainly will ceal heavily with the operators. We will

6 deal with the supervisors of the plan ts. We will deal with

7 the plant managers and some of the engineering people on

6 site.

Y And tne corporate offices will be involved in some

10 of these ce sign plans and changes.

11 CHAIRt. TAN AHEARNE: Will you be reviewing

12 specifically this morning's list of items?

13 MR. O'REILLf Yes, we will. This is geared

14 almost en tirely, of cours,e, in the context of the overall
IS Ac tion ri an. It will,be geared for the near-term operating

16 licenses identified in Attachment 1.

17 And this is the grou p. If i t works out well, we

lc :.sy broaden it and look at the broaaer Action Plan Inat the

lv commission may finally approve in some f orm.

20 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I see.

21 Mil . O'R EI LL f : The phase 2 of that action, of

22 course, i s to talk to industry represantatives and we will

23 scheeule the industry peo pl e to discuss tne impacts of this

24 a l so .

25 CH A I d.U N AHEA RW E: Okay, thank you. Any comments,
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gsnHEE 1 questions?

2 (No re spons e. )

3 UR. MATfSON : It is going to be early February

4 until you can have f eedback.

5 CHAIRMAN AHEARdE All right. Moving on to the

o question of whether we do this -- if we agree and it gets a

7 little bit into this issue of this has a context of a clear

o definition here as a licensing pause, and these are the

y steps to remove that pause. That will be one aspect of

10 that.

11 I gue ss Howard, since this is your department's

12 memo, perhaps you might speak to it.

13 MR. SHAPAR: I will be very brief.

14 The staff is talking generally about new

16 requirements. Understandably, they've been trying to

lo icentif y those requirements without up to this point trying

ii to f ocus on how to go about making the requirements.
I

lo I think it turns ou t they're talking about a lot |

|
19 or po ssibili ties and I Inink there are a lot of options here

20 from the very informal, including looking at the standard

21 review plans anu the bulletins to jawboning, if you want to

22 call it t ha t , to the more f ormal ena of the spectrum, wni c h<

23 is rule-making anc both substantive rules and interpretive

24 rule s and policy sta temen t s.

25 So it's just not a question of looking at policy

|

|

i

|

|
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gs;ced I sta tements or rule-making as such; it is a question of how.

2 the so-called requirements are eventually going to be

3 a ppliea to the inaustry.

4 Ilow wnat the staf f has largely done up till now is

5 not rule-making, but they have dealt with the operating

o reac tors and they have go tten the operating reactors to make

7 a bunch of enanges.

6 And you haven't issued any rules, nor has there

been any substantial objec tion to tha t kind of an approachy

10 with respec t to o perating reactors , those reactors that are *

11 in operation.

12 CHAIRMA14 AHEARiiE We dic reach the point of

13 having to issue some orders.

14 1/. R . SHAPAR That's right, where there was some
'

15 reluctance. And that's where we see another option

16 available to you, in the event the inf ormal a pproac h doesn' t

17 work. *
i

|

lo Each of these options -- and I've been trying to

19 get t he staf f to f ocus now, start to f ocus on wnich

20 selection is most appropriate and rational for the

21 particular requirement, of course, that they have in mind.

22 There are advan taga s anc disadvantges to each of

23 them in terms of speeu, officiency, and also in terms of |
|

24 what you want to have litiga ted in an individual licensing

2b proceeding or not to have litigated.

1

.
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g shiiEd i The only effective way, or most effective way, to

2 cut it off as an issue, if you want to cut it off as an

3 i ssue , is to rule-making. When you get to rule-making, you

4 have immealately effective rule-making and rule-making by

b pro posals in ge tting public comment or putting it out

6 immediately and ge tting ef f ec tive comments thereaf ter.

7 There seems to be some f eeling of the staff, I

e should say in all candor, some reluctance to go the

v rule-making route because they f eel that the amount of time

10 that will be required to ge t the commission to approve of

11 rule is perhaps not worth it in terms of ge tting tne job

12 done.

13 In theory, and I have no doubts tha t in f ac t, with

14 the rec ent example of how the commi ssion can move in pu tting

15 out an ef f ective rule, anc that was in connec tion with tne

lo t rans por ta tion of special nuclear material or fuel elements

17 to populated centers, we think it can be done very

lo expeditiously ano has been.

lv That is one of the options.

20 Now I'm not pushing any of the options myself at

21 this time. ahat I have been trying to ao is to get the

22 steff nemselves to focus on the availability of these

23 diff erent approache s and to rationally tie a proposed

24 a pproac h wi th many options to the particular " requirement"

25 that they had in mind.

I
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gsnHEE I CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Glenn, do you have any

2 comments?

3 MR. BI CKh'IT : I agree with everything said, and in

4 addi tion , I would simply like to say that I think the key

5 factor that you have to focus on is as to how much assurance

6 you have in the validity of the requirements that are going

7 to be i m po se d , now much a ssurance you have that they are, in

d fact, necessary, how much assurance you have that in the

9 areas they cover, they are all that is necessary, and how

to much assurance you have that in the entire spec trum of

11 po ssible licensing requiremen ts, they are all that is

12 necessary.

13 And until you make your judgment on that question,

14 I aon't think it is po ssible to come to the right answer on
,

lo w hic h of the options that are mentioned you ought to pick.

lo CH AIR..iAN AHEARNE: I gue ss my own f eeling is that

17 I have a reluctance to go to the rule-making a oproach for

ic some of the reasons Inat were mentioneo. And if I

iv contrasted wi th the recent exercise you went through on the

20 eir.ergency planning, in wnich I f elt that we had, I think,

21 narrow scope and a more complete understanding of the

22 suf ficiency i ssue than I think was just being mentioned, I

23 aon't have that same sense of comfort here.

24 And I would be much more comfortable with a more

25 general policy statement than an a pproval list of actions

;

1

l

|
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g s nHEd i myself.

2 But to whom do we now speak? It appears if we say

3 we are now going to try to resume licensing in some sense,

4 there are se ts of people -- there is a staf f who is being

5 told to turn in certain direc tions with a higher priority,

o There is clearly the director of HRR, who is now being told

7 that it is appropriate for him to come to u s , saying that we

b still have existing the commission statement tha t no

v licenses will issue without ac tion by the commission itself.

10 So we are telling the director of NRR that it is

11 appropriate now t hat you're satisfied to come to us with

12 ac tions.

13 We also, I believe, are speaking to licensing

14 boards. T here are some boards that have contested cases on

15 operating license s in f ront of them.

Io We would now be saying we have essentially

17 e ncompa ss e d the f ramework of the actions that we believe are

tc necessary to be treated. You can tJrn your sWi tch on again

19 in the staff. (ou can now go and give whatever pcesentation

2C is needea to those boards. And also, we ha ve to' speak to

21 t he public.

22 We have now reached a re solution of what we think

23 are adequate acLions to be taken to once again re sume our

24 operations.

20 The sense I have f rom this morning is tha t we

|

|
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gshHEE I aren't yet quite there in that thera seems to be a number

well, tnere are several t hi ng s.2 of --

3 First, I tnink the commissioners have to agree

4 that the subset that you ha ve i s a t least an acceptable

5 subset.

o Secona, there are a number of items that you've

7 already put on there that we had not s een before. And I

6 think we would at least like to ha ve some that are
v understanding. For example, the one that you're going to

10 give us a paper on. It i s* no t clear to me to what extent we

11 have to wai t f or Jim O'Reilly's review to come back.

12 It would seem certainly logical that we ought to.

13 DR. MATTS 0il: That was our understanding of your
.

14 intent.

15 CH AIR |4Ari AHdARNE: So, your revised draf t you say

lo is February 4

UR. MATTSON: If I could change subjects a little17 '

Ic and we could co:ne back to this one.

19 We intend to sit down witn the task managers and

20 go tnrough i t page-by-pa;e beginning next week. We will

21 have completed then this rounc of conversations with

22 you. And your earlier meetings with you, we will have ha d

23 two meetings wi th the ACRS subcommi ttee.

24 A number of things need to be cleaned up. There

25 have been a lot of implieu decisions and a lot of changes

|
|
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gsadEE I in the plan that should be brought u p-to-da te.

2 The uncertainty in any schedule is the degree of

3 dif f erence relative to the Rogovin re port. It made sense to

4 us to try to get at least within the steering group and the

5 task managers a consistent and clean draf t. Whether we

o bring that down, make it publicly available, and go through

7 the sort of thing we've gone through with this one or not, I

o am inclined not to.

V But we will see how much time there is available.

10 It is just a matter of whether we can push this thing hard

il enough to produce another document.

12 CHAIRMAll AHEARNE: Now you will also have, as I

13 recall, outstanding an examination of what is the marginal

14 change of programs anu what additional changes have been

15 made as a re sult of the action plan.

16 UR. MATTSON: There are reprogramming analyses

17 going en within the offices in first-ranking of potential

lo reprograraming candida te s, is due to be supplied by the

ly of fice direc tors tomorrow.

20 They also have a aeadline of the 16th of January

21 to speak specifically to the resource estimates in the plan

22 i ts elf .

23 Me have an uncertainty at the moment, given the

24 amount of c ha nge t ha t now a ppears to be necessary in the '

l

25 plan as to wnetner it makes sense to continue to PJsh the
l

l
i

|

|
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gshHEE 1 of fice oirec tors to tha t 16th deadline.

2 It may make more sense to go through the task

3 manager rewrites over the course of the next weekend ana

4 task manager review of their sections with the steering

5 group next week, and then work the of fice directors the

o f ollowing weekend wi th more u p-to-date , consistent versions.

7 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: You've got several more weeks of

6 cycling in front of you.

' DR. MATTSON : Yes.y

10 CHAIRMAh AHEARNE: To me, this is such a

11 f undamental important que s tion tha t I would like to withnold

12 any f ur ther comment. I would like to have a chance f or the

13 comnissioners to come to grips with what they would propose

14 f or the ac tion to take, unless you are prepared to of f er
,

15 some suggestions now. .

lo Co|J:413SIONER GILINSKY: I would like to ask a

17 question. I

16 Thi s is a T|. I A ction Plan . To wha t extent doe s i t
|

ly also capture items that are not TMI-related, but were of |

|
1

20 concern to tne staff , since Kemeny and others have said i
i

21 we've got to get our house in order, that there are

22 non-TMI-related i ssues tnat pe r tain to that.

23 Are the se addre ssed here?

24 DR . 14 A TfSON : No. I t has been our intent to cut

25 out t ne no boy horses, es Joe oescriced them earlier. T here I
|
|

|
|

I

|

!

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



*

.

0070512' 77
,

yshHEE I are still some in here.

2 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I don't think Vic meant hobby

3 horses.

4 DR. MATTSON: Well, it da pends u pon who considers

S it important as to whe ther it's a hobby horse or not.

6 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the considered

7 judgment of the senior technical people.

6 MR. DENTON: There are some things going on in

9 those other areas that are not apparent, where we are

10 pushing to clean up areas where that has been stagnant for

11 some time.

12 You'll see i t .aore clearly in the list of

13 priorities wnen wnat we have to crop in order to fine-tune

14 our people to carry ou t ne Action Plan.

15 So there, that aces reflect our judgment of what

lo elements must we continue, such as unresolvec saf ety issues

17 and operating problems ana so forth.

lo CHAI R..iAN AHEARN E: My impression when you called

19 thi s a TMI Action Plan was that, as it says here, tnis is an

20 Action Plan for implementing recommendations of the

21 President's commission anu other studies of the TMI

22 accident.

23 So it encompasses some of those broader

24 que s tion s -- how should the agency be assessing?

25 DH. MATTSON: Well, the issue of how the agency
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gshMEE I f unctions and works and conducts its busine ss, in our

2 judgment, are the re in Chapter 4. In the main, t he

3 technical requirements associated with Three Mile Island,

4 the engineering and human f actors and that stuf f is in here.

5 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But, for example, let me give

o you an example.

7 There is a lo t of empha si s u pon manning, staffing

o human f actor s approach, which are much broader than any

9 specific action out of TMI 2 accident.
*

10 DR. MATTSON: That's true.

11 CHAIRMAN AHEARNb So those broader issues really

12 are in here.

13 COAMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, some of them

14 obviously are.

IS DR. MATfSON: ~.iell, I don't know what your

lo cefinition of " broader" is. There's nothing in here about

17 all your seismic requirements, right?

Io Clearly, that i s a question on the staf f's mina

tv and has oeen f or years. There's nothing in here about

20 anticipated transients without SCRAM or any of the

21 unresolved 19 saf e ty i ssues, althougn some of them are at

22 least inoirectly rela ted -- sta tion blackout. That's

23 clearly rela ted.

24 CHAIR 4AN AHEARNE: But those are items that are

25 alreacy in this section of the buoget.
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gsnHEE i DH. MATTSON : Ano to.the extent that you start to

2 hurt them by uncertaking TMI-related things, you're going to

3 see t ha t . That inf ormation we are developing f or you.

4 COMMI.ESIONEH HENDRIE: I've forgotten the front

S part of the line of conversation. Vlould you go back and

o tell me where we are?

7 CHAIR |.iAN AHEARNE: The f ront part of it is one of

a the reasons f or this worning's meeting might have been that

9 now we vote out here a set of actions. h'e agree that these

10 are the one s that have to be taken.

11 Now we will send it to the licensing board. We

12 will tell Harold to start giving operating license

13 oecisions, et cetera.

14 Ano ther po ssibili ty , which is one I would more

15 pref er, is that the five of us -- not right here at this'

lo caol e -- bu t that we reach some conclusion as to what s te ps

17 ought to be taken.

Ic CD,.tM I 5S ION ER KENNE0f t How are we going to go

ly about coing tnat?

20 I gue ss that is the first question.

21 CHAIR,4AN AHEARNE: Well, I was going to suggest

22 t ha t perhaps either one of you or the general cousel, OPE

23 witn Roger, might pu t tog e t he r a more sucinct plan. Is

24 t ra t acceptable to you?

2b C0idl.:I SS IONER KENN EDY : Sure.

__ _ __ _ - _ _ - - - - _ _ _ _ _
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gshnEE 1 MR. DENTON: In 'the interim, I .have a list of the

2 staff who are working on the near-term OLs._ That's the best

3 guidance l'can give'you today as to what might be required

4 and might not be complete and workable along those lines.

o So in terms of a review effort that is going

o on, they have taken this to be today's be st a pproach to it.

7 And it is to be a pplied near-term.

6 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Jorn, I was going to say'

9 tha t I agree with you. There is the iteration that we need

10 either one or-two weeks to see what our special inquiry has

11 to say.

12 It seems a bit premature today to seize this list

13 and say, staf f , okay, i rrevocably, okay, or wha te ver on i t.

14 On the other hand, I will a t least say for myself

15 t ha t it a ppears -- I woulo take out that 3.A.I.l. on more

16 detailed oefinition of the role of NRC in emergencies, just

17 because I don' t know what the poor licensee is going to do

IS about that.

19 The other one I'm willing to leave in because I

20 think we ao have to decide on the rule-making.

21 For myself, I would be willing to say tha t this

22 list cons titu tes a reasonable subset for the near-term OLs,

23 on tne one hand, that I belleve it is drawn from a larger

24 ac tion plan wnich, in general, I agree with, although I

25 o ccasionally have a critical commen t about one element or

i

1
i

. _ . - -
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gshdEd I another in the thick book, and that it is suf ficiently close

2 to the mark so that it certainly ought to be used as you are

3 using it for guicance internally.

4 And since I a ssume it is a public document, is it?

6 MR. DdNTON: Yes.

o C0!GI SS 10iaER HENDRI E: Tnat I would advise

7 licensees or applicants who are looking for some near-term |

6 action to read it with great care and be advised by it.

> But I think i t is a bit soon ye t. I think we want
l

10 to hear f rom the iteration of the field. h'e want to hear |
i

|| some reaction from the staff on the special inquiry thing |
1
'

12 bef ore we come finally to say, good, this is it.
1

13 And it seems to me that the action then which we

14 will want to take when we reach that po i n t , or as we reach

15 i t, will be to have draf t s ta temen t s , licensing policy

16 s ta teme n t to look at, and we will wan t to get that guidance I

17 out. /nd we will want to sort out some of these things on

16 which it is clearly more appropriate to try to deal with it

19 in a general proc ee din g than to litigate in individual

20 pro c eec ings .

21 But t ne t sort of action sequence seems to me

22 fairly straighticrward. We ha ve go t a couple of weeks now

23 w hil e things are done. And we see this next review of our

24 past conduct.

25 CHAIR |.;AN AHEARNE: We also really do need to

.
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gsnHE2 1 understana wnen we a pprove this, what does it do to the

2 ongoing programs already?

3 COMMISSIONER HEisDRIE: Now let me just, if I can

4 continue to holo you up here, we are now at the 9th of

5 January, is February 15 really a necessary time before one

6 can revisit tnis subjec t and get something moving?

7 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Well, I think we've got at j

b least three phase s: The im pac t on the ongoing program; the

9 Rogovin effort; and Mr. O'Reilly's effort. |

|

10 And I would gue ss that those three do nave to come 1

I
11 before we revisit them.

12 DR. itATTSail: We also have to do some work on the j

13 question that Howard and Len addre ssed, which is how to

|4 proceec with specifics.

IS CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: W e l,1, that's right. I would

lo gue ss tha t that is really more an issue that the commi ssion
,

!.. $
17 has to adoress than the staff.*

,

1

l

10 I

i

IV |-

|
'

20
i
1

21 |
!

22
l

23
1

24 j

25 l

|

I
|

!
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1 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: I would like to see some

2 recommendations from the staff as to which way different

3 elements ought to go.

4 DR. MATTSON: One of the things that could be done

5 to help you would be to ask the staff to describe how each of

6 the near-term OLs relates to current regulations, that is,

7 either the regulations don't treat that subject or they do

8 treat that subject and this is still within a reasonable

9 interpretation of those regulations, he me, interpretive

10 rules or statements might suffice. !
i

II CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Are you saying which of these f

12 things could be done without a rule and which would require a
|

13 rule? Is that your que'stion?
|

14 DR. MATTSON: Well, there is some sentiment that j
i

15 some of these things in here directly countermand the rules. !
i

I can give you an example where there's not much disagreement, {16 I
l

I
17 and that is if we do something on hydrogen control, that it

!

18 would be something that would violate your rules. That goes !
!

l9! beyond what the regulations require.
| i

20 ' CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: When you cay violates, are you ,

1

21 saying that there is some -- that would say that the rule
,

22 says do this , and your conclusion is that what we're telling
i

23 ) them to do is wrong. Or are you saying what we're telling them:

1
*

24 to do currently is not enough? .

Ce Fedsral Reporters. Inc.

25 DR. MATTSON: Not enough. |

|

h
, -
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1 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: That's different.

2 MR. BICKWIT: But you need a rule either way.

3 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Certainly we have to have from

4 the staff which ones of those require new rules. But there

5 is a difference between something that requires a new rule

6 because there is an old rule that says something --

7 DR. MATTSON: Just so we understand What I have in

8 mind to provide, when you read NUREG-0578, te introductory

9 section, from each of the requirements in that appendix to

10 0578, it is analogous to the introductory section in each

11 regulatory guide that we issue. It says, here's what the

12 regulations require and here's what we interpret that to mean, -
| |-

13 hence this requirement.
,

'

14 We could endeavor to write an abbreviated version .

I

i

15 of that for every one of the 15 near-term OL requirements. |
!

16 Some of them are simple because they were already 0578
;

i

17 requirements. Some of them aren' t so simple and will take some!

!
18 work,

i

'

19 COMMISSIONER HEMDRIE: Is it necessary? What would

|

20 one do with it?
,

21 MR. SHAPAR: I think they view it as perhaps a i

!

22 helpful planning device for approaching the ultimate question

23 of whether or not you want to handle a requirement by rule-

24 making or some other necessary preliminary step in approaching
,ce Fedsral Reporters, Inc.

25 the problem. -

i

b '
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I COMMISSIONER.HENDRIE: Wouldn't they do just as well
|

2 to have a checkmark beside those things that would require |'
3 some change in the rules in order to implement, and maybe a

4 double checkmark beside those things that you think ought to

5 be done by rulemaking rather than by orders to licensees and

6: staff?
I
i

7 | DR. MATTSON: That essentially is what I was talking

8 to you about providing. I was not volunteering a long-winded
,
i

9 analysis. It's just our judgment as to which ones. 1

I
'10 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, the background prose

ll on some of those regulatory guides is first-class literature.
|
!

12 MR. MINOGUE: If I may suggest, I think the best way ;
*

| !

13 i to do this is to take a simple group,,one guy from NRR, and
i
I

14 [ a guy from SD, and let them go through and just talk it through!
l !

15 ! and look at the rules, and then do the checkmarks that way, i

I
'

16 ! without trying to put down any. elaborate analysis.

|
'

17 | CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Why don't you try to do that for

18 a first cut. And then if it needs more, we can get more.
|,

19 I COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Now, February 15th, when I
| '

1o

20 d read your memos, what I understood was it was February 15th |
|

1 \

21 ' for this on]ect to come back. And what would it be, edition 1

22 two?

'

23 DR. MATTSON: Yes. But the assumption is it has |

| |

24 h got not only the kinds of changes we now know are necessary, |
mFeers' R eporters. Inc. !; I

25 but also changes to reflect Rogovin by the 15th of February.

A
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I COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: While I stand second to none

2 in my love and admiration for this object, I want it clearly
!

3 understood by everyone, it is this one and this list-- now,
.

! d here's what we've got to do to get on with plan X -- that
|
'

5 really fascinates ne, as you may have detected. And I wonder

6 if we need February 15th for our next conversation on the

7 short list. I would hope we would come sooner together,

8 perhaps even at a time when you may not be completely shaken

9 down on one or another of the things before us.
I

10 DR. MATTSON: It may be possible, if we didn't have

Il to review the Rogovin Report.

12 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Joe, I really don't think we can
|

13 address that question until we see what Mr. Rogovin delivers |
,

Id to us.
|

15 MR, GOSSICK: Do we have a firm date for that? |

16 MR. BICKWIT: No, we don't. It is contemplated it |,

| |.

17 | would be the week after next. !

!

18 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: I suspect that issue really has

l9 to be deferred. I would hope we could revisit before I

,I
i20
| February 15.

:

2I COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, there are sort of --
,

|
22 there 's Rogovin, there's the iteration. And what was the

23 third thing?
6

2d CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: O'Reilly.
3 Fcdsrel Reporters, Inc.

25| COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, I'm calling O'Reilly

i
'

| I

O
'

_ _ _
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1 the check of the field. What was the third thing?

2 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The impact upon our present

3 programs.

4 COMMISSIONER KENNEDY: That we can look at meanwhile,

5 and it seems to me we don't have to wait until February 15th

6 for that.

7 CRAIRMAN AHEARNE: Oh, no.

8 MR. DENTON: Well, the impact of this is about

9 one-third the impact of that, and I think we could brief you

10 on the impacts of these things with what's in there.

11 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Let's get back to where we were

12 in the beginning. As Roger pointed out, if your recommendation,
,

*

13 is to approve in principle of this plan -- and we've talked

14 at length, not in explicit detail, but we still need to have

15 , some sense, since that is at least a recommendatio'n. Weeither!

16 accept that recommendation or reject it. If we accept it,

|
17 we still have to end up having some sense of what this magni-

;

i

'

18 tude of redirection means to the current programs. And I had
i

19 thought that is what you had already had under way. j

20 | DR. MATTSON: That is already under way.
;

21 MR. DENTON: I think you could be briefed on that. !
I

22 DR. MATTSON: You could have that sooner if you !
!

23
| didn't want to review Rogovin, if you wanted to tell Rogovin,

24 j we're going to do that first, then do Rogovin. That's fine.
eremi newners, ine. |

.

25 i I don't think that is a practical way. '

,

||
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1 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: If you've got that already under
1

1

2 way, we ought to be able to at least have'some sense as to that

3 first approximation pre-Rogovin.

4 MR. DENTON: I think the office has essentially )
1

5 completed their review on the impacts of this. We were a

6 little hesitant in moving ahead, very much head, because it
,

I
t

7 was subject to change and we did not want to spend a lot of j
'

1

8 time getting all of the implications straightened out. J

9 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: But perhaps you could get us that

10 first approximation.

Il DR. MATTSON: Now, what is it you're asking for,

12 for the revision of the Action Plan vis a vis -- |

!-

13 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: No. What I'm asking for is the |
l

Id first approximation of the impact upon the current programs !
!

15 ; of this version of the Action Plan or whatever the office f
I

16 directors have been working with. ;
i

17 DR. MATTSON: That you can have fairly soon. That's |
;

18 not difficult. I think you can have that next week. The
,

I9 ! problem is, you will be comparing -- you will be measuring
i

20 | an impact of something you know is going to change.

21 COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: Well, it is better that we ,

i

22 get -- it is a step forward.

23 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Unless you have reached the

24 conclusion that this is going to be so grossly wrong. i
'

,ce reers a.mn.n, ine.

25 ' DR. MATTSON: Well, I could say I could have something
I I,

!i i
n i
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1 next week, assuming I get what I need from the office directors

2 tomorrow.

3 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: Let us, at the Thursday agenda

4 planning, maybe you could give us something on that, Lee.

5 pal right.

6 The meeting is adjourned.

e-6 7 (Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
f
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