.+ ACRS Offce Copy Rotain
> LT Ul LG ‘1.ﬂ
LJorineLies nittee

HERITAGE REPORTING CORP@R&TI@N

Official Reporiars
1220 L Seroet, N.W., Suli: 609




10

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

PUBLIC NOTICE BY THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

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

No member of the ACRS Staff and no participant at
this meeting accepts any responsibility for errors or

inaccuracies of statement or data contained in this transcript.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



~N O A W W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

22
23
24
25

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

In the Matter of:

354th GENERAL MEETING

Thursday,
Octobe~ 5, 1989

Room P~110
7920 Norfolk Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing,
pursuant to notice, at 8:30 a.m,

BEFORE: DR. FORREST J. REMICK
Chairman
Associate Vice-President fci Research
Professor of Nuclear Engineering
The Pennsylvania State University
University Park, Pennsylvania

ACRS MEMBERS PRESE..T:

MR. CARLYLE MICHELSON

Vizre-Chairmaun

Retired Principsal Nuclear Engineer

Tennessee Valley Authority

Knoxville, Tennessee
and Retired Director, Office for Analysis
and Evaluation of Operational Data
U.S8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washingten, D.C,

DE., WILLIAM KERR

Professor of Nucl:ar Engineering and Director
of the Office of Energy Research

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION ~-- (202)628-4888



11
12
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

MR. DAVID A. WARD

Research Manager on Special Assignment
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Company
Savannah River Laboratory

Aiken, South Carolina

DR. CHESTER P. SIESS

Professor Emeritus of Civil Engineering
University of Illinois

Urbana, Illinois

MR. CHARLES J. WYLIE
Retired Chief Engineer
Electrical Division

Duke Power Company
Charlotte, North Carolina

DR. PAUL G. SHEWMON

Professor, Metallurgical Engineering Department
Ohio State University

Urbana, Illinois

DR. HAROLD W. LEWIS
Professor of Physi-s
Department of Physics
Univ ;rsity of California
San‘a Farbara, California

MR. JAMES CARROLL

Retired Manager, Nucl=zar Operations Support
Pacific Gas & Electric Company

San Francisco, California

DR. IVAN CATTON

Professor of Engineering

Department of Mechanical, Aerospace and Nuclear
Engineering

School of Engineering and Applied Science

liniversgity of California

Los Angeles, California

ACRS COGNIZANT STAFF MEMBER:

Raymond F, Fraley

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -- (202)628%-4888



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

NRC STAFF PRESENTERS:

A. Notafrancesco

LERITAGE REPORTING CCRPORATION -~

(202)622-4888



PROCEEDINGS

CHATRMAN REMICK: The meeting will now come to

This is the first day of the 354th meeting of the
Advisory . .mnittee on Reactor Safeguards. Durirg the neeting
today the Committee will discuss and hLear reports on the
following--dnfinition of adequate protection, Cr.aeric Tssue
135, stear generator and steam line overfill issi.es, meeting
with the Director of the NRC Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research, maintenanc» and nuclear power plants, and future
ACRS activities.

Items for tomorrow's discussion are posted in the
back of the meeting room. The meeting is being conducted in
accordance wiih provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee
Act and the Government and the Sunshine Act.

Mr. Raymond Fraley is the designated federa)
official for the initial portion of tche meeting. A transcript
of portions of _he meeting is being kept, and it is reguestad
that each speaker identify himeelf or herself and speak with
sufficient ~larity and volume so that he or she can be readily
heard,

We received no written comments or requests to make
oral statemente from members of the public regarding today's

meeting.

I have a ¢ uple iteme of curvent interest this
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morning.

(Items of current interest were discussed off the
record.)

CHATRMAN REMICK: Let's tuin to our first main
a,enda ite\, definition of adequate protection.

fR. FRALEY: Mr. Chairman, I had one administrative
announcement .

(A discussion was held off the record.)

CHATRMAN REMICK: All right. Gentlemen, then let's
turn to definition of adequate protection. As I say, this is
a continuation of discussion of safety goals in which the
Commission has asked the statf and the Committee to get
together and tell them where we differ on the, if I recall,
the subject of adequate protection, and Wayne Houston is here
from the staff to adequately protect us this morning, and help
us in that, and I'11l turn the meeting over to our subcommittee
Chairman, Dave Ward,

MR. WARD: Thank you, Mr, Chairman. I'm going to go
back a couple of steps from the adequate protection because 1
think it is important that we put this in the context or at
least include a few other issues that remain relative to the
safety goal development and use of the safety goal.

As you know, we have “1ad a, an interchange with the
staff, to some extent with the Commission over the last couple

of years on the development of the safety goal policy, and in

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION ~- (202'628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

6

fact something called implementation >f the policy, which I
think is more properly viewed as sort of a flushing out of the
policy rather than necessarily implementation, but a little
more about that later,

We haven't quite reached-~Wayne Houston who is here
has been the primary spokesman for the staff and I think the
primary resource on the staff that has been working on this
I'm sure, but we haven't quite reached closure. The Committee
has had some, tazken some positions on this, and T think we
have gradually “eached closure with, with the staff, but not
completely. T guess the only way we know whether we are
reaching closure is when we compare what we asked for in our
latest letter with what Mr. Houston's latest draft of the SECY
paper says,

There remain three or four items where we haven't
reached agreement, and in the meeting we held, we, the ACRS
held with the commissioners back in on May 3rd of this year,
we outlined those, and let me go over those quickly. There
are a~tually foui of them.

The first was the, the definition of a large
release, The Committee has continued to insist that the large
release be defined as both large and as a release rather than
as a health effect or some other use of some other parameter
which we viewed in effect &s being more, too similar to, in

effect more restrictive than the upper level health protection

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPOKATION -~ (202)628-4888
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quantitative goal, so we have disagreement on that,

The second was that the Committee has continued to
advise the Commission that the goal, the policy should include
a containment performance guideline of some sort. We had
suggested one at one time. 1 .on't think we have ever
insisted that, on that suggestion, but we have been insistent
thut a guideline of some sort be maintained, so that the
Commission's overall policy in, you know, for its regulatory
position, would insist on the defense ia-depth that, that this
would, wnuld provide,

We also asked that the policy statement or the plan
for implementation, whatever it is to be called, would include
a, what we call a caveat abouc the inability of PRA to
adequately assess human performance in a plant, particularly
the management, the effect of management organization upon
safety of the plant operaticn, and I think we heard in our
subsommittee meeting yestrrday that this is r~abably », it's
acknowledged that this is a gap in the abality of the PRA. We
think that somehow the present safety goal policy leaves the
impression that, that a PRA can really provide a quantitative
estimate of the total risk from the plant, and our position
that we have expressed in our letter is that, well, there is a
big hole in that estimate, and that in fact the PRA technology
just dcesn't have the ability to provide a quantitative

egstimate of the effect of the management organization,

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -~ (202)628-4888
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And then finally, we took a position that the goal
can be and in fact should be used as a way of defining
adequate protection.

CHATRMAN REMICEK: Indirectly, right?

MR. WARD: At least indirectly, and we came apout
that first of all by recognizing and not disagreeing with
the, kind of the traditional ccncept tnat, that compliance
with the Commission's regulations by a licensee implies that
the plant is, a plant is being operated with the public
adequately protected, so therefore, compliance with the
regulations is a definition of adequate protection and it is
kind of a legal tool, but it has traditionally been used in
that way, and I, I don't think the Committee wants to take any
position to alter that or upset that,

Now on the other side, I guess the one clear
recommendation that, or T thirk fundamental recommendation we
have made about the safety goal policy was that the safety
goal should not be used by the staff or by the Commission to
make what a.e called narrowly differentiated judgments about
individual plants, but instead the safety goal siould be used
to make judgments about whether the Commission's body of
regulations and regulatory practice is providing a population
of plants that meets the safety goal.

Okay. 1If we come down to those two things, that

adequate protection is at least more or less equivalent to

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -- (202)628-4888
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meeting the regulations, and that the test of adequate
regulations is whether they meet the safety goal, we have at
least a kind of indirect equivalence that the safety gnal is a
definition of adeaguate protection, and T think that's the
point that we tiink could be usefully made in the Commission's
safety goal policy.

Of those four points--we madae all these four points
in our discussion with the, with thes Commission in May--the
only one they picked up on was the last one, and they in fact
have asked, sent a, whatever you call them, staff requirements
memo, to both the staff and to the ACRS, asking us to resolve
our differences on the use of the safety goal and the
definition of adequate protection,

They were silent on the other three points., I guess
I perscnhally thin.. the other three pcints are as important or
perhaps more importent than the disagreemen’” over adequate
protection,

I don't want to see those points lost, so Wayne
Hous.on is here today to talk I think primarily about the
adequate protection because we are kind of under the cun from
the Commission to say something about that soon. Actually I
think they have asked for something this month. They
originally asked us to write, I guess to write a joint paper
which seemed kind of unworkable unless we worked very late and

worked very “ard, but I don't know how we do that, bu* instead

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPGRATION -- (202)628-4888
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of that, we mig-t take a mcre traditional Committee approach
and comment on the Jraft of a paper that Wayne Houston has
provided in which he is documenting what he sees as the
positions of both the staff and the Committee on the
definition £ adequate protection, and we have a drart of that
paper, TIt's blue, big 2, When I read it, I'm not sure
that a lot would be gained by commenting or the paper in its
present form. That is something we are guing to have to
discuss, but we have allotted a couple of hours this morning
to talk ahout this,

We also have some letter writing time tomorrow for,
discussion or letter writing time tomorrow, so we will see
what Wayne has to say in that letter,.

One more comment--we had a subcommittee meeting last
week to discusas this subject., It was rather thinly attended
by ACRS nembers, so it turned into a dialogue between Wayne
and myself, but--

MR. MICHELSON: How many members attended?

MR. WARD: One, so i* is an exaggeration to call it
a subcommittee meeting.

MR. MICHELSON: Thinly didn't--

MR. WARD: T won't tell you who was supposed to be
there and didn't show up.

DR. LEWIS: Ycu are worried about the word thinly?

MR. MICHELSON: I don't know how thin.

HERITAGE REPORTING CCRPORATIUN -~ (202)628-4888
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MR. WARD: Well, I'm anticipating something on that,
right, Ivan? They are accusing me of not being thin. Just
wait six months, right?

DR. CATTON: Forewarning!

MR. WARD: Okav, T don't want to take too much more
time, but there is one other point that came up, and maybe
this is just a semantic preblem, but this program for
continuing the development of or flushing out of something of
the safety goal has been called an implementation plan, and T
think that's at best an awkward definition of what is being
att mpted.

Implementing the safety goal doesn't ceem to make a
lot of, doesn't seem to really be what is being done, and so I
would ask Wayne to see if he couldn't come back today with a,
a different way of describing whatever this activity or
program is other than implementing the safety goal, so-~-

DR. SHEWMON: I'm sorry. My education or memory or
both is so inadequate, but adequate protection seems to have
been committed into, chipped into marble here some place.

Is that--would you tell me where?

MR. WARD: Yes. Wayne can expand on it, but as T
understand, it's in, it's in the Atomic Energy Act, The only
place that it appears in the regulations is in the backfit
rule, but it became, it is sort of high profile in the backfit

rule, and there has been quite a bit of discussion and some
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judicial decision and everything related to it,

DR. SHEWMON: Okay.

DR. LEWIS: I think that the Commission has to jump
through dAifferent loops in order to do things that are not
necessary foi adequate protection under the Act, and then the
ones that it has to jump through in order to provide adequate
protection so they begin to distinguish where they become
capricious and where they are allowed to cut corners. They
are allowed to cut corners if they go beyond adequate
protection but not cut corners prior to, and that's for tne
lawyers,

I wonder if I would make a comment? This may be a
nit, but T may have my epidemiology wrong, but 1 think nits
carry typhus or some strange disease, so you have got to watch
out for nits.

The question of whether compliance with the
regulations is equivalent to adequate protection, I thought
that what we had said in the past was that it is a suitable
surrogate for adequate protection and that really is to my
mind an important difference,

Am I wrong?

MR. WARD: 1T think that's a better way to put it,
yes, I think you're right.

MR. FRALEY: Dave, could I just volunteer? One of

the problems is that we are talking about different rules and

HERITAGE FEPORTING CORPORATION -~ (202)628-4888
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regulations, When the staff says adequate protection % a
plant, they are talking ~bout the regulations that applied to
that plant when it was licensed and have been backfitted over
the years.

You gentlemen are talking about regulations that
have bmren measured against the safety goals, They are
different regulations. You have to bear that in mind. When
the staff says a plant is adequately safe, it is per the
regulaticns that, that existed when that plant was licensed.
That's what the backfitting rule save. You are talking about
a different sec of regulations.

MR, WARD: No, I don't think so. Ray. First there
18 only one set of regulations.

MR, FRALEY: No. There are many sets, many sets,
They, over the years, the regulations have evolved.

MR. WARD: There are many regulations.

MR. FRALEY: There are many sets of regulations.

DR. KERR: T think what we are talking about is the
body of regulations that now exist and this body of
regulations may permit a plant to conform to an earlier
defini‘ "»n of regulations, bur the existing body of
regulat. .u is what we are talking about.

MR. FRALEY: But the =staff does not, The staff is
talking--

DR. KERR: The staff has t», Ray. It has no choice.

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION ~-- (202)628-4888
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MR, FRALEY: I know don't. You look at the
backfitting rule.

DR. SHEWMON: Why don't we wait.,

NR. WARD: There is one other point I want to make,
The Committee in wriiing its letters on the safety goal and on
this issue of adequate protection was silent on where the
backfit rule fits into thie whole scheme of things, and T have
to admit that is sort of troublesome, We avoided that issue.

One suggestion that T made at the subcommittee and
our discussion of the subcommittee meeting is that the backfit
rule could be used to, in the scheme of things, to dea’ with
vhat T call the, I mean the threshold problem that any time
you have a, a quantitative “imit or any scrt of a definite
limit you also have a problem with, you know, approaching the
line or being just over it one way or the «their, and reaching,
you know, making decisions that are ill founded because of
being riaht at scme sort of seri-arbitrary threshold, and the
backfit rule could be used in dealing with that in a more
systematic and sensible way.

Okay. Any other members who attended the
subcommittee meeting have anything they would like to say?

Okay. We will go to Wayne Houston,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Thank you, Dave, It is a
pleasure to be here once again.

DR. RERR: Can we trust anything else he says this

HER(TAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -- (202,628-48238
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morning?!

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: 1I'll be prepared to leave at any
time!

CHAIRMAN REWMICK: TIs it true that was the best
managed subcommittee meeting you have attended?

Mk. WAYNE HOUZSTON: Undoubtedly--and the least
controversial.

(S1ide)

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It must be clear to all of you
now that I seem to be the flag bearer, the standard bearer on
the subject of safety goals. It is a jiob that has been
assigned to me for some time, and IT'm only the most reent and
the rresent in a succession of members of the staff who have
attempted to come to grips with not only the developmen:
stages of safety goal policy, but now what we have rightly or
wrongly been calling implementation of safety aoal policy.

1 think what we have heard already thi= morning,
which has been, which has been somewhat disturbing to me, is
that although there are some differences, some real
differences I think between what the staff has proposed and
what the ACRS ha: recommended, I think there are also some
serious communica n problems here, and hopefully we can make
a little progress this morning. Some of them are semantic, T
think perhaps all of them are semantic, but perhaps not.

I rhove prepared just a couple of vugraphs to try to

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -~ (202)628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

16

orgenize a discussion addressing what I would prefer to call,
and here is the semantic problem, the concept of adequate
protection as it relates to safety goal policy. The semantic
problem her: is in pert, if not in to*al, T begin to hear that
the subject was the definition of adequate
protection--entirely different thing, and I did not come dow.
here this morning to discuss, or I will be glad to discuss
it~--that was not my purpose.

It has been properly pointed out by Dave Ward that
the criqin of this, these twc words, adequate protection,
which is an abbreviation of language that first apreared in
the Atomic Energy Act, and is sometimes referred to as a
statutory standard, as a legal standard, arising explicitly ir
the statutes which the now Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
to apply to every licensing decision it makes,

What has happened over the years is that it has made
a finding in each case that there is adequate protection of
the public health and safety, but it has been a finding and
has been done on a cas~-by-case basis, and that is where the
NRC is today.

Ther= %8 no qualitative definition and there
certainly is no quantitative definition of what that means.
And at the present time, the staff is not recommending, has
not recommended to the Commission a program to try to develop

and quantify a, what the s*atutory standard might mean in
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terms of adequate protention, that is, as some sort of a ¢auge
or a measure or yardstick as it were as to whether or not it
is something that in fact exists or not,

Given that probabalistic risk analysis would appear
to be the, primarily the primary tool that would be available
for using such a gauge, we feel, as does the the ACRS feel I
think, that it is not up to the task, and T think we are in
total agreement on vhy that is the case,

Nevertheless, we have felt that in order to achieve
and to borrow a word that the ACRS has used, some coherence in
policy statements that have been issued by the Commission, we
see here the potential for some incoherence or lack of
coordination if you will between backfit policy as expressed
in the backfit rule, and safety goal policy, so I think one
way to proceed, what the staff is trving do and is
recommending to the Commission is to try to achieve some
coherence between these two, and we had recommended to or we
had asked the Commission, not recommended, to tell the staff
whether or not it would wish us to do sometning with the
safety goal policy statement to show a relationship, that is,
to achieve some coherence or harmonization between safety goal
policy on the one hand, and backfit policy as expressed on the
backfit rule on the other hand.

Dave Ward made a very good point a moment ago, and I

think that stems from our discussion in the subcommittee, with
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the subcommittee, the only place in the regulations with the
Commission where the words adequate protection appear ars now
in the buackfit rule,

Now as you probably all know, the backfit rule has
changed in, over the course of the last several years.
Pravious versions which existed throughout much of the
licensing process, the version of the backfit rule did not use
the term adequate proteaction, and nowhere else to the best of
my know.edge, are the worde adequate protection used anywhere
in the regulations.

Nevertheless, I believe that if one were to examine
the documentatiun on the issuances of licenses, for example,
to operate nuclear power plants, in many, if not all cases,
you would, you would find the words that express the
Commission’'s view that there is, there is evidence on the
record, the full record, that in the judgment of the
Commission, there is adequate protection of the health and
safety of the public, and this statement is made as a finding
but not a definition.

liany people I think when they start thinking about
this term, and it is a relatively recent origin, there has
been focus on what this term might mean, seem to react in the
same way that T've heard this morning, that compliance with
the regulations is really what is important,

The, in tre Statement of Considerations or

HERI'VAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -~ (202)625-4888
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discussion, which was prepared in our Office of Gene.,al
Counsel, that accowpanied the issuance of the backfit rule,
there are a number of pages which deal with this subject, and
T'm sorry that the principal attorney who was involved with
that is not with us this morning. I thought he was going to
be-~S8teve Crockett,

The point is I think very carefully and very clearly
rade that compliance with the Commission's regulations is
presumptive evidence of adequate protection, but it is not a
definition.

In other worde, what 18 aaequate protection for one
case, one plant, is not necessari’y the same for another
plant. The problem of the term I think has been alluded to to
a certain extent, I think what Harold Lewis said a moment ago
is pertinent to this. The problem here is that the legal
aspect of it is that the NRZ cannot use cost arguments in
makina a decision as t whether or not a particular
requiremrnt is needed for adequate protection, which means, of
cours. , you can't .se coet/benefit arguments. Some of the
regulations which are on the books have been put there with a
basis in whole or in part, of cost/benefit analysis. An
example would be the Station Blackout rule.

Some time ago, members of the Office »f General
Counsel went back through the Stat_ments of Consideration, the

discussion section as they are now called, of rules, I think

HERITAGE FEPORTING CORPORATION ~-- (202)628-4888
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pAarticularly in Part 50 of the regulations, to try to see, to
look for ~lues as to whether or not particular rules when they
were mede effective, whether there were cost arguments as part
of the basis of it., Their findings I believe, which are
informal, were inconclusive on this point, but so that I think
the statement that we heard a moment ago is not quite correct.

The staff general, what the staff generally has done
is determine whether things ar~ acceptable or not. Now that's
not a term tha 's 1n the statutes, but you will find ti.®
after time in the safety evaluation reports that the manner in
which an applicant has addressed an issue after it is new, and
dialogue with the staff and so forth, is found to be
acceptable,

This may refer to an acceptable way of complying
with the regulations, or an acceptable--generally that's
exactly what that means., It is a way that is acceptab’e to
the staff to demonstrate compliance with the regulations, and
such findings have always been, virtually always been made
without any concern or consideration as to whether or not the
particular regulation that was put on the book was done with
or without cost considerations, and therefore, was done
without any consideration as tc whether that compliance with
that particular requirement was a necessary and legal part of
ar  provosed concept or definition of adequate protection.

DR. KERR: Let me see if T understand that example,.

HERI"AGE REPORTING COKPORATION -- (202)628-4888
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Appendix T of 10 CFR 50 determines compliance with calculated
release of the plants by using cost/bencfit analysis.

Is that an example of cost being vsed, or cost not
being used?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That's an example of cost being
used for consideration and is probakiy one of the clearest cut
examoles that is actually in the regulations.

CHATRMAN KERR: Okay.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: In the language itself, without
having to delve into the background, as the basis for
the--which is also authorized by statute. I'm sorry, [ don't
have ready at hand the reference to the part of the statute,
but it is something that is authorized by law to do this, but
in that particular instance, you arv right., It is guite clear
that that, Appendix I, would not be a part of any proposed
definition of adequate protection, That is correct,

So the rfirst point here is that we don't have a
definition. We are not proposing a Jefinition, and based upon
the discussion that T had with the subcommittee a week ago, T
came to the conclusion, and here may be, there is a gap in the
communication, that the earlier interpretation or inferences
that we were drawing from ACRS letters that neither the ACRS
nor the staff were in fact proposing to use safety goals to
define adequate protection, What I heard--

CHATRMAN REMICK: 1In the SECY.
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MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It seems to be a little bit
different, so we have a communication problem.

CHATRMAN REMICEK: 1In thk: SECY document, you came
nretty close to saying that was our position.

MP. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is correct; that is
correct, but this was an inference, It was an inference
because nc = of the ACRS letters ever specifically say that,

CHATRMAN REMICK: 1 agree,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: And as a matter of fact, what I
have said in this draft paper, which you all may not have had
a chance to read--

CHATRMAN REMICK: T see you corrected it,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: The first three letters on this
subject beginning with I think in May cr sometime in early
1987, the words adequate protection never appear, but in the
February '88 letter, they do, and this is pointed out in the
paper,

CHATRMAN REMICK: Dr. Shewmon has a comment.

DR. SHEWMON: T guess I'm trying to see where the
Committee thinks they are going on this, I wouléd pay
attention, but if I could rcoin a new phrase and call it
sufficient protection instead of adequate prolection, to
change the words, but not th=2 meaning, it was my impression
that that was the original purpose of the safety goals was to

define indeed what was sufficient protection, and so I--why
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don't we like it? Because we felt that it couldn't be
implemented whereas the regulations were better defined?

CHATRMAN REMICK: We said it defines how safe is
safe enough. The reason we got into this is the staff
discussed cthe adequate protection in their proposed
implementation plan. You were commenting on the
implementation, so we differed with the staff and said how we
thought the safety goal could use indirectly as a surrogate
for adequate protection.

Am I correct, Wayne? Do you agree with that
characterization?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON. That is not--you've just thrown
me a curve on the, as a surrogate for--

CHAIRMAN REMICK: The words are right there,

MR. WARI': Let's read what was said., I was just
kind of confused by this.

CHATRMAN REMICK: This is what you said in the SECY
document, T'm sorry. That's not--I have it here, Dave.
Okay. I have it here. It says we believe the safety

emphasis--this is on page 4 of our February 16th, 1989 letter,.

MR. CARROLL: Seven, 7 Tab 2.
CHATRMAN REMICK: The paragraph says, "We bclieve
that the safety goal should play an important but indirect

role in defining adequate protection. Ideally compliance with
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the Commission's regulations is a suitable surrogate for
defining adequate protection of the public. However, we
believe that the adequacy of the regulations should be judged
from the viewpoint of whether nuclear power plants as a class,
licensed under those regulations, meet the safety goal."

So we definitely say the suitable surrogate and we
said to use irdirectly.

MR, WAYNE HOUSTON: It was the regulations that are
the surrogate, Did I understand correctly?

CHATRMAN REMICK: Compliance with the Commission
regulations is a suitable surrogate, that's right,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Now 1 guess 1 read that as
meaning nothing different than what I would say the cuicent
position of the NRC is. That is stated in different terms
which I mentioned a moment ago from the discussion or
Statement of Considerations in the backfit rule. It was also,
essentially the same argument was used in the UCS Port case,
This is one reason why this has become a highlighted issue,
that the Commission was taken to court by the Union of
Concerned Scientists vis-a-vis the backfit rule and one of the
things that they were seekiung from the court was to force the
NRC to define what it meant by adequate protection, The court
ruled--

CHATRMAN REMICK: We are not defining it. We ar=
saying it is a suitable surrogate for defining. Doesn't say

R
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it ic used to--it is a surrogate for defining. Instead of
defining you use this.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That becomes the definition
then. 7 don't know,

DR. LEWIS: No, it is not the definiticn,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It is not a definition, but it
comes close, does it not?

DR. LEWIS: 1T don't know what it means to come close
to a definition, but one of the things that--

DR. SHEWMON: T1'11 let you grade my papers sone day!

DR. LEWIS: But one of the things that makes thLis
even more complex is that not only people like the Lnion of
Concerned Sc.entists but the courts you recall, and also the
term adequate protection just like the term no undue risk is
used as a judgment of individual plants, so we have to also
keep straight what we are applying these things tc¢, and we
write letters saying that any given plant if operated, will
not pose nn undue risk, and that's to my mind~-I'm not a
lawyer -that's equivalent to saying that adequate protection
is being supplied in terms of that plant, but the safety goals
we have emphasized are used to judge the entire body of
regulations and show that the Commission is doing a job, and
you can't use the compliance with the regulations as a, as a
sufficient condition for adequate protection or for no undue

risk, but they are the best syr“em in trying to assure it, so
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there is a whole legion of complexities, and T think our best
bet as a Committee is %o keep clear of the legal, the legal
obfuscation and concentrate on the question of whether the
safety goals really do define, define what is meant by, by how
safe is safe enough and answer the question of how safe 's
safe enough and the body of regulations should work as well as
they can to, to meet that and keep out of the legal battles
about adequate proteciion,

MR. WARD: Chet?

DR. STESS: The paragraph you were referring to in
our letter, T still don't think Wayne has interpreted it
properly Tt says that compliance with the regulations,
suitable surrogate defining adequate protection, It then says
that we think that the safety goal has been used to judge the
adequacy of the regulations.

Now if we are not building plants and licensing
plants to provide adequate protection as measured by the
safety goal, what we are saying is that you should change the
regulations, not that you should backfit the plants,

MR. WARD: That's right.

DR, STIESS: Bringing the backfit rule I think is a
red herring bec=use I believe the backfit rule, the lawyers
had ruled somewhere that if the Commission wants to raise the
standard of adequate protectiaon by changing the regulations,

they may do that, but now the cost/benefits. Am I right?
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MR. WARD: T think that's right.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is correct,

DR. SIESS: The cost/benefit is really a backfit.
Not changing--

MR. WARD: You mean you don't use the cost/benefit
rule or arguements in evaluating a change in regulation?

DR. SIESS: And if we think that the adeguate
protection is not provided by the regulation, no matter how we
define adequate protection, then you can change the
regulations to raise the level of safety,

Let me say one more thing. It may or may not hezlp
people semantically. Just turn to using a suitable surrogate.
I have been involved in safety regulation through the building
codes and so forth, and we write very descriptive building
codes in this country. We use the picture plans. Somebody
would use them against that code, Other countries don't do
that., For example, in England, their safety law simply says
about one paragraph, to paraphrase, that buildings should not
fall aown,

Now they go ahead after that and write a descriptive
set of cnde and say that compliance with these prescriptive
requirements is deemed to satisfy the law,

Now T would put adequate protection as the law, and
compliance with the regulations as deemed to satisfy in NRC

that legal concept which apparently is legal in the British
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law, and T think that's what we mean by surrogate.

CHATRMAN REMICK: Hal and then Ray.

MR. CARROLL: Tt helps this discussion if you bring
this out I think.

MR. WARD: TI'm not sure. Not yet,

MR. CARROLL: Okay. All right,

MR. WAYNF HOUSTON: You don't want this yet?

MR. WARD: ¥ _ yet,

DR. LEWIS: 1T agree with what Chet said, and it
is~~T think a great help in understanding this whole thing
really is to distinguish between the things that apply to
individual plant licensing and the things that apply to
judging the industry and the population,

What it said in our letter was that the compliance
with the regulations is a suitable surrogate for adequate
safety. Both those apply to single plants., That was to say
the plant is licensed if adequate safety is provided and that
is done through the regulations.

T agree with Chet that the regulations are deemed
surrogate is the same term, and that's a subject which is
interesting but is not the subject of the safety goal.

The question of the safety goal is the population
and therefore it is, a way to meet safety goal is to change
the regulations because changing the regulation applies to

many plants, not to individual plants, If we keep these
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things straight, we don't have a semantic problem,

MR, WARD: But I--

CHATRMAN REMICK: Ray, did you want to make a
comment?

MR. WARD: T suggested a way out of this,.

MR, FRALEY: There is a point that's worth
clarifying I think,

The backfit 1ule does apply to the regulations. You
cannot change the regvlations willy-nilly., There are
regulations changes that have to meet cost/benefit, and there
are regulatior. changes that do not have to meet cost/benefit.
If it is a regulation change to make it adequately safe, it
does not have to meet the cost/benefit.

If it is a regulation to make it more %than
adequately safe, it does have to meet cost/benefit, so
regulations are not exempt from backfitting considerations.

MR. WARD: Yes.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Let me modify that statement,
Regulations can be put on the boo's which are strictly
forward, forward-looking regulations.

MR. FRALEY: Right,

MR . WAYNE HOUSTON: Backfit rule is silent on the
forward fit,

MR. FRALEY: That's true, but not when you are

looking at plants that have already been licensed.
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MR. WAYNE HOUTON: When a particular regulation is

issued and when it becomes effective, it is also intended to

apply to be maae effective for existing plants,

MR. FRALEY: Backfitting does not apply to forward

MR. W2TD: That is not quite as clear a distinction
as you, As you indicated because there is a circle in there,

MR. FRALEY: Not someching quite as clear.

MR. WARD: To the extent that, as Wayne says,
compliance with regulations is presumptive evidence of
adequate protection, and I agree that's different than a
definition.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Tf that means the same thing as
a surrogate for, then we have no disagreement,

MR. WARD: Yes, but my point is if--1 could come up
with an argument that a new regulation didn't have to meet a
cost/benefit test because it is adding to the definition or
th:, at least the surrogate definition of adequate protection.

MR. FRALEY: Right.

MR. WARD: So I mean you have got a circle there.

PR. SIESS: That's exactly what the language says.
Regulatory analysis does not apply to regulatory action
involving in redefining what level of protection the public
health and safety--security should be ,2garded as adequate.

If we are going to change the regulations to raise the level
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that we will call adequate protection, redefine it, that that
does not require a backfit analysis, and that's cliear.

MR. FRALEY: But if it is to do, if it is to require
something that's considered more than this adequate level, it
does, and some regulations do that,

DR. SIESS: This is redefining the level.

DR, KERR: It seems to me that one can never
harmonize the backfit rule with the safety goals unless I
misunderstand what the goals means, pecause the safety goal
seems to define something that says if you resist, give it up.
Goals mean what T think--the backfit rule says if you can
justify it on cost/benefit analysis, you can do it
independently of whether you have reached the safety goal. It
seems to me the two are antithetical.

DR. LEWIS: The backiit rule is on specific
backfits, things that apply to a plant or a group oif plants,
It is not the population,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It can be the population, but
you are right. You read i%t--

DR. LEWIS: That's an unusual case,

CHATRMAN REMICK: Wayne, T had a problem when you
came out with the proposed implementation plan and wiy, you
even raised the cost/benefit in the the safety goal and
so-called implementation because it just didn't seem to fit,

There is# nothing in the safety goal that talks about
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cost/benefits anymore, and that confused me at the time, and I
think it is creating lots of difficulty now.

MR. WARD: And I think that's the point T wanted to
make. The Commisgion didn't really--Wayne, we kind of backed
into the discussion of adequate protection because, because
you had covered it in your paper, and we didn't really see
that as all that directly related. OUne way to get out of this
would be to drop it.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Okay. The origin of it is that
in the safety goal policy statement itself, the first
paragraph of the introduction on the purpose and scope says
that the NRC is prepared to move forward with an expliecit
pelicy statement on safety philosophy and the role of safety-
tradeofis in the NRC safety decisions. This policy statement
is the result,

Now we have recognized that in a proposed version of
the policy statement, it was, it did consider the adopting the
thousand dollars per person-~rem guideline and being
incorporated in it, The Commission decided to drop that from
this policy statement so that my un<erstanding has been that
that was not necessarily a decision to divorce the two because
this statement remains, so there is--in other words, there
are--s8o the unfinished business here relates to safety goal.

DR. KERR: That could simply mean that considering

cost and benefit, one arrives at these goals. That could have
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been made more stringent, but it would have been more costly,
so 1 think that opening statement could simply mean that
taking into account protection of the public, cost and
benefits, these are what one gets; well, either the
qualitative or gquantitative nunbers,.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Well, you see, right now if we
couple, if we one tries to couple the statement here with the
current policy of the Commission as expressed in the
regulations dealing with the general subject of backfit, to
make them consistent with one another--

PR. KERR: T don't think they will ever be made
consistent,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Well, they can~-the question
whether they should or not is another question, but they can
be. There is no reason why they can't be,

DR. KERR: In their present form, they cannot be,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: They have to be changed, yes,
They have to be char~ad to make them coherent.

DR. KERR: Okay.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Which T thought was a goal that
the ACRS was very strongly recommending tc the Commission,

CHATIRMAN REMICr: 182.

MR. WARD: It is not~--

CHAIRMAN REMICEK: Backfit rule is being revised. 1In

'81, '82, it was recommended that they be made consistent at
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that time, but it was not done, Tt went off in different
directions, and T agree, Bill., I'm not sure now unless you
come back and revise the backfit rule again that you will ever
make them consistent, especially by finegling with the safety
rule,

DR. STESS: When the Commission promulgated the
gafety goal, 1 don't think they had any idea what use might be
made of it, what use should be made of it or could be made of
it, and they sort of passed it on to the staff. Somehow we
have said it you figure ou! what to do with it,.

Now this term implementation of the safety goal is
ridiculous, You don't impiement a goal. You might
implement -~

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: We talk about implementing a
policy.

DR. SIESS: You don't implement a policy. I don't
know how you==-

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I don't know what you mean by
not implementing a policy. Most policies, if nobody does
anything about them, there are some statements, but nothing
necessarily happens.

DR. SIESS: There are all kinds of policies. Some
of them can be implemented, but T don't know how you implement
a policy that says we think plants are this safe.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: But the ACRS has talked about
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implementation of the prlicy. 1Is this a semantics problem
that we have? 1 mean I really don't want to delate this one.

CHAIRMAN REMICK: You know, Wayne, don't follow what
we say. It's what we mean!

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That's what I am trying to
figure out,

DR. SIESS: You talked in the proposed SECY about
Safety goal implementation versus backtit implementation.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Policy--

DR. SIESS: T am reading the words on page 2.

MR, WAYNE HOUSTON: Tt may be an oversight then.

DR, SIESS: You say cost/benefit analysis is not
properly a part of safety gonl implementation in contrast to
backfit implementation, and this is apples and oranges. You
implement a safuoty goal by backfitting.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Tt seems to me, you know,
because of the natuyre of the Advisory Committee, it certainly
is perfectly proper to make recommendations to the Commission,
in any fashion that you deem appropriate,

T think what I'm calling attention to is the fact
that with respect part cularly to¢ those situations in which
new requirements may be imposed on existing plants, the
authorized mechanism that exists from the Commission is in the
backfit rule,

DR. STESS: No argument

HER.T?GE REPORTING CORPORATION -- (202)628-4888
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MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: And if the ACRS wants to propose
some additional criterion that would be used or usable in a
backfit situation, then the backfit rule would have to be
changed.

DR. SIESS: Never have, have we?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Now if on the other hand, you
are tulking about the application of safety aoal policy to
change, to potentially change regulations for future plants
only, then that's a different situation, and backfit policy
has nothing to do with it

Now if that's what you mean, I haven't heard that,
Ae a matter of fact, i1n one discussion that we had with the
ACRS, sometime ago, it came from Mr, Siess, that he understood
that the earlier discussion on s.fety goal policy was for
present plantu, not for future plants, so this is an area in
which there is still some confusion.

MR. WARD: He said he has changed his mind on that,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T know you are working very hard
on the containment thing for future plants.

MR. WARD: I think this, T think BRill has got a
p>int with the safety goal and the backfit rule, but you know,
I think we need to, we shouldn't try to equate these th.ngs or
put them at the same level. T mean the safety goal is a, is a
grand general statement of the policy of the Commission about

how safe is safe enough and what it intends 1ts regulations to
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accomplish. The backfit rule is just one of many regulations.

Nuw you know, T think if the safety goal is used
properly, as regulations are changed, they will be tested
against this standard set by the safety goal. And in fact a
more, what | might call protractive program of actually
reviewing regulations against the intent to find out whether
they are good enough or whether they are unnecessary is really
appropriate activity for the staff, and 1 see the backfit rule
as just one of those. T think the backfit rule doesn't quite
measure 1o to this general policy, doesn't clearly coherently
rt lenst conform with this general policy estahlished by the
safety goal., T think there are a number of other regulations
that when we get to them we will find they don't conform to
this general policy, but I don't think there is any particular
reason to single out the backfit rule.

DR. STESS: The TMI, chey find, require backfit
cost/benefit analysis under the present rule?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Yes, with respect to their
application to existing plants, yes. I guess T would say that
is Commission policy. Here is a case in which the policy is
expressed in the rule form,

DR. STIESS. The Commission changed its policy.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Now let me modify my answer te
your question. There are three circumstances in the backfit

policy dealing with backfits., One of them, one of them deals
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with adequate protection. If a change which is a backfit is
to be mandated by the Commission, it is required for adequate
protection, then there is no cost/benefit,

DR. SIESS: 1Isn't thrat what tney 4id after TMI-2?
Didn't they decide that the regulations need to be changed and
plants needed to be changed to bring them up *o a level of
adequate detection in view of had happened at TMI? Several
hundred things had to be done to 80 or 90 p° nts, Wasn't that
a decision by the Commission to raise the level to change the
stardard?

MR. WARD: T believe so, yes,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: The decision by the Commission
were to approve certain recommended changes which were properly
be called backfits, but none of those were ever associated, “o
the best of my knowledge and belief, with this concept of
adequate protection.

DR. SIESS: Oh, come on!

MR. WARD: Oh, they must have been.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Look at the literature. Look at
documentation and see if you find any evidence that says we
need to do this for adequate protection, compliance with the
statutory standard., It is a legalistic approach.

DR. LEWIS: Two things I think--one is Dave is
right, We ought to rule the br “kfit subiect out of thie

conversation because T don't think it Las much to do with it,
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MR, WAYNE ROUSTON: I can't do that in representing
to the Commission.

DR. LEWIS: Regardless of what Chet just said, yes,
the regulation changes after TMI were designed to raise the
level of protection because people beiievad i: was inadequate.
The fact it might be a backfit, this is an irrelevance, It
was simply an eiffovt to raise the level, so backfit T think
should be ruled cut, but T was ont for 4 second and Wayne, did
I misunderstand you as saying that you felt that regulations
that affect future plants have nothing to do with the safety
goals? Did you say something?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: No, no. T d4id not say that, T
paid the backfit rule has not dning do with regulations for
future pl nts,

DR. LEWIS: Except they are ccnnected somewhere,
Okay. Fine T think our nroblem is that we are talking about
five subjects and this Committee has trouble juggling more
than two,

CHAIRMAN REMICK: I am going to ask Wayne to help
use, move along in your presentation, Wayne, and help us get
cff this.

DR. LEWIS: Let's rule the word backfit out of the
conversation. It would help a little bit, 20 percent.

MR. WARD: Excuse me, wayne. Could I, pecaure I

mean I am supporting what Cr. Lewis has said because your last
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‘I’ 1 line there is sort of putting the safety goal policy at the
2 same level as if it is necessary to, to harmunize the safety
3 goal policy aith the backfit policy. Well, T think you have
4 got it backwards there. T mean-~-
5 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Turned around. That's all
6 1 ight,
7 MR. WARD: Yes, but that makes a very different
8 thing, and T think if we, if we adopt the reasonable safety
9 goal policy and put some sort of implementing actions underway
10 for the policy, one of the things we want to do is look at
11 regulations such as the backfit regulations to see if they are
12 in harmony with this, with this grand scheme defined by the
. 13 safety goal policy, and it's a test of that backfit rule to
14 conform, not the other way around,
15 DR. LEWIS: The word narmony is inappropriate
16 because one is subcrdinate to the other,
17 MR. WARD: Yes,
18 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Consistency? Coherence?
19 DR. LEWIS: Obedience.
20 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Okay.
21 DR. LEWIS: Obedienc=, damn it--the backfit rule h:-
22 been adopted. I'm sorry. The safety goal policy--you've got
23 me doing it now,
‘ 24 MR. FRALEY: I think Dave has hi! on a very
25 important point. The fact is the Commission has not yet I
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guess legally agrred that the safety goal is the overall
umbrella for everything.

The thing that the Commission is using to define
adequate protection is the backfit rule. That has been tested
in the courts. They have been ordered to modify it »y the
courts, have been ordered to work with the new version by the
courts, and that's what they are doing. The Committee keeps
gsaying the backfit, The goals ought to be the overall thing
that defines what is safe enough. The Commission h' ¢ not yet
endorsed that philosophv., At least the staft hasn't, and I
think that's a very important point. You keep assuming that
they have, and then say well, the .ackfit rule has to be
brought up to it, but they havan't adopted that yet, That's
what you have to sell them,

DR. LEWIS: You are jus. wrong. The Comui-sion has
adopted the safety goal policy. It is a “ommission policy.
It states how safe Lhings have to be, It gives numpers for
it., It is Commission poiicy. If the Commission policy about
how safe is safe enough is not an umbrzlla, T don't know what
ig., The courts have ordered them to do things about, the
backfit rule court have ordered them te do things about lots
of different things.

MR. FRALEY: Now we are talking about the
implementing. TI'm talking about implementing it, and, and how

dovs it fit into the regulatory process? The Commissionr has
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not yet approved that it supersecded the backfitring rule. The
backfitting rule is still the backfi:ting rule,

CHATRMAN REMICK: Let's allow Wayne to continue. I
thirk we are once gain gettinc--1 agree very much that Dave
has a very gocd point, and I think that's kind of a, T think
where 1 see us coming out, the importance of the safety goal
vis-a-vis the backfit. Let's let Wayne finish the
presontation,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I think actually we have covered
in one way or annther all of the subjects that 7 had indicated
there,

DR. LEWIS: That's a wonderful way to move on.

CHATRMAN REMICK: One more slide.

MR, WAYNE HOUSTON: And T would like to take a looa
at this and ask a simple question. Does this not characterize
appropriately a differences in views in the staff and the ACRS?

CHATRMAN REMTCX. T reaily don't understand. You
are going to have to explain it,

MF . WAYNE HOUSTON: All right. The ACRS has
recommended that when a change .n regulations or r .quirements
is made, proposed to be made, the purpose of which is
pe formance with the safety goals, then that change should be
made without regard to the cost/benefit arguments,

Is that a fair statemer .?

DR, SIESS: Wayne--
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MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It is one of the ACRS letters.

DR. SIESS: Which one? I'm tryin¢ to find it.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T think it is, I think it is
the-~let me check.

CHATEMAN REMICK: February 16th.

DR. SIESS: Page 7, the last page.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: No. It is page 3 of your April
12th, 1988 letter, the bottom of the page undev the heading
use of cost/benefit analysis, and it is also quoted T believe
in the draft Commission paper.

MR, WARD: TIs that in the b .k, Dean?

MR. DEAN HOUSTON: Not page 3--page 4.

ME. WARD: 1Is that* letter in the book?

MR. DEAN HOUSTON: Just part of it Page 4 is
there.

MR. WARP': What number do T look for in the lower
right-hand corner?

DR. SIESS: It is not there.

MR. DEAN HOUSTON: It is not there. We will get it
for you,

CHA. RMAN REMICK: What I have is in the project
status report for all of the subcomuittee meetings.

MR, WAYJE HOUSTON: The particular language which I
read is also quoted on page 2 of the draft paper, which I sent

down to Dave, It is in the middle of paje 2.
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DR. ETESS: That's the paragraph we just read and
that doesn't say anything about backfi:,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I dAidn't use the word backfit in
what 1 just said. T just said without recourse to
cost/benefit arguments,

DR. SI! ‘: 1I'm sorry. That doesn't say anything
about cost/benefit, either,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Yes, it does,

DR. SIESS: Where?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: The last three words or two
words depending on how you read it, are cost/benefit argument.

PR. LEWIS: But that is taken out of context, TIf I
remember the letter~-T don't have it in front of me-~the
reference to coft/benefit is because it had been brought up
and was kind of an overdictum. Tt wasn't a central issue., It
was just dealing with one of the things that had com¢ up.

DR, STESS: Put it differently. That reference to
cost/benefit says the regulations should be revised. It has
nothinag vo do with backfits,.

MR. WAYNE HOUS™ON: T didn't say anything about
backfits just now,

DR. SIESS: That's what you have got on your figure.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: If T may, hear me out, What I'm

attempting to present here, and I think in all fairness, thie

needs to be -:plained to the Commission, presently what the
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Commission has authorized, as far as requirements applying to,
new requirements applying to present plarts is concerned--

DR. SIESS: Plant-specific backfits, generic
backfits, GS> plant backfits,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: (>rrect. What the Commission
has authorized is--

DR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: If some.hing is needed for, to
maintain a standard of adequate protection, cost is not a
consideration. °f something other than that is needed to
enhance, to imyrove, to increase protection of the heaith and
safety of the public, then cost/benefit is a consideration,

DR. STESS: For a plant, not for regulatiocn,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTOM: Rig'it. One of the things I note
here T put a question mark here b.cause now tiis is--and this
comes from the backfit rule because that's, that's where at
the moment, the Commission has addressed cost/benefit as a
consideration in regulatory decisions.

I believe it is the only place in the regulations
where it has done so, but it is, direction here is the
regulation that is primarily directed at the staff.

DR. SIESS: No arguement about that, That's fact.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTCN: The hackfit rule itself does not
explicitly identify some particular goal here such as how safe

is safe enough? Implicitly as the level of safety continues
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to be improved, increased, at some noint, logically one would
reach a point where no furthar justification is possible, but
there is no level set in the backfit rule for that,

DR. STESS: There is a cost’/benefits limit,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTCN: There is no level of safuty set.
The cost/benefit is a technique. It goes from here to here,
but not a specification of a i1evel., Is that not clear?

MR. WARD: Yes., That's clear.

DR, SIESS: Just trying to find out where the--

DR. SHEWMON: Let me ask a simple question before
you get on.

Does tine horizontal axis represent any difference
between left and right?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: WNo,

DR. SHEWMON: Fine. Thank you,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: " "t to qgive us space, I put
hese words here, Now what T h:.« called here, I have called
here, then I call it a hypothetical representation of the
existence of something called adequate protection, a level of
safety., We will get to the question of how safe 1s safe
enough in a moment, which is not on here.

And TI've »ut down here a level which is represented
by the safety goals. Now one way that one did look at the
issue as to whether or not there is a difference between the

two is as to whether these two are in fact the same level.
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Farlier the stalf thought that that's what the ACRS
was talking about. 1n a discussion with Dave Ward a week ago
in the subcommittee meeting, I came away with the distinct
impression that that was not what the ACRS was talking about,

DR, SIESS: It may even he the other side,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Tt may be the other sije, that
is correct,

MR. WARD: I don't--you may have left with that
impression. If T gave it to you, it was by accident, not my
intertion,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: We have communication problems.

DF. KERR: T will-=-1 am still not quite sure what
your last point was. Would you re-make it?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Well, IT'm talking about a
hypotheti~al conceptual level of safety inow, and I have
illustrated this suggest’ \g that the level of adequate
pretection is something we call minimal safety, and safety
gorle might be at a higher safety level, That's not
necessarily the case,

Another possibility that I mentioned is that safety
goals themselves could :epresent, in some sense be equated to
and be the standard for, if you will, criterion for adequate
protection, and therefore these two would come together.

Now for illustrative purposes, I have t.ken, 1 have

put in what T will call a staff bias if you will, saying there
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are prospectively also possibly two levels, and that safety
goals is somethinc that we are trying to strive for in the
regulations,

Now hypothetically if the regulations that exist at
the present time produce some level, that is in between these
two.

DR, STIESS: That's existing plants?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That's -“visting plants,

DR. SIESS: Everything 1 have ever seen from PRAs
says that the existing plants are well below the safety goal.

DI, EERR: Chet., increasing safety is downward on
this chart,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: This is increasing safety and
increasing risk.

DR. STESS: We xaw a bunch of PRA results yesterday.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T understand that.

DR. KERR: That 4id not say vhat. It said if you
leok only at internal events--

DR. SHEWMON: External are there.

MR. FRALEY: One,

MR. WARD: Oh, yes, they showed a bunch of them,
They had both,

DR. SIESS: Not 1150,

MR. WARD: No,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: What I was trying te illustrate
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for existing regulations. We don't really know what that ig.
Think of it as some mean value if you wili. They are
scattered on any kind of a--if you put numbers on this, in
some sense, risk-oriented numbers, and actually put dots on
here trat represent different plants, they would scatter a
fair amount I think,

At least if one took bottom line resulte from PRAs
or resulte from PRAs that are drawn preciely to make
comparisons with salety and the two aquantitative health
objectives in ‘he safety goerl policy, one expects to see at
least a spread thera., mean value may be between these two,
If it were, what the staff is proposing 18 to utilize
cost/benefit to get to this point, but the ACRS has proposed
as I understand it not to use cost/penefit to get to thi-
point,

DR. KERR: 1T can't cite the letter but I'm sure
that we have written letters in the past in which we have
discussced the safety goals and we said that we would not
expect existing plants necessarily to meet safety goals
individually.

MR, WAYNE HOUSTON: TIndividually.

DR. KERR: Yes,.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Yes. No disagreement with that;

T don't believe that's an area of disagreement, T don't know
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DR. KERR: Okay. I thought you were suggesting that
the ACRS would want to push all plants up to the safety goals
wi*hout using cost/benefits. 1 thought that's what you just
said,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: No. You can get so much on a
pictorial.

DR, KERR: 1 know,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: There is no disagreement that
the safety goals is, safety goals can be a path to the
creation of some somewhat dirferent or quite dAifferent body ol
regulations, for eiample, the purpose of which is then the
regulations become, to use your language, the surrogate for,
Now whether that's adequate protection or something else is
the issue.

CHATRMAN REMICK: Let me try to restate what you
have said.

T think it ie in agreement with what we have said in
writing., and that is if through the use of PRAs, locking at a
number of plants, we found that the existing regulations were
not producing this class of plants that in general met the
safety goals, we would prupose then that the regulations need
to be refined so that in general, plants would meat it,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is correct,

CHAIPRMAN REMICK: And we said that in our letter
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without recourse to cost/benefit arguments. T have to agree,
but that's what we said in writing anyhow in April.

Nov when we say that--this is my personal view of
what we are saying--when we say that those regulatione
therefore must be revised because in general we are not doing
classes of p.ants that meet the safety goal, regulations
shoul® pe revised to do that, we are not speaking, though,
what you do about existing plants, and the question of whether
you count it, need to backfit existing plants then is an
independent case-by-case decision I believe, in my view. The
Commission has to face that decision then what do we do about
these other plante? Are we going to have to backfit them?
And presumably that's where the b~ckfit ‘ule comes in.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Okay.

CHATRMAN REMICK: We do that all the time now when
we change regulaticns., We don't insist that all plants
immediately backfit. We muke a decision are we going to
require it or not? And I would see that in v future,
That's my personal view of what we are gaying would work. I
don't kn»w if others agree or not.

MR. WARD: No, T think I agree with you, I think
that's what we are saying T was a little bit bothered by
saying you agree with Wayne if that means you agree with this
illustration,

CHATRMAN REMICEK: No, not completely with the
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illustration.

MR. WARDC: T think this is turned around some.

DR. KERR: It sure is,.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: How is it turned around? How
would you do it?

MR. WARD: T'11 tell you what I think we meant, I
think we meant that the safety geals are definition of how
safe is safe enough, that that therefore is very similar to
what should be meant by adequate protection, so those two
things turn out to be in the same place,

We also have said--T don't know if we said it in a
letter~-that there is at least reasonable evidence today that
the existing body of regulations is, has given us a population
of plants that's seems ‘. be close to the safety goal or
performance of the safsty goal. That's incomplete. The
evidence is very incomplete., We don't have enough PRAs. PRAs
aren't complete enough, but if you take those three
statements, all those three lines are at the same place.
And-~

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Now what I heard you saying is
the inference we drew and the way we reflected it in the SECY
89-102 is correct? Am I entitled to say that?

DR. STESS: I didn't hear it,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: What we said in so many

words--it was not a direct statement because of the lack of
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‘ 1 clarity in reading the words, in the ACRS letters, but what,
2 what I heard you saying now is that yes, it was the intent of
3 the ACRS, the ACRS letters, in (heir view of the use of safety
4 goals, may T use the word to equate safety goals with the
5 standard of adequate protection? 18 it quite the wrong word?
(3 CHATRMAN REMICK: Only indirectly.
7 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Indirectly--fine. By that you
8 mean through the mechanism of changing the regulations rather
< than the plant-by-plant basis?
10 MR. WARD: Yes,
11 DR. LEWIS: 1In fact we say explicitly indirect but
12 inportant role., We say that explicitly in our letter,
’ 13 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: An indirect but important role,
14 DR. STESS: 1t is inconceivable --
15 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Would the commissiners
16 understand that?
17 DR. SIESS: Obviously not.
18 DR, SHEWMON: In a month one of them may!
19 DR, STESS: T think the Commission can understand
20 that about as well as we could understand the safety goal.
21 DR. LEWIS: You know, you don't have to understand
22 all these things., We seek precision. We are precisionists as
23 appropriate, and in the end we have to assume reasonable
. 24 people are doing these jobs, but T just want to respond to one
25 other thing.
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Several times today people have said things like the
existing body of regulations has led ur to a population of
plants that generally meets the safety goals. I think there
is a conclusion about the order of events there that may not
be justifiable. One could equally say well, despite the
present set of regulations, we have a population of plants,
you know., I think every now and then it is gord to bear that
in mind.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I'm very sympathetic to that
point because although this is characterized as hypothetical
level for existing regulations, if you look at any PRA, yoa
wiil almost never see any reference to what is there because
of the regulations, and in fact, what is often there because
it is in fact an integrated look ~t the plant is looking at
things that are beyond the regulations, and it is not all
together clear what PRAs do tell, but the regulations, T'm
sort of agreeing with you that it is.

DR, STIESS: PRAs don't tell you anything about the
regulations. They tell you something about the plants.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Correct,

DR, SIESS: And--

CHATRMAN REMICK: When I saw you thic morning, you
said you thought it would take about ten minutes for this.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Yes. Based on our earlier

discussion with Dave, I thought we were in agreement that our
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present inference was incorrect, and now what I'm hearing, it
was more nearly correct, perhaps not properly articulated and
I mean what we should do is absolutely quote the words, and/or
just make the reference to the words. I hate to be accused of
taking them cut of context.

CHATIRMAN REMICEK: T thought what you said was SECY
89-102 was wrong. Personally I thought that was wrong.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: The characterization,

CHAIRMAN REMICK: ‘The characterization, yes,
Anything else you want to tell us before we go into a
discussion on this point?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: No. I was prepared to talk
ab~ut other apparent or real differences in the safety goal
area.

MR. WARD: T would like to hear about tha..

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: And we will do that fairly
quickly T think,

(Slide)

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: [arge release definitions--
David made mention this is one area of a difference. I think
that here is a case where the ACRS may have misunderstood what
was said, but *nat aside, the major point T wculd like to make
here is *hat the large release guideline itself, no matter
what kind of definition you give it, in terms of health

effects, any definition that you give it, as long as it refers

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION ~- (202)628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

56

or implies release, is more conservative than the gquantitative

health objectives. The question is how much? And it could oe

by as much as an order of magnitude.

Now that can raise the question then as to whether
or not then it would be appropriste to go back to the
Commission because they asked the staff to look at the
validity of this, see if it is useful or not. Tt may be
appropriate to go back. It would be, but one should recognize
that which is sort of implied in what we have dnne, but they
have been told explicitly that it is more conservative and why
it is more conservative,

CHATRMAN REMICK: But need it be?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Yes., T know of no way--

CHATRMAN REMICK: wWhy?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That you can make it equal to.

CHATRMAN REMICK: 1If it is roughly order of
magnitude, why don't you change the number by a factor of ten?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Change what number?

CHATRMAN REMICK: Whatever number you are proposing.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: You could make it like the
probabalistic 1-vge release is 100 vhousand rather than one in
a million. That would do it, 1Is that what you are mean?

CHATRMAN REMICK: No, no. I'm not,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: What T remember sayinyg--

MR. WARD: He is saying even the low enough core,
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that once in a million years is going to give you a number.

MR, WAYNE HOUSTON: 11 don't care whether you are
talking about one curie or a billion curies.

DR. REMICK: I misunderstood what you say.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: The individual risk figure for
latent cancer mortality is 2 times ten to the minus 6 per
year., The large release guideline is a factor of 2 below
that, no matter how you define it,

CHATRMAN REMICF: Ten to the minus 6 definitely is
~onservative,

DR. STESS: 1If I d4id a PRA, what you are saying or
und#sr PRAs, a hunarea PYRAs, and all of them came out saying
the fatality and latent cancer criteria ¢f the safety goal,
the one 10th of 1 percent, I would still have tc go ahead and
calculate the probabilities of a large release in order to
satisfy the staff that I met the something?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Well, only if that became let's
say a formal part of the safety goal policy or was formally
authorized by the Commission,

DR. STESS: Right now yo have decided to make that

a formal part?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: We recommended to the Commission

that it, you know, that yes, it be a formal part.
DR. STIESS: Why?

MR. WAYME HOUSTON: Because it was not a bad idea.
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DR. STESS: Why-~

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Let me give you a different and
better answer.

MR. WARD: Let me, Chet, because that was the whole
idea of this hierarchical srrangement,

DR. SIESS: 1t is a surrogate, but two orders of
magnitude below. It ain'. much of a surrogate,

MR. WARD: Right,

DR. STESS: It becomes a separate goal.

MR. WARD: Yes, and we said that in one of our
letters, that as you come down the approximation, you should
not be so conservative that it makes a new policy in effect,
and that's ovr complaint with this.

DR. STIESS: What is the advantage of that in
irplemeéntation® Can I stop with the Level 2 PRA if T just
want to look at the large release?

MR. WARD: Yes,

DR, STESS: I don't have to go to a Level 37

MR. WARD: That's right, and you don't get embroiled
in the~-

DR, SIESS: Level 1 to meet one surrogate 10 to the
minus 4 core melt and another, Level 2 to meet an« ther
surrogate?

MR. WARD: That'e right.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: And what I'm saying then is that
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'I’ 1 there i no way you can define a surrogate in this context
2 which is not at least somewhat more conservative than the
3 gquantitative health objectives.
4 MR. WARD: We agree, but just don't go crazy with
5 it. That's what we are asking.
6 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: You can change the frequency,
7 yeg, You can chanqge,
8 DR. STESS: Now see, there is a difference between
s looking for a surrogate to the health effect, safety goal, and
10 trying to fit some commissioner's idea of once in a billion
11 years into the safety goal framework. Those are two separate
' 12 things.
! ‘ 13 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T thought that the substitution
| 14 came from the ACRE, but that's besice the point, but teo try to
' 15 give a better answer to your question about why we proposed
16 it, although it is not stated in the Commission paper, a
17 consideration which I think has at least some significance is
18 that a target for a re’«ase, when used in conjunction in a
19 comparative sense af to what does a PRA on a particular plant
20 show relative to such a target as we, as what do a body of
21 PRAs show, is that there is no, in the, part of the PRA
22 analysis at which as you point out would end at Level 2, no
23 consideration is given to potential risk reduction by reason
‘ 24 of T will call off-site personnel taking protective actions to
25 prevent exposure or to minimize exposure,
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DR. SIESS: That was the reason for minimizing the
large release, minimizinyg the need for off-site action. I
thought that is what the commissioners had in mind when they
said not once in a million years could we expect a large
release,

MR. ¥YAYNE HOUSTON: Right., Okay, but if you tie
that to the need to take protective action, then logic would
suggest that you are talking about a release of the order of
magnitude that would create, would trigger the sc-called
protective action guides, wh.ch is down in the oune to five rem
level, and ycu said that's not correct., That has been
p. w2t by DOE for advanced plants, if they get the level
do.-»» so far that there is no need for protective action, but
that it is questionable as to whether that is a large release,
end it is certainly not a de facto new policy. No question
about it

DR. SIESS: It might be possible to conclude that's
not a very good goal.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is one po.nible conclusion.

DR. SIESS: You might well state the goal as an

accident that could make froent pa e of the New York Times!

Might be jus* as good, or just as bad.
MP. WAYNE HOUSTON: It certainly wouldn't take a
very large relea - to d4c that, The main point T wanted to

make is it doesn't make any difference how you define it., It

HFRTTAGE REPORTING CORPORATICN - - (202)628-4888



1C

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

61

is still going to be more conservative, and it is a question
of degree and not a question of kind. { am not sure you get
real close without actually recommending changing the
frequency.

CHATIRMAN REMICK: I believe what ‘he staff was
proposing on the one fatality is either a factor of ten below
that,

MR. WAYNE HOUC ON: You misread what the staff said
if I may say so. What the staff proposed was a qualitative
definitioir, and che reason the staff proposed it that way is
because we debated this question for perhaps a few hours, and
there was ¢ question, and the question of consistency arose,
s0 what was given, perhaps it should not be regarded as a
definition but perhaps as a criterion for large release, we
spent guite a bit of time talking about the need to try to
make these things compatible, as consistent as possible with
the quantitative health objectives, and they recognized, as
Bill Kerr pointed out, the Commission has already recognized a
possibility of early fatalities. For example, in the QHO for
early fatality risk and the large release definition
guidelines should be consistent with that, and that was the
reaction to it.

We did propose for further testing tne one or more
fatalities in the early containment failure, and yes, we have

more reasoned evidence ' 'w in the revised draft of the NUREG
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Both »f them are. And substantially, mayhe an order of
magnitude, but you cannot draw the order of magnitude
conclusion based upon the qualitative definition, and it is
comparable to its, analagous ¢o the problem wicth core damage
frequency. We haven't tried t» quantify real carefully, real
explicitly what core damage is. Do we need to try to quantify
what large release is? 17Tt is anocher way t> look at it,

The second one which I'm sure could occupy us the
rest of the day is containment performance, deals with the
fact that what we have said in the paper is that at this time
we are not prcposing to incorporate in the safety goal policy
framework proposed objective for corntainment performance, and
in the enclosure to the paper, we go through some arguments
that, some analysis if you will, that addressing different
ways that mitigation objectives can be defined.

One of the problems that we have with focusing on
performance, containment perfornance, is that it bypasses what
I consider to be, what we co. ider to be a very important
matter, which is *the containment ftunction, quote unquote, of
the primary coolant system, on which there ie a lot of
reliance placed, I would say far more reliance than on the
containment itself as a structure,.

Another problem is cthere are definitional problems

associated with it., If one thinks of it as a conditional
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containment failure probability, which is sort of what the
ACRS has suggested, although I recognize it not be that, you
get into definitional problems of specifying the condition
with sufficient accuracy so that when an analyst does a PRA he
knows what you are t lking about, and this deals with the
questions of the rate at which core material leaves the
pressure vessel and the core melting accident, its
composition, whether it has high metal content or high oxide
content, for exuample, wnat its temperature is, and then--and
it is just, it is fraught with all sorts of problems.

Now those are dealt with in a manner of speaking in
PkAs, and it isn't that they can't be dealt with. TIt 11 just
that the definition is imprecise, and i think it leaves open
the possibility of demcnstrating that a goal or a target is
mat when it is, the uncertainty involved in the thing is such
that it 1s hard to put any reliance on it.

DR, KERR: T think if I remember correctly we did
use additional probability and the number as an example of one
mechanism that could be used.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: We can take it that way, yes.
And what I'm saying is at this time, we did not propose it,
Now we are aware of the fact that of course, the ACRS has been
asked and is developing some recommendation to the Commission
on the su. iect of containment performance for future plants,

and what we said in the, in the, our paper was that for the
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time being at any rate, we prefer an integrated approach which
was consistent with the way that we have dealt with or *ried
to deal with the MARK I containment performance problem, the
integration meaning in that context, jus*- dealing with the

arge release guideline and the quantitative objectives, and
not segregating out a special target for containment.

MR. WARD: T would say thit this other activity of
ACRS isr't all that interrelated or at least, you know,
whatever has developed, as T see it again, that would be at a
lower level of activity than this,

In other words, if there, if the sort of containment*
performance or mitigation capability or something here is
defined zomehow in the safety goal, then whatever new criteria
for containment design are developed by or adopted by the
Commission as, perhaps as a result of ACRS work, should be in
conformance with that so, so that I mean this can be developed
or should be developed, Whetner or not this activity is going
on or --

MR. WAY(E HOUSTON: What you would like to have in
order to complete your task is something to shoot for., Is
that what--

MR. WARD: Yes. Right.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: On this item I think it is just
an oversight. There is no disagreement he.e. We simply did

nct make an explicit statement in the staff paper to the
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effect that yes, we think the policy statement should be clear
on this point. I don't think there is .y area of
disagreement on this one,

Finally, under a heading which T call application of
safety goal policy, that--

DR. SIESS: Excuse me., Could I go back a minute to
large release and ask you a question?

Under the present design and licensing practices
now, we calculate a release for a LOCA, Chapter 15 under FSAR,
Would you zall that a large release?

Mk. WAYNE HOUSTON: Normally I wouldn't. Now what
you never see in tpnose calculations is what the release itself
is to the environment,.

DR. STESC: Oh? You have got to calculate doses by
Part 100. There must be some--

MR. WAYNE KOUSTON: What you never see is the
numbers that represent curies of anything.

DR, SIESS: You couldn't tell me how many curies ycu
get?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: One can go back in the
caleulation and work it out, yes, but that is not normally
presented as a result of the calculation,.

DR. STESS: How do they get doses without curies?

DR. KERk: Wayne said it was in the calculation. It

just vasn't presented.
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DR. SIESS: Just qualitatively do you, would you
consider that a large release?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: robably not; you know, I
haven't thought about that question. The release is supposed
to be of a character that “he exposure to a rerson on the
exclusionary bounuaary, for example, does not exceed 25 rem in
two hours.

DR, SIESS: TI'm thinking now in terms of release,
not in terms of conseguences,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I understand.

DR. SIESS: That release will trigger all sorts of
cff-site activities.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: No doub* about it. In the
context of safety goal policy, my answer to your question is
no, I don't think we would,

DR. STESS: You don't think it is a large release?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: If the ACkS has already
expressed its view that a laryge release is a large release--

DR. KERR: T think you would find that it probably
would be more than tens of thousands of curies certainly.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T don't believe it goes that
high. Maybe »>ne or two thousand, well, for iodine the focus
will be on thyroid dose and for ghose, that releases, these
are hokey calculations. They are very stylized calculations,

and--but to get up to numbers that gets close to 300 rem of
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DR. KERR: You get--

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It is a very, very fmall
fraction of what if postulated to be inside containment,
so~called TID source term.

DR. SIES3: What is postulated to be inside the
containment is probably a multiple of what is really inside
the containment aftsr a severe accident,

MR. WAYNE HCUSTON: In some respects, it is
bounding, yes.

DR. STIESS: Few hours.

Mi . WARD: Yep. Depends on the accident.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That's right,

MR. WARD: Okay. While we are on the large release,

T don't think the ACRS meant to necessarily insist on some
numerical, very definite quantitiative definition of a large
release, We just meant philosophically it should be defined,
qualitatively or perhaps semi-quantitatively, as a large
release,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Based on PRA results that you
see, in alu.st all cases, one might, for example, propose a
quote, definition, unquote, that it says very simply any
release that results in a substantially, all of the noble
gases getting out into the environment should be considered

large release,
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DP. SIESS: Oh, ne.
MR. WAYNE HLOUSTON: That will automatically carry
with it, you know, varying amounts of other kinds of nuclides,.

DR. SIESS: 7ou couldn't vent.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Pardon?

DR. SIESS: You couldn't use filtered vents, bSecause
they won't take out the noble gases. Then you have an
accident management system that--

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: A filtered vent would have as
its purpose minimizing release. They won't filter out noble
gases,

DR. KERR: Tt isn't anticipated that the safety goal
prevents tnis release, Tt just makes the probability lower,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Anybody can dream up an accident
in which yon can, you know, distribute a fraction ot the core
inventory -f radioisotopes to the env.ronment without
violating any physical laws.

DR. STESS: You do a PRA ncw, you have to d4o a level
3 to prove you have it,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Level 3 just deals with those
from source terms to consequences,

DR. SIESS: T mean--

MR. WARD: To health effects, corsequence including
health effecte.

DR. STESS: The only reason for the surrogate is to
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be able to stop at Level 27

MR. WARD: Yes,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is correct,

DR. SIESS: Except that ' -.,ably is not the reascn
that ten to the minus 6 of a large release was mentioned in
the safety goals,

MR. WARD: I mean the reason it was mentioned was, I
guess is unknown at least to me. The ACRS tried to take what
was presented in the safety goal and put it as a 1., ical
framework.

CHATRMAN REMICK: When the 10 to the mine 5, the ten
to the minus 4 core damage frequency was dropped, and further
consideration of the containment performarice in the safety
goal was dropped at the same time,

Did you want to continue?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Just my final re:.arks is
something we have touched upon, which is the question of I
will call it applicability, and what T have heard already, 1T
think T know the answer to the question, buc if the safety
goal policy~-was it intended to be applied tc dealing with
regulations that would appiy to existing plants, or for future
plants?

Now T believe the ACRS position cn that is clear.
Just one safety goal policy, across the Board, so in a sense,

the answer to your questinn is present and future plants and
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we really are trying I think not to make the distinction
between the two. We are saying how safe is safe enough, in
effect it should comply across the boa~d, pass, present anc
future--present and future, and I think that's true,

CHATRMAN REMICK: Applies to Chevy's as well as
Fords,

MR. WAVNE HOUSTON: Or Mercvedes.

MR. WARP: And Studebakers,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: What the staif has presented,
however, whazt we said up front, that at the moment we are only
talking about the safety goal policy applicable to 1ight water
reactors. That's what we said, and the reason we said it, it
was a pragmatic one, not a philosophic one so much, that other
activities were ongoing with the Commission with respect to
the advanced reactors, the sn-called DOE designs, under the
heading, rubrick if you will, of key licensing issues dealing
with some of the same questior ., That is, you know, T mean we
can state the staff position on, ‘f you call that a position.
It is not really a position so much as it is a--

MR. WARD: We have alrrady told the Commission what
we think about that in another letter on the licensing issue,

MR. WA:! e HOUSTON: But I would again say that going
back to discussions specifically with the ACRS, when this
question was raised, at least one member of the Committee

raised the queetion and said his view of what they had been
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discussing when they were talking about the earliest version
of the ACRS recommendations was just present plants.

Now perhaps I put too much weight on that, but that
was, it is in the *transcript of the--

CHATRMAN REMICK: You have not brought up the
difference on tr» 10 to the minus 5 that the staff has
proposed for--

ME. WAYNE HOUSTOM: 1Implicitly that is part of that
future question, and here what th staff is trying tc do is to
come to grips with the, what T will call the expectations of
the Commission. They should be safer, but that does beg the
guestion as to whether it is the Commission's expectation they
become sfer by regulatory action or simply by designers and
operators t-.emselves, and that's a valid point of view.

My view is that it's a, we have, yes, we re~ommended
what we call the subsidiary objec*ive, and I gu:ss what that
was intended to mean is thaL it does not have formally what
the overall objective was, and what we sa’‘d was that if, in
effect if, in the review of things like the advanced boiling
water reactor design, and the Westinghouse SP-90, et cetera,
they dc achieve or apparently achieve a core damags frequency
of that char~cter, that in the future, as the population of
plants changes over prospectively many decades, the average
core damage frequency would tend to increase and clearly

probably at some point in the future, insofar as PRA results
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are capable of answering the quristion, that they are getting
bet‘er and better a..d safe. and safer in terms of preventing
core damage, so it's a, because we did recommend 10 to the

minus 4 as a goal s a mean for the popuiation of the plants

at any given time, present or luture,

DR. KERR: implicit in the staff's recommendation

“hat making the core melt, dAamage core damage frequency 10 to

8 the minus 5, does decrease risk? This is not a facet.ous
9 question because--
10 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Does it decrease risk?
11 DR. KERR: Yes, compared to existing plants.
12 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Tt decreases the risk of core
. 13 damage, It should decrease the risk of core damage.
14 DR. FERR: When the Commission said it wanted to
18 decrease risk, was it really talking about the risk of core
16 damage, or the risk tn the public?
s By 4 MR. WAYNE HOJSTON: Well, generally, generally I
18 think it mears risk to the public,
19 DR. KERR: T would think so, too.
20 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: 30 what *he, I can't--
21 DR. SIESS: Why d4id vou qualify it?
22 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Qualify what?
23 OR. SIESS: Generally it means risk to the public,
. 24 The safety noal statementd specificallv means risk to the
25 public.
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1 MR WAYNE HOUSTON: I agree with that statement,
2 DR. SIESS: T just wondered why you qualified it.
3 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It is perfectly proper to speak
< of risk of core damage and I think-~-
s MR. WARD: Why? What business is that of the
6 Conmission?
MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: 1If it is not the business of the
8 Commission, we would have almos* no regulations on our books.
9 MR. WARD: That's only the intermediate.
10 MR, WAYNE HOUSTON Aidn't say *hat's the final.
11 it is a piece of it; not the final, but--
12 MR, WARD: That's the poi it he is trying to get,
‘ 13 DR. KERR: I am not suggesting one shouldn't get
14 core damage frequency. If you are going from whatever <xists
15 to 10 to the minus 5, T guarantee that's the case.
16 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It may nnt be.
17 CHATRMAN REMICK: Were you going to say something,
18 Wayna?
19 MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: The Commission has made the
20 statement, and [ think it's in--sometimes it is -onfusing as
21 to what is in the safety goal policy statement runs into
22 safety accident poliry statement, but in the safety goal
23 policy statement, it does say the Commission intended to
‘ 24 continue to pursue a regulatory program that has as its
25 objective proviuing reasonable assurance of giving appropriate
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consideration to the subjects involved, that a severe core
damage accident will not occur in a U.S. nuclear power plant,
Now tha2 question is should any weight be put on that
statement? But it is there.

CHATRMAN REMICK: That's a good question,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: And there you are,

DR. LEWIS: T was going to read precisely that
sentence from the policy goal statement, but I, but I acree
with Dave, but before that statement, it says in the policy
goal statement, safety goal statement, why they have ithat, and
they said--which is an interesting question, and the answer is
that a severe core damage act can erode public confidence in
trhe safety of nuclear power, and can lead to further
instability, unpredictability for the, in order to avoid these
adverse consequences, the Commission intends, just--and so the
Commission would be interested--the answer is given to the
safety goal statement.

DR. SIESS: Ard the industry efforis, they have
decided 10 to the minus 5 is the level they would like to
protect their investment. And that's their--

“"R. LEWIS: That's a different situation.

MR. WARD: That's their business.

DR. SIESS: So it may be, they are not completely
different, but their inve.tment might be a littl. more than

that particular plant that has the core melt,
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DR. LEWIS: Dave's point is that the Commission
ien't in the business of protecting the industry's investment,

CHAIRMAN REMICK: 1Is that tlie end of your slides?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: Let me just qualify or
supplement T think my response to Bill Kerr's question,.

My answer would be something like this-~that I think
1t certa .nly 18 not a direct indicator of decrease in risk to
the publiec but T think most of us would regard it as what
T'11 call an indirect indicator that it piobably in most
instances would reduc« the risk to the public.

DR. SIESS: That's well gualified.

MR, WAYNE HOUSTON: Well, it is not a, you know, a
facrtor of ten reductior in core damage frequency does not
represent a factor of ten decrease in public risk. It is
probably less than a factor of .~»n, and it coulid be a factor
of one. There are c.rcumstances in which it could be a factor
of one. That is no decrease.

DR. STESS: If T had a containment that contained a
hundred percent of all accidents, it wouldn't have any effect
on it.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is absolutely correct. I
think "'ve come t» a conclusion, except my concluding remarks
it now appears to me that while we were reques:2d, as Dave
pointed out, to prepare a ’oint paper, I think we usually

acreed that is not really, don't have a gonod mechanism for
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handling that,.

It is clear to m: from this discussion that I need
to modiily, to change the propo-~al to say how we are proposing
to respond to the Commission with 1espect to this, these
Jifferences vis-a-vis the objection, and our dirs-ussion today
has bee.. enlightening, if T can figure it out, and but what I
am going to suggest is that T don't think T can teake any
gction on it until you see the rua~tion and then you can agree
or disagree, I don't see how, as a pragmatic matter, I don't
see how we can do it otherwise,

Perhaps you would independently just now wish to sit
down and write a separat. letter,

MR. WARD: Yes. And that's what I was going to ask
the Committee, what the, what they would like to do. Do you
want to say anything else?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: 1I'm ““nished.

MR. WARD: Well, let me talk about this, what sort
of strategy we might use.

We're, I'm concerned not as T sfid at the beginning,
not only about the adequate protection part of it, but also
about these other ite 3, and the problem is that the, what
letter we wrcte was in February of this year. That was really
in response to the SECY 89-102 draft which is dated March of
this year because we hand a draft of that, so I don't think

that draft, the March draft, reflects--well, maybe it does.
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You apparently decided not te change anything in £9-102 as a
result of our February lecter. Is that--

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T believe that's a fair
statement because we d4idn't see anything in it that suggested
A need “or change, rightly or wrongly. We read it.

MR. WARD: Didn t suggest to you, but there were
some, T think some major things, so I've got a problem there.
This whole list of things we were just talking about--

MR. WAYNE (IOUSTON: Well--

MR. WARD: You mentioned onc was an oversight, the
caveat was an oversight. I don't know,.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: We agreed with you on that., We
just didn't say, you know, we will propose to put that in the
policy statement. That's all. That was the oversight.

MR. WARD: That's what we wanted in the policy
statement.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: T understand that., 1t was--we
talked about it, one of the things we asked the Commission was
to, you know, to if they agreed with what we weire proposing
*hat we would propose to supplement or revise the policy
statement focusing primarily oun that the Section 5 cf the
policy statement which is implementing guidelines, but at the
same time, it was primarily focused on, what we had ir mini
was there are other little editorial changes that one might

make. This would be a change *that is subsequent., I had in
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mind putting it in there. We just didn't say that, but we
agreed with your ponint,

MR. WARD: Well, what is going to happen as a vesult
of that agreement?

MR. WAYNE HMOUSTON: If the policy statement is
changed, we would pronose to incorporate the wording along
those lines,

MR . WARD: Okay.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I'm being cauticus because T'm
not, I don't have a crystal ball and I'm not, I cannot assert
that the policy statement will be changed.

MR, WAPD: Yes, but see, I'm sort of left here., T
guess we just want to serd out our February letter again,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: You can do whatever you want to,

DR. KERR: You can say Dear Mr. chairman, since we
don't think you received our letter of February whatever it
was, we will send you a copy, or something like that.

MR. WARD: See what T mean? T don't have anything
to> react to it,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: At this time, that is correct,
you don't.

MR. WARD: Not only on the AP issue, but on these
other things. I mean--

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: On the AP issve, what T have

just said, I think you need to wait and see what we say.
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On the rest of these issues, the matter is before
the Commission and it's, you know, normally what we do is
expec’. the Commission to say yea or nay or this and that or do
the other thing, and we are getting back--

MR, WARD: T guess the thing--it has been before the
Commission for so long, I'm concerned that they will have lost
the thread or have not--

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I agree. We are too,

CHATRMAN REMICK: Don't you think the most orderly
thing, we should see what the staff comes out with and then
ACRS prepare its response?

MR. WARL: What he is going to come out with now is
just on the AM?

CHAIRMAN REMICK: That's right. That's right,

MR. WARD: We could sort of tack on.

CHATIP!AN REMICK: You might want to tack on a
remindey of your position on *he other items so that's not
forgotten.

DR. LEWIS: Except there are things in our February
letter that have had no impact,

CHATRMAN REMICRKR: That's what we are talking about.
We might want to tack those on,

DR. LEWIS: You still are not going to do anything
until we see yet another staff document.

CHATRMAN REMICK: T am suggesting that's the most
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orderly. T don't know if that's the way the Committee wants
to go or not.

MR. WARD: T would have hoped I guess that 89-102
would have, there would have been anotiher version of it in
response to our February letter, but your response was that
you are not, you're not going to accept or deal with--

MR. W2YNE HOUSTON: T didn't feel there was anything
that was said in there that was basically all that much
different than what you have Dbeen saying before with one
exception, cthat to me or to us, it clarified, at the point in
time, it seemed to add additional clarity to what you were
talking about, what T'm calling equating safety goals with
adequate protection.

CHAIRMAN REMICK: TIndirectly.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: TIndirectly, whatever, and in the
future, T've got to be very careful just to use your language,
but you have the same problem with us as we have with you, is
trying to understand what you mean.

CHATIRMAN REMICK: Sure,

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: And it is still not real clear.

CHATRMAN REMICK: Anybody want to express a
preference on how to proceed from here on how you think--do
you want to wait for the staff clarification on adequate
protection, or do you want to independently send a letter at

this tire?
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DR. LEWIS: You know, I did have a concern that
there are things in ocur February letter~--thie is October of
1988, There are things in our February letter disagreeing
with the staff positions of which no cognizance has apparently
been taken, and here it is October, and we are--there has been
a staff document that is the SECY in the interim, and we
are~--how long do we go? Do we set a deadline?

CHAIRMAN REMICK: The Commission, of course, had
asked us to respond by the 15th of this month, so T assume the
staff will be doing something shortly. Is that right?

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: That is correct,

CHATRMAN REMICK: So I guess is that next month you
are going to know what the staff position is, and my
presumption is the Committee is going to want to readdress
some of these things that you are referring to that haven't
been addressed to make sure the Commission is aware that
that's still the ACRS position., I assume that's what you
would do.

DR. LE¥™S: But the last thing the Commission has is
the SECY, which is in a sense a staff response to our February
letter, namely, ignoring it,

MR. WARD: Yes. That's it.

DR. LEWIS: TI'm reluctant to leave that on the
record.

MR. WARD: The prcblem is that the SECY is dated
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after our letter, and the Commission might--well, T don't
know,

DR. KERR: Why don't we wiite a letter saying that
in our view, the SECY does not adequately reflect our
comments, and that we are going to talk to the commission or
we want to rewrite the letter so that it will be better
understood or whatever,

DR. LEWIS: T would »e comfortable with a letter
that simply says that to put the Commission on notice that the
SECY ignored our February letter, that we are still waiting
for more staff papers, and then we will write more, but at
least to not leave that on the record ag our acceptance of the
response to the February letter. We worked hard on the
February letter as T recall.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: It was nct ignored., It was not
ignored.

DR. LEWIS: And long.

MR. WAVNE HOUSTON: And T reguest you make a
distinction between con3ideration of ACRS views and comments
and, on one hand, and adeption of them on the other hand.

DR. KERR: If one said that the SECY didn't reflect
our views, T think that would be an accurate statement. That
doesn't say you ignored them, It just says the SECY doesn't
reflecst any of them,.

MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: I don't think that's a true

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION -- (202)628-4808
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DR. LEWIS: Point of order, Mr. Chairman--I thought

we had reverted to the point at which we are talking to us

about what we are going to do. We shouldn't negotiate it with

Wayne.
MR. WAYNE HOUSTON* That is correct.
CHATRMAN REMTICK: He is not negotiating.
respect for you,.
MR. WAYNE HOUSTON: We agree on that.
MR. WARD: Providing information.
DR. LEWIS: No disrespect,

CHATRMAN REMICK: What is the consensus?

We have

Do you

want to send a short lotter this time alerting the “ommission

that~~

MR. WARD: Why don't I do that? I'll draft a
short--

DR. SIESS: Meets our obligation on adequate
protection.

MR. WARD: Not really, but--

DR. STESS: Should we say that it doesn't?
MR. WARD: Yes., We will say that.
CHATRMAN REMICK: Anything further on this
DR. STESS: Something to the Commission, ¢t

revisit the safety--

subject?

hey

CHATRMAN REMICK: We will have staff coming in for
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eleven o'clock.

Do you think we can start after five of the hour, or
do you want to start on the hour?

MR. FRALEY: What is the next item? T believe the
staff representatives will be here for that session, yes.

CHAIRMAN REMICK: They are here, so let's return
then at, excuse me, five minutes to eleven,

Thank you, Wayne,

(A brief recess was taken.)

CHATRMAN REMICK: The next item on the agenda i
Generic Issue 135, steam generator and steam line overfill
issves, and Dr. Shewmon is our subcommittee chairmen, so Paul,
I turu the meeting over to you,

DR. SHEWMON: This is a generic safety issue that
came through No. 135 that isn't resolved.

Though the title implies or suggests only steam line
overfill, several thing enter into it. A lor of it is the
frequency of steam generator tube rupture, and the ability
with respect to that and perhaps indirectly to derive new wys
that people have found for ruptures of Westinghouse steam
generator tubes “‘n the last couple of years, and we had had
interest here earlier in the steam water, the steam line
overfill.

Cne of the questions that came up had to do with

whether the refilling, it was part of the desiyn basie for the
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hangars, and T 4on't know whethe: that question will be
answered today, but I'm sure the question will come up, and so
we felt that rather than sign off on it directly, we would
like to hear a presentation, and so we have got
representatives of Research, and their contractors to do the
same for us today, and T would like then to call on Allen
Notafrancesco. Please begin.

MP.. NOTAFRANIZESCO: Okay. TI'm Al Notafrancesco,
task manager for Generic Issue 135, steam generator and steam
line overfill issues, a member of the Office of Research
Engineering Issues Branch,

(Slide)

MR. NOTAFRANCESCO: The purpose of this presentation
is to provide the ACRS with a staff position on GI-135, and
the basis for the resolution of GI-135, so I'1l]1l give a little
bit of background on the issue--was to integrate various
activities related to steam generator issues, emphasis on
steam generator tube rupture events. This issue is
essentially an extension of issues of USI A-3, 4, 5 and GI-66
and 67 are documented. Essentially GI-135 addresses 14
subissues derived from GI-67.

DR. CAT''ON: At the outset, this particular issue
would do things 1lite the aux feed overfill and main feed
overfill?

MR. NOTAFRANCESCO: The main feed overfill is
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addresred in A~47 on the control system failuree.

DR. CATTON: That was the steam generator steam line
overfill issue?

MR. NOTAFRANCESCO: Right, That's part of the
solution.

DR. CATTON: This is, just addresses one small part
of it then, the steam generator tube?

MR . NOTAFRANCESCO: Tube rupture.

orf.., CATTON: Only?

MR. NOTAFRANCESCO: Only.

DR. CATTON: Shouldn't it say that in the title
then?

MR. MINNEkS: It is not an abstract. It is a title,

DR. CATTON: Okay.

MR. NOTAFRANCESCO: Okay. The objectives-~

DR. SHEWMON: C»pies pertainring to--

DR. CATTON: Right.

MR. NOTAFRANCESCO: Objectives of 135, to provide
bases for staff to develop a position