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T. Abernathy

SUBJECT: STAFF EVALUATION OF PROBABILISTIC SEISMIC RISK ASSESSMENT

In December 1977, we suspended our review of your interim license
request in order to concentrate on the, normal or full term license
review. We stated at that time, however, that we would continue with
our evaluation of the probabilistic risk assessment you had submitted
in support of Cbe interim license request.

Our evaluation of the probabilistic seismic risk assessment is provided
in the enclosures. Enclosure No. 1 discusses your studies on- the
probabilities of earthquakes and resulting ground accelerations at the site.
Enclosures 2 and 3 discuss your studies on the probabilities af various
consequences.

This information was not relied upon in making our decisions regarding
Diablo Canyon. It is provided here to complete the record of our
evaluation of your probabilistic risk assessment.

„ Sincerely,

OPjglnAI gjgncd 5g
John P. Stole
John F Stolz Chief

. Light",Water Reactors Branch No. 1

. Division of Project Management

Enclosures:
1.. Memorandum to Stolz

from Stepp dated
May 8, 1978

2. Memorandum to Stolz from
Buhl dated Sep'tember S, 1978

3. Memorandum to Stolz from
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Hr. John C. Horrissey
NOY 21 1978

CC: 'Mr. John Harrs
Hanaging Editor
San Luis Obispo County
Telegram - Tribune
1321 Johnson Avenue
P. 0. Box 112
San Luis Obispo, California 93406

Philip A. Crane, Jr., Esq.
Pacific Gas 8 Electric Company
77 Beale Street
San Francisco, California 94106

Janice E. Kerr, Esq.
California Public Utilities Commission
350 McAllister Street
San Francisco, California 94102

Hr. Frederick Eissler, President
Scenic Shoreline Preservation

Conference, Inc.
4623 Nore Mesa Drive
Santa Barbara, California 93105

Hs. Elizabeth E. Apfelberg
1415 Cazadero
San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Hs. Sandra A. Sil ver
1792 Conejo Avenue
San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Hr. Gordon A. Silver
1792 Conejo Avenue
San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Paul C. Valentine, Esq.
321 Lytton Avenue
Palo Alto, California 94302

Yale I. Jones, Esq.
19th Floor
100 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq.
Atomic Safety 8 Licensing

Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Elizabeth S. Bowers, Esq.,
Chairman

Atomic Safety 8 Licensing
Board

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Glenn 0. Bright
Atomic Safety & Licensing

Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Tolbert Young
P. 0. Box 219
Avila Beach, California 93424

Richard S. Salzman, Esq.,
~ Chairman

Atomic Safety & Licensing
Appeal Board

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. W. Reed Johnson
Atomic Safety 8 Licensing

Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Hr.'ichard Hubbard
MHB Technical Associates
366 California Avenue
Palo Alto, California 94306





Mr. John C. Morrissey, NOV 21 1978

cc: Ms. Raye Fleming
1746 Chorro Street
San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Brent Rushforth, Esq.
Center for Law in the Public Interest
10203 Santa Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, California 90067

,Arthur C. Gehr, Esq.
Snell 8 Wi lmer
3100 Valley Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Hr. James 0. Schuyler, Project
Engineer

Pacific Gas 5 Electric Company
77 Beale Street
San Francisco, California- 94106

Bruce Norton, Esq.
3216 North 3rd Street,
Suite 202
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Mr. W. C. Gangloff
Westinghouse Electric Corporation
P. 0. Box 355
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15230

Michael R. Klein, Esq.
Wilmer, Cutler 8 Pickering
1666 K Street, N. W.

Washington, D . C. 20006

David F. Fleischaker, Esq.
1025 15th Street, N. W.
5th Floor
Washington, D . C. 20005

Dr. William E. Hartin
Senior Ecologist
Battelle Memorial Institute
Columbus, Ohio 43201
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ENCLOSURE NO. 1

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, O. C. 20555

MAY 8 tee

~fORANDUM BOR: John Stole, Chief, Light 'tfater Reactors
Branch No. 1, DPM

FROM:

SUBJECT:

J. Carl Stepp, Chief, Geosciences Branch, DSE
z

DIABLO CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT PROBABILISTIC
EARTHQUAKE HAZARD STUDY

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has performed a
probabilistic evaluation of the earthquake hazard at the Diablo

" Canyon Nuclear Power Plant (DCNPP) site (Blume, 1977a, 1977b, 1977c
glume and Kiremidjian, 1978). This memorandum addresses the study
contained in these reports. It does not however address that
portion of Blume, 1977a which discusses spectral response accelerations.

Several models are available for the calculation of earthquake
recurrence probabilities (Cornell, 1968; Dex-Kiureghian and Ang, 1977).
In their basic elements these models are equivalent, i.e. they are
based on the assumptions that the occurrence of earthquakes constitutes
a Poisson process and that the distribution of earthquake in size is
exponential or bounded exponential. All require definition of source
regions based on an interpretation of tectonic elements and seismicity
in order to determine the distribution parameters of the model.
In addition they require the specification of attenuation relationships
and functions relating source dimension to earthquake strength. The
model used by Blume (1977a) for the DCNPP study is a refinement of
the models in the published literature which have become widely
accepted.

In addition to the PG&E study, the probabilistic earthquake hazard for
the DCNPP has been evaluated by Anderson and Trifunac (1976) and Ang
and Newmark (1977). Each of these investigations derives the
distribution parameters based on different tectonic assumptions and
data samples and uses a different attenuation relationship. I have not
made a comparison of the impact of these different data assumptions
and physical relationships on the results obtained in the three studies.
I have instead attempted to evaluate the reasonableness of the assumptions
and physical parameters used in the PG&E study to represent the region
of the DCNPP site.

The Blume, 1977a study incorporates a number of assumptions which
are stated or implied:
(1) the seismicity of the Coast Ranges southwest of the San Andreas

fault zone and the adjoining offshore region between 34,5~ and
37'atitudein the time interval of 1930 to 1975 reflects the rate

of tectonism in this region,





'.. John Stolz
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(2) the sample drawn from this region is adequate for determinating
the distribution parameters of the model,

(3) all the estimated earthquake activity in the sample region will
occur on four faults (Santa Lucia Bank, Hosgri Nacimiento and
Rinconada-Ozena) and none elsewhere,

(4) the four faults all have the same activity rate,

(5) earthquakes occur randomly in each source,

(6) the length of rupture is described by the relationship of
Patwardhan et. al. (1975).

(7) attenuation of motion is described by the relationship given in
Blume (1977d) .

The first four of these assumptions impact the degree to which the activity
rates determined for the various contributing faults actually reflect
current tectonic rates. Assumptions 5 and 6 govern the spatial distribution
of earthquakes. The assumption that the historic seismicity record (1930 to
1975) of the Coast Ranges and adjacent offshore area between Point Argeullo
and Santa Cruz represents the ongoing rate of tectonic activity in the
region cannot be directly tested. Different sectors of the San Andreas
fault zone exhibit different rates of ongoing seismicity and it is not
known how the seismicity may shift spatially with time (Allen, 1968). Thus
a short seismicity sample drawn from a limited part of the San Andreas
fault system may not reflect the true rate of tectonism. The applicant
has addresses this in Blume (1977b), in which the distribution parameters
(activity rates for faults) were determiged from their estimated total slip
during the past 10,000 years and 20 x 10 years. The applicant considers
the 10,000 year interval to be the more appropriate internal for determining
.the rates of activity on faults in the site area, Ve consider this reasonable,
since the current tectonic pattern has likely not been active during the entire
past 20 x 10 years, The probabilities of exceedance of ground motions
near those used for the reevaluation of the DCNPP units obtained by this
independent method are lower than those obtained by Blume (1977a) by
nearly a factor of two. This provides independent support of the adequacy of
the seismicity sample used by Blume (1977a).

The assumption that the estimated earthquake activity will occur on only
four through-going faults in the site vicinity may be conservative because

it tends to result in a higher activity rate for the Hosgri fault.
All of the studies show that the probabilistic earthquake hazard at

. the DCNPP site is controlled at higher levels of acceleration by activity
on the Hosgri fault.
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87'ifferent

attenuation relationships and fault
slip-earthquake'agnitude

relationships have been shown to have a significant
impact on probabilistic earthquake hazard evaluations (Der Kiureghian
and Ang, 1977). Uncertainty in the fault rupture length earthquake
magnitude relationship has apparently not been accounted for in the
PG&E studies. Although uncertainty in the attenuation relationship
has been accounted for, the Blume (1977a) attenuation relationships
appear to produce values near the source that are low at all
magnitudes when compared with the available data by possibly a factor
of two. The'mpact of this on the probabilistic earthquake hazard
values obtained in Blume (1977a and 1977b) has not been evaluated.
References are attached.

J. C 1 St p,AC
Geo iences Br'anc
Di sion of Site afety and

nvironmental Analysis

Attachment:
As stated

cc: w/attachment
H. Denton
R. Boyd
W. Gammill
D. Davis
D. Goddard
D. Allison
R. Hofmann
D. McMullen
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ENCLOSURE NO. 2

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

September 8, 1978

tiENORANDUtl FOR: John F. Stolz, Chief
Light IJater Peactor Branch No. 1

Division of Project Nanagement
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FROTH:

SUBJECT:

Anthony R. Buhl, Director
Probabilistic Analysis Staff
Office of Nuclear Pegulatory Research

EVALUATION OF DIABLO CANYON ANALYSIS OF

RISK TO THE PUBLIC FROth SEISMIC EVENTS

Our revised evaluation of Amendment 52 to the Diablo Canyon license
application is attached for your use and information. Note that
we have presented results both in terms of the applicant's estimate
of the complementary cumulative distribution function for seismic
accelerations as well as for the NRR staff estimates which we

received orally from the Geosciences Branch, NRR. The draft evalu-
ation is worded such that it should be accompanied by a write-up
containing the evaluation of the Geosciences Branch in this regard.

Attachment:
As Stated

+ATE ~I
nthony R. B $7, Director

Probabilistic Analysis Staff
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
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Evaluation of Amendment 52
Hosgri Seismic Evaluation

Units 1 and 2, Diablo Canyon Site
Volume V

Introduction

The risk to the public from the Diablo Canyon plant to potential earth-
quakes is characterized by the applicant in Amendment 52 to the appli-
cation by a set of complementary cumulative distribution functions
(ccdf) for radiation doses at various locations. These ccdfs are
generated from a postulated ccdf for seismic acceleration, event/fault
trees to represent the system response, conditional probabilities of
component failure as a function of seismic acceleration and probabilistic
modeling of atmospheric dispersion. Further information on the analysis
performed is incorporated in a letter from the applicant dated October 14,
1977, which responds to oral questions raised in discussion with the
applicant. The Probabilistic Analysis Staff (PAS) has reviewed the
applicant's analysis of the plant without the "Hosgri modification" as
discussed below. While we have not performed a detailed review of the
analysis with the "Hosgri" modification, it does not appear that the
results would differ substantially from those obtained for the unmodified
plant.

Event Trees

The event trees presented by the applicant are intended to depict the
significant system-to-system interactions predicted for the Diablo
Canyon plant. These event trees are similar to those developed for adifferent reactor in the Reactor Safety Study (WASH-1400). Certain
system-to-system dependencies at Diablo Canyon differ from those found
in the Reactor Safety Study, and these dependencies appear to have been
adequately treated when combining the results. of fault tree analyses to
determine the conditional probabilities of the accident sequences.

Dominant Contributors to Risk

The applicant's analyses conservatively assumes that both the switchyard
and the onsite diesel generators will fail to function when seismic
accelerations exceed 0.5g. Thus, since the operability of most systems
depends on the availability of a.c. power, these assumptions dictate
that the failure probability of these systems approaches unity for
acceleration above 0.5g. Because the design incorporates a steam-
turbine-driven auxiliary feedwater pump (which does not depend on a.c.
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power)', the auxiliary feedwater system is predicted to have high likelihood
of functioning at accelerations up to 0.9g; above 0.9g, the applicant
assumes the steam driven pump also fails because the seismic acceleration
exceeds the acceleration for which it was qualified. Thus, in the risk-
dominant range of acceleration (0.85-1.5g), all engineered features are
predicted to have a failure rate of unity. Since the conditional
probability of failure is already unity, common cause failures cannot
increase it. Therefore, we have not thoroughly investigated the adequacy
of the applicant's treatment of common cause failures between systems.
At lower accelerations, the predicted likelihood of the dominant accident
sequences (THLB and S1CDF)1 would have to incr ease by 2 to 3.orders of
magnitude over that predicted by the applicant to have a significant
effect. Me consider it unlikely that an error of this magnitude is
present. Accordingly, we believe it is reasonable to expect that the
impact of any unidentified common caused failures would be small on the
risk assessment.

I

The component failure data used in quantifying the fault trees is derived
by assuming that the failure rate below a specified stress or ."pivot

. point" (yield stress for components and the code allowable stress for
faulted conditions for piping) is assumed to be the random failure rate
for similar components presented in the Reactor Safety Study (MASH-1400).
The failure probability is assumed by the applitant to increase linearly
with seismic acceleration above this point, reaching a value of unity at
a stress equivalent to the ultimate stress for components and to twice
the code allowable stress for faulted conditions for piping. The stress
analyses are based on Amendment 50 to the application, which PAS has not
reviewed. Assuming they were adequately performed, in our opinion, the
assumption of a linear relationship appears to be conservative.

For components which were qualified by seismic testing rather than by
stress analysis, it was assumed that the failure probability was unity
for- accelerations greater than the tested value. This approach based on
testing appears to be conservative and, when applied to the diesel
generators and turbine-driven auxiliary feedwater pump may overemphasize
the significance of lower levels of acceleration and cause an overestimation
of the conditional probability of core melting. Both of these considerations
are conservative.

THLB refers to an accident sequence initiated by an earthquake-
induced transient followed by failure of the power conversion system,
the auxiliary feedwater system and either the containment spray
injection system, or the containment spray recirculation system.
S1CDF refers to a seismically-induced small loss of coolant accident
followed by failure of the containment spray injection system, the
emergency core cooling injection system, and the containment spray
recirculation system.





Because the predicted system failure rates are dominated by the loss of
a.c. power, the sensitivity analyses performed by the applicant indicate
that the calculated release category conditional probabilities are
relatively insensitive to the assumptions regarding the variation of
component failure rate as a function of acceleration. However, as 'noted
above, if the diesel generators or the turbine-driven auxiliary feedwater
pump are capable of functioning above their test acceleration, the
system failure rates and associated release category probabilities will .

be lower than those calculated by the applicant in the acceleration
range between 0.5g and the acceleration at which failure might occur. If
the actual failure point were above 0.85g, the applicant's calculated
probabilities of release categories in that range of acceleration would
be conservative. On this basis, it appears that the assumptions made in
the methodology used to determine the component failure data either do
not strongly affect the conclusions of the study or are in the conservative
direction.

Release Cate pries

The applicant grouped the accident sequences into release c'ategories. In
so doing, it was assumed that the accident sequences would result in
atmospheric releases identical to the'releases predicted .by the Reactor
Safety Study for similar accident sequences. No independent calculations
have been made by either the staff or the applicant for the fission
product removal and transport processes assuming a core meltdown acci-
dent occurs at Diablo Canyon. The Diablo Canyon containment design,
equipment layout, and the design of accident mitigating engineered
safety features are similar in many respects to those that were examined
for the pressurized water reactor design'nalyzed in the Reactor Safety
Study. Thus, while differences exist in some parameters such as containment
internal volume and containment spray flow rates, the release categories
for the Diablo Canyon design should be reasonably comparable to those
determined by the Reactor Safety Study.

4

The Reactor Safety Study found that the risk to the public is largely
dominated by Release Categories 1, 2, and 3. Release Category 1 is not
strongly dependent on system design since it involves the occurrence of
a steam explosion in the reactor vessel following core melt with contain-
ment failure occurring as the result of the steam explosion. The atmospheric
releases associated with Release Categories 2 and 3 could vary as a
function of plant design. However, the results predicted in the Reactor
Safety Study indicate that the radionuclides which dominate the bone
marrow, thyroid and whole body doses are iodine, tellurium and cesium.
The Reactor Safety Study concluded that sequences in Release Categories
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2 and 3 could be represented as releasing 30K of the tellurium and
respectively 705 and 20Ã of the iodine and 50% and 20% of the cesium to
the atmosphere. Obviously, even if a detailed examination of Diablo
Canyon were to indicate some increase in the fraction of a given isotope
released to the environment, the release fraction could not exceed 100Ã.
Thus, for the important radionuclides, errors in release category
assumptions could increase the calculated doses for a given probability
by no more than a factor of five. Considering the relative contribution
of the various nuclides to the predicted dose, it is very unlikely that
the calculated doses could be in error by more than a factor of three
due to release category assumptions and, in fact, the applicant's=values
seem reasonable.

Fault Trees

The system failure rates which are used in determining the likelihood of
the various accident sequences were estimated by the applicant by
constructing fault trees. The fault trees develop in a logical pattern
those combinations of component failures or human errors which could
cause the system to fail. We have not found it necessary to perform a
detailed review of the fault trees presented in Amendment 52 to the
application since the failure of all a.c. power at relatively low
accelerations dominates the results of the fault tree analysis.

We evaluated the sensitivity of the risk results calculated by the
applicant to variations in the fault tree results by calculating the
change in the frequency of Release Category 2 to increases in fault tree
results. This analysis indicates that even if errors exist in the fault
trees such that the predicted system failure rates all increase by a
factor of 10, there would be only a five-fold increase in the predicted
frequency of Release Category 2. The sensitivity analyses performed by
the applicant in the attachment to the October 14, 1977 letter indicate
that even a factor of 10 increase in Release Category 2 would increase
the calculated probabilities of exceeding 510 rem to the bone marrow or
of exceeding a long term whole body dose of 15 rem at specific locations
by less than a factor of two. Increases in predicted system failure
rates could also increase the probability of a Release Category 6 release
but this release is a relatively small contributor to dose.

Because of the dominance of the loss of a.c. powe'r, we consider it very
unlikely that the fault tree results could be in error by even a factor
of 10 on the high side. The sensitivity. analyses discussed above indicate
that the results of the analysis are relatively insensitive to an error
of this magnitude.
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~Summa'ased

on the analyses presented by the applicant, the probability of
core melting at a Diablo Canyon unit )ue to seismic events without the
"Hosgri fix" is approximately 9 x 10 ~/reactor-year and the probability
of large atmospheric releases similar to those associated with PWR

Release Category 2 of the Reactor Safety Study is 7 x 10 /reactor-year.
Use of the NRR licensing staff estimates of earthquake probabilities
discussed in a different section of this report instead of the applicant's
estimates would increase these values by a factor of 4 to 6. Because of
the, assumptions regarding seismically-induced loss of a.c. power referenced
above, we consider the estimates presented above for the likelihood of
core melting and for the likelihood of large releases to be somewhat
conservative, but we cannot quantify the degree of conservatism involved.

Conse uence Nethodolo

Consequence methodology for potential accidents at the Diablo Canyon
Reactor are also described in Amendment 52 to the application. The
consequence calculation includes the following four general calculation
elements:

l. Amount of radioactive material released
2. Effects of the radioactive material on the population
3.- Movement of the material in the environment
4. Location of the population

These elements are combined to determine the consequences of potential
accidents at a nuclear power plant.

The Reactor Safety Study (RSS) performed an analysis to determine the
risk to the public from nuclear power at the'irst 100 reactors. The
applicant's methodology incorporates much of the RSS approach to risk
assessment. As indicated in Amendment 52, the RSS is a generic risk
study and, as such, its techniques may not be directly applicable to
site specific calculations as performed in the licensing process.
However, the techniques of the RSS can be used to determine the range of
probabilities associated with many of the calculational requirements
(e.g., dose levels) that are performed in the licensing process. Nor c-

- over, these techniques can be used to present a more realistic assess-
ment of the general level of public safety associated with a nuclear
plant.

The applicant incorporated as many of the models and techniques of WASH-1400
as it believed were appropriate for their site specific calculation. In
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particular, they used the dose conversion factors of the RSS in conjunction
with the dispersion models and data which are specific to the Diablo
Canyon site,

Effects of Radioactivit on Po ulation

The dose conversion factors of the Reactor Safety Study (see Appendix YI
of the study) were incorporated into the applicant's calculations for
estimating the dose, and thereby the effects of the radiation on the
population. These dose conversion factors are given for each organ,
dose pathway and isotope; and include internal isotopic decay and dose
contributions from other organs. Me consider their use to be appropriate.

llovement of Material in Environment

The applicant calculated dispersion of the material in the environment
by using the dispersion model for continuous low.level releases as
discussed in Regulatory Guide 1.4. This model assumes a straight line
trajectory with uniform concentration of a 22 1/2 sector . In our
opinion, this sector-averaging is not appropriate for the accident
release categories of the Diablo Canyon analysis because of the relatively
short release duration times associated with the release categories.
The use'f the sector model can reduce the maximum cloud concentrations
and doses by about a factor of 5 (for stable meteorological conditions
and for the distances of concern) as compared to the instantaneous
passage dispersion model used in the.RSS.

The applicant's model does not include a plume rise formulation. There
is substantial energy associated'ith those release categories which
dominate the risk. This energy will tend to lift the radioactive
material off the ground; therefore the omissi.on of this plume rise term'ill generally result in higher exposures being calculated. This
conservatism is not easily quantified because of interactions with the
other meteorological parameters, but it could overestimate the concen-
trations and doses by a factor of about 10 for the distances considered
in the report.

The applicant's analysis also uses a simplified technique to account for
downwind decay, plume depletion, and finite cloud external dose correction
factors. These terms were incorporated into a constant radiation transport
factor for each release category and distance from the site. This
simplification is computed on a yearly average meteorological basis for
the different directions about the plant. The use of this factor allowed
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the applicant to decouple the individual radionuclide from th'e dispersion
model, Therefore, the release magnitudes and dose conversion factors
could be combined and summed to form dose constants for each release
category. The decoupling of the individual radionuclide from the
dispersion model as was performed by the applicant can lead to over-
estimates of the maximum doses during unfavorable atmospheric conditions
(light winds and stable weather): significant radioactive decay en
route can occur for some of the important radionuclides; and depletion
estimates and the finite cloud shine reduction factor could be somewhat
higher than would actually occur. Because of these factors, the most
air concentrations could be reduced when these factors are treated
properly, i.e., the applicant overestimated the severe doses.

The applicant has omitted precipitation removal (e.g., vain) mechanism
from the analysis. This omission can lead to substantial underestimates

~ in doses for specific situations and locations and can drastically
impact the ccdfs for the high consequence, low probability range of
values.

Me consider the dispersion modeling work for the analysis to be quite
simplified. We have not precisely determined the degree of conservatism
or. non-conservatism of the applicant's model but estimate that the
combination of all the uncertainties discussed could result in an under-
estimation of doses by about a factor of five.

The differences that have been noted above are strictly dispersion
mo'deling considerations. The applicant's model is not unacceptable andit generates a reasonable probability distribution of concentrations.
The only difference that can be noted in the meteorological data between
Diablo Canyon and most other sites is the dominance of winds from a
single direction. Thirty-five percent of the time the wind will come
from'the northwest at the Diablo Canyon site. However, the population
about Diablo Canyon is very low and the dominance of this wind direction
does not increase the risk to the public around the site. Other elements
of the consequence calculation would make final doses insensitive to the
differences that have been noted in the dispersion-modeling.

Loca tion o f Po ul a tion

The applicant's analysis indicates that the population around the Diablo
Canyon reactor site is extremely low. We confirm this observation and
find only one reactor site with a lower population distribution. By
focusing on the three highest population locations about Diablo Canyon,
the applicant has performed detailed studies that includes potential
evacuation. strategies. These analyses clearly indicate that the public
is at lower risk from seismically induced accidents at the Diablo Canyon
reactor than the overall risk to the public at many other reactor sites.





Conse uence Calculations

Once the four functional elements of the consequence calculations have
beep defined, the task of combining them is relatively straightforward.
The applicant calculated ccdfs for dose at the four locations about the
site with the highest population-distance relation. Classical tlonte
Carlo simulation techniques were then employed to combine the dose
constant, atmosphere transport factor, and atmospheric dilution factor
distributions for each of these locations. This simulation techni que
should only be used for independent random variables. The dose constant,
atmospheric transport factor and atmospheric dilution factor are in fact
dependent variables. The dose constant, which combines the radionuclides,
assumed no downwind radioactive decay and no cloud depletion; decay and
depletion are included in the atmospheric transport factor. The atmos-
pheric transport factor is based upon the yearly average meteorological
dispersion conditions (E stability and mean wind speed); these parameters
are included in detail in the atmospheric dilution factor distributions.
Because of these interactions, the assumption of independence between
the dose constant, the atmospheric transport factor, and the atmospheric
dilution factor variables lead to predicted doses in excess of what
might be realistically expected. The assumption of independence leads
to combinations of unrea'listic situations which can bias the results
strongly in the conservative direction.

~Summar

Based on the evaluation described above, we believe the consequence
methodology used by the applicant to 'determine the complementary cumula-'ive distribution functions of the dose at specific locations as a
result of earthquakes of various accelerations is not unreasonable. The
net effect of the various factors discussed above regarding the consequence
methodology would increase the applicant's curves by about a factor offive. Use of the staff estimates of the likelihood of seismic accelerations
and the applicant's estimates of the conditional probability of core
melting given a seismic event (which we believe to be conservative),
could increase the complementary cumulative distributi'on functions by an
additional factor of four to six. Thus, use of the NRR staff's estimates
of seismic frequency combined with a factor of five for methodology
would indicate that the overall probability could incr ease to a factor
of 20 to 30 above the ccdf's presented by the applicant.
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ENCLOSURE NO. 3

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

NOV 6 1978

MEGRANIXM FOR: John F. Stolz, Chief
Light Water Reactor Branch hM. 1
Division of Project Yanagement
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

FKM Anthony R. Buhl, Director
Probabilistic Analysis Staff
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

SUBJECT: EVALUATIONOF DIMITY CANYCN ANALYSIS OF RISK
TO THE PUBLIC FEM SEISMIC EVl2lTS

By aemrandum dated September 8, 1978, we transmitted our evaluation
of Amendment 52 to the Diablo Canyon license application for your use
anQ information. As requested by YIr. Denton, we have reviewed our
evaluation in light of the comments of the Risk AssessIIent Review
Group (NUKED/CR-0400) . The basic conclusions of our evaluation of
Diablo Canyon rem~ unchanged as a result of this reexamination, (1)

. i.e., the estimates for the conditional probability of core melting
and of the large release presenteQ by the applicant are somewhat
conservative, (2) use of the applicant's estimate of seismic frequency
leads to an estimate of the probability of core melting given a seismic
event of 9 x 10 /reactor-year, (3) use of the staff estimates of
earthquake probabilities would increase this by a factor if 4-6, and
(4) the assumptions made in consequence modeling could understate the
ccmp14mentary cumulative distribution functions (ccdfs) for doses at
various locations by a factor of about five. Thus, when combineQ, the
applicant's ccdfs could increase by a factor of 20-30 over that predicted
by the applicant, if the staff seismic frequency values are used.
The following clarifications should be added to our previous evaluation:

1. p, 5, delete the last sentence of the Summary and substitute
the following:

"Because of the assumptions regarding seismically-induceQ
loss of a.c. power referenced above, we consider the estimates
for the conditional probability of core melting and for the
conditional probability of a large release given a seismic
acceleration to be somewhat conservative, but we cannot quantify
the degree of conservatism involved. We have not attempted
to quantify the uncmMIinties associated with the estimates
of earthquake probabilities but recognize they may be large.
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John F. Stolz

Thus, the uncertainties associated with the overall
estimates presented above for the likelihood of core
melting and for,the likelihood of large releases may
also be large."

2. p. 8, add after last sentence in the Summary:
As previously noted, we recognize that there may be
large uncertainties associated with the estimate of
the likelihood of seismic accelerations. Because of
these uncertainties, when coupled with the uncertainties
inherent in the various aspects of the consequence
calculations, there may be considerable uncert;~ty
associated with, the results.

4 -M~+
Anthony R. Bu, Director
Probabilistic Analysis-Staf
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research




