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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
+ 4+ 4+ + 4+
PUBLIC MEETING
+ 4+ 4+ 4+ +
WORKSHOP ON DEVELOPMENT OF REGULATIONS FOR
NUCLEAR FUEL REPROCESSING FACILITIES
+ 4+ 4+ + 4+
WEDNESDAY
SEPTEMBER 8, 2010
+ 4+ 4+ + 4+

The meeting convened, at the

SPENT

Hilton

Washington D.C./Rockville Executive Meeting Center,

1750 Rockville Pike, Rockville, MD, at 8:30
Francis Cameron, presiding.
PRESENT:

FRANCIS CAMERON, Facilitator
SVEN BADER, AREVA

MARISSA BAILEY, NRC
JIM BRESEE, DOE

JOSE CUADRADO, NRC
YAWAR FARAZ, NRC
JOHN FLACK, ACRS
THOMAS HILTZ, NRC

MIRIAM JUCKETT, CNWRA
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PRESENT: (CONT.)
MARSHALL KOHEN, NRC
MIKE LEE, NRC
ERIC LOEWEN, General Electric
ED LYMAN, Union of Concerned Scientists
ARJUN MAKHIJANI, IEER
ROD McCULLUM, NEI
ALEX MURRAY, NRC
PHIL REED, NRC
STEVE SCHILTHELM, Babcock & Wilcox

DANIEL PAUL STOUT, TVA
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Design and operational requirements
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Introduction
Marshall Kohen
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Environmental protection
Introduction

Alex Murray

Discussion
NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701

79,

16

67

72

72

148

145

150

150

156

199

200

207

www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

C-O-N-T-E-N-T-S (CONTINUED)
Summary, Evaluations, and Suggestions 229
for Next Workshop
Chip Cameron
Workshop Facilitator

Adjourn

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

P-R-0O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
8:45 a.m.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, we're going to get
started.

If you need coffee, make sure you get it
now because it will disappear at nine o'clock, and
there's tea out there also.

But good morning and welcome back for our
second day of discussions. I thought yesterday was
pretty fruitful and thoughtful, good discussions on
two difficult topics and, also, a good learning
experience for all of us who are involved in planning
the workshops because I think we learned something
about how to perhaps better tee-up the issues on the
risk/safety segment for the Albuquerque workshop.

The Albuquerque workshop 1is going to be
two full days instead of a day and a half, and it is
scheduled for October 19th and 20th. We will Dbe
sending out notices to everybody about where that is
going to be.

Jose, were we going to do another Federal
Register notice on it? Public notice?

MR. CUADRADO: We had the date for the
October workshop as the week of the 4th. So it would
probably be appropriate to issue another one and
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revise the dates.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. So there will be a
notice. Because as typical with the meetings that we
have in Washington, D.C., we get a lot of people who
are professionally-interested in the subject, not a
whole 1lot or perhaps any members of the, quote,
"public". But usually, when we go out in the regions,
there will be public interest in it.

I don't want to make any jokes about one
of the companies here planning to cite a reprocessing
facility in Albuguerque so that we can pack the halls
or anything, but I think we will have more people from
the public interested in this.

We are going to start with the design and
operational aspects. Alex is going to tee that up for
us.

As you already gathered, this doesn't run
like a train, or maybe it does run like a train. We
will be a 1little bit off-schedule perhaps, but we do
need to start the security and safeguards discussion
at 2:30 sharp because the NRC person, Marshall Kohen,
who is going to tee that up for us, has to leave at
3:30. So we want to have him here for that full
discussion.

We have Eric Loewen from General Electric
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with us. And I'm going to just ask him to introduce
himself.

MR. LOEWEN: Good morning. My name 1is
Eric Loewen. I work for GE Hitachi Nuclear Energy
down in Wilmington, North Carolina. I apologize for
not being here yesterday.

What we are trying to do is commercialize
the technology with, hopefully, a consortium of
companies that was developed in our National
Laboratories. Some of you might know it as the
Integral Fast Reactor Program or the Advanced Liquid-
Metal Reactor Program. So that is a technology that
we call recycling, where you are actually using a fast
reactor to get rid of all the transuranics.

So that is where we are coming from. We
have been public about that with our grant that we got
from the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, and last
week we talked about that in front of the Blue Ribbon
Commission Subcommittee on Fuel Cycles and Reactor --
one of the subcommittees. It was chaired by Per
Peterson and Senator Domenici.

So I am pleased to be here and want to
learn. Thanks.

MR. CAMERON: And thank you for joining
us.
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Everybody did pretty well with this. If
you want to talk, and I'm just doing this for your
benefit, Eric, if you want to say something, we have
been using the turn your name tent up on that.

Okay. Anybody  have any guestions,
observations before we get started?

(No response.)

Mr. Murray?

MR. MURRAY: Thank you, Mr. Cameron.

Good morning, everybody. We would like to
resume our discussions this morning. The area which
we'll start off with, we sort of used these terms
design and operational requirements. It basically is
a catchall for several areas which come up in many of
the regulations which either are or appear to be
potentially applicable to reprocessing and recycling.

Next slide, please.

In NRC regulatory space, there generally
are three areas. I have listed them here. Generally,
there are some requirements and regulations which are
somewhat prescriptive. There also are some
regulations which usually have a risk or some sort of
risk-informing involved. Sometimes there are some
performance requirements identified. We discussed
those yesterday afternoon.
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And then, there are some other parts of
the regulations which discuss minimum c¢riteria or
minimum requirements, and that was sort of touched on
a little bit yesterday as well. And we are going to
discuss those this morning.

Some of these minimum criteria include
things 1like design criteria. These are sometimes
called GDCs, General Design Criteria, in many parts of
the NRC regulations. Part 50 has Appendix A on
General Design Criteria. Part 72 has a whole section
on General Design Criteria, et cetera.

In one part of the regulations, Part 70,
they are called Baseline Design Criteria. Basically,
the terms are used synonymously, but there can be some
slight differences in how they are applied.

Another area of minimum criteria involve
technical specifications. We are going to discuss
those a little bit as well. And another area we will
discuss has to do with the personnel or operators of
potential future reprocessing and recycling
facilities.

The key thing about minimum criteria or
minimum requirements is that these add to the defense-
in-depth: redundancy, diversity, independence, and,
in essence, enhanced safety.
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The next slide, please.

On this slide, I have just given a brief
explanation about General Design Criteria, Baseline
Design Criteria. Again, these are a minimum set of
requirements that the NRC requires 1licensees or
applicants to address. I have listed some of the
attributes here.

The next slide, please.

Okay . We are discussing recycling,
reprocessing/recycling facilities. Reprocessing
facilities are production facilities, and they are
currently regulated under 10 CFR Part 50.

Now Part 50 has General Design Criteria.
These are referenced in a part of the regulation,
50.34. Appendix A lists them for nuclear power
reactors.

Even though Part 50 applies to
reprocessing facilities, it does not have any specific
General Design Criteria for them. We will discuss
that in a moment a little more.

There are some other parts of Part 50
which imply other potential General Design Criteria.
There's an Appendix F which discusses waste; Appendix
I, ALARA, on emissions and effluents; S is on seismic,
et cetera.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

11

And the staff has looked at this, and we
have concluded that some General Design Criteria,
Baseline Design Criteria, that are specific to
reprocessing/recycling facilities may be needed.

Next slide, please.

Now when we started this work a year or so
ago looking at potential General Design Criteria for
reprocessing and recycling, we were perplexed because
in the existing regulations there is actually a
footnote to 50.34 that says General Design Criteria
for chemical separations facilities are currently
being developed. And we said, well, hold on, where's
this going on?

And apparently, that is an artifact from
the late seventies and early 1980s, when they were --
they, us, the NRC -- were developing some General
Design Criteria. And I have listed on this slide
those previously proposed Appendix B, Appendix P,
excuse me, which listed 27 General Design Criteria in
seven categories.

If T could have the next slide, please?

There was also a previously proposed
Appendix Q, which dealt more with General Design
Criteria that might be applicable to material control
and accounting and physical protection. And again,
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this had several, I guess it's 19, General Design
Criteria in three categories.

Next slide, please.

Now we, the staff, have looked at this.
We noticed the proposed regulations, the existing
regulations right now do not have any thresholds for
applying any of the General Design Criteria.

We also went through and thought, okay,
from the list of General Design Criteria that are out
there, be they in the existing Part 50, the two
proposed appendices, Part 70, Part 72, we looked at
those and said, well, there may be upwards of 10
potential categories and upwards of 70 or so potential
General Design Criteria that could apply.

Next slide, please.

Here I have just given some of the
potential categories that the staff has come up with.

Some of these were discussed at the May public

meeting.

Next slide, please.

Now let me move to another area of minimum
criteria, minimum requirements, technical
specifications. Technical specifications, a 1little

hard to describe. They are sort of like, when you see
them, you know what they are; you know what they mean.
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Because reprocessing facilities are
production facilities, technical specifications are
required by the Atomic Energy Act. They are actually
referenced currently in Part 50.36.

Part 50 has a very extensive discussion
about technical specifications. There are guidance
documents related to Part 50 which discuss technical
specifications in lugubrious detail.

In the early 1970s, there even was a
Federal Register notice which discussed proposed or
potential technical specification categories for fuel
reprocessing plants. Part 70 facilities are not
required to have any technical specifications.

The gaseous diffusion plants, which are
regulated under Part 76, another part of the NRC
regulations, they have technical safety requirements,
which are somewhat 1like, have some similarities to
technical specifications.

Next slide, please.

On this slide, I have just listed some of
the considerations which go into technical
specifications. In general, technical specifications
come from safety analyses about the proposed facility
or facilities, both the design and operations. I have
listed some of the categories: safety 1limits,
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limiting conditions for operations, et cetera.

A key thing is technical specifications
can include both what we call technical or engineered
attributes, not to exceed a certain temperature, not
to exceed a certain pressure, what those might be, how
many hours or days the system can run, a part of the
facility can run with a certain subset of equipment
functioning or with a limited functionality, et
cetera.

It can also include the administrative
side. Okay. It has the time between calibration of
instruments and equipment, for example.

Next slide, please.

And just another last area which we will
just mention regarding minimum requirements, this has
to do with the training of operators at reprocessing
and recycling facilities.

The Atomic Energy Act does require the NRC
to establish criteria for operators of production
facilities. Again, reprocessing facilities are
production facilities.

The Atomic Energy Act requires the NRC to
determine what the qualifications of some of the
operators, some of the criteria for training them, and
so forth, and then to issue licenses.
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These are currently codified in another
part of the NRC regulations. It is called Part 55.

Right now, those regulations are heavily
focused towards nuclear power reactors. And again,
the appropriate level, requirements for operators at
reprocessing and recycling facilities will need to be
determined, either as part of an amended Part 55 or
perhaps as a part of a new reprocessing and recycling
regulation.

And next slide, please.

Here, I have just listed some potential
points of discussion to kick it off, and here's Chip.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, Alex.

Alex Jjust walked through the traditional
hierarchy of design and operational requirements for
NRC facilities. The staff focus is how to develop
this for reprocessing facilities. So they are looking
to all of you to give them some suggestions on that.

I don't know if anybody would 1like to
start us off on these questions. Alex, in terms of
moving through these, does it make sense to start with
the first bullet or is there a more appropriate,
larger issue to take on, from your point of view?

MR. MURRAY: Several times during the
discussion yesterday, there were a number of
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statements about some minimum requirements, regardless
of what a safety analysis, be it PRA, ISA, or other
risk-informing methodology, might do, might be needed.
Okay?

One was, well, yes, even though the
potential, the probability, or 1likelihood of a
sequence could be reduced, there still should be some
requirement to mitigate the consequence. That was
mentioned a couple of times, some sort of base level
of, for want of a better term, safety equipment,
safety controls. That was mentioned a couple of
times.

So, vyou know, I guess my first thing I
would throw out there, okay, is there something, are
there some things which are universal, you know, vyes,
ALARA applies, but something beyond that? I don't
know, some criteria. I put up there spent nuclear
fuel burnup from the overseas facilities does seem to
have some, if you will, safety relevance, some top-
level applicability.

MR. CAMERON: And these standard criteria
would be memorialized in a BDC and/or tech specs or?

MR. MURRAY: It could be either. It could
be some breakdown or both, yes.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. John?
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DR. FLACK: Yes, you know, going back to
how we work with reactors, we usually try to -- well,
we start off with design basis accidents. And from
there, those are the accidents you want to be prepared
to deal with as part of the design. Okay. From
there, everything begins to evolve as to what safety-
related equipment you might have, and so on.

So my thinking here is there is a similar
set of accidents that one can think about for these
facilities where you would start from and say, again,
deterministically, where that becomes your core. And
then, from there, you build around that, and there
could be other things.

Now, with reactors, of course, you don't
say that's the end in and of itself. You go to the
PRA to see whether the accidents might be important
for the facility, and so on. But at least you start
off somewhere. Whether it is a double-ended
guillotine for a reactor, loss of offsite power,
there's a certain set of accidents for those types of
facilities. Is there a similar kind of set of
accidents for these facilities or we Jjust don't know
what they are right now? Maybe that is the starting
point.

So it kind of pushes everything up a
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notch, starting something at that level, and then from
there, going down to the kinds of Ilevels vyou're
talking about. Okay, then how much defense-in-depth
do we need, and so on and so on?

I don't know; just throwing it out there.

MR. CAMERON: And thanks, John.

I would note that Ed Lyman, one of the
points he made yesterday is establishing some design
basis accidents deterministically. John 1is saying
you've got to start this whole exercise with looking
at design basis accidents and then build around that.

Rod?

MR McCULLUM: Yes, I would agree with John
that that's probably a good place to start. I would
caution, again, in the spirit of risk-informed,
performance-based, trying to say that there is a
cookie-cutter list of accidents that would apply to
any recycling facility.

I think a risk-informed, performance-based

regulation could specify requirements for identifying

the design basis accidents. It could specify the
level of rigor with which you would want to identify
those design basis accidents and the types of things
that you would need to show to mitigate them.

One thing I would point to, and I know
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there's some people from NRC around the table here who
are familiar with this, I think one of the best
examples of risk-informed, performance-based
regulation we have in that regard is 10 CFR Part 63.
I apologize for bringing up Yucca Mountain, but it's
something that I know.

It talks about the types of information
that DOE has to collect about the geology, but it
doesn't say things as specific as, you know, okay, the
colloids are going to have to travel at this rate, and
so on and so forth.

So I think vyou could specify in that
spirit a set of requirements that give confidence that
you will be getting an application that appropriately
defines the accidents, analyzes them, and demonstrates
they can be mitigated without having to specify here
are the 13 accidents you have to worry about in a
reprocessing facility.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thanks, Rod.

Steve?

MR. SCHILTHELM: Yes, and just kind of
building on those two ©points, nearly all the
regulations -- and Alex laid it out -- have some form
of design criteria, Baseline Design Criteria or
General Design Criteria, or whatever they are called
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it in Part 72.

We offered, when we put the White Paper
together, that there be some set of design criteria.
Those design criteria, in a sense, they help guide you

to identifying what those design basis accidents might

be.

An example in Part 70, don't have
inadvertent criticality accidents or prevent
inadvertent criticality accidents. Well, they help

guide you to a point of, okay, I need to consider an
inadvertent criticality.

So I think, in general, regardless of what
the list looks 1like, people seem to be in line with
the need for a set of Baseline or General Design
Criteria for these facilities.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, and I guess a gquestion
is, where do you start? What comes first on this?

Arjun? And then we will go to Ed.

DR. MAKHIJANTI: Well, I think you have to
have both design criteria as well as specified
accidents because we are revisiting the technology-
neutral discussion by other means by saying, one, that
we are just going to have performance-based, and so
on, and you specify the criteria, and you don't have
to have a list. Well, you do have to have a list.
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I brought up vyesterday the question of
tank explosions, which the gentleman from Oak Ridge
said was not relevant. But I didn't have a chance to
point out that the Norwegian Radiation Protection
Authority in 2009 thought it was relevant for PUREX
plants and did a study of a release from the British
reprocessing plant, and concluded that it could result
in cesium contamination of Norway, between 10 percent
and 5,000 percent of the contamination that resulted
from the Chernobyl accident, which is clearly
unacceptable to them. This is the Norwegian Radiation
Protection Authority.

Now they didn't specify the mechanisms of
the accident, but we can think about what they might
be. It is not that hard.

So I think a design criterion might be,
you know, that would relate to all aqueous plants, we
are going to have 1liquid high-level waste storage.
You've got to 1limit the worst-case release. Ten
percent of Chernobyl is just unacceptable. In my
opinion, it is unacceptable, but the NRC and the
public have to decide what is unacceptable.

Then, the design criteria for the plant
itself, that would be technical, and the defense-in-
depth, and so on, come second. But, clearly, it
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relates to technologies with aqueous waste and would
not be the same for technologies that don't have
aqueous waste.

So, even when vyou have General Design
Criteria, a lot of them are going to be technology-
specific, at least in the broad sense, and not just
general that, you know, we're in reprocessing and this
applies to all reprocessing. There will be some like
that, but not all.

MR. CAMERON: And is what Arjun just
described, 1is that consistent with other people's
thinking on this, that there will be some that are
going to apply to any technology, and then you would
have specifics for a certain type of technology? Or,
Rod, are you saying that, you know, going back to the
risk-informed, performance-based, that that could sort
of cover the waterfront for anything?

MR McCULLUM: I don't think that what
Arjun said, and I am going to continue to try to build
common ground because we had some very notable
instances of that yesterday, is necessarily
inconsistent with what I said or with what Steve said.

I think it really depends on a couple of
things. First of all, the level of prescriptiveness
or specificity with which you describe the accident.
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I mean you can talk about requirements to prevent
criticality, and you can talk about the level of rigor
with which the applicant will need to demonstrate that
they can prevent criticality. And you could actually
get into a fairly detailed regulation, but you don't
have to go to the point of talking specifically about
parameters you need for aqueous systems or parameters
you unique to metallic systems.

I think there is a level of detail there
where you can appropriately do that, that you can meet
Arjun's request to identify accidents, but to do it in
a risk-informed and performance-based manner. I'm
sorry I keep saying that, but that's my mantra.

And I think the second way is when you get
to something that is so unique about a different type
of facility, you can bifurcate the regulation. You
can have a Section 7x.y that addresses aqgueous and
7x.z that addresses pyro processing. And if one of
those technologies is not advanced enough when you're
writing this initial regulation that we encourage you

to stay on your current schedule for, you can leave a

placeholder.

In fact, Alex brought up a couple of
excellent examples of things. There was a footnote to
an appendix that, well, we walked away from
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reprocessing back then, so it didn't get written.

But you can do the same thing today. And
that proved out to be very good because we are,
indeed, coming back to those placeholders. So I think
where you can't be completely risk-informed,
performance-based, or you don't feel you can, you can
at least leave placeholders.

Again, I will cite this. I'm being a
little Dbit redundant to yesterday again, but we do
have in Part 50 PWRs and BWRs, and there are aspects
of PWR safety and BWR safety that are somewhat
different. The NRC 1is able to deal with that in a
consistent manner in its regulations.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. And by placeholder,
you mean a section of the regulations that would be
reserved for future development?

MR McCULLUM: Yes, a reserved section.
The page would say, "Reserved for...," and you would
give a title. You know, the title would tell you what
you are aiming to do there. You would wait until more
of it was known 1f it was for a less-matured
technology before you filled in the specific text.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, yes. Let's go to Ed,
Ed Lyman.

DR. LYMAN: Thanks. I would like to push
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back on the mantra of risk-informed. I don't believe
that at least in the initial stages of this rule that
it's possible or appropriate to use risk-informed
approaches, because if vyou can't calculate the
probabilities credibly, then vyou «can't actually
determine the highest-risk events.

So, I think if you look at the analogy of
reactors, initially, there were, based on technical
judgment at the time, a list of design basis accidents
that was developed. And over time, as operating data
accumulated, vyou were able to modify your perception
of the highest-risk events through risk-informed.

But if you are starting with a very small
number of facilities with 1limited or no operating
experience, then a better approach would be for the
technical judgment of the staff to develop a set of
accidents which the licensee or the applicant would
have to demonstrate high assurance that they would not
occur. And over time, maybe the rule could be risk-
informed, but not initially.

The second point I would like to make with
regard to design criteria, I would like to throw out
one which has bothered me for a long time. That is
that there is no requirement for protection of fuel
cycle facilities against deliberate air crashes. Now
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we have a &rule for reactors where there 1is a
requirement that you need to do an assessment of a
deliberate air attack and demonstrate some level of
performance in that regard, and there's no comparable
requirement for fuel cycle facilities. That 1is a
definite gap which needs to be corrected in this rule.

Thanks.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank vyou. Thank
you, Ed.

Arjun, do you want to follow on that?

DR. MAKHIJANI: Just very briefly. I
didn't realize Rod was building a record of agreement.

I just want to say that, when I agree, I'll say so,

and when I disagree, I'll say so. So I don't want the
record to reflect Rod's statement about our mutual
agreement until I have agreed explicitly.

And I just want to say I agree with what
Ed just said.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, but thank you, Rod, in
the spirit of trying to build agreement, okay, Rod?

MR McCULLUM: And I will try to be
careful. And since we now have framed what 1is a
disagreement, I will try to again search for some
common ground or at least put my two cents in, as it
were.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

27

I don't think that knowing the problem,
and this is the one thing I think was the point of
disagreement with what Ed said, knowing the
probability is a prerequisite to being risk-informed.

I think what really needs to be risk-
informed, to understand the risk, it is really to know
and understand the hazards that exist. And then there
are multiple ways -- and we talked about some of those
yesterday -- that you can address those hazards.

But, really, if you start with an
understanding of the hazard, and also, with recycling
facilities, vyou are wunderstanding that they're not
reactors, I think that does mean something here. I
think that should not be lost.

We start with an understanding of hazard
and a commitment that vyou're going to make a
regulation that will require an applicant to put in
place sufficient measures between that hazard and the
public and the workers to assure safety. I think you
can do it on a risk-informed basis.

Probabilistic risk assessment is one tool
for risk-informing. It is not necessarily the only
way to skin that cat.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Ed, do you want to
follow up?
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DR. LYMAN: Yes, just briefly. I don't
think you truly understand the hazards unless you
understand -- I mean you can't risk-inform unless you
have a sense of the relative probabilities of
initiating events as well as the probability that they
carry through to a particular outcome.

So I Jjust don't see how you can risk-
inform. I think, by definition, it means that you are
basing your analysis on some sort of a probabilistic
risk assessment. So I just don't see how it can be
done.

MR. CAMERON: And Sven?

DR. BADER: I think the simple answer is
that you would be very —conservative on vyour
probabilistic assessment. Unless vyou're making an
event that is not credible, you consider them likely.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. John, you started us
off trying to answer a question that Alex put forward.

You have heard the discussion on risk-informed, and
we don't have enough information about probability to
do that. Sven just talked about being very
conservative.

Are there any lessons from the White
Paper, your thoughts on any of this?

DR. FLACK: Well, building a conservative
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PRA 1is really against the grain of it all because you
don't know what you have in the end. I think it comes
down to trying to understand what the uncertainties
are and having to deal with uncertainty. And risk can
go either way. It can show things that you find to be
important that you didn't know before, but it also
shows things that are not that important.

And it goes beyond just trying to come up
with numbers. It becomes a form of awareness by
developing a model, understanding what's in the model,
and understand the difficulties in quantifying that
model, and then having to deal with that.

This is all knowledge and information
about the technology, the facilities. You know,
unless it's abused some way or somebody has a
different agenda on how to use it, it's a search for
truth, and that's what it should be.

How far you can go with that depends on

things 1like data, vyou know, and understanding the

model, and understanding the Thazards that are
intrinsic to it. You know, the likelihood of events,
the consequences are very important. Understanding

exactly, does this result in a significant consequence
or are these things not so significant? I mean it
goes either way.
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So I think arguing, you have to argue, I
think, for realistic analysis, as best you can do, and
then know what the limitation of the analysis is, and
then put that on the table with other decisions. Some
of them may be that we don't know the likelihoods that
well. We will need to develop certain accidents in
any case, just to be sure as a defense-in-depth.

But now you're off the board. Now you are
no longer thinking PRA. You're saying, okay, I took
it as far as I can go, these actions make sense
because I don't know enough. I have a large degree of
uncertainty around them, and we will have to design
the plant more conservatively.

But now vyou're outside the PRA, the
designing a plan now. So you really shouldn't mix up
the two. I wouldn't like to see us go down a road of
saying, you know, we can build conservatisms into the
PRA. You do it the best you can and you deal with the
uncertainties. I think that is all I could add to the
discussion really.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Let's go to the
staff, to Marissa and then Yawar, and then we'll come
over to Steve. Marissa?

MS. BAILEY: I just have a question for
folks at the table to consider. That's, what role
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could guidance play here? There's a certain amount of
criteria, a minimum level of criteria that you could
specify in the regulations. But if you're looking for
a technology-neutral, performance-based, risk-informed
set of rules, that would be a limited set and you may
not want to get too specific.

So, is there a role for guidance? Could
you provide a certain level of specificity in NUREGs
or Reg Guides? That is where you sort of get away
from the technology-neutral piece and start to address
specific technologies.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Rod, has the Task
Force thought about the relationship between the
regulations and the guidance aspect?

MR McCULLUM: Not specifically. However,
the short answer to Marissa's question of, is there a
role for guidance, I would say, absolutely, ves. I
mean we have looked at trying to be technology-neutral
in the regulation, and I think that is a good first
step, vrecognizing, as I talked about one way is
reversed sections. Another way is you could have a
different standard review plan for different types of
recycling facilities that you would develop in
accordance with the regulation later.

So, yes, without going on and on, I think
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the short answer is looking at keeping the regulation
itself technology-neutral and then bifurcating where
you feel you need to be more specific, as you know
enough to develop guidance. That might be a workable
approach for us. I think that would not be -- and
correct me; the authors are sitting around the table;
correct me if I'm wrong. I don't think that would be
inconsistent with what industry has proposed.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thanks, Rod.

Yawar?

MR. FARAZ: Yes, I just wanted to make a

point, in addition to what John was mentioning. I
mean you can do a fairly good accident analysis. You
can analyze the accidents to death. But there's

always this unknown.

As you get experience, as you learn more,
that unknown gets lower and lower, and this is in
addition to the wuncertainties with what you have
already identified.

So, clearly