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DISCLATIMER

This is an unofficial transcript of a meeting of the United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission held on Wednesday, January 9, 1980 in the
Commissions's offices at 1717 H Street, N. W., washington, D. C. The
meeting was open to public attendance anéd observation. This transcript
has not been reviewed, corrected, or edited, and it may contain
inaccuracies.

The transcript is intended solely for ceneral informational
purposes. As provided by 10 CFR 9.103, it is not part of the formal
or informal recoré of decision of the matters discussed. Expression
of opinion in this transcript &o not necessarily reflect final
determinations or beliefs. ©Nc pleading or other paper may be £filed
with the Commission in any proceeding as the result of or wéiressed
to any statement or argument contained herein, except as the
Commission may authorize.
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PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: The meeting is called to
order.

Roger, Les, Harold, Howard, et cetera, once agjain
we return to the Action Plan and {ts on2oing efforts.

Lee, what facet of {t are we discussing this
morning?

2. COSSICKs All rignt. Following our meeting on
the 2lst, the Action Plan jroup has been busy continuing
with the further develooment of the Plan, (n last Saturday
we sent down to you & paper that was asked for at our last
meeting that gets into a3 little pit more details and
specifically addresses those i{tems attached to the earlv=nn
licensing activity. And [ will ask Roger to go ahead and

descrioce the overall nager and just wnhnere we Are now.

i

JR. MATISONS well, the paoar poses 3 broai

answer to the attestion of what constitutes the end of the

licensing policy. &nd then goes into some detail on Ine
element of whit we Croposs constitutes the end of the

licensing pclicys namely, the near-term operatina lizense
realirements,

I think there are thraes things we could talk about
oroductively today, looking for soms kind of agreement on
those three things that would helpo the steering groun nress

forward. Ancd we 2roponse them:
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First, discover whether there (s agreement for
what generally constitutes the end of the pausei and second,
talk about how we implement the reauirements, licensing
reauirements, at the end of the nause =~ Dv rulemaking, oy
policy statements, oy relations to the Standard Review Plan,
whatever.

And then, having talked about those two general
subjects, ! think it would be worth our time to go through
this enclosure attzchment one to the memorandum and talk
about each of the individual items in the list. Snme of
them, ! think, we can pass over rather suickly. You’ve seen
them before. Jde“’ve talked about them {n some detail. But
tnrough that cover tec cover, if you will, of attachment one
t» understand in totality the things that the steering arous
and the Bffice iirecters have concurred constitute a
necessary and sufficisnt list of resuirements for near=term
(Ls, alneit not a necessary a~d sufficient list of things to
accomplish pefore lifting the nause.

CHAIRMAN AHZARNES Roger, | am not sure | really

in fagt, 1 am Sures | did not fully
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understand == the points made (n your paper. So let me ask
a couple of ouestions, {f [ could.

[he sense | got is that what vou ars sayin: is
that it is your view that the Commission should, A, an+dorse

the Action Plan in jeneral, the total effort, before
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av HEE I petween, &nd somewhere it would seem to me one breaks off
2 and says, "Yes, these are all very nice and verv impoartant
3 things we must pursue and we’ve got to come to grins with,
4 but we don’t have to come to grios with them other than to
5 say that we ought to come to grios with them someday before

W

we resume licensing." 1Is that what you mean?

7 JR. MATISON: That is exactly what we mean.

3 COMMISSIONER KENIEDY: (Okay.

Y N. MATTSON: All that many of these peripherel
19 issues resuire, in our judoment, is for you to say, "Yes,

1 that {s an jissues someday we sre goinj to come to Arips with

12 that issue," and simply saying we are 30ing to continue to
13 consider that (ssue is all we recommend you have to 30 on

| 4 many of these thinzs before you resume licensinc. Ine

13 vehicle for doing that en mass {5 *he Action Plan.

15 COMMISSIOAIER KENNEDY: It really is fair to say
17 thatg {sn’t it == or s it == that in many of thbhse cases,
13 even {f we didn’t say, "Yes, that s an i{ssuei we ar= aoinc
{9 to cecre to grios with 1t." it reslly wouldn’t have aw§

23 effect on licensing?

2l ORe MATISONs That’s true.

22 COMMISSIONER KEWNEDY: (Okay,

23 DR. MATISON: The actinn you might take on that
24 specific issue (s the matter nf fact that you remove {t fro=
23 the Plan, {f you choose to do s2.
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MR. COSSICK: 1 think that was the intent of the
paragraph on page 3.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDYs | just wanted to mare sure
I understood it.

DR. MATISON: Unfortunately, the extreme evamples
are the easy ones. The list of near-term OLs is at the
other extreme, nost of those are easy to grasp, ves, those
gre things we ought to do. Th2 Short=Term Lessnons Learned
and so forth. Agsin, the exanple you raise (s extreme, yes,
that is clearly one all we need to do is say we’re 3oing to
do something about it.

In between, there are 200 and some items, neither
in this list nor {n ynur examnle, and it is through the
consideration o1t .he 4ction Plan that vou sey, "Yes, that
ouzht to be on the short-ferm or near-tern cperating license
list," or, "llo, that is one we want to traat separately or
we want to conduct rulemaking nr we want to do some research
first," or, "[hat is just neriphesrzls that has to do with
the efficiency of how we do our work or whatever, anij we
will acknowledge in the plan that w~e are 39im3 to *raat that
sub ject, and {t needn’t be done deforas licensing."

CHAIRAAN AHEARIES liow | jusss then that clarifies
one othsr auestion, or perhaps the same auestion | had., In
your peaper you hed saids "de do not oelisve that the

isolated aporoval of any oarticular sunset of action items
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licensing."” By that, did you mean then that the a=oroval of
3 A subset == {n particular, the subset here == In the absence

4 of that more general aocoroval of the Action Plan would not 2

tn

sufficient?

o) DR. MATISON: Yes, that’s wnat we’re tryin. to

~4

sa2yv. And the reason s that you need, {n nur judgment, to

3 demonstrate that vou have considared the full range »f

v reform recommendations from the people who studied the

10 accident., 4ost importantly, the Kemeny Commission.

11 You have done that by simply generating this

12 document, «Now, from this document our ungerstanding is we
13 will extract the near=term (OL resuirements. rou need to be
(4 gble to say how you did that and why the nther things aren”t
15 in the list of near=term OL reaquirements.

15 N2 tnink the way you dn that is to anprove. in

17 s2neral, a revision of this Plan, which incarporates your

13 guidance and policy direction on those thingcs not

| 4 specifically required for ngar-term OLs, just what are vou
22 90ing to do about degraded core=coolant accidents In
2l generzl, what are you 32in3 to 4n about risk assesgsmant,

22 what are vyou ¢going to do about reactor safety oolicys nroad,
e important, nut longer-term issies which, If | sense where we
24 are headed, will not be complately accomplished hefore we

25 rasume licensing.
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CAAIRMAN AHEARNES: How, (OPE had made & point in
the paper, which you are on the list for but it only came
out yesterday so [ don’t know whether you’ve had a2 chance t»
look at {t.

DR. YMATISONt I have not seen it.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: [he point they made refzars to
licensing as meaning the review process as ooposed to
license issuance. And so one of ths {ssues that | think -=
and correct me i{if | an wrong =~ that they are making is that
the actions were being viewed 3s a trigger to switch hack on
the licensing review process s2o03rate from the auestion of
licensing issuance. [s that what you had seen it a3?

DR. MATTSON: No, I don’t think that is a nroper
view, And the reason (s simple: On this lf{st == ani there
are approximately 524 [ guess | didn’t count it after the
office director meeting on Friday == but of the 50, 24 == nr
sShort=Term Lessons Learned == the 24 Short=lerm Lessons
Learne? Lessons learned were transmitted to pending (L
amplicants some months ago.

Submissions have oeen received from those neople,
and there are in fact reviewers assigned to plants like
Sequoyah and lorth Anna and Salen, who ars reviewing
licensees’ responses to thonse rejuirements, 5o, it is clear
to me that the review process ner se, although suffering

somewhat from marvower shortfalls == and we could d0 it
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faster if we had more people anolied == but it nevertheless
is going forward on at least a nortion of these 50 near-tern
OL resuirements.

CHAIRMAN AHZARNES Let me ask a somewhat similar
gquestion to Harold., I had thought that at least some areés,
that one of the arguments beinjz made for the need for us to
have a licensing pause in additinn to making sure of the
Short={erm Lessons Learned, et cetera, was the manpower
snortfall and the {nability therefore to soread people poth
looking at operatiny reactors and to the review process. To
the extent that that is 2 factor in sns=-called "licensing
pause," which then relates much more tn Hanrahan’s pause {n
the review process, what are the kinds of threshold-level
actions that you see as being rejuired to drep that 20licy?
' M. DENTOW2 [ think they are the same twd that we
talked about. One is | wanted to be sure that an action
plan could be Used 3s an umbrella, that these were the
considerations that w2 weren’t =movina, say, toward raauiring
filtering and ventiég on every nlant in the action plan,
vecause it might not fall out in the near-term review. 5o,
I would like to have a Comission endsarsement, have in
sction plan umbrella that this is an sntity of things which
we are going to consider actions in. Some of them, like the
data link, | know, whichever way it turns out, it mi:ht not

affect near-term licensing actions very much when th2
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inclusion of other items might affect what we do in the near
term. So |l need to understand the umbrella of actions that
are under consideration {n order to propose the near-term
action levels = | mean, near~term licensing reviews.

Then the other part of it is manoower
recsuirsaments, that {f the Commission 2ndorses & program of
requirements to be immediately done on operating plants that
is so big that [ don’t have any resources left, then [ am
not able to do much near-term at all. So, there is an
action, and in fact the draft requirement in terms of
manpower rejuirements that you have b2en able to go through
énd see the impact is astonisninjyly large, especielly if you
try to do it on the time schedule that it has, and that
would prevent very much attention héiny ziven to the plants
without some balancina and changin3y of the program.

I don’t know {f | have answered yvour muestion.

But we had evolved == this set of reauirements is ag;umin;
that this Is 2 reasonable repressntation of the totalitv of
ones without pre judzing how some of these will come aut in
the long run as tne Commission d2bates it, whether f{t
assumes that we haven’t missed big=ticket items im tnis
Acticn Plan, that they are going to reiuire more starf
work.

So, I think this nlan ~e a~2 proposing todav has

== the requirements for resuming ere consistent with %his
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Acticn Plan, And then my own judgment is that the manpower
requirements to do these things are doable without total
disruption of the program, whereas thzse things wouli be
done on the near-term plants and on the operating plants.

Now, there is a lot »f thinjs in here that are
glso very big manpower consumers, and they are the ones that
We are 70in3g to have to decide on the nriorities.

CHAIRYAN AHEARNKES So, ! juess what you ars savying
is that {f the Commission were to ajree tn2t these are the
subset of actions that you would have the ménpower tn be
eble to then say, "Yes," you have taken the set of artions
that are required for operatiny reactors, and you still have
the manpower left to do the necessary review for those in
the cueue for operating licenses. [s that ccrrect?

MR. DENTOdt We might not 4o it as rapid as some
people like, but we have manpower tn 23ss{an to those In the
aueue 3s well as to the vperating olant, and we would 4o
about the same kind of reviews on all of the plants,

PR+ SATTSON: One thinjy we need to understand:
the number of things in tnhnis interim list have not been
aoplied to operating reactors. [here need to be ann there
are some things that may need to be asnlied to operating
reactors very socn, within wesks or saort months, that are
not on the interim OL list. [hat {s, there are thinys in

the Action Plan for which criteria already exist or «{ll
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2 work that should oe required of operating plants, but we

3 have not reccmmended them as conditions of licensing for

4 near-term OLs. That is, we would treat & near-term (L

D exactly as {f it were an operating nlant.

o) CHAIRMAN AHZARNZ: Could ynu give me an example?
7 DR. MATTSON: Yes., If you would turn to pace 2 of
3 attachment one, | wil. 9ive you an examcle of one whare

- criteria have already been issued . It is item [.C.1.1,

10 "Analysis and Prcoccedure Modificatinns." You notice it says
11 "Phase | and Phase [1." That i{s a HURZG=0578 reouirzment.
12 They have three phases in it. Phases [, Il, «rnd
13 [Il have all been reauired of both operatinc plants and

|4 plants under construction. Yet this near=term OL list only
{5 proposds that Pnases [ and Il be conditions of licensing for
16 near~-term (OLs3 although they will have to finish Phase 11,
17 we will have them 4o {t on thes same time scale 2s operating
13 reactors, and that {s after when we expect the four nr five
19 n2ar=term OLs to have reached full power,
20 Now, thers are other examnoles, and | am afraid !
2| don’t have them off the top of my head.
22 In Table 1, for- which criteria haven’t been

3 developed like this., for this oarticular evemple, they will
24 De developed within the next fa2w wez2ks, or are readv tn pop

25 out nof the staff already, for wnich oneratingc reactor
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2 not on ths near-term OL list. Anat we mean by not including
3 it is that for the near-term (OLs we would reacuire tham to
- meet the same deadl ine as If they were a presently
5 operating reactor, which could be after they go to full
6 power.,
7 MR. DENTOd: You mean recall in the Short=[erm
3 Lessons Learned there were certain things thet had to be met
- py the operating plant in Category A, and then we came up
10 with an A=-prime list, where you will see == you notice these

I are all in this plan, showing a "Yes" as alrea-dy anproved.
12 So, we have been reviewing the n2ar-term OLs ajainst those

13 A=orime list, and in fact we havs been reviewing then

—
.-

against some of the issues in here because there has been

15 feedback between the operatinj review and the steerinc groun
15 to devalop these renuiraments. 50, 1 have a small group of
17 people who have continued to review the near-tarm (OLs,

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

1y forecasting what was going to b2 in this list.

20 DR MATTSONS The reasnn [ made my aside is the

21 point he’s making plus one other point. [t {s not as simple
2e 8 auestion as, "Do vou have the resources to dn for the

23 near-term (OLs what {s prcoosed in this list," because you

24 have to simultaneously ask yvourself do vou have the

P resources to do what 1s required of onerating reactors, a
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2 MR. DENTONs And then it i{s what else do ynu have
3 to do in the near term for thz Action Plan that would also

-

be in competition with the resources,

5 CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: [ think the position the
5 Commission has taken is that you first have to allocate the
7 resources to the oparating plants and then to have enough to

3 do the others.
/ OCR. MATTSON: That is 2 confusion in today’s

10 presentation that we realized last week and tried to convey

il in the letter and didn’t do a very 3004 job of. We are a

12 little pit inverted here. e are near the NTOL list and not
13 the OR list, and the OR list {s pullacle. And in fact, we
14 wére going to try to dJo it in simultaneity with the

15 near-term OL list. [t became too complicated to get it done
16 in this time scale to be back here this week, e could pull
17 it relatively easify and come nack and discuss it in

i3 isolation.

Iy 3asically, we are saying three things ougnt to e
23 acoroved, some general esndorssament of the Action Plan as a
21 planning document: a numper of the things changed from

22 specific decisions to planningy progranss soecific criteria
23 for operating reactors, which is a list like this list you
24 have {n front of you, wnich hasn’t neen soecifically written

5 yet or pullecd out of the Action Plant and then the specific
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list. Approve those three things, we’re trying to say in
this letter, and the pause is over. [ left out onet CPs.
I read the list, but that one {s fairly easy. There it is
agreement that commitments on & number of these thinjs are
all that are required, and for a smaller list where ~e think
commitments are not sufficient, agreement as to what the
criteria ought to ba, and then endorsement of that CP list
much like the NIOL or OR list.

DR. MATISONS

MR. DENTOJ: One other point I want to be sure is
clear. This list, if anproved for the near=-term operating
license application, we would also take anything on this
list that has not been applied to cperating plants and apply
them to those plents. 50, in effect, we would transfer over
to operating plants all those things that Aare presently
pending. In other words, they would e anplied not »anly to
near=term OLs thnat we reviewed, but we would also 30 back
and apply them te all of the operatingy plants.

Then thers might be this otner list that Rager is
talking about, which is what else would vou need to 40 then
for oparating plants, assuming they had all mast this list,

and they might be longer term.
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MR. HANRAHANt The concern that we had was the
difficulty or what was reeglly implied by commission approval
or acceptance of the a~tion plan.

ind 1 tnir. the concern was that that be viewed soO
specifically that it took too long to allow the other things
to happen. The list, the near-term operating list, in 2
sense, is the incremental or piecemeal approach that [ was
talking about, anad teke that and approve that and then move

on it without having to do all of the rest of it.

DR. MATTSON: Maybe we need to understand what we
mean by “end of the pause." By "end of the pause! we mean
the enc of the perioc in which you will not issue & license.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNEt Yes, I understand that. Okay,
before you return to your list, though, let me ask the other
gentlemen if they have any qQuestions. .

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE®s I guess [ have some

comments to make.

I inust say when the paper came in from staff, the
January 5th paper, by the time I got down to the shori-term
or near~term operatiny license reguirements list, that is
fine. But | found it hara to undersiand some of the
language in the front part. 4And I think 1 had 2 number of
the proolems that OPE Jdid and was reflected in their
memoranaum.

Thare seems to be an uncouth fascination with
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vefinition of a pause and when it is and when it isn’t and
what precisely it will take to undo it.

And I have had a feeling for some time that [ wish
we would stop trying to define the pause and what
distinguishes wnen it is in existence and when it isn’t, and
sort of concentrate on what we need to do for plants that
are in the chain from operating plants near-term and so on.
And at some point we could look around and say, hey, we are
getting this pretty well in hand and we said move some
licenses.

So [ guess the peuse is over.

but [ felt it not altogether useful to exercise
great precision and effort in defining what the pause is.
devertheless, [ now understand & good deal better what the
staff thrust is in the January 5tn paper.

As |1 read you, you are saying with regard to the
massive bcok, tnis object which | raiss for public view at
consicerable risk to my abdominal muscles == what you are
saying is that you want scme sens2 from the commission that
this is about the right list.

Otherwise, your concern is that when you try to
hack out the short list for near-terms, or whatavers, that
you don’t feel you’ve got an agreed upon base from which to
WOrK.

On that basis, why == okay, | can see why you want
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to ¢ al with the large volume. ‘
Now [’ve talked to Roger individually and noted

some personal comments, complaints, and whatnot about
verious individual elements of the overall Action Plan.

I am not sure that we can sit here at the table
collegially assembled and fight out the detajils of every one
of those items.

1 am certainly willing to go ahead and say that as
a general package, it is fine, with the understending that
there are perticular items in it that I think we still have
to think about,

But | haven’t found any of those items where I
have -‘uestions about them of & substantive nature that fall
into the sorts of things that you’re going to want to
require of licensees in an immediate direct sense on
licenses.

They have to do with things like if we approve the
action plan. have we or have we not comnitted this zgency to
$20 billion worth of cevelopment on a8 so-called encineering
simulator down the line & years, or whatever.

By giving general aoproval to the action plan, I
by no r.eans make that commitment. Okay? Similarly, in
spite of the best efrorts of the steering committee, there

v

are a8 few hobcy horses in here and [ prooapbly haven’t got

check marks ceside all of them, but ] have been around long
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enough to have check marks beside a number of them, And
they &in’t going to get written ultimately down the line, I
assure you, gentlemen.

So with caveats of that kind about some of the
ftems in here, and with the remark that ]V, we ought to
understend thet it is not part of what we’re talking about
when we say we are approving the action plan because it
cdeals with grand things like straightening out what
Anearne’s autnorities are at this side of the table and
never mind, we’ve got enough problems talking about that up
here.

Thank you very much. Don’t worry about that. We
can either do it or not on this side of the table.

So let’s take IV out of it and the rest of it I
would ke glad to meve an encorsement of the general kind
that I nave outlined.

And it is my sense that the rest of us, and even
our absent colleagues, would agree with that.

So it seems to me that you could take that as a
base for further action and reduction of the thing.

COMMISSIONER KENRIEUY® With the understanding that
that is the purpose of reaching that conclusion at this
pcint. Then we could move on to what becomes then a
meaningful exercise, wnich is getting that subset of the

specific things which neea to be addressed now and on which
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actual conclusive statements need to be made.

DR. MATISON: [ guess [ don’t understand, take out
IVe I wouldg like to quarrel with you for a moment,

e started out on a premise that this wes coing to
be the plan which demonstrated the agency’s response to the
President’s commission. And & number of the things in IV
come straignht from the press letter.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIEs But they are not part, in
my view, of a set of actions and requirements that deal with
the operating plants, upyrading the operating plants with
licensing near-term OLs, further-term (OLs, or CPs.

DR. MATTSONSs That’s true.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIEs Since they don’t, it seems
to me that we do not need to argue about them in the context
of a basis for setting fertn the requirements for those
licensing actions and upgrade actions on the operating
plants.

And, indeed, the elimination of non=-sarety
functions like anti-trust, export, NEFA, and so on {s part
of the commission’s responsibilities,

As an example, we are not just going to sit here
and debate about whether we’re going to eliminate anti-trust
ard tell ourselves that we have to make that decision and
get it implemented and on the way or something before we

license.
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It is a statutory part of our responsibilities at
the present time and, by Cod, the President and the Congress
are going to have to take certain actions before we are
relievea of it.

And while we can put it on our list for
consideration, because it was on other people’s lists =-—
notably, Ur. Kemeny and his group, and so on == why, it just
is not, in my view, part of an overall document from which
you graw licensing requirements for specific cases.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDYs It goes to the discussion
we had earlier. | have nc objection to endorsing the
principle that those are questions, the answers to which we
must one day finc.

But #s Mr. Hendrie suggests, whether we find them
before we issue the next license or not is probably
irrelevant, Indeed, [ would say it clearly is irrelevant.

DR. MATTSON: Commissioner, I’m not quarrelling
with your guidance at all. From the tone of your voics,
you think I am. My difficulty is [ was asked to do one thing
and now you’re asking me to Jdo something a little bit
agifferent.

| don’t have any difficulty with that, either,
just so it’s clear what you’re asking for.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNEt Roger, no. [ probably == [ may

disagree with Joe, but | dgon’t think so.
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COMMISSIONER KENNEDYt | agree with you. [ don’t
think that it {s different.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: It is not different. You were
asked to, and what you have done is lay out all of the
actions the commission should take in response. And
clearly, some of them are those of changing our procedures,
our policies, ancd certainly, addressing some of those
questions, consolidation, et cetera,

That is some of the things we must do. And part
of the program, our action plan, we must address. As
Comnissioner Kennedy said, those are que tions to which we
must find answers.

But this morning what we’re doing is looking at a
subsét of those actions., We are trying to breax out at
least the first subset, which has to do with the quzue for
the operating license, the near-term operating license.

And then at some other staje, we do have to hreak
out, or you have to break out, and look at the subset for
construction permits.

And 1 think that the point that my colleagues were
meking is that, for example, the queue for the near-term
operating license, we don’t believe it is necessary 1o
answer those questions.

DR. MATTSONt You’re saying insofar as approving

the plan before resumption of licensing. Yes, that is not 23
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bad thing to do as long as we understand that that doesn’t
include approval of Chapter 4. That is not necessary for
licensing. It doesn’t have anything to do with it.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNE: [It“’s not that it doesn’t have
anything to do with it. It is that the details of Chapter 4
are a variety of actions that don’t have the same, in
general, immeaiate effect upon, for example, near-term
operating license.

MR. CASE: Mr., Chairman, aren’t you also saying
that in your opinion, none of those Chapter 4 things have to
be done pefore a near-term OL is i{ssued, for example? Some
people may disagree with that, but that is your conclusion.

COMMISSIONER HENDRIE®t Except the people that made
up reviseda table'l didn’t because all of the items in
Chapter 4 are marked either not applicable ==

MR CASEt [ agree, But there are more people in
the world than just those people who prepared that.

CR. MATTSONs But they do say that you should
approve the plan, including Chapter 4, as a planning
document before granting the license, having found out that
the license applicant met all 50 of these requirements,

Now there is only one in Chapter 4 that [ think is
important in that sense. And that’s the one on the reactor
safety goals,

There is at least an indirect question for the
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sufficiency of this list for near-term OLs residing in that
particular element of Chapter 43 that is, how do you know it
{s sufficient, lacking an earticulation of the reactor safety
policy goal in Chapter 4.

That’s the only one I know in Chapter 4 which I
would raise for your consideration in doing what you are
abnut to do, which [ bacsically agree with.

CHAIRMAN AHEARN.it But Roger, on your list of
near-term operating requircements, you don’t have anything.

DR. MATTSON: I will say it agains It is not on
the list, That’s true.

CHAIRYAN AHEARNE? I’/m essuming that that i{s your
judgment.

~ DR. MATTSONSs That is my judgment. I just said
trhat. [ «id say in the memorandum, I think it is the sense
of the staff, approve the action plan as a planning
document.

And when we said that, we included in our thinking
that was prior to today, Chapter 4. Chapter 4 has a lot of
stuff in it that goesn’t have anything to do with licensing.
You’re right. It has one thing in it that has something to
gc with licensing == what safety coal you’re trying to
achieve,

And so if you are saying when you agree that the

resumption of licensing depends upon some general
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endorsement of the plan as a planning document, including
things not required of near=term OLs, excluding in its
entirety Chapter 4, I amn saying I think you are right that
there is one element of Chapter 4.

Don’t forget, when you make that removal of
Chapter 4.

CHAIRMAN AHEARNEs Well, we really are éerguing et
length on how to accomplish that particular piece in another
set arena because that’s a major issue in our attempting to
define the policy planning guidance.

So that, yes, we recognize that,

And so to the extent that we’ve already 2accepted
that 2s one of the {ssues of how to address that, we have
already asccepted that particuler piece of the explanation.

LR. #ATISON: To the extent the plan ought to be
revisec to reflect that, it is whet you’re doing on that,
And if it is the comnission’s judgment that is all that is
requirec tefore resuming licensing, then you’ve satisried
the question | heve raissd by saying that you want to keep
it in,

COMMISSTONER KENNEDYS From my own perspective, as

ngerstood our earlier discussion, Chapter 4 is part of
th2 plen as far as [’m concerned.

I am not suggesting, | personally am not

sugyesting that it be removed.
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CHAIRMAAN ARcARNE®T Nor [.

LrR. MATISON® 1 understand that now,

COMMISSIONER KENNEDYs [ am saying only that it
incluges & number of items and there are others in other
chapters whose resolution need not be a congition for
licensing.

The fact that we agree that recolution is
necessery is what should be the condition. Anc I think we
nave all agreed, yeah, these are all real problems ana some
day they’re going to have to be dealt with,

DR. MATTSOL: 'ie are communicacting, that’s what we
tried to say.

COMMISSIONER KENNEDYs vell, 1’m not suggesting
removing. I’m only suggesting we don’t héve to deal with
;&

- .

DR. MATTSONs And al | was saying in a further
point is that in Chapter 4, in its entirety, is don’t have
to deal witn nature now., But the one that you might want to
consider kecause [ think you could write off Chapter 4 and
sey, 1 von’t even intend to tell what my plean is in Chap®er
4 until after I%ve resumecd licensing.

CHAIR:iAIx AHEARNES And 1 think Dr. Hendrie’s point
is tnat tnose ictens in Chapter 4 are really to & large

) 4 #

(44
(i 1)

nt items that we on this side, nuch more than you on

this side, nave to wrestle with, the development of the
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JSnHEE I answers.
é MR, SHAPAR: Well, these will necessarily be
3 studiec further by tne stesring group, depending upon your
4 viishes,
5 DR, MATTSON:t Ey and large, we didn’t write
o Crapter 4. Tnat came from your offices.
7 CHAIRJIAN AHEARNE® [ would like to propose that
3 Roger go into this list of requirements,
K COMMISSIONER HENDRIE: GCefore we get off, let’s
10 see if we can finish off the action plan approval phéase of

11 our dJdiscussion.

le lie are agresd, arent’ we, that the action plan as
13 a general proposition providea a basis for them to go ahead.
14 CHATRUAN AHEARNES: Yes, [ think the threg of us
1S here are’ agreed upon thet. [I’m not sure about our two

1o colleagues. And there is elways in these discussions as

they heve bheen yoing on since last April and May, there have

lo cezn a series of asterisks anu they gradually have dropped
|5 off.

20 (n2 asterisk was until the Kemeny Commi ssion

21 report cane out. We still are cerrying an &sterisk. That
22 {5 until the Rogovin report comes out because, &8s Roger

23 puinte out, or Lee points out in the memc, that it is

24 incomplete, recognizing that the special inquiry report may
29 contain acditiconal reguirements not presently identified.
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Eut with that asterisk and proviso, I am
satisfied,

COMMI SSIOWER HENKDRIE: And let me say [ think the
comments on Chapter 4 have been helpful and | agree with the
thrust of the last part of that discussion as to how one
regards it. Since your need here today is for some sort of
general approval of the Action Plan as a basis for serting
out particular regquirenents for particular plants, and since
only the single item in Chapter 4 affects that, why i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>