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B Reculatory Persoective

The policy of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is that value-impact»
analsses te conducted for any propesed regufatory actions*™* that might
1m§o§e & significant burden on the pub1ié (where the tzrm public is
_déf1ned.1n.1ts broaéest sense). Such po11cy'1s not to be construed

to mean that cost considerations tzke precedence cver considerations

, of heilth, safety, environment, or maticnal security. These factors

= R "fémainvparamoﬁnt. However, where there ar{ alternztive mezns of realizing °
equivaTént.benefit; in regulatcry matters, cost should-be 2 prime

consideration.
. _ ,

It is fe;ognized that oniy rarely will all consideraticns in a regulatory
matter be amendzble to quantification. Regulatory decisions will in the
final analysis remain a matter of judgment. However,;vaiue-impact ST
analyses, by fccusing on the ﬁarrower {ssue of pub1iﬁzbeﬁef'; and burden, g
can help tb make mere informed judcment pnﬁsib1e. Elimination of un-
neczss;ry.;osts_associ;ted with a regu]at;ty action provides rescurces

to achfeve desired levels of other societal goals. It is not intended

-

+hat the value-impact analyses replace the normal pro/con discussions

usually csntﬁined in staff papers. Such analyses should be ccmplementary to the

.
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* In erder to provide uniformity and to avoid misunderstanding these znalyses
should be referred to,as "value-impact" rather than "impact-value" cr
“value/impact."”

w* See the original guidance meme frem the Cemmissicen, Attzchment A.




more inclusive pro/con discussion yhich'ﬁay address more subjective items"
such as procedurz]l and organizational al.ernatives;'or public perceptiqn

of thg issues.

¥a}ue—1mpact analysis is appropriate for unique or ééneric Ticensing

actions and other nqn-foutinp;non-recurring regulatory gcfions requiring
Commission decision.* Value-impact an2lysts ié a1so epproprizte fer
proposaIs which are reviewed by the Regulztory nequirenents Ccnm1s;ee - }
and dur1ng the preparation of Branch Te: v.#a]_?a51.1cns and-new or
.revised regu.atory guides. Va]ue-impact ,haiyses will not reutinely-
be requirtd for specif1c 1icensing ac.1ons, such as ;he-issuanca of
facility, materizl and expert-import 11censes..1.cense amencments, and
enforcement ictions. |
Scme NRC evaluations‘such as generic environmental impact sfatements

already contain eTements in common with value-impact anaiyses. In :
instz.ices where value-impact analyses have been integrated with sucﬁ
non-rou*ine appraisals, a separate section (called a va1ue-.mpac»

statement) wh1ch briefly suwn;r1zes the e]emerts of the value-1mpact

“gegasy

analyses should be included when the doc;nent is forwarded to the Ccmnxssfons..

-

* See Appendix I for more extensive discussicn including examples of
prev sus staff work for which value-impact anaiysis would have been
appropriate.

** These cuidelines would not require additional documentation to what
staff now provice where the latter contz2in the essential eleTents cf
value-impact evaluations listed cn pp. iv & v. Thus nc new 7ormat e
would be necessary for the analvses (unless required by Office - specific
guidelines). However, when feasiple, value-impact stztements should

follow the format used in the {llustrztive v::ue-.u,ac. statement presented
at the end o¢f this summary section.
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.-——-:shc»]d depend on the megn1tsde o‘ the expected costs and-benefits

All Commission papers classified as either "Commission Action Items®, 2;

"Policy Session Items", or "Consent CaTendar Items" should be

accompanied by a value-impact statement or an e;p1anetion.of the reasons

for not including a statement. Such reasons might be that the actien

is non-regulatory (e.g., paper reccﬁﬁends thi t the Chairman signla

1etter to 2 Congressmen) or that the regulatory acticn recommended is
"routine” or recurring in nature (e.g, approval of an export 1icense

for low-enriched uranium).

In jeetedce_where,it,has been concluded that the_pubiic would not be

‘signifieently a“ected a def1ara:ion'of negetive-findingg is epercpriete;‘

i.e., "Analysis indica.es 1nconsequen.1a1 1mpact essocua;ed w1th fecommen-
. detion. A brief sea.ement of the e1ements ‘evaiuvated “should accompany

a negative declaration. In scme instances the following statzment

may be appropriate, “Altermatives to the staff reccmmendaticn have

been precluded (or limited) by statute (or previous Commission action).®

As a general ru1e, the depth or ex.ensiveness o7 & value-impact analysis

associeted with the prspcsed dction, except where anticipated public

-

- finterest alone would dictate z more complete statement. In any
-event. thouch there ma2y be extensive backgcround or supporting

analysis, the vaTue-'mpace statement itself should be kept 2s brief

2s po.sibie.
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-Element of VaIue-Imoact Ana1ysis

Value end 1mpect enersis as connwnly interpreted ee the Nuclear Regu]aeory
Counﬁssion s essentially a technique equivalent to benef1e-aqd_cost'
enelysis. or cost and effectiveness analysis.* ‘he tsrm ve1be-5mpact

was introduced at NRC to dispel certain connotations associeted with

other terms. Benefit-cost analysis, 1n particular, is sonet1nes mis-

perceived 2s 2 process of reduc1ng a11 factors to & _common dollar form.*™

In these guidelines impacts are negative corsequences (e.g., env‘lronmenta'l
o damage or increesed efon0ﬂ1c coses)end veTues are positive or benef1c1e1

(e.g., reductions in radfation doses to the pudblic.) Ieally, elements

of vaiue end impact eve1ae.ions “would include:

. A statement of the g bjectives of the rece wmendec actien.

. A description of the settinc and background of the problem incfuding

analytical assumptions, and specificaticn o the relationships between
2lternatives and the cbjective.™*

. Description. identification, and defini*‘cn of alternatives (which

'shouId include the status quo or current syseem)

- ——

i S -

* See Appendix II which discusses benefit-cost and cost-effectiveness
- analyses. .

* When, in fact, factors expressed in physical units can be quite
acceptable in some benefit-cost analyses.

w+* This element is scmetimes calied the scensrin or the medel.




. Estimates of the 1ncrement31'(or marginal, or differential) benefits

(or'léve1s of effectiveness), and associated costs,(including side

effects) of the various alternatives when comozred with the base

case of status quo.

. Identific;t%on of critaria for assessing or.rank1ng of alternatives..

The heart of value-impact ena]ysis4is the evaluation of altermatives
and these should be described and defined.in the statement. Icezlly,
al;ernatives wou1d be defined as different actions with the identical

= or sim11er consequences, benefits or coség.- A po;sib?e excgption is
the base or reference case (e.g., the sfatus'quo. the pption of taking
no ;ction. or continuing with current przctices). The implications of
taking no acticn should be evaluated even in those instznces wheré
the option would not cocmpletely satisfy the same objeétive 2s would the

alternative recommenced by NRC staff.

Both basic elements and special tcpicﬁ 2re addressed &t Teng;h in the
bédy of the éuide1ines.* Although pro-forme, sketchy treatment of
- alternatives should be avoided, it is unlikely thit many value-impact
anatyses conducfed 5% NRC will necessitate such.1engthym§jscg§sion

of each of the elements. Nevertheless, the material may prove &9
be usefu] on 2 selective basis to NRC analysts. Appendix III contains ex-

arples of the pessible scope and content of valie-impact araTyses and eva1u-

\-" "!; . - .
5 %hese gu1ce11nes are intenced to provice ceneral instructicns. Each

NRC office should develop its own speci ific guidelines (e.g , emphasizing

forma.) which are acapted to the particular issues anzlyzed by the office.
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An I1lustrative Value-Impact Statement (Inerting of Containment)

A. Cbjective

It is predicted that 1nerfﬁng of containments of selected reacters

will reduce the probability of a hydrogen explosion immediately
following a Loss-of-Con lant-Accident (LOCA} -

B. Backeround aﬁd Setting

Ir some small containments (for a few boiling water reaictors)

'the combustibTe'éis control system would not be able to accommocate

the 1arge concen~raticn of hydrogen assocvated with the metal-
water reaction 1mmed1ate1y following a LOCA. F1ve-reac.ors uou1d
 be required to inert if staff reccrmendaticns are approved.

’ .
‘Major assumptions are:

1. _5ency po1icy is to con.vnue ww»h the “cur rent techn1ca1

approach, & passive qgn;ainment_ccncept.

—

— W — —

2. "Reduced containment inspection will not result in

fai]ure diagnese 2 reduction in contzinment

P - -

integrity. _.T.".'__'_’_‘.'.’.-'.'.I':’.'.'Z_’.'j s ]
C. Alternatives
o

1. Retain Status Quo
2. Inerting
3. Purging

4. Reccmbiners

.....

.....
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D. Value-Impact Evaluation

Value and impact estimates are provided in the accompanying table.
For example, the incremental value of altermatives 2 and 3 is that
each would prevent 2 radicactive dose release of $35 rem in the

-

event of:a post-LbCA hydrogen explosion.

Note that the costs shown are per plant. Toial plant costs estimated

to be: Altermative 2, $62,500 to $3,260,000; alternative 3, §7,000,000 °

equipment cost plus $620,000 annual operating cost. Incrementa}

costs associated with increzsed cemand for and transpertation cost

-

of nitrogen, used in_inerting, are estimeted to be minimal.

'

E. Criteria .
Select lowest cost 2ltarnative which reduces probadility of 2 hydrogen
explosion [See discussicn in text of guidelines - pp. 14 2nd 15 - re-

garding additicnal 2nalysis which might be zccemplished on inerting

issue-]

"
- -
-

-
=
-
- -
-

-
-
> —
-
-
-
-
> -
-
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: TABLE 1 Control of lydrogen from M-Ul Reaction Twmodiately (2 min.) Aftex I.OCAv ; oty
: (For tha estimated 5 plenta that will atill be vequlred to inmert) - i hE v s
- Potential Cont of Developmental . . .
i+ Alternntive Radiation Dosa Inplement ing Work . Commente 2
a ! T . :
1 TInerting 0 " $§12,500 Nona 3 Appoal Doard Decisiop Against Inerting
: y to Vorwont Yankeo
: . §507,000 Y
8 . = il
: Purging g 3 $1,400,000 capital cont Very littie Will have to purge inmedintely gfter L3 .
: <. " $120,000 annual opernking - : with maxiwum radiation In contalnment
: coat . (Dops not nocoumt for Munt therefore have filtering vyotem édpa-
| lopo in production timo ! ble of 150,000 cflu,
; | associated with mulnte- Roprencnto o radical departure from the
: nance of these eoysiumn) pavulve contalnwent concept that is ;
' : presently requiped by NKC, 4
11 Recombiners 595 ren.' * §200,000 per 100 cfm unit  MNono for preseat - Recombiner must oporate fomediately ofter
| . unita. llowever, accident and muat havdle 150,000 cfm,
' a major effort This would require about 1,500 currently
: would be requiyed . available unite or undertaking a major -
: to develop a sys~ developmental program that wmay or may not
| tem to handla succeod in producing 150,000 cfm unite
1 150,000 cfm, in a reasonable time perlod. The calcu-
éig lated doae nssumes loas 2f contalnment
i % integrity because of imablillity of cur=
it rently available unite to handle "‘i,)'-
o " - amounte of hydrogen rapidly, This lw :
. tho same voleasse as {f the plant had R
not been inerted, , _ e
*

Ausumen no fuel fallure, however, traneient occurred bofore LOC

Specification limit of 4 pCi/gm I-131 equivalent,

Hagoiroasgiivreey

A nnd.rcaultlns:lodlno opike fe at Technical




. ' GUIDELINES FOR COMDUCTING VALUE-IMPACT ANALYSIS

The objec +jves of these 9u1de1inesare to provide NRC staff with critaria

fo= aoslization and techniques for preparing va1ue-impact analys1s.

‘These guidelines are intended to‘provide ggnera1 instructions. Each

NRC office should deve1ép its own sbecifié guidé1ines (e.q., emphaéizirg '

farﬁat) which are adap;ed the par‘icu]ar 1ssues analyzed by thet office.

What is Va1ue-!m=act Analvsig?**

\

Va]ue;im;actiinaaysis is & methed enab1ing ésmpariscn of ccnsequegces
associabed with alternatives identified to sat isty scmercbjectiye |
or i&ﬂ&é;t some coa1 Examples of objectives.;sscci§fed with NRC
pclicy actions are: | |
1. Increase the level'of safety (cr decrease adve'<e hea1.h effects
and proper‘y damage) associated with the oyerat'cns of a nuclezr
reactor by:
8. Reducino routine emissicns of rad1oac+1ve materials, or

b. Reducing the prcbabi1ity of accidental relezse of such

’ -

materials, or"

c. Reducing the magnitude of undesirzble effects associated with
-

accidental release of such materials (e.g., through

regulaticns related to siting decisiens).

* Criteria are discussed and applied to a sampie cf Cermission papers
in Appendix I.

== In order to promote uniformity and to aveid misuncerstanding, an
analys.is shcuid be referred to as "value-impact" rather than
"impact-value" or "vaiuve/impact.”

»
e
-
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- Value-Impact Analysis -2 -

2. Increase the e‘fec 1veness of safeguards associated with the
operations of & nucléar Pesctor by |
a. ‘Reducing the prﬂbabiTity that 2 saboteur céu1d reach 2
‘ . given target or . s .
b. Reducing the prob;bjTity,that : ﬁaboteur could effect the

release of radicactive material once the target Wég _reached.

3. Increasing the level cf safety associated with use of special nuclear

-nﬁteriaT by reducing the prcbab11ity of accidental exposure.

Such an analysis is not cvmp1ete unless it addresses both the impact and

the value of the propesed ac.1on Analysis of the 1mcac‘ of givéh policy

action (e.g., a_po]icx_;g;ign might be the imposition_ o. 2 new

regu\ation t. h;qge a class of licensees from specific to general)

designed to meet scme cbjective seeks to identify the costs of resources
(such as labor, equipment; land) which weuld be regquired to effect the
action. The concept of impact includes any undesirable "side-effects”

assoc1a;ed with rec.uﬁendab1cns and may or may. not be quant1fiab1e.

Evaluz: ton of the value of & given pelicy action seeks €0 measur° the

- relati e merit cf the actiohﬂ For exuﬁq1e,‘we:may know that if Ticensees

compiied with a particular new rgguf%t'on the routine relezse of a certain

radicactive materizl would be reduced. The amount by which such emissions

- would be reduced when compared with emissions in the absencs of the

1 54 IR 594 B
TTITINONE
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., Value-Impact hna?ysis_ ' -3 -

reculation could be one measure f the value of requiring compliance with

the standard.*

Evaluation of the values of altesrmatives for meeting 2n cbjective attempts

to estimate the relative or absolute differences in the effectiveness of

the_glternatives. Va1ue—impact.can thus be a formal statement o% rezsons

why 6ne'po1icy alternative, rather than ancther, is reccmmended. It

can be an adjunct to the "pro and con" approach end differs from the

latter by attempting, when feasible and practical,-to measure an__ .

' a1t£rngtige’s'abi11ty to satisfy a stétta ocbjective. Pro and con -
dﬁscussfons and othe; evaluations normally prepared bZ NRC stéff are

gedera11y mere inclusive and may contain subjective elements such -

as administrative constderaticns or the public's perception of an issue.

.

What is the Value of a Value-Impact Analysis?

Practically all NRC poiicy actions Jead to a commitiment of rescurces.
Once committed, these resources are unavailable to society o produce
ther desirable commodities such 2s food, housing, or medicine. Thus

it should be a matter of c:hcern, becth to the ccvernmment and the pudlie,

if policy actions, whose high costs did not appear io be Justified due

o essociated low vaiues or benefits, were being undertaken.

- - J— — . — . . . - -

* If uncertzinty mekes single-number estimates tenucus the - el
estimation of the value of & range of postuliated emission levels
may be approprizate. :




& - Value-Impact Ana.y;{s .

A value-impact an2lysis .xnéy be cnly onejpf the criteria by which a

e
ipninagmiTn
Hyilh jities
AL b

i

jrs
SITH

policy actien is évaluated. For example, there hay be instances in

T

‘which the decisicrmaker may plaze a very high but anquantifiable

“yalue on safety relative to impact.

-Another example is a situation in wnich the benefits of the action accure
. to one party while the costs accrue to znother. Even {f the value

of the action exceeded its impact, or cost, support of the project’

would involve the judgment that {t is not necessary that those who

ga%n must also pay.* The point is that, ultimately, 211 policy de-

-

~  eisions must invelve judgment. <

A primafy pur;csé of Epe analysis is to document explicitly any value

judcments and assumpticns made thereby allowing the Commission, the public, and

licensees to betiter undersiand and evaluate the basis Tor the recommenda-

e T BT L i E s et B et T E T [T LT Basss e 8 EER AR &

tion or decision. Preparation of tfe énalysiﬁ may help the RRC staff
" to identify more readily the issue and subissues associated with a |

specitic polﬁcy acticn. Moreover, the eva?uétion,prcper1y prepared,

should reduce the number of occasisons spent in discussions with the

Comissioners regarding such things as seemingly attractive alternatives

I T ITITIIT

which haven't been included in the pd7icy.paper (see the section on

ilternatives, below).

I U

* For NRC decisions the {ssue ¢f who gzins and who pays weuld obvicusly
be subordinzted to the primary ccncern about the effect of the
; action on public safety.




Va]de;lmpaét Ana]&sis -5 -

In What Circumstances Should a Value-Impact Statement be Preaared?'

Va1ue-impact'analysis should be prepared for any propcséd "non-routine,”

non-recurriig reguiatory acticns which might impose & burden on the

public (where the term public is defined in {ts broadest seﬁse).'*' el - -
For example, the Office of Standards Development requires that a

pfelihinary va?ue-impict analyses be preﬁared prier to initiggigg_

new,or revising existing regulations.>

Va]ue—impact analysts is approprizte for uniqde or generic 1icensing
actions'apd cther nen-routine,non-recurring regulatory actions requir-
ing Cunnissién decisién. Value-impact é;élysfs is also eppropriate |
fo} propeszls which are reviewed by the.ﬁegu]étc}y Requirements

Committee and during the preparations of Branch Technical Positicns and

new or revised reculaiions and Tegulafiry cuides. Value-impact anzlyses will

not routinely be required for specific licensing acticns, such as
the issuance of facility, material and export-impors licenses,
license amendments, and enforcement actions.

The value-impact analysis or evaluzticn shculd be surmarized ina ..

value-impact statemen: which sheuls iccaompany, or be contained in o

separate section of, cecision papers. ww=+ -

N

"* Appendix I contains illustrations of the types of Cormissien papers
which sheulc be accompanied by yalue~impact statements,

** - In-instances where there is no regulatory imcact, a value-impact state-
ment is not required, although the analytical approach mzy prove useful
in the evaluation of al:ermatives.

ww* Given the current interest in the burden of reporting requirements on the

pudlic every new reporting requirement should be analyrce thersughly.

et These guicelires weuid not require zdditional documentaticn =0 what s=a+

now provice where the latter contzin the essenticl elements ¢f valve-impzcet
evaluations listed on pp {v & v. Thus nc new format weuld be necessary for
the analyses (unless required by Offfce - specific guiceiines). Kowever,

when Teasio.e, value-impact statements should follow the format used in +he

example on pp vif and vii{ of these guidelines.




- Value-lmpact Ana!ysfs‘ - 6:-
Same a;tions.may not be ameﬂab1e.to such anzlysis, Others may have
such minimal fnpact'that they do not warrant in-depth anaIysié:;Eﬁféigmp1g
:E?EE:'EE'a revis{dq.in regulatory codes to remove ;mbiguity fn the |
current phrasing. in these instances, the statement will merely be
a declaration of negative findings, i. e.;'“NRC staff analysis indicated
inconsequential value 2nd impact associated with .the recormendations.” o
In other instances the following sta ameht may be apprcpriate:

“Alternavives to the staff reccmmenda.1on were preciuded (or restricted)

_ by s.atute (or prev1ous Ccmnussicn action)."

' ‘Scme NRC evaluaticns such as generic envircﬁmenta] impact stztements
already .ontzin elements in cormen with value-impact ana?yses. In
. ’ . ,

these instances 2 value-impact statenent should accompany the envircnmental

tatement ' hen it is forwarded to the Commissien.

As a general rule the depth or extsnsiveness oF the va1uerirpact

analysis wh1ch supperts the va1ue-.npact stztement should depend on

the anticipated magnitude of the costs_ and berefits associzted
with the proposed acticn. However, there may be instances in which
anticipated public interest alcne would dictata a more complete analysis.

-

-Although there may be extensive background cr suppers ting analysis

and calculaticns, the value-impact statement itself can usually be

very brief.

* However, & series of relatively m'ﬁc~ reculatory actions mey have &
Jarge cumulatiye imcact on the public. Thus, the analyst should te
careful to note instances whe-e Lhe preposed regulatery action is cne
of seyera) related actions.




Value-Impact Analysis -7 =

The purpose cf the foicé of S:andard§ DeveTopment's requiring a
preliminary va}ue-impéct analysis is to ayoid the ﬁeve1opment.cf standards
which are not cnst-éffective and to help identify credible alterna-

. tives. - Such an analysis._alfﬁough generzlly based on inccmplete information,
{s important because it is acccmplished before the'analyst might have
developed.a 'vestﬁd‘interest“ in a Epecific'opfion-dr alternative.

Preparation of a preliminary analysis (e.g., during the information

gathering bhase of 2 project) should be an inﬁegra] cempeonent of

policy analyses by 2all program offices.

It may be worthwﬁilehta prepafe preliminary value-imgact statements

- for séTec.ed standardﬁ initiated fbr, or currently under deve1opﬁent
by, national stabdards orgénizations (such as ARSI) if, in the opinieon
of NRC staff, sﬁch w6u1n probably be adopted or endorsed by NRC. Early
analysis of veluntary standards being deve]cpéd by industry will
minimize the pgssibi1ity of wasted efforts by the significant number

of individuals who participate in such activities. ;

Elements of 2 Value-Impact Anzlysis

Ideally; each value-impact analysis would contain elements as foi1b&s:

Objective: A statement what the recommended policy actien is expected

to accompliish.




. Value-Impact Ana?ysis . -8 -

Settino and Backaround: A descripfion of the_prob1em and

analytical approach, including analytical assuﬁpticns and a
specification of the logical relationship between z2ltermatives
and the objective.*

Alternatives: i&entifica;ion of different approaches with

identical, or similar outcomes (or identical, cor similar costs

¥ cost is being held constant)., Alternatives should include the

“base case” or status quo (e.g., a description of the current

system).

Value and Cost Estimates: Defi;ed earlier.

-

Specification of Criteria: Standards by which the alternatives

will be judged'and wvoon which the recemmendations will be based.

A more detailed description of these elements is as follows:

1.

‘Objective:

Statement of this element will normally progress- from the more

. ‘general (e.g., increase public safety) to the more specific (e.g., |

censtrain reutine emissions cf.radioactive materials to levels of
doses consistent with "X" man-rem annually). If feasible, the

objective sheuld be stated in qhantitiative terms s¢ that the

preposed acticn can be compared with the status quo as well as with

R R TR T NI . . o o e o e AlE
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"Value-Impact Anansis -9 -

Qften, the deve1opmeht of the statement of ocbjective may be the
most time consuming aﬁd thought preveking aspec} cf preparing 2
value-impact eva1u;tidn. In an optimal situation, estimation of
the 'value of the propesed policy action would require mincr effert

beyond the stateﬁent of the objective. For example, it has been

estimated that, jf_certain reactors had_a?]oss of coplant o

accident (LOCA), there is a pessibility of a hycregen explosion

_which ould Telesse 555 rem to the eTiosmhere.

NRC staff a2nalysis has concluded thét inerting of the containment s

.~

‘stmosphere would reduce 0 zero thé:brsbabiWity of such an expiesion.’
"The.cbjective of requiring inerting of these reactors (a poiic}

advecated by NRC sfaff) is to aveid such an explosion. Theretere, . E

the value of inerting, when ccmsared with the status cuo or base ' e
case,* is the product of 585 rem (per reactor explesicn) when

multiplied by the expected or predicted number of explosions.™

* I.es, the situation which would centinue in the zbsence of
{nerting. :

-

*  »= Assuming that the procbability of such an explesien were egual
ts 1.0 and that there were no undesiradle impacts cn the reactor
—svstem associzted with inerting. Any such undesirable impacis
—~——chould be consicered 2s costs and quantified, if possible (or
discussed in qualitative terms). The point is that the uitimate -
choice may involve trzdeoffs of desirable &nd uncesirabie con- :
sequences. ;

. .
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Note that it may be iﬂportant to consider not only current consequences.
but consequences in future years as well. For exanple, the risk of
LOCA in 1280 might be greater than in 1§77 if there were 2 greater

nunber of these particular reactors operating at the later date.

'In some instances it'mey be possible to demcnstrete that a problem

exists but impossible to determine a quantitative measure of the
va1ue.of glleviating that problem. In those instances the znalysis
"will be restricted to 2 search for the least costly alternative

which would,eccsminsh the objectjve.

2 ‘Identify Set+ing and Analxj1ca? Aporoach: -

This element prov.des the background, describes the problem and

puts it in context, presents assumptions, end discusses related

(existing or pending) rules, regulations, or cther pelicy decisions.

The analytical zpproach (or "model") need not be highly ‘ornal or
mathematica]l to be useful. However, it is inpérative that the ene1yst'
explicitly state the assumptions and perceived or hypcthesized
interactions between factors important for analyzing 2 given issue.

This infcrmation is a necessary-prerequisite to the cefinition and

-
evaluation of relevant alternztives.

This element 21so describes the logical relationships between the

alternatives znd the ctjective, and spells cut the implications

T TR T T B LI LI H Bt arn i i iR R R R R T R B TR BT

associated with the 21ternatives. For exzmple, what time-frame

should be used to evaluate the alternatives? I1f 211 the alternztives
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examined have high investment ccsts but low recurring cosis then
it may be appropriate to present only the initial year's cost.
' Alternatives with low investment but.relativeTy'high recurring costs
are more apprepriately summarized by, say, tre cosis of 5 years
of operations.» However, 211 alternatives discussed in a specific

issue paper shou1d'be compared QEirg _the same time-frzme. Examples

of other questions that the anzlyst miéht address are:
.. How many licensees will be affected?
Is it expected that the reccmmendations will affect prices of

materials and equipment or wages cf workers in addition to these

-

ersasersa TR S0S 11 H 1 1 111 E R RLA SCH 1 T4 11 LR oeesft 1t ssm e sarsanstsit 161 10 H B 1 Bt 1 H HiH

associated with the licensee?

41

What assumptions must one mzke in orcer %o conclude that the

recommended approach will be the most effective or the least

costly?

What is the probability that the undesirable consequences would

M 14T BO L A s P T o9 1 95

be realized if the staff recormencasion weren't adepted?

B: 2delss

. In instances which invelve using state-cf-the-zrt technoiogy

‘what assurptions are being mace zhout the timing of technological

1 RALST V1 Ad 91

change?

o

What are the major uncertainties in the anzlysis?

What gaps in cur knowledge would force any cenclusicns to be

IR ITR TR SIS S Rl 2 A0 99

strengly qualified?

I

8y carefully detzailine the assump ions, expected relaticenships, &nd

rejected alternztives, the znalyst provides the infermation necessary
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for someone else to reproduce df verify the conclusions of the
analysis. This process should 2also expose potential staff pre-
concepticns about the sclution to the prcb?em.. For example, when -
making recommendations on stancards related to exposure $f~

individuals to high radiztion sources it might be assumed that

humans Q111'u1timate1y err »nd thus sa’ety systems should be dependent-

upon equipment which doesn't require any humen interzction. This

i = 3
assumption would "drive" the relative ranking of a2lternetives ‘and

therefore shculd be explicitly stated in an znzlysis of the'iésue.*

s e

Specification of Alternatives:

The heart of policy analysis is the evaluation of altermatives.

: . o
What technicz]l measures or acministrative acticns would accomplish
the objective?** Examples presented thus far assumed chat there

were only two options, the recommencded staff positicn and the

status quo or base case.

Examples of well specified settings can be found in Anzlvsis of -
Radiograpony Overexposures, Enclosure A to SECY-76-14c (same title)
March 15, 1976, and in WUREE 75/086, Draft Envircnmental Stztement

for Spark-Gap Irradiators that contain COEALT-60 (shert titie),

Assuming that it appears desirzble to regulate 2 particular zctivity
the mechanism must be selected. For exzmple, woulcd it be more

pproprizte to issue a2 regulatery guide, or a2 regulation, or approve
&n ANSI standard (2ssuming that cne has been develcped)?

2 298903 segespee e ITTTI
It R et st IL I I L TR LT ER LI LI I T : SREIRINIIIIIRIIIT ISy, 323338
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" Ideally, altermatives would be defined 2s different actions with

identical or similar consequences, benefits or costs. A~
possib1e excepticn is the base or reference case (e.g., the status

quo, the option of taking no action, or con*1nu1ng with current

; practices) The 1mp11cations of taking no eceicn should be

evaluated even in those irstances where ehe opt1o“ would not

;qmpTete1y satisfy the same chijective as would.ehe alternative

' reccmmended by NRC staff.

Alternae1ves can be as diverse 2s two completely different acticns o

" acting et-one time rather than ano*her As an exampTe of the latter,

;up#ose-that evidence of poor procedures_by‘a certein class of

Ticensees wes'quite preve]ent'ir 1nseection reports. One alternative
might ' . to issue 2 regulatory guide oqt]ining acceptable procedures.
Howavar, if licensees, once citad, must submit evidence to inspectors

+hat acceptable procedures will be introduced, then we czn expect

" that ultimately 211 licensees will adopt good prectice regardiess of

whether 1 regulatory ~uide were 1ssued (eesuning that e11 members .
of this class of Ticensees would u1t1maee1y be inspect ed) This
issue would concern the value [e.g., undesirzble consequences '

aveided) and impact of assurir, that cood practices would be acopted

at an earlier date (end possibly *“e advantages of having availazble written

guidance for prospective new licensees).
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In many instances alternatives will include a particalar regulatien

-
pet

ue-Impact Analysis . - w

-~

and another one which is mecre "stringent." Consider an exterior
fntrusicn alarm system whose function is to help safeguard a

reactor. - Alternatives might be defined as 2lafm systems of varying____
performance capabilities such as differing mean-tima to-failure or
differing levels of Talse alarms perbtime’pericd. The issue here

would be the.va1ué and cost of the increment in security (or }

. additional effectiveness of the reactor's tota]l safeguard system)

associzted with ea;h aiternative.

" Whether to impose. a particﬁ1a§ regu1éﬁion only om rezctors under

construction or on existing plants (thus requiring retrofit
. ] ' ' "

will often be two alternatives worth evaluating.

- 0ften, there are alternatives that would result in va1ﬁés or 1mpaéts
which lie somewhere betweén these associated with the reccrmendations
of the stéff and the base cazse (2s an iTTuétraticn suppose that
there were some‘technical means ¢f reducing releases to 25C rem in
the event of hydrogen explosion). Thus it mey be apprapriafé to
1n§1ude alternatives which are supericr in estimatad value (greater

-
benefit) to the status cug or base case but are not quite as effective

as the reccrmended staff pesition in terms of, say, increasing the

public safety. Indeed, if compared with the mest effective action
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there exists an alternative which would provide 60-75% of the

value for 10-15% of the cost 1mpect then the Commission should be

BTN ey e

made aware of this possibi]ity.

It will usually be worthwhile to mention, and in some instances
provide detailed anzlysis. of a’ rnatives which were rejec ed due e

to excessive cas.s 1eck of ef.ec.1veness or failure to meet other

_criteria. This will save "rediscovering of the wheel" by parties

ey

_outside of the initiating office (e.q., the Commission and affected
.1fcensee$). Alternative; which appear to be attractive in terms

- of costs or effectiveness but which would imply & break With
previous"?egu1atory phi?osbéhy should e1§o be included. For exampie. e
the revised issue paper en "inerted containment" 1nc1uded the altemrmna- | 5*

tive of purging even though this.approach representasd 2 departure

from the passive containment concept that is preferred by NRC, By
including this Tatter option the sta#f provided the Commission the

opportunity to rezffirm the desirability cf the concept,

Value lmpact statements should not confront Commissioners with a
“Hobson's choice". Thomas Kobson was 2 17th Centu}y liveryman who

offered his customers the choice of tzking the horse nezrest the

door, or no horse at all. Staff work sheuld always recognize the
difference between reccrmending pelicy alternatives versus givine

"the" answer. Althcugh consideration ¢f additional dlternatives
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may 1;54 to gree;er deqaﬁds on ihe analyst's time, it is often

' the case that preliminary znalysis will 1ﬁd1cate the dominance of
ene or two alternatives (i.e., one or two that.ere cTear{y superior
in terms of 1ow costs or high ef‘ec»iveness) "inferior” .

a1ternatives would require cn1y brief reference in the va1ue-1mpact

statement.

4. Analvsis of Va1ue

wiE gy

“In order to adequately evaluate the a1terﬁat1ves it is necessary

Tt ideqt1fy an 1pdex (or indices) of e..ectivegess or value,* such

e | | - ] :
a. Quantitztive (zbsolute); e.g., the best estimate.cf the number

. ’ 2
of man-rens of exposure (or health effect, or estimated

monetary equivalent) to 2 radiocactive substance.™

i nansnreig st i B R B

b. Quantitative (relative); e.g., the base case might be labeled

single number, can be compared with costs.

. 13

100% release of radiocactive materials and the alternatives g

hﬁght be identified in percentage terms such as, "altermative cne %

would result in a release of 80%, relative to the base case, %
‘whereas the recommendaticn would result in 2 release ef 10%." :

i %

. . » 2 - . éj

* Note that in scme cases the index may be an fdeal theoreticzl] conmstruct 3
and may not be directly measurable or observable. §

w+ Where uncertainty dictates, a range cf estimates, ratner. than 2 5
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e Qua11tat1ve. e g.. *In the Judgment of experts alt ernative

one would provide a higher level of saf ety than would alternative

. two and the base case alternatfye.

Using.one of these measures the analyst can prbvﬁde the decision-
“maker (e.g., the Counnssion) with an estimate of what would happen

if a certain dec1sion rather than ancther is nade. or what would

————— " ——

happen in the absence of any action (e.g., 11;gnsees s would “continue

. to operate under conditicns of the status quq). Estimates for
each alternative shoqu be in terms of the additiona1 (or incremental

or marginal) value when ccnpared with the st tatus guo or base case.

Note that it mey not be necessary to estimate the ultimate ccnsaquence
’ .

of 2 policy alternative. An estimate of the ultimate value of 2

specific saf@guards countermeasure would be based on assumptions
about the dollar value &nd p;ychic cost of preventing premature
deaths, illnesses, and decreased property values. However, a
countermezsure's value might also be estihéted by a "ficure of merit."
An example might be the amcunt by wh ch the countermezsure recoced

the probability that 2 szboteur or nuclear materials thief might

be successful. Or it may be pcs§§b1e to caleculate "health effects”
(such as numbers and types of anticipated {l1lnesses). Ccmparisen
of such figures of merit with costs associatad with particular

countermezsures will often illuminate deminant slternztives.*

* In the inerting example discussad earifer the figure of merit
was the amcunt of radicactivity which wculd not be released.
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If expected value or cost is high and data are available, more

detaiTed'anAIysis should be attempted.* For example, 2 more detailed

analysis of the value (impact or costs zre discusséd in & subsequent
section) of inerting would zpply "Rasmussen's techniques™* and g6
" through the following steps: |

a. Utilize a dispersion model and actual data on population density
Sround a2 model or ;efererce plant site to estimate the man-rem
‘dosage assoc1ated with the accident. ‘

b. Estimate the probeb111ty ef an expTos.on in terms of reactor
years and multiply .his probabi Tity txmes the man-rem nunbers
developed in step "a" ¢ to provide 2 “"best estimate" or "expected
value." '

c. Multiply the anount in step "b" by $1,000 per man- rem (or other

agreed upon value).

* Where value or cost appear to be subsbant1a1‘ more effert should
be deveted to coliecting appropriate data when the analysis 1is
initiated.

** See the Reactor Safety Study, WASH-1400.
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d.

Estimate the dollar loss of plant and eguipment, the value of
replacement electricity which would have to be purchased after

the explosion, the decreazse in property values associated with

.an accident, and the costs of decontaminating property (and any

revenue_iosses during the contamination period), and multiply
these estimates by the probability of an explesion. These are

gxﬁected costs wnich could be avoicded through inerting and thus

can be included as part cf the valus c¢f inerting when compared

with the stztus -quo.

Add the do11a? amounts. in step "c¢c" to those in step "d" to
obtain the expected vzlue or benefit of requg;ing thet rezctors
be fnerted. '

Repezt stéps “a¥ 45 "e" for any other alternatives which would
either reduce the probability of an explesion or wouid recuce

the magnitude of the relezse if there were an explosion.

Cost or Immact Estimate

This element should include 211 undesirzble consequences asscciated

_w%tﬁ varicus alternatives.. This consideration is particularly

important when evaluating changes to engineering <ystems; if cne sub-

system or component cf_a system is changed cther corpenentis may

hecome less effective or less relizble.

——— L — —
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Note that even when costs are es.anated in’ mcney .enns § these costs are _

.- we daT

not necessar11y equivalent to dollar cutlays or total expenditure.
For example, the market prices of some resources'may not reflect the
true costs of producing them.* In the early days the Government
omitted dsprec1ation cn plant from.its'ca1cs1at§ons ofsthe:ccsts

of producing enriched uranium and correspondinéiy set the price

of below actual cost of procduction and Qalue to society.

In other instances rescurces may not even be traded (e.g., they

may be produced and a]ToEated by the Government) and therefore
there is no market yrice tc use as a benchmark. For eXaine,
around 1950 Air Force planners who were eva1ua;1no str asegic
systems trezted ficsionable mzterial used for weeaons systems -
(uz3s and Fu239) as a free commodity, probably because it

was produced by another age:..y, the nt c Energy Commi-~sion.

O0ften the costs cof Government personnel are underestimated.
Relevant costs would include overhead, 2nd fringe benefits such
as Governmen. 5 share in retirement, health and 1ife insurance; in

addition to'salary.

. In some instances it may nct be possible to measure or quantify
all costs or impacts. See the discussion of intangibles in the
Special Topics secticn of this paper.
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Costs that have a1ready been incurred (scret1mes refer*ed to as sunk
costs) are not re1evant to future decisions.* 0n1y costs to be incurred -

in the future need be cnns1dered - - resources a1*eady ut 11zed

BE R Mt T H it s B H T

.cannot be rettieved Furthermore, .he reTevant costs are the

additicnal (or incremental or marginal) costs assacxated ulth

it G o

2 particu?ar a1 ernative after subtracting any costs 1ncurred by

e1ect1ng to stay with the status quo. Some costs may be realized

regard]ess of the alternative se1ected Thus, it would be misleading

to compare ‘total costs cf alternatives.™

Suppese .hat an ﬂRC regu]a.1on requ1red tha* an existing radiation-

waste system (call it B8) on 2 par.icular type of rezcter be rep1aced

B Y TTI T I LI TI 15 1227 shtratss Ereenses EAEPEEIC

by another (call fe A). Suppose that the instzllation of system A

I 2n ot 2

necessita ed a2n investment cost of $3 111|1on (assune also that the

as ¥ gas?¥

cest would be He same recard?ess of whether the reactor was

3 293

under construction or being retrofi tted), recuired no maintenance.

and would last the 1ife of the reactor, Suppose that the cost of

;

system B was $2 million, and reguired no maintenance. Several .

different situations can be envisioned, for example:

.

-~

.* For example, when decwd1ng whether to replace an old piece of equipment
the relevart costs to be compared are the  pected maintenance cost o
of the old and the purchase and maintenanct : costs of the new. - Money
already spent to purchase and maintain the old equipment is {rrelevant.

++ A more detailed discussion is contained in Grant, et al., Principles
of Enaineering Economy (1876), Chapter 15,

e Sari et hssh o0l Rath s sey




i "Value-lmplct Analysis . . Zé -

b.

" d.

_ 3. Suppose tha* an existing plant must be retrofitted. 'In~this case

the marginal er 1ncr¢m¢nta1 cost is 53 million (the cost of

system B {s 2 sunk cost and there‘ore should not be added to the

.cost of A).

Suppose the plant has not yet be.n c*rs.ructed The'merginal

ccst would be the df ference between irs»all:ng system A or -

system B, i.e., $§1 millicn. (This exzmple illustrates that mn-'inal
cost is relevant for ana1ytical cemparisen of alternztives but

[ pgggssang'ifpr,badget1ngﬂ _I.e,._a utility would still e

faced with out-of-pocket costs of $3M.)

-

Sdﬁpésg that an exfstﬁng plant were 1 year old (could eccnemically
cperzte for ancéger 28 years) and that the econemic 1ife cf

systam 2 were 15 vears(rather than 30 as has been implicitiy
assumed in exazmples 1 and 2 2bove) and that of A. ;ere 30 years.

In this case the margina1icost of system A is $1 m111§on {in nominal.
or undiscounted.dollars - see the discuss{cn of discounting below)
since system 3 would have t2 be replaced at year 15 regardless-of
whether a new regulaticn were issued. |

-

— -

In the case of 2 plant yet to be censtructed and a system B
with-2n expected 15 year Tife:imi, inst21lation of system A
would actually save $IM over the lifetime cf the slant (acain

in undiscounted goITgrs). s

B I D P 10 I 54
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AIﬁﬁoagh the NRC may incur ;one costs in impfementation. nermally
it is the licensce who will realize the bulk of the costs associated
with a particufar regulatien. Herver. there may be cther parties
whose costs of doing business would increase. For exémp1e. an NRC
rtgq1ation might concaivably increase the demand'for a materiaI in
short supply and thereby lead to an jncreaﬁe in its ;rice: ATl
firms which used this material would rezlize an increase in their
producﬁicn costs. .The incre@ental increase in preducticon cost

~ should be estimated for inclusion in the value-impact statement.’

Why should the KRC be concerned wfth increass 1n.arivate sector costs

outside the industry being regulatad? The answer is that an increase
in the price of a commodity "A" (which resulted, say;ffr:m an increase
in the costs of production) will leave the consumer with less inconme

. '

to spend on 211 commodities ctherzthan ccmmodity “A". Hence price or

wege increases are Cosis_associeted with pelicy options. Ifan . _

NRC action results in an increase in the costs of production but no increzse

in goods and services,  society has borme rezl costs.+

‘In the case of facilities, increases in cssts‘can.he categorized zs
one-time, non-recurring (such as installatien, purchase, or invest-
ment crsts), and recnfring anﬁua1 costs ;uch as these for operatiens,
.mintenance, and annual interest pi;ments on money berrowed to finance

the investment). *=

¥ Note that price or wages increases in cther industries may be purely
pecuniary or money increazses rather than rezl resource costs. See the
following foctnote .,

w* Sea (. Hitch and R.N. McKean, The Eccnomics ¢f Defense in the Nuclezr Ace
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(Chapter 3) for an elaberation of this point. The analyst shou.c Se
careful to distinguish between real resource costs and apparent CoOsts
which are actually changes in the distributicn of wealth. An examsle
of the latter might be 2 new recuirement that licensees "sel? inspect"

in scme areas which are currently the responsibilitiss of NRC inspecters.

w=* For the special case of radiztion-waste systems for LWRs, drafs

vices detailed instructicns for estimating cests.

POTLIL
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_Lesses in productivity or pro&uction time (or their monetary equivalent

- e.g., the cost of hiring more resources than formerly neecded to produce

£
L
£

a given output or offer a given level of service) should be included as
costs. If a plant has to shut down for retrofit then its cwners will
either lose revenue or have to purchase replacement power. If-ngu‘lations

Tead to reduced capecity (below rated capacity) the lost revenue (or the

increase in can‘ta1 cost 1f ) ut111tv decides .o bu11d the necessarv '.,

- . —

'reoh-ement czpacity) shou'ld be caleulated. __

Reduced productivity might result frem the addition of administraticn

duties such as inspections 'requ‘.red to support reports to NRC. This

latter cost can be 2pproximated by estimating the number of manhours
necessitated by the inspections and report writing (ahd multiplying
this est*ima‘.:e by &n average wage). New reporting- requirements a‘lthough

seemingly innoc.ous may be seen to have 2 substan..ial impact on costs when {¢ {s :

recegnized tha... NRC s but one among hundrﬂds of government agencies which

impose such requirements., 3

In some instances it may be appropriate to a.aoiate impacts intd the
futui'e. For exarple, even relatively sr.-a'n costs to a single licensee
might be of more sign*lﬁcance if the number of new licensees were t0 {ncresse
'subs..antia]'ly. Therefcre 11: may be appropriate to analyze benefits and

costs for five to six years in the future as well as for the near tarm.

LT TR 111 B0iPt 490 0 eassee LI RE DT 29¢ bad

In isolated instances 2 reccmenced pelicy action might l1e2d o costs
te society which den't accrue to any particular or identiviable

. individual or firm. An example might be the radicactive emissicns
asscciated with the plutsnium pacemzker. The host of such a pace-

paker will_came in gontacs with strangers 2as well as friends, rplativee
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The asSociatéd "costs," 1.e., increased exposure to

éollelgﬁes. etc.
rldioact1vc matgrig]._ghpyjd Qg estimated and_ included_ 13,,-._:1:;'_.._.__
the value-i:paz’ statemert. Another example is the potantial increzse
in cosss associated with accidents incurred while transperting nitrogen

to the inerted reactors. Although such'impacts.may be insignificant,

1nc1ud1ng'referencé +5 such costs in staff analysis may prevent charges

of incompleteness.

The vaﬁue-fﬂpect statament should idcntify"“e-saur:a of the estimate

of cost data. The analyst she uld try to va11da»e or c'csscbﬁck ccs‘
es»xmates provided by licensees, equipment man"facture*s or spccia1
interest groups. If a point’ estimate (a s.ngle nnmber) would csnnetate

more confidence thad is warranted thec the znalyst should present 2. .

range for a2 particular cost es*imate. In scme {nstances it may net

sti11, an attempt

be pessible to state the "eas+s™" {n mcrnetary terms.

chould be made to estimate such impacts in cuantitative terms (this
practice is fnllowed by KRC in preparing environmenta]l statements

which compare nuclear géneratfng stations and coal-fired p1ahts)

e——
- . ——

The f0110w1ng checklist ¢7 gzes.fona may be 2 usefu1 ref erenc- when

preparing to' do the cost or iﬁvact pertion of 2 value-*n:ac* ana1ysis'

+ne Ticensee?

Wil

a. What ecquipment or materials must De purchased by

What is the expec:i2d eccncmic lifetime of such eguipment?

¢ require maintanance Cor ent2i] new cperating cosis?
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b.

c.

Wi11 the licensee have to hire more employees?

Will costs be increased in other product, resource, or labor

markets?
Will reporting requirements 5§ increased?

Are there costs to society other than those 1isted abcve fn
Questions a. through d. (ﬁdr gxampie. even "desirable" policy
actions may have undesirable side effects)? i

what;;osés will NRC realize (both in develcping 2 regulation

-

‘and acdninistering it)?

What costs will be incurred by licensees, HRC, znd other

interested parties in preparztion for and attandance at 2

hearing on & regulation or in preparing comments on 2 proposed

regulatory guide?

Are any licznsees expected to leave the industry or "close the

shop" if tne policy is implemented?

Will the policy require consumption cf any materialc or metals

in cfitical?y short supply as identified by either the National

Security Counc{l, the Ecocnemic Policy Board, or the Council on
Internationa] Econcmic Policy (currently - 1877 - chromium,

platinum, and:bauxite)?

10404 res a et by
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Value-Impact Analysis itk

Specification of Criteria

. Evaluation criteria are often stated in terms of efféctiveness indices or

performance charac:eristics (examples in the reactor safegu;rcs area
nigh: be numbers of false 2larms frem an intrusion'alarm{ or time to
respond t2 the iﬁtfﬁsion)m or costs, and are subjective]y determined.
Explicit identification of criteria are necesé;ry for consistency in
the evaluztion of alternatives and can help potential indepencent

revieners to reprcduce or cornfirm the first analyst's results.

Criteria other tﬁah those specified for 2 value-impact analysis will_

be important for'some policy fssues. A pessidle example is that

there might be substantial disagreement aboutl the expected effective-
ness or costs associzted with spesific zlternztives but that NRC staff
believe that the absence of an interim standard implies 2 clezr and

present danger to public safety or safeguards. Ancther exzmple

might be that staff feel that the 2bsence of & standard would substan-

tially reduce NRC credibility with the public.

Scecizl Tcﬁics

1‘

Sensitivity Analysis

If the conclusicns of an ana]ysi§'appear to be highly dependﬁnt upon

particular variables (which cannot be predicted with cert2inty) or on

specific assumptions then the effects of using a range of estimates for .

the variables, or changing the assumptions, should be investigated. Fer

example, suppose that two expert's estimates cf the total cecst of 2

-

specific set of safeguarcs ccuntermeasures differ by c0%.

E
:
|
T
b
b
;
5
:
;
:
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- Analyses should be conducted using both estimates. Such

changes 1n;‘scenar10' shéuld be made.carefu11y since it may not be
possible to separate oﬁﬁ cause and effect relationships if several vari-

iy ables are changed simultanecusly. An example of a critical variable might be
the expected port‘on of the market captured by a product (for exampTe,
g'p1utaniu; powered pacemaker or & sparkfgap irradiator containing

.Coba1t - 60).

2. Discounting

e —
—

Ideafly,,bene.1t§'br cé'§§ficcru1ng 2t diiierent po1n;s in_time _shculd -

—— . — ——— — - — . e S —— L ——

o7 benef:ts re:eived one. ve-r _from

—— —— - r -

now is worth less than a dollar received today. Likewise, a doliar

of cost incurred one year from now is not as burdenscme as a dollar

of cost incurred today. Reccurces (defined in the bread sense,

:
:
-
:-:.3
=
3=

:

i.e., equipment, matarial, ca2pitzl, and marpower) have a time value

beczuse they coculd earn d"‘e'ent returns in alternztive usss. For

example, we are willing to pay intersst to borrow money in corder, say, to

ccnsumg resources now rather than at some future date.

Li IS HEETD S B

LA 7TTS 3 PIAALER

The process of making comparzble -resources which would become available

er be expended or utilized, at different points in time is called

discounting. It invelves multiplying each year's calculated cost

and benefit (1 they are stated in monetary terms) by an
’ apropriate discount factor (essentially an interest rate, sze E.1.

R I L ELLF L M LT 155 1401 F T ad asds

Grant, ot 21. p. 450 #f -- The 0ffice of Mznagement and Sudget has

——

‘directed in C¥8 Circular A-84 that benefits and.costs e evaluated a2t a If

discount rate at well as at one higher and one lewer rate). o
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4,

Discounting Ean change'sUbstantia11y the preference rinking of preposed
policy actions. For egamp1e. tre Generic Environmehta1 Statement for
the Plutonium Pacemaker states that costs accrue§ afte{ ﬁgplac:nent
implant of a.med{um-Tived (7-10 years) chemically powered pacemaker,
$8,620, exceed the cost of the initial implantation of a longer-lived
plutonium ﬁowered pacemaker, $2,490. However, this ;omparison is in
neminal dollars. If it were assuned fhat ¢ discount rate of €% wefe

appropriate then the chemically-powered pacemaker is almost $1,500 chezper.

-Inéan01b1es

There are.factofs“associated with nuclear safety, safeguarcs and, _
protection of the envirorment which cannot be qu;ntified. " If these %aétors
would increase the values (effectivéness. benefit) or impacts-

(cost) associated with particular alternatives then the factors sheuld

be addressed in the velue-impact an2lysis. An example of such a facter
might be the differing level of worker morzle 2s working cenditicns

become more or less safe.

Inflation

It is generally preferable to present conclusions in terms of

constant dollars, {.e., to arsume no inflaticn. Mhere assumptions
ibout'future rates of inflaticn would significantly alter the analyses
then it would be aﬁpropriate to present conclusions in current dollars
also, i.e., to "escalate" each year's cosis and benefits by some speci-

fied annual rate of increzse in the price level.*

More details on incorperating anticipated changces in the price ievel
are contained in Grant, et 21., pp 244-253, and the 2rticie, “Project

Evaluation Dur1ng.quiat?ﬁh’_(reprinted in Benefit-Cost and Policy
Analysis, 1874 edition).

B
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Discounting Ean change'shbstantia11y the preference rinking of proposed
policy actions. For example, the Generic Environmenta] Statement for

the Plutonium Pacemaker states that costs accrueq aftei pgplacgment
implant of a.med{um-Tived (7-10 years) chemically powered pacemaker, -
$8,620, exceed the cost of the initial implantation of 2 longer-1ived
plutonium ﬁowered pacemaker, $3,490. However, this ;omparison is in
neminal dollars. If it were assuned fhat & discount rate of €% we?e

appropriate then the chemically-powered paceﬁaker js almost $1,500 chezper.

-Inéanu1b1es

and

—

i

There are'faCtofs.associated with nuclear safety, sareguard
protection of the envirorment which cannot be qu;ntified. If these,%aétors
would increase the values (effectivéness, benefit) or impacts-

(cost) associated with particular alternatives then the factors sheuld

be addressed in the value-impact znzlysis. An example of such a factor
might be the differjng level of worker morzle as werking conditicns

become more or less safe.

Inflation

It is generally preferzble to present énnc]usicns in terms of

constant dollars, i.e., to assume no inflaticn. Hhere assumptions.
ﬁbout_future rates of inflation would significantly alter the analyses
then it would be aﬁ;rcpriate to present conclusions in current dollars
also, i.e., to "escalate" ezch year's costs and benefits by some speci-

fied annual rate of increass in the price level.*

More cdetails on incorperating anticipated chances in the price iavel
are contained in Grantg, et al., PP 24£.253, and the article, "Project

Evaluation During infiation™ (reprinted in Eenefit-lost and Policy
Analysis, 1874 edition).
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'The following books c*ntain nore definitive discussions of value-impact

2nalysis (note that such discussxcns will be included under headings

such 2s benefit/cest, casblef‘ec.iveness. and systems analysis).

Refertnces cit ed do not provide 2 cook“ook' for NRC analvsfs because

mzny'issues faced by NRC require an ana1y.1cal approach siightly different

_ frem gpprcacﬁgs previcus1y BDEREE el s

| R CIinkscale. Robert M. "Beqefit-cos~ nnalys1s Applied to Traffic

Safety," Canadian Operztions Research Society Journal, March 1867,

Y. 7, ppo 62"77- ik

2. Crystal, Royal A. and Agnes W. Brewstar. "Cost Senefit and Cost
Effectiviness Anzlysis in the Health Field: An Iatreductien,”

Inouirv, December 1566, v. 3, pb. 3=13, "

-

3. Enke, Stephen. Defense Mznzcement (especially Chapter.s “Cost

Effectiveness of Cost Effectiveness," by Armen A. Alchian), Prentice

Hall, 1967. =~

4. Fisher, Gene H., Cost Considerations in Systems Analysis (especially
Chapter 3 “Concepts of Econoaic Cost," by R. £. Bichner) American

£1sever Publishing Co. Inc., 1871. *

Graﬁt. E.I., W. 6. Irescn, and Richard Lezvenwersh, Princinles of

}ﬂ

Encineerine Eccncamy, 1876.* Covers all topies of project analysis.

Presents zany examples.

8. Kiteh, Charles J. and Roland McXezan. The EFeoncmics of Defense in the

Nuclear Ace. 1260.* One cf the 2irst Sooks to discuss the zpplicatien

of econcmic znalysis to the allecaticn of resources o cefensa ex-

penditures. Cavers 211 tcpics discussed in tnese guicelines.

Zvaijeoie in NRC library.

On order for hAC library.
Suasttohlie 4n, n“‘r- nf Dlsmnine . 2nd Analvsis librarv. =

fo-
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7. Lowrance, William W., "Of Acceptable Risk: Science and the Determination
- of Safety.” William Kzufmann, 1575.* Discusses methodologjcal diffi-

culties in determining the optimal level of safety.

8. McKean, Roland, Efficiency in Governmént Through Systems Analvsis
(especiaTTy'the first_few chapters), Rand Corperaticn, 1938.* General

backgrcuhd.

)9, Quade, E.S. and W. I. Boucher (eds.) Svsiems Analvsis and Pc]icv

‘Planning AnnT1czticns in Defense (espectially Cha,tgr 10. The Nabu'e

of cheTs“by R. Specht, and Cha ter 18, "®itfalls and Limitatiens,”
E. S. Quade), American ETsev1er ubl .shing Cempamy, 1968. - General

background. o

10. Prest, A.R., 2nd R. Turvey, "Coct-Senefit Anzlysis: A Survey" in

Surveys of Econcmic Theory, Yolune I1I, Rescurce A11ccaiion, st.

Martins Press, 1966.*

11. Reactor Safetv Studv (WASH 1400), Wuclear Regulatory Cemissicn, 1973, =

" 12. Weidenbaum, M. L. "Govermment Mandated Price Increazses, A Meglected

Aspec* of Inf \at1on, American Enterprise Institute or Public

-

. Po]icy Research, 1875.*

13. Zeckhauser, Richard, et 2l. (Editors), Benefit-Lost &nd Pelicy Anzlveis,
Aldine Publishing Cc. 1674.* Centains resrintad articles on the theery

. and application of policy 2nalysis.

= Available in NRC Tibtrary.
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CRITERIA AND WORKLOAD REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARING
. ' | VALUE-IMPACT STATEMENTS

Criteria ' ' .
ATl Commission papers forwarded by the staff during the period
_January 1, 1877, through Marca 31, 1577, were reviewed to determine

the workability of the ' “non-routine, regulatory action” cr criteria.

——— — — —

Judged to be regulatery in nature were then c135'1ried 2s routine or

recurring, or non-routine. " @

A rega]a.ory action” is an action ;ak-n in direct support of the

NRC's mission to protect the saf ety cf, and safecLard the public,
and to protect the natﬁona! security and the environment. Such acticns
consist primarily of activities associated with issuing licenses to . 8

preduce, transport or utilize nuclear meterial. Such actions include

chang2s in conditions which prespective licensees must meet and

changes in conditions under which existing licensees must operate.
Also included are new Branch Technical Positions, proposed changes

to Standard Review Plans, and new or revised reguiatery guices.

Actions associated with acministrative changes, although they may lead

to improved agency effectiveness, are censidered non-regulztory in f

nature. An example of the latter would be a recrganization of 2 program - :

Enclosure F

-




office. Other examples of non-regulatory acticns are deveioping pro-
gram plans, responding to congressional inguiries, signing cooperztive

agreements, and reviewing studies conducted by other zgencies. .

* Certain routine of recurring regulatory acticns need not be accompanied
by a value-impact analysis. For example, the decision to Ticense a
perticular cémﬁércfaT'reaptor or to 21low the export of source material
by a part}cu1ar.firm is pfeceded by an in-depth review of conseguences
and alte?ﬁatfves. The scope and depth of these reviews are based upen
experience gained frem many previous similar analyses. And, any uniﬁue
circumstances suércundinﬁ particular license a:;licéiions.ére sub-
jected to'spécial réview on & case-by-case basis.‘ Thus no new informa-

i ’ .
tion wouid be provided by a value-impact analysis.

The NRC Corresponcdenca Handbook defines four types of categoriés of

staff papers 2s follows:

1. Policy. A paper which involves a major poiicy issue intended for

discussion with the Comission.

2. Consent. A paper which describes a nencontroversial, minor policy
{ssues which it is belfeved will be zpproved unanimeusly, and thus
can ‘be resclved without discussion. IF unanimous approval is not

attained, the paper becomes 2 policy item.
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3. Comission Action. A paper which circulates & draft for Commissioner

HEH

corment or guidance.

BT

4. Information Paper. A piper used for forwarding infcrmational items

jiniiig

réquiring no actioen.

I 0

Table [-A shows the distribution, across the four categeries, of

Caﬁmission-papers during the period of interest.

Table I-A
: <' | Total in | Total Requ&ring & %
Catecory : Category Value-Impact Statement g
' Canmission Actiens Items. 77 T
Consent Calendar Items 20 . B
Policy Session Items ' g 3
~ Information Paper . €3 0
" By definition papers in the fourth category would not pertain to £

regulatory actions. Hence no value-impact statement (VIS) need be

prepared.

The first three categories 2l réqdira Commission decision or guidance.

-

Papers in thcse categories were reviewed and classified as ertainin
. P g

. * A value-impact statement is 2 brief summary of the value-impact

analysis or evajuation.

— < — - ———— — e — - —
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35 =
to either (1) a non-routine regulatory actien, (2) 2 routiné or re-

curring regulatory action, or (3) a non-regu1atory action. Rather

.than establish a fourth c]assiricztion arez, papers con~a1n1ng supp1e-'
'mental staff work (or staf? work which responced to Ca:nissioners :

‘cuunents on prev{ous Commission papers) were generalTy ciassified

) as_ “routine regul atory."

Table I-B 1ists the Cormission papers reviewed. Informaticn papers
are presented for completeness since they accounted for 38% of the

total.

L

Papers judged to require a value-impact 2nalysis are summarized by

, éategory in Table I-A, Teble I-C presents additional informaticn

on these 11 papers.

“Papers 77-14, 77-15, 77-100, 77-129 and 77-141 are proposed changes

~ in regulaticns and thus autcmatically require a VIS, The fiimer 3

papers, beczuse they discuss a regulatory action which had been before
ti.. Cocrmission previousTy,'might be consicdered to be a gray 2rea in
the application =7 *he value-impact criteria. The initial papers

should have contained the bulk of the analysis and only new informaticn

‘need be presented in subsequent papers.

5
=
:
B
§
=
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Papers 77-53, 77-75, 77-79, and 77-137 all relate to licensing condi-
tions. A1l of the propose&.changes would have imposed scme costs on :

licensees cr other affected parties.

Environmental statements such as the ore forwerdedfby SECY 77-82 generally.

contain the-seme elements as wbuld - valuc -impact analysis. However,
it would be useful to surmarize .hese elenents in a value-impact

statement when submitting the Commission papers.

SEtY 77-126 represents 2 special case in that-it discusses 2 non-staff
proposal to change a regulation. Hhether such a paper requires aVvis
is 1arge1y : matter of staff judgment regard1ug argugenes presented
or. 1nferred by the ,<bitioner. Scme pet1t1ons w111 be only wezkly
supported and wi11 thus :3quire little an2lysis in ordnr to make 2
recommendation. On the other hand, there will be certain petitions

which are either well supported or are thought to be by the public.

Thus 2 VIS would be required.

CILY 77-129 discusses changes to the Code of Federal Regulaticns re-
qui- ed by zmendrents to the Price-Anderson Act. Thus a value-impact
st:tement could cons1st of a sent ace 'ch a: "Reccnnended action

d ctated by statue.”

Nene cf the papers con.ain 2 separate value-impact statement. How-

ever, papers 77-53, 77-78, and 77-12€ present estimates of costs of

T T
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the proposed actions, and 77-14, 77-15, 77-82 and 77-100 contain

discussion cf some ccnsequences of the proposed‘qction in the same

manner as would a value-impact evaluatien.

- b

Certain of the papers did not include estimates of the value of the =
recommended action cue to an zbsence of data or a framework for - : 8
evaluation. The papérs dez’ing with safeguards are egampies. At |
the time these papers were written the agency was ;ti11 trying to

develop methods for analyzing the effectiveness of various mezsures

'to counter threats.'

Workload

' :
The last two culumns in Table I-C provide estimates of the staff

HEE P20 63 (PRt E T e 1T I 10 6257 B

sreeds £ 0T M

rescurces recuired to prepar: the Cemission papers (including
background research and dzta coi1éction) and the additional staff |

work required'if the value-impact guidelines had been premulgated.

Depending on the state of the origiral paper, preparation of acceptable

AT YT TTITYY

value-impact statements for these pzpers would require estimating cost

5 L0

N )

impacts, or developing measures ov Yélue or developing and evaluating

-

-alternatives. BSased upon the estimates of workload presented abcve,

TSI N2 I A0S Aadl

it would appear that adoption of the guidelines would lead to relatively

ae"*adbatit

little additional staff work to prepare Commission Papers.
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“ SECY 77-2

SeCY 77-6

~ SECY 77-13

SefY 77-18

SECY 77-17
SECY 77-18

SECY 77-21

szcY 77-23°

SECY 77-29

‘ c-’v 77-31

SECY 77-33

SECY 77-34
SzCY 77-36
seCY 77-37
SECY 77-38

SELY T7-42

SzCY 77-43

. URANIUM TO BELGIUM (XSNM- °97)

COMMISSION ACTION ITEMS

EXTENSION OF ﬁRC/U/EFRI CCOPERATIVE PROGRAM
DRAFT LETTER TO THE JOINT COMMITTEZ CN ATCMIC ENERGY

THE NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE & THE PRESIDENT'S NUCLEAR POLICY
S'AT'HENT ' ' A

‘PROPOSZD SCURCE MATERIAL EXPCRT LICENSZ TO CANADA

(LICENSE APPLICATION NO. SUE. SUE-SZ7E, AMENDMENT Q1)
PROFOSED REPLY TO LETTER FM REP.

APPROVAL OF A PROPOSZD LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM TO JAPAN (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XSNN-548)

APFROVAL OF PQOPO‘.D LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM TO JAPAN (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XShM-S46)

REVISION OF LICENSE FIZ SCHEDULE: CURRENT LICENSE FZE
LITIGATION : AN

APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO EXPCRT LOW ENRICHED

PROPCSZD LICENSE TO IMPORT ENRICHED URANIUM FRCM SOUTH
AFRICA (LICENSZ APPLICATION NO. ISNM-1€6E3)

NEZD FOR EARLY DECISIONS CN PLUTONIUM RECYCLE AND
WASTE MANAGEZMENT

ACTION PLAN TO REDUCZ RADIOGRAPHY CVEREXPCSURES

. 1876 NRC ANNUAL REPCRT

STUDY OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

LETTER FRCM ERDA TO CHAIRMAN ROWDEN
WITH THE USSR IN LWR'S-

ON COCPERATION

PROPOSED LICENSEZ TO EXPGRT SCURCE MATERIAL TO FRANCE
(LICEMSE APPLICATION NO. SME-8324)

APPROVAL OF PROPOSZD LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICKE
URANIUM TG FRANCE ( LICZNSZ APPLICATION NO. XSKM-S67)

CLASSITICATION K=Y

REG = Regulatory .

RR = Routine or Recurring Regulatory

NR = Non Regulatory

PHILIP E. RUPFE RE BAILLY
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Cemmission Action Items

- SECY 77-44

SECY 77-47

- SECY 77-48

SECY 77-48

- SECY 77-¢6

seCY 77-57
SeCY 77-101
SECY, 77-82

SECY 77-53
SECY 77-58

wn
m
o
-
-~
-~
]
o
p— }

seCy 77-62

SECY 77-86

sscy 77-70
SECY 77-74

S —— ——

-39 -

APPROVAL OF PROPQSED LICENSE TO EXPORT HIGH ENRICHED '
URANIUM TO WEST GERMANY (LICENSE APPLICATION KO. XSNM-878)

APFROVAL OF PROPQSED LICENSE TO IMPORT LOW ENRICHED
UFS (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. ISNM-18285; DCCKET NG. 70-2424)

APPROVAL OF PROPCSED LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM TO THE UNIT.J KINGOOM (LICENSE APPLICATION NO.

XSNM-1021)

NRDE PETITION FOR RULEMAKInG Uh WASTZ MANAGEMENT

ISSUANCE OF SUP°L'H:NT TO NRC PUBLI CA"ON "GUIDE &
CHECKLIST" (NUREEG-75/111)

E'PEDITING COMPLETION OF THE GZSMO PROCEEDINGS

$-3 COMMENTS & RESPONSES -- HUREG-0216, “DISCUSSICN OF
COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY OF THE REPROCESSING &
WASTE MANAGEMENT PORTIONS CF THE LWR FUEL CYCLE"

APPROVAL OF PROPGSEZD LICENSZ TO EXPCRT LOW ENRICHED

URANIUM TO SWITZERLAND (LICENSE APPLICATION NO.
SSNM FUEL FACILITY - NEAR TERM UPGRADING OF SAFTGUARDS

S-3 COMMENTS & RESPCHSES - MUREE-0216, "CISCUSSION OF
COMMENTS ON ENVIRCNMENTAL Sd°V'Y CF 'H‘ REFROCESSING
AND WASTE MANAGZMENT PORTIOHS OF THE LWR FUEL CYCLE™

CIVIL PENALTIES FOR NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY
(PROPOSED LTR TO CONGRESSMAN BCDD)

SHIPMENT OF IRRADIATED FUSL ELEMENTS THRU THE PORT OF
MIAMI TO THE ERDA SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT (PROPOSED LTR
70 SEN. STONE) . :

RESPCNSE TO JA!\JARY 1171877 LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN
CARL D. PERKINS, U.S. HCUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

INQUIRY FROM CONGRESSMAN PRICZ CONCIRNING SAFZZUARCS
APPROVAL UNDER SEC. 145b OF THE ATOMI

1
AMENDED FCR UDALL TO HAVE ACCZSS 7O R.ST‘
OTHER NATIONAL SEZZURITY INFORMATION

2 DATA AND

™
H
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thsioh Actfcq Items

SECY 77-73
SECY 77-76

SECY 77-77

SECY 77-78
SECY 77-82

SECY 77-83

STCY 77-84

SECY 77-85

SECY 77-85A

SECY 77-87

SECY 77-88
SECY 77-89
SECY 77-50

SECY 77-51

IMPLEMENTATION OF NATIONAL SECURITY DECISION MEMO 347,

~ JAN. 20, 1577 (CONF/NSI)

APPROVAL OF PROPOSZD LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URARIUM TO JAPAN (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XSiiM-963)

APPROVAL IF PORFOSED LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM TC JAPAN (LICENSE AFPLICATION NO. XSNM-939)

'RESPONSE TO JMW. 27, 1877 LETTER FROM CARL WALSKI, AIF

APFROVAL OF POR0SED LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM TO WEST 3EZRMANY (LICENSE APPLICATION RO
XSiM-1016)

APPROVAL OF PROPbSEZ LICENSE TO EXPORT LCW ERRICHED
URANIUM TO WEST GERMANY (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XSNM-1002)

A?PROVAL OF PROPOSZD LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM TO WEST GERMANY (LICENSE AFPLICATION NO. XSiM-1003)

STAFF RESPONSE TO CCMMENTS ON A FAFSR ENTITLED "IMPACTS
OF LATER REVERSING A DECISION TO ADOPT CR NOT ADCPT AN
INTERIM RULE PERMITTING CONSTRUCTION OR OPERATION COF
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS"

STAFF RESPONSE TC COMMENTS ON A PAPER ENTITLED "IMPACTS
OF LATER REVERSING A DECISION 7O ADCPT OR NOT TO ADCPT AN
INTERIM RULE PERMITTING CONSTRUCTION CR OPERATICH OF
NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS"

MANCUSO STUDY (Appreval of 1tr ta Sen. Breoke)
APPROYAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO EXPCRT LOW ENRICHED
URANIUM T3 JAPAN (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XShM-S23)

APPROVAL OF PROPQSEZD LICENSE TO EXPCRT LOW ENRICHEZD
URANIUM TO JAPAN (LICZNSZ APPLICATION NO. XShM-2E4)

APPROVAL OF PﬁOPOSED LICERSE TO EXPORT LCW. ERRICAED
URANIUM TO .JAPAN (LICZNSE APPLICATION NO. XShM-E3)

STATEMEAT ON REACTOR LICENSING FRCM AlF
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SECY 77-92

SECY 77-33

w

CY 77-84
CY 77-99
SeCY 77-103

SECY 77-107
SECY 77-112 .
SECY 77-111
SECY 77-114

SECY 77-115
SECY 77-117

SECY 77-118

- 'szeY 77-119
U sEeY 77-122

SeCY 77-123
seCY 77-130
SECY 77-132

SECY 77-1385

SECY 77-137 -
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Commission Action Items - >

ENVIRON!‘ {TAL IMPACT ST. TEMEN" ON TRANSPCRTATION OF
RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL BY AIR AND OTHEX MODES

GAQ REPORT ON THE EFFZCTIVENESS OF NRC'S INFORMATION
GATHERING ACTIVITIES

LETTER TO CONG. UDALL RE URANIUM MILL TAILINGS

| ADDITICNAL ANALYSIS ON EX?GQT LICENSING

APPROVAL OF °QOPO°ED LICENSE TO EXPORT HIGA- ENRIC'hLD
URANIUM TO WEST GZRMANY (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XSiM-g34)

CORRES FROM DAVID FRANKEL, C&H ELECTRONICS, RE DIFFICL‘ TIES
IN OBTAINING A LICENSE FOR DISTRISUTION OF SMOKE DETZCTORS
CONTAINING AMERICIUM 241

RELEASE OF INVENTCRY DISCREPANCY DATA

@AO REPORT “IMPROVEMENTS NEZDZD IN S;\F:'.HFL

NG DANEZRCUS
NUCLEAR ¥ TERIAL AT COMMERCIAL FUEL PRCCESSING A

CILITIZ

APPROVAL,OF LICENSE TO EXPORT LCW ENRICHED URANIUM 0 ScL- M
(LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XSN-1019) .9

EST STATEZMENT CONCERNING THE NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE
APPROVAL UNDER SECTION 1 Sb. OF THE ATOMIC ENERSY }‘-Cn OF
1954, AS AMENDED, FOR CONGRESSMAN DINGZLL TO HAVE ACCESS
TO RESTRICTED DATA & OTHER NATIORNAL SeCURITY INFGR."‘ATION

APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO EXPORT SCURCE MATERIAL 70
THE UNITED KINGDOM (LICENSE AP°LTCA—O.’ { #SUE-8360)

ACTION PEQU..S" 8Y NRDC ET AL TO REUPSH SUBPART I

REVIEW & DIS’OSIIION OF NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION & D:CISI"‘N
MEMORANDA (S/NSI) -~

RESPONSE TO STATE REP. HARRY 8. ASHE, STATE OF VERMONT
PROCZDURE FOR PROCISSING USER OFFICZ RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS

APCROVAL OF PROPOSED LICINSE TO EXPORT LOW EHRICHED URANIUM
TO WEST GERMANY

REPORT 10 THE JOINT COMMITTEEZ ON ATCMIC ENERGY ON OPERATICNS
UNDER THE INDEMNITY PROGRAM

EXEMPTING CERTAIN SOURCE MATERIAL EXPORTS FROM AGREZMENT FCR
CUOFERATIQN r‘QUHE“'dT :
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Commissicn Action Items e

SECY 77-143  REORGANIZATION OF I3Z HEADQUARTERS

SECY 77-145  APFROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE AMENDMENT TO EXPORT TO LOW ..
ENRICHED URANIUM TO ITALY (LICENSE APPLICATION NHO. XSNM-

| €52, AMENDMENT NO. 01) :

SECY 77-148  APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICZNSZ TO IMPROT LOW ENRICHED

. URANIUM (ISNM-1682; DCCKET NO 70-2407)

SECY 77-151  RESPONSE TO LTRS FM THE PRESIDENT & OMB REGARDING PAPERWORK
REDUCTION

SECY 77-157  APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW EMRICHED URANIUM
TO JAPAN (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. XSiM-238)

SECY 77-162  RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE CONF. OF THE U.S.
INTERPRETIVE RULES OF GZHERAL APPLICABILITY AND STATEMENT
(GF GENERAL POLICY -

szcy 77-183  APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO EXPORT AT POKER REACTOR TO
THE REPUSLIC OF KOREA (LICENSE APPLICATION XR-118)

SECY 77-164 - APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO IMPORT FUEL ASSEMBLIES

- | CONTAINTNG LOW-ENRICHED UPANIUM (ISHM-1701)

Szey 77-165  ABNORMAL OCCURRENCE RESORT . .. oo - -

szcY 77-168  APPROVAL OF PROPOSED LICENSE TO EXPORT SOLRCE MATERIAL T0
CANADA (LICENSE APPLICATION NO. SUE -83£2)

szcY 77-169 -  APPROVAL OF PROPOSED'LICENSE TO EXPORT LOW ZHRICKED
URARIUM TO WEST GERMANY (APPLICATIGN NO. XSiiM-1043)

szcY 77-170  PROPOSZD LETTER TO PREF. ROSE REQUESTING ASSISTANCE IN

STUDY OF LWR SYSTEMS
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STATEMENT OF ORGANIZATION & FUNCTIONS FOR RES
FOIA DISCLOSURE POLICY - EXEMPTION FIVE
TASK FORCZ REFORT ON LOW-LEVEL WASTT BURIAL

AFPEAL FROM INITIAL DETERMINATION OF FREZDOM OF INFORMATION
ACT REQUEST -- ANTHONY Z. ROSMAN

AMENDMENTS TO 10 CFR PART 70, PLANS FOR COPING WITH RAD:OLOGICnL
EMERGENCIES

ABhORMAL OCCURRNCE FROCRAM POLICY STATEMENT

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE ON THE SCCPE aN“ OU’I.NE OF THEZ GINERIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON URANIUM MILLING

(szme subj & distribution) .

FEDERAL RESISTER NOTICE OF FILINEG OF PERITICN FOR RULE !AKING

BY CONNECTICUT CITIZEN ACTION, GROUP, ET AL (PRM-50-18)
PROFCSED MISCELLANZOUS AHENDMENTS TO 10 CFR PART 2
TASK FORCE

PROPCSZD COST- Sr..“RI;‘\‘G CONTRACT HWITH T' as EL
INSTITUTZ (EFRI) & THE WESTINGAOUSE ELEC

PROPOSED RESULATIONS FOR MAKING A DETER
DUCE FEES UNDER .THE FOIA

STATEMENT OF CRGANIZATION AND FUNCTIONS FOR TrE OFFI
CLEAR Q;aC'UR REZULATION

ENERGY - REORGANTZATION ACT OF 1874:
"NONCOMPLIANCE"

NRC & INTERMATIONAL PHYSICAL PROTECTION STANCARDS, SUPFLEMENT
TO SECY 77-7% (CONF/NSI)

REPORT ON LOW-LEVEL WASTZ SURIAL

C POWER RESEZARCH
R

MATION lD WAVE CR RE-
CE OF NU-

IMPLZMENTATION OF SeC. 206,
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. "SECY 'T7-102

SECY 77-126

SECY 77-131

ANTITRUST HEARING ON SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT _

PETITION FOR RULE MAKING FILED BY THE ATLANTIC COUNTY CITIZENS
COUNCIL ON ENVIRCNMENT: PROPCSED AMENDMENTS 7O 10 CFR PART 50
T0 REQUIRE OPSRATIONS TESTING OF PILOT MODEL OR PROTOTYPE VER-
SIONS OF NUCLZAR FOWZR PLANTS PRIOR TO. ISSUANCZ OF A LICENSE
TO MANUFACTURE

AMENGHENTS TO 10 CFR PART 140 - INCREASE IN MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF
FINANCIAL PROTECTION AVAILABLE & OTHER CRANGES IN NUCLEAR EN-

' ERGY LIABILITY POLICY & INDEMNITY AGREZMENT FORMS

ANTHONY 2. ROISMAN FOIA APPEAL: INTERAGENCY STUDY ON NUCLEAR
MATERIAL ACCOUNTING DATA |
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. SECY-77-141
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POLICY SESSION IT2L

REASSESSI&EN" OF NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEZMENT PROGRAM

EARLY SITE REVIEWS FOR PLANNED NUCLZAR FACILITI AMENDHMENTS
7O 10 CFR PARTS 2 & S0 _

 PHYSTCAL PROTECTION OF NUCLEARPOWER REACTION AGAINST INDUST-

RIAL SABOTAGE [PROCZDURAL ORLYI .
NRC AND INTERNATIONAL PHYSICAL PROTECTION S:ANDARD.;

'REVISIONS TO SECY 77-7%, NRC AND INTEZRNATIONAL PHYSICAL PRO-

TECTICN STANDARDS
SCOPE CF T‘-’E FINAL RULE MAKING ON THE-S-3 TASLE
PROPOSED RULE TO REQUIRE LICENSE SAFEGUARDS CONTINGENCY PLANS

ECC SYPASS RESEARCH PROGRAM
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NR . SECY 77-11  WESKLY INFORMATION REPORT - WEZK ENDING 1/7/77
NR  SECY 77-12  CHMART ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

NR - SECY 77-4 CONF, NSI1 - RELEASZ OF MUF DATA TO THE €20
RR- SECY 77-5 PHYSICAL PROTECTION ASSESSMENT OF ruu CYCLE FACILITIES

. AC.AIHS' EXTERNAL THREATS

NR .  SECY 77-16 CONF - VISIT OF U.S. EXPERTS TO FRG TO REVIEW SABOTAGE
: - PROJECTION m SUCLEAR POWER "LANTS g

AR SECY 77-20 . STATUS OF THE PWR 3-D FLOW DISTRIBUTION EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM .
NR SECY 77-22 -  WEZKLY INFORMATION REPCRT - WEZK ENDING 1/14/77 i ]
NR SECY 77-25 PENDING CORTRACTUAL MATTERS REPORT NO. 37

NR  SECY 77-27  REACTOR LICENSING SCHEDULES - January, 1877 PROJECTION

NR SECY 77-30. SYMFO"IUM ON THE “BLIC HE L"'P ASPECTS OF RADIDACTIVITY IN
(CONSUMER rRODUC'S '

NR~  SECY 77-35 EEXLY INFORMATION REFORT - WESK ENDING 1/21/77
NR  SECY 77-39 SUARDS UPGRADING PROJECT |

NR  SECY 77-40  PENDING CONTRACTUAL MATTERS REFORT NO. 38
NR  SZCY 77-41  ERDA FOLICY FOR INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING

RR SECY 77;45 * LICENSING OF NEW ERDA WASTZ TANKS AND BINS (SECY-76 120)
NR SeCY 77-30 - WEZRLY INFORMATION REPORT - WEZK ENDING 1/28/77
NR SeCY 77-28 PENDING CONTRACTUAL MATTERS REZPCRT NC. 41
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. EXPOSURE
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Information Papers '.

SeCY 77-57
SECY 77-53A

"

SeCY 77-538

77-53
77-60

77-83
77-8%

77-71
77-72

77-80
77-36
77-85
77-104
77-106
77-1C8
77-109

- Sg7Y 77-110

77-113
77-116

ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARD REVIEW PLANS

NEAR TZRM UPGRADING OF SSh
(SECY 77-53)

NEAR TERM UPGRADING OF SSNM
(SECY 77-33

WEZKLY INFORMATION REPORT -

(CONF./NSI)

FUEL FACILITY SAFEGUARDS

FACILITY SAFISUARDS

WEZK ENDING 2/4/77

" FURTHER STEPS ON PROPOSED EXPORT OF HIGH ENRICHED
" URANIUM TO SOUTH AFRICA (APPLICATION XSNM-62Q)

CHART ON NUCLZAR POWER PLANTS

ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECTS OF NATURAL FHENCMENA CN
EXISTING PLUTONIUM PROC;S‘ING & FABRI CA:ION rLAN’S

PCM ?39

-

DR LIVERMAN'S BRIEFING ON ERDA'S SURVEY OF CONTAMINATED

EXCESS PROPERTIES
REACTCR LIC’"S;VG SCHEDULES

— FEZRUARY 1677 PRCJIZCTIONS

WEEXLY INrGRMAxION REPORT - WEZX ENOINE 2/11/77

IAEA ADVISuRY GROUP MEZTING

O PHYSICAL PROTZLTICN

PENDING CONTRACTUAL MATTERS REFORT NQ. 43
NRC MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM -

WESKLY INFORMATION REFCRT -

WeZX ENDING 2/18/77

MEMBZR STATE REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY
AGENCY (LAEA) SAFETY CODZ OF PRACTICE ON QUALITY

ASSURANCZ FOR NUCLEAR POWER
PENDING CONTRACTUAL MATTZRS
WEZXLY INFORMATION REFCRT -

PLANTS

TYALUATION. OF MIPC RAINBOW ECOKS




Information Papers

NR SECY 77-121 WESKLY INFORMATION REPORT - WEZK ENDING 3/4/77
NR SECY 77-125 INFORMATION SUPPLISD TO MR. GEQRGE F. MURPHY CONCERNING
THE AUGUST 1976 SHUTDOWN OF THE HIGHLY ENRICHZD URANIUM
OPERATIONS AT BABCOCK & WILCOX, PENNSYLYANIA FACILITIES

NR  SECY 77-127  MEMBER STATE REVIEW OF IAEA SAFETY CODE OF PRACTICE o
| DESIGN OF NUCLEAR FLANTS | ‘

NR  SECY 77-128 - ATWS - FORMATION OF TASK GROLF
NR  SZCY 77-133  WEIKLY INFORMATION REPCRT - WEEX ENDING 3/11/77
NR SECY 77-134  CHART ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS '
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NR SECY 77-136 REACTOR LICEZNSING SCHEDULES -- MARCH, 1§77 PROJECTION

AR SECY 77-138 LOCATING NRC INSPECTORS NEAR REACTOR SITES-TRIAL PROGRAM
NR SeCY 77-140 CONTROL OF OPERATING AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
AR SzLY 77-142 REPCRT CF'SAFEEUARDS MEZTINGS WITH IAZA

NR SECY 77-144 INFORMATION EXCHANGE ARRANGEMENT & PROPOSZD CONSﬁLTIR-
: AGREZMENT WITH THE ATCMIC ENERGY CREANIZATICN OF IRAN

NR  SECY 77-146  FCM NO. 44

MR SZCY 77-147.  RADIATION EXPOSURE CF CARGQ WORKERS

NR  SECY 77-148 . WEZKLY INFORMATION-WEZ) SXDING 3/18/77 |

RR  szcY 77-150  NFS, WEST VALLEY, NY - STAFF ACTIONS IN CONNECTION WITH
TERMINATION OF FUEL REFROCZSSING & DISPOSAL OF HIGH LEVEL
LIQUID WASTES

NR  SECY 77-153  NRC STAFF DETAILS TO IﬁTERNATIONAL.ORGANIZATION

NR  SECY 77-154  FUEL CYCLE COSTS .

NR  SZCY 77-155  DRAFT REPORT OF THE NRC NARM TASK FORCE 2
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SECY 77-1%9
SECY 77=1%58
SeCY 77-1¢€0

-

SZCY 77-166

SECY 77-167

SECY 77-171

é

SALZEURG CONF. FOR A NON-MICLEAR FUTURE
WEZKLY INFORMATION REPORT-WESK ENDING 3/25/77
MEMBER STATE REVIEW OF IAEA SAFETY GUIDE S6-01,

“STAFFING, RECRUITMENT, TRAINING AND AUTHCRIZATION
OF OPERATING PERSONNEL® .

BACKLOG OF FUEL CYCLE LICENSING RENEWALS WITH 2¥PHASIS

ON B&W IN PARTICULAR

AMENDMENTS OF REGULATIONS TO DELETE CERTAIN REPORTING

REQUIREMENTS
STATUS OF PENDING EXPORT LICENSZ APPLICATIONS
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77-14
77-15
77-5]

17-75

| 77-79

!’77-9? '

_ TABLE 1-C
" COMMISSION PAPERS REOUIRING VALUE-IMPACT STATEMENT (Y1S)

PREPARATION
SUDJECT" COMMENTS . TIME**

Amendments Lo 10 CFR 70 Grey area of application bf-value- 20
Plans for Radiological impact criterfa**ss ‘
tmergencies (SD) No VIS.

- ‘ . 14
Amend 10 CFR 2 & 50: Grey arca**a* : 150 (60,ELD;
Early Site Review (ELD) > 90 NRR
SSHM Fuel Cycle Facilities- Estimated impact but not value 17
Upgrade Safeguards (NMSS) : '
Implementation of National MNo VIS. Could have estimated 14
Security Memorandum 347 impac . on licenses~
(NHSS)
NRC Faysical Protection Contains differences in costs 30

Standards vs. Inler-

national's (NMSS)

Invironmental State-

associated with adopting inter-
national standards. No estimates
of value.

-

ment on Transportation of  Recommended analysis of alterna- - years
Radioactive Material (SD) tives for follow-on work

* Orfginating office in parenthesis.

**% In staff days unless otherwise noted.

avx  Additional staff days required to prepare Value-Impact Statement.

Ak Sop text for elaboration

L

Ak Estimated by program office

ESTIMATED

ADDIT

T0NAL

" PREP. TIME FOR VIS*##

15

hhhAh

Some evaluation of value and impact. 4.6 staffi . Wiatever time necessary
to analyze alternatives

(PLA estimate except where noted.)
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APPENDIX II
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VALUE-IMPACT AND RELATED CONCEPTS

-

The use of the terms "value" and "impact" was initially

recommended by NRC s 2£F who felt that the terms "benefits"

and "costs" carried the connotation of being measured only
in dollars and, hence, were too restrictive. The staff defined ﬁ
value and impact to incluce nen-cormensurabies, and variables

which are non-quantifiable or ncn-measurzble. Thus, it was

argued that the new terms would allow for analysis to incorporate
very impertant but non-quantifiable Judgmenté of the staif and §
‘other expert parties. It should be noted that cost-benefit and

cost-effectiveness anzlyses, properly conducted, have just as

broad 2 scope as that invisioned by the staff for value-impact

( '
analysis. The origin of these 2nalytical techniques is discussed

belew.

Ana1ytica1.techn1ques were develcped for making decisicns about
military resources during World War II. American cargo ships

were being sunk regularly by the German U-boats. The question the
U.St analysts had to answer was: How czn we maximize the ameunt
of commodities reaching the original destination, (or, 2lter-
natively, minimize the number :f transpert ships sunk) in light
ef the fact that we were constrained to 2 particular nimber of

transport ships and a particular number cf escort ships? Ncte

that there were two elements to the problem. First, there wes an

Encleosure F
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objective which was stated }n measurable terms (maximize this
or minimize that). Second, there were constraints placed

on the amount of resources (in this case, ships) available.
These constraints were imposed in recognition of.the fact that
the use of additional ships for convoy purpeses would reduce
the nymber of ships (aﬁd fuel) available to wage the war at
saa. Siqce these "resources" (i.e., ships and their supplies)
wéujd have had 2]ternative uses the ena]ysts.cbu]d not assume

that additional rescurces would be costless or free goods.

After the war, these enalyticéI techniques were modified scmewhat

by the Rand Cerporation in order to address issues related to

. decisions to be qé&é by the U. S. Air Force. For example, one

issue that was addressed concerned the amount of damage that could
be inflicted en an enemy by alternztive forces of bombers which
carried nuclear bombs. In this analysis the total budget available

for the "purchase" of a force was held constznt (i.e., the budget

- was the constrzint) while the bembers and the bembs were considered

to be varizbie in both quantity and quality (e.g., the performance
characteristics ¢f either could be changed). In this latter
appiication the analysis was cB%nnn1y referred to as svstems

analveig cor cost-effectiveness-z2nalysis. 1% is similar to value-

impact anaiysis for those instances in which "value" cznnot be

measured in monetary terms.
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Cost-benefit analysis, although similar in technique to cost-

effectiveness analysis, had an entirely different 6rigin. The

- former i{s based on a concept esposed by J. Dupuit, 2 F{enéh

ehgipegr. in the 15th Century.Dupuit was interested in the.
qugs;ion of the utility of a particular public investﬁent Su:h.
as 2 new bridge to the citizens of 2 locale. Sipéeitsé citizens
do not "purchase" a bridge, we cannof merely cbtain market data
to ahswer the question. However, under certzin conditicns we caﬁ
estimate the value of the invesiment to the citizens, through
1nfe}ence. Cost-benefit inalysig was 2pplied early in the 20th

Century on.a routine basis by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to

* Jusuify the building of canals. During this eaf]y period, benefits

and costs were generally estimated in monetary terms.

In practice the scope of cost-benefit analysis has been expanded

to incluce all ramifications (desirable and undesirzble) asscci-
ated with, say, consﬁructing 2 particular préiecﬁ. Impiementation
of the Nzticnal EnvirﬁnmentaT Protecticn Act (NE?A)»has accelerated
this trend. Note that it may not be pcssfb?e to quantify 211l
benefits (or costs). And'other-benefits (cr costs) may not be
translatable into a ménetzry equivalent. Thus, cost-benefit analysis
can be used in 2 manner as inclus’ . as that invisicned for value-

impact analysis.

:
£
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The following working.definitions scmetimes facilitate ana1ysis.'
1. Benefit - A cost avoided.
2. Cost - A benefit foregone.

Costs and benefits as generzlly estimated are mirror images of
each other and it 1; often arbitrary whether a consequence is |
catagorized as cne of the cthgr. Fer exzmple, suppcse that two
"systems” or apéroaches to 2 problem were equally effective

in ac:cmplish1n§ 2 ;articuIar objective. Suppcse that system A

' (the status que) had 2 one-time cost of $100 and System 3 had a
one-time cost of 550; The "benefit" o% se]ectiﬂg Systam B |
(assuming ne1hher system entailed zny nen- monetary costs) is the
cost sayings of SSO. Alternat 1ve1y the cost of remaining with
Alternative A is the $30 in "benefit" foregene (i.e., the z2lternz-

tives wnich the $30 could have effectad).

'Subseduent to the enactments of NEPA 21l applicants for commercial
reactor licenses must prepare zn envicrnmenta] stztsment. In the
benefi‘-ccsu section ¢f these statements a pertion of the benefit
has been defined as: tbe increzse 1n eTec+r1c1ty generated by 2

~nuclear power plant. In c.nven;iona] benefi»-cosb analysis the

benefit would be restricted o the differential in costs (including

econcmic and environmental impzcts) between 2 nuclezr and a cszl-

¢ired statior. Some of the costs are estimit~d in monetary terms
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(e.g., the re1ative construction and generating costs of nuclear
- stations compared with 2ltermatives) and some in physical terms

(e.g., magnitude of effiuent releases).

The instances in which the c]ass1ca]“* cost-penefit apbroach'rather'than '%
cost-effectiyeness approach, might be applied to NRC po1*-y 1ssue
are somewnat limited. Issues involving property damags or premature
loss of 1ife might be examples. The difficui:y is in gecting

agreement on a Jdollar amount to use in estimating the cost of

premature loss of Tife. For example, the 1573 evidentiary hearings .
on -the appropriate 1onetany value t0 use t0 esf%wate the worth of | #
reduction of racjation doses to the population resulted in a7z |
pages of hearng transcript. As a result, the Commission directed -

that $1000 per tctal-body man-rem and $1000 per man-thyroid-rem

(or lesser values demonstrated to be suitzble by the zpplicant for E
a license) shall be used as an interim value to meet the criterion
“as Tow as practicable” (later modified and cailed "as Tow as
reasonable achievaﬁle“ — ALZRA) for reducing radio-zctive material
in 1ight-water-cooled nuclezr power rea;tcr effluents (see 10 CFR

Part 50, Appendix I). In thigoinstance value-impact is the same thing

Tas classical cost-benefit analysis (if, individuals were willing
to pay the exact dollar amount specified by NRC to azvoid being %

exposed o 2 man-rem and the cnly consecuences associzted with the 3

*» "Classical" in the sense i
czn be compared in money (e

g1l pesitive and nef'a:we consequences

3%

ms
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introduction of new radwaste équipment concerned equipment

cost and populaticn health effects).

Development of inflationary impact statements,* as required by

OMB Circular A-107 (issued January 28, 1875), requires essentially
 the same type of analytical technigufs discussed above. For
examplé; {f costs of a particular actioﬁ were greater than its
benefits, then the action would probably }esult in an increase ir

the price of a product and thus would be inflationary.

é
o
¥
h
:
:
\

* Executive Order 1184¢ changed the title from Inflaticna~
Statement to Econemic Impact Statement.
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THREE EXAMPLES OF VALUE IMPACT ANALYSIS:

'The_first example, inerting of containment, concarns a proposéd amendment to
the Code of Federal Regulatians. It is an abridgement of the actual material
which accomﬁanied the'Cocaﬁssion paper. That analysis would have been enhanced
i{f the aIternative; to inerting, i.e., purging or the use of .ecombiners, were

discussed in the text rather than just included in a-table.

' The second and third examples are applications of the office specific guide-

lines déveIoped by the 0ffjce of Standards Develcpment. Most value-impact

stztements sent to the Commission could be much briefer than uhe latter two

examples which are develcped primarily for review by technical staff. For

compTe;eness. the second va1ue-imuac; evaluation should have 1nc1uded an =
:

estimate of the licensee costs associated with the techﬁ1cA1 adlternatives. %
1. INERTING OF CONTAINMENT (SUMMARIZED FROM ORIGINAL) .
BACKEROUND '

In scme sma11 containments (for a few boiling water reactors) the combustible
cas control system would not be able to accommodzte the large concentration -
of hydrogen assoc1a~ed with the metal-water reaction immediately follewing 2
LGCA. Hyd-ogen recumbwne"s c2n process the contzinment atmosphere a2t the
rate of only 100 scfm per recombiner. - Therefore, for a non-inerted 300,000

cubic fout containment with a 13 volume percent hydrogen concentration that

was generated during the first two minutes of the LOCA, an inordinately large
number of recombiners weuld be reguired. Tne purpos: of inerting the contain-
ment is to provide an atmosphere with 2 reduced cxygen ccncentraticn so that
high temperatures and pressures will not occur 2s & result of rapid reactions

between the hydrogen relezsed from the metal-wzter reacticn immedia tely fellowing

- : ~ Enclosure F
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- a"LOCA and the oiygen already present in the containment. The
combustible gas controT'system‘qf an inerted containment should be
able to process the hydéogen before it interacts with the Xygen
genérated subsegquently by radiclytic deccmposition of the postaccident

emergency core cooling solutions.

 PLANTS AFFECTED

The newer BWR design with the ﬁ;fi-ifl cc;;:zﬂﬂoﬂt conceapt and tée

" BWR/6 reactor have significantly larger ccntainment volumes, and 2
positive mixing capability {s previded to uti]iie thellar;e

' contafpment volume and thereby precluce the need to inert. In
addition, as a result of revised regulations, (10 CFR Part 50.46,

and Regulatory Guide 1.7), it is anticipated'that‘fhe number of older

plants requiring inerting will be reduced from 35 to S.

DISSENTING VIEWS TO STAFT POSITION

The Appeal Board, in its Vermont Yankes ruling, identified the
following potential adverse consequences of inerting:
(1) A reduced inspection capability resulting from the
presence of an inert atmosphere.
(2) Hazards to plant personnel that could result from
entries into a containment that has been deinertsd but
which may still have‘;itrogen pockets .
(3) Additional radiation expesure, cf the order of 50-100
millirems, to plant perscnnel who are reguired {0 survey
she contzinment zfter it {5 deinerisd to zssure that the

atmesphere is brezthezble.

I T et i st aryt st TSI I T I I T
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.fhe staff'has cérefu1iy reVieyed these 2llegations and has coné?uéed_
that, due to‘qomp1ementary safety practices and anticipated main-_'
tenance procedures on the part of licensees, that ﬁhere w111‘bé no
adverse safety and health effects associated wiih the Apra1 .

Board*s concern. " | - " :

VALUE AND IMPACT EVALUATION
Alternatives are* ‘ »

. Retain Status Quo
. Iner%ing
. Purginé.

- Recembiners ' - & vra W

The NRC staff surveyed a.number of ope}ating reactors to determjne
‘tﬁe rﬁhge of costs cue to cont. inment inerting. Table III-A sum-

marizes the information that was cbtained. The leost productﬁdn time

per year associated with inerting and deinerting activities is mainly

frem deinerting after unscheduled shutdowns with 2 smell fraction of
 the time.being spent surveying the containment atmosphere for nitro-
' gen pockets. Nermaily 2 plant can begin to deinert 24 hours b;fére

a schedule shutdown and is not required tc reinert until 2¢ hours

after startup. Therefore, deinerting and reinerting can be zccom-

plished while the plan is cperating. Average costs per year per

* Only inerting is discussed in text, see Table III-8 for comparisen
with other alternatives. '

334t
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plant associ;téd with inerting range from $12,500 t2 $£07,000

with a potentfa] peak of $652,000. Assuming that after submission '
of acceptable evéluat1ons es required by 50.46(2) five plants are -
required to 1n&rb. the annua] raglona1 costs wc&]d.range from approxi-

mtely $62,500 to $2,534,560 with a potential pezk of $3,260, 000.

We estimate that 5 plants each 1ner;1ng and reinerting five
times a year wcu]d conservatively ccnsqne Tess that 0.004 pertent
cf the annua1.n1trogen production of the United States. We also

estimate this amount of nitrogen to be about 25 tank truck loads.

" Appendix C to WASH-1238, "Environmental Survey o Transpertation of

Radioactive Materials to and from Nuclear Power Plznts," notes that
for the year 1S€8 the following were the accident statistics for
trucks from cammon (nonrad1o1og1ca1) causes: probability (accidents

“, injuries per accident = 0.51;

per vehicle-miie) = 1.7 x 10
and fat2lities per accident = 0.03. Assuming each truck delivering ‘
nitrogen will travel 500 miles, the total number of truck miles

would be zbeut 12,500 per year. GSazsed on the zbove data, it is
estimated that this would cause zbout 0.02 accidents, 0.01 injuries,
and 0.001 fatalities per year. Property damzge from truck accidents
in 1969 was approximately $1800 pér accident. Using this value %

is estimated that there weuld be property damage in the amount of $386
per year from nitrogen tank truck zccidents. This ana1ysis'negle:ts
tpe fact that a truck accident with Tiquified nitrogen might have

greater consequences due 0 its Tow temperzture. However, even
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. donservative]y assuming that the consequences of 2 Tiquid nitrogen tank

.truck accidenb could be 2 factor of 10 greater than the values we

S 11 1A

$3e
i

have used, the resulting consequences are sufficiently small as to S
be neglected. The DOT does not think that the transport of liquid =
nitrogen is 2 significant safety hazard and believes thet our assumpticn ﬁj
that the consequences of a liquid nitrogen tank truck accident

cuuld be a factor of 10 grezter than those for trucks in general

'ls .very conservative.

Consideration is aiready made of the potential hazard of
nitrogen at the reactor facility. eﬂhIatsry Guice 1.78,

Assuwptnons ‘or :va]uat1nc the Habit b171fy of 2 Nuclear Power

PIan; Control Room During a Fos.uia;ed Hzazardous” C 1ical Release;"

identifies n1traggn as 2 hazardous chemicz]. Asphyxiating

chemicals such as helium and nitrogen zre considered in the

control roem design if a significant fraction of the contrel room

2ir could be displaced as a resyit of their relezse.

In sumnary. inerting is being eT.n1na+ed in many cases with

no decrease in public sa‘ety, and with a dec*ease in operating

cost. In these cases, the leve] of public safety is maintained
because the safety margin afforded by inerting is more than come

pensated for by the more restrictive limitztiens placed ¢n

operating conditions of the fuel. For those plants that are

still required to operate with an inerted containment, Table 111-8

summarizes the variocus aliernatives that were considered and their




. | TADLE [I11-A  Survey of Inertlng Coata SER
. Plﬂﬂt 2 il s :n.
Quad - Qued s g
Duana Cities Citlen Dresden  Dresden Pcach Bottom " 3%,
Monticello Arnold Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 2 Unit ] Unict 2 & Ualt 3  Cooper
- : _ ' \
Averago Number of Timea . : . .
pec Year Delnerted h 4 5 " 5 7.0 4.2 18 4
: stotion : i
i - ' : L
! Total coat per Yoar : ) : .
for Hitrogen §22,000 $12,500 §10,650 -$10,650 §19,412  $10,500 §66,366 50(\;)05
‘ g Vi S ‘ station j
- o Tl g $30,060
“cost to etation |
Loot Production Time per , LA ' At
Year Associated with , :
; Inerting and Delnexrting 48 hourn 0 50 hours 50 hours 78 hours 42 houre 21 hours 16 houre
! ) ' atatlion ' sty ]
Replacement Power §120,000 - $150,000" $150,000" $150,000" g150,000"  $412.000 S
Cost per Day to . . ' v
§195, 0004 §507,000 3616,000!
atation
. Total Coot per Yoar for r . ;
Mitrogen and Roplace- $502,000 | : ' ' ; $301,000
ment Power Due to Lost to E $12,560 $331,000  §$331,6508 $507,000 $273,000 §512,000 e
Productlon Tino §652,000M4 A etatlon $Sl§,000
.Potcntlnl peok power cost for summer 1976.
fﬁksnﬁnlna peak coat 50 percont of the time,
Average coat to Commopweanlth Edfnon g
- .. .. w
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TABLE I1I-B Control of liydrogen trom_ﬂ-“ Roaction Ywmodintely (2 min,) Aftex LOCA
(For the estimated 5 planta that will still be yequired to inert)

Fotentinl Coot of
Alternativa Radiation Dosa Implementing
Inerting 0 _ 312,500
: to
k _ ~ §507,000
Purgling . 0 : $l,&00,000 copital cont

$120,000 annual opevoting
coot (Downs not account for
. loan in production time '
‘ associated witlh mainto-
nonco of theoe ovyulumn)

* .
Recombinore 595 rem = ° $200,000 per 100 cfm unit .

+
.

Dnvclnbncntnl
Hork

Hona

Very little -

None for ﬁresent
unita. lowever,
a major effort
would be required
to develop a wvys~
tem Lo handle
150,000 cfm,

Coaments

Appoal Board Decision Against Inerting
Vprmont Yankee '

HWj11 have to purge ifmmediately after LOC T

with waxiwum radlation in containmen!
Munt therefore have filtering syatem éapar

ble of 150,000 cfm,

Noprencnto a radical departure from the
pausive contaloment concept that lo
prosently requived by NHC, .

" Recowhiner must operate fmmedircely oft

accident and muat hendle 150,000 cfm,
This would require about 1,500 curren
- availahle unita or undertaking a majo

er

tly
1 9

!

developmental program that may or may nok,

guccaed in producing 150,000 cfm unit

in a reasonable time period. The calcu=

lated dose asuumes lova f contalnmen
integrity because of Inablifty of cur
rently available units to handle lar
omounts of hydrogen rapidly, - This {s

. the samo rvelease nso Lf the plant had
not been inerted.

* | ' ' : :
Anoumes no fusl fallure, however, tranaient occurred before LOCA and reoulting fodine splke fa at Tachnical

Specification 1imit of 4 pCl/gu I-131 equivalent.
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APECINIA 141 ™

- 65°

e 2. PRELIHIHARY VALUE/ TMPACT ASSESSMENT ON
. . NORMAL HA:ER LEVEL AND DIS;HAAGE AT NUCLEAR POJER PLANTS

I. The Prooosed Ac{ion

A. Descristion

Some structures at most nuclear power plants are subject to
continual loading from ambient ground water ieveis, frem flows
ingiwater Tevels in streams, or from water levels in lakes,
reLervoirs or occezns. In considering the éffects et design |
4 T basis natural and zccidental events, such &s earthquakes,
torﬁadoes; ﬁurricznes,‘pIane crashes, transporta:ion accidénts,
explosicns, ‘1rns, or LOCA, it {s necessary ta include the

loading frem the watar level (cr d.scnarge) in the des.gn

calculations, as well as the locacs on the structure czused

by the desicn basis event. The preceesed acticn will provide

guidance cn acceptzble wethodology and datz2 sources for ceter.

mining ‘these "normal" water levels znd discharges.

B. Need for the Prorcosed Action.

- Ne def1n1t'cn of the nermal water leveis and discharges to be
used coincidentally with design basis events hase ceen published
by NRC, nor hes the practice of zpplicants or the s:27¢ in

this respect been unitors. Celeye in zczentznce of structures

have occurred beczuse of this lack of unifermity. A cefinite

need for criteria covering this paremeter exists.




C; Value/Imoact of the Proposed Acéicn

1.

3'

‘average more or less staff time than fér the vari.us :

NRC

The normal water level or {low proposed by the zpplicant
will be determined by the same methodology as that used |
by the staff. In most cases, determination of the values
is fairly precise and is not highly dependent on inter- '
pretation or enginesring judgment. Therefore, there
should be 2 minimum of czsas where the 2pplicznt &nd the
staff disagree radically cn the value. It is estimated
that use of the methodology io be propesgd wiTl net ‘ @

- .

methods :;evicuSTy dsed.

ther Covernment Acencies

Not appliczble, unless the government zgency is 2n
applicant, as TVA. ] . -
Industry

-

The value/impact cn applicants will be the same as for the 3

NRC stzf?. Determinatien ¢f the proposed normal Tevels
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or discharges is estimated to reduf?e from cne %o five

man-days on the average. It is believed that this compares

favorably with the time required for previous approaches.

Some econcmic savings (pessibly up to several thousand

I BT T

dollars) would accrue o applicants in those cases which

could have been disputad by the stzff, using the existing

procedureg.

"4, Public

) 291

j

’

No 1mpact en the public c’n be foreseen. The only identi-

fiable vaiues are a minor decrease in c*st of nuclear power

R ML iNIITITISS Y

plants and 2 s1icht ac:elera ien in the review p—cce<s.

29320t

'

“292

D. Decisicn on'the Propesed Action . B

Guidance sheuld be furnished on normal water levels and discharges.

I11. Technical A nrcech

A. - Technical Altarnatives : ' . : ;

;
5
:
:
i

The proposed acticn recuires specificaticn of three primary param-
eters esch of which can be expressad in 21ternative terms. The

primary paremeters are:

L
. .




. Seascnality of events

described'1n the following sectien.

-Gah . i V.

. Frequency of occurrence of nermal

. Length of record %0 be used

Alternative approaches to specifying these parzmetsers are

Discussion and Cemparison of Technical Alternatives
1. Fregquency of cccurrencs of normal

Because the design basis evénts are 67 low probability
éf occurrence, the simultaneous cczurrence of the normal

- water level (or discharge) should fcgﬂca?1y be ¢f high
probability. Two altarmatives were considered as definitions

of the normal, the mez2n and the median.

The mean and the ﬁedian will be essentially the same for
\ﬁmost water bodies, including greund water, Cceans, lakes

;nd reservoirs. This is beczusa such bedies do not have

rapid changes from loew t0 hich and :hé range between thé :

extremes is relatively'small. Fer ctrezms and estuaries,

however, the mezn is aimost invariably higher than the

median, because of the greater effect of {lceds cn the mean.




2.

3.

As a simplified example, the annual mean for a year of
+ream flow record with only cne flash flood could be

higher than thé flow on a1l days except the day of the

flood. 'The median, of course, by definition is the point

- at which the flow on half the days is ﬁigher and half

lower. ' | )

. Léﬁgth of record to be used

-

Thirty to fifty years of record has tr%diticna]1y been
considered to be 2 minimum.saﬁp1e to procuce meanfnéfu]
‘hydrolqgic characteristics.' Another approach wou\d.be.tb
leave ihé period of record unspecivied but t2 require
that it bg leng enougﬁ ﬁ: cover majcr cycles in the data,
such 2< wet and dry periods for streamflow, or the-

18-year [plus) cycle in Tunar tices.
Seasonality of events

Some desicn basis events (earthquekes, plane crashes,
transportation zccidents, explesicns, fires, and LOCA)
may cccur at any time ¢f year. Other events (foods,

tornadoes, and hurricznes) may be seascnal. Twe alter-

natives were considered, i.e., %0 consider the seasonality

of the design events, cr to ignecre it.
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An example of 2 seasonal event {s a hurricane. They are

more numercus during <eptenbe- and Cctcber. Coincidentally;

this {s the seison cf high flow in southern Flerida, but
the seascn of low flow in Texas. Thus, if the median were

based on the entire year, it would be 30 low in Florida,

but tco high in Texas.

s C. Decision on Technical Acoroach

While the mean would be mere ccnservative for streams and

estuzries, the median is consicered of sufficient

conservatism.

While 50 years of datz is desirable, in some cases recorcs

< -

of that length are not aveilzble. Therefore, it was

decided to reccmmend S0 years but to accept 2 a sherter
’
record (not less thzn 12 years) if {t could be cemen-

+rzted that major wet and dry pericds were included. A

20-year pericd shculd be used for pcezns 2nd for estuaries

+hat are strengly influenced by tide.

The normal should be cetermined on the basis of data for

that part of the year in which the desicn basis event is

likely to occur.
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111. Procedural Approach

A.

. Procedural Alternatives

. contain yositwons.

Potential SO procedures that may be ysed to premulgate the

proposed action and technical approach inc\ude'»he following:

. Regulaticn

. Regulatory Guide
ANS1 Standard, endorsed by a Regu1a‘ory G:ide

- Branch Pesiticn

«  NURES =

: [
valus/Impact of Procedural Alternatives

A NUREG is noct 2 viable alt rnat1ve kecause the guicance will

No ANSI s.zndard en the subject is under

prepera~1on. Bec.use of the time (2 to 3 years) for prepara-

tion of an ANSI g+andard, this 2lternative was eliminzted.
yFficient importance 10 justify issuance

e or a Branch Position

The matter is not ef s

_of a regulation. Only 2 Rggu1atcry Guid

are viable alternatives.

8ranch Positions are c=metimes prepares ‘~r cuicdance of this

sort. Because of the limite

however, th

case, no Branch Pesiticn has seen presared or is antici pa;e

d distritutien ef =ranc§ Positions,

ey should bde followed by 2 Recu1a::rv Guide. In this
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C. Decision cn Procedural Asoroach

Cee—— — - ———— - - —— e —

A Begu1atory Guide should be prepared.

IV. Statutory Consideraticns

v.

A.  NRC Authority

8.

This cuide would fall under the zuthority znd safaty requirements
e

of the Atemic Eneréy Act. In particuler uncer General Design

Criterion 2, Appendix A, 10 CFR 50, which requires, in part, that

structures, systsms and camponents imporiant to safety be cdesigned

to withstand natural phencmzna.

Need for NEPA Assessment

The proposed acticn is net a maior acticn, as defined by

10 CFR 51.5(2)(10), and dces not require 2n environmental

" impact statement.

Relationship to Other Existing or Praposed Reaulzticns or Policies

>®

When Regulatory Guide 1.70 (Stzndard Format and Centent) is revised,

mention of the necessity to evazluate normal levels &nd flows should

be added. It will net be necessary tC include, in Regulatery
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Guide 1.70, all of the material oﬁ\metﬁodOIcgy and data sources
which {s contained in the propesed guide.

BTy REt LAt FEN ATyt i oypien

As the normal level and discharge is usually a relatively minor
contributor to structure loading when design basis evenis are
considered, it is prebable that backfitting will not be necessary.
The criteria have most 1ikely been zpproximated w{th sufficient

accuracy that ne structure designs will 't;'ve'to be chanced.

YI. Summary and Conclusiens '

B Rzéu?atnry Guide on ncrmal water levels and discharges should

be prtpared: Suggestad methods for cetermining':he normal water
level (or d¢ischarge) fﬁpu?d be given for ground watar, streams
estuaries, lakes, réservoirs. end cceans. Seasonality and durzticn
of the design basis ;vents'shculd be considered zs apprcpriate; and

scurces of data given.
References

Rone.

fonald L. Milliken
3/18/77
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_ ATMOSPHERIC DISPERSICH MODELS FOR POTENTIAL ACCIDENT e
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I. “The Propdséd Actien = T "

A Descricticn ' s ' £

Guidance to 2pplicants concerning procedures for detzrmining
appropriats dispersion conditions for 2ssessing tha consequencss
of potential rezctsr zccidents which are made to determine thn2
exclusion zore are2, low population zcne and pepulation canter
distznce as.statad in Section 100.171 oF 10 CFR Part 100.

8. Need for the Procosed Acticn .

Recantly collectsd experimentz] dztz have estzblished a basis

for core accurztz evaluztions of diffusicn canditicas near
nuclaar poewer piants during light wind steed and rsiasively
stzble aospheric conditisns. Recent Hezring excerian _ :
(e.g., San Onocfre) has identified & need to estimate disgersica :

. ccnditicns at locaticns zlong the site boundary. ;

- €. Yalue-lmoact of Proocsed Acticn i

L] p

", -t

1. Huclear Regulaisry Cezmissien (NRC)

A reducticn of valid criticisms that currant siz
cedures czn Se arbdisrarily tco conservative may
expected. Csnsaguently, & recucticn in staff ef
. required ¢o anzlyze2 2iternatives to present Stzn
Plan procesurss, presentsd by &ppiicants, cauld i

By considering the directicnal v

ariabilisy cf site bouncary

distances and the cbservzticn that adverse meteorclegicel
dispersion conditions may cccur mcre cr less frecuently
whenever the wind flow is frzm carzzin directions than fres
others, the identificaticn o7 the radiolegiczl risk frem
notential accidents, t3 individuzls and populaticn sefzents

" at specific leczticns around 2 plant sita, weuld te Tacili-

. ¢ated, Fur<her, the use cf mcre regresentative mataorsicsical

models ¢ siculate atmospheric dispersion weuld grocuce
mare acourete estimates ¢f relative ztmospheric dispersicn
valiues.
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The credibility the NRC staff's safety eva?uat-cns would

be enhanced by the reccgniticn that state-of-the-ars atmose"

pheric dispersion met wedolisgy is being utilized in the
determinaticn of the agprepriate dispersicn c*nd1tuons to
be used in evaluating the site.

No measurable increasa in regulatory st27F werklead is
anticipatad in utilizing the pregesed procedures, in spite
of incre2sad data handling, sincz the entire analysis is
computerized. A reducticn in worklcad may, in fact, occur
because of the reduced nucmber of ana?ysas required per
CZSC. "

2
.
L]

. -
L N

Other Govermment Agencies

Applicant agencies (e.g., TVA, .n-A) weuld be affectad as

presented below uncer Industrs j

Scne add1 ional werklecad weuld be 2 nticipated within the

National Oceznic ard a:::s“nerﬂc AcCministratien, U.S.

Depar‘“eng of Cormerzcz znd the U.S. Envirennm n.a1 Pro-
. taction AC‘an and znzlcgous State and loczl zgencies in

reviewing the proposad procedures shcuid th

ey be issued fer
pub1.c ceiment. v

a -
. e ¢
— . = -

Industty

App]m:ants weuld benefit ‘r:- & more 2ccurats review by the
staff and an increased uniformity of ¢ f sty requzra:an:s in
that;

2. considerztion i{s given t2 the dirscticnz) variability
of site boundary distances,

b. cnsideraticn is given to the fact shat, a2t 1rdivi€u 1
sites, adverse dws:e**wcn c:.-1:10rs m2y cceo mcre

- frequantly when the wind flow is frea some dx csicns

than from o thers, and

& t1is ackncwie‘ced that recent experimentz] data
. sup;cr‘ the existence of enhanced diffusion, due %o
air Tlow meander under stzble ztmespheric cinditiens
with 1ight wind speeds, nezr the sources ¢f effluens

re1e=ses tc the atnssprere.,




-

The incidence of exzensive controversies between the
applicants and NRC sta?f, cencerning the valid criticism
that current staff review procecurss can be arbitrarily :
tso consarvative, would be reducsd.

& many sites, a reducticn in exclusicn zone distances
and/or technical specificaticn limitaticns (e.g., C2n=
tainment lezk rates) cculd be expectad 1o result freom the
procpesed procsdures 2s cppcsed o evaluztions mace using
the current methcdology. However, 2T scme sites, partic-
ularly eoastal locatiecns, an increzse in exclusicn zon
distance recuirements and/or tachiniczl speciticztion
limitations may be anticipatad.

Publir
The current site evaluaticn methcdology may oversstimate
the risk to public hezlth and safsty 2t sites with leng

si+s bouncdaries in the directicn of prevailing winds or

2+ sites with short sites bcuncaries in dirscticns toward
which wind Tlew is relatively.infrgquent or ccsurs primarily
uncer faverzble dispersien conditicns. The risk to the
health 2nd safety of the public may be undersstimzlac, using
the current methedalogy, 2t sitss with short sits bouncary
distznces in the directicn of prevailing wind flcw or in

directicns toward which wind ficws cccur primarily. undar

unfaverzble disgersicn csnditicns. The propesad chance

{in methocology weuld be expectzd to reduce Loth gverestimzs
and uncerestimates of the risk to the public By censicdering
both actual site boundary distznces by directicn, &nc the
directicnal variztion of atmcspheric dispersive mechanisms.

Further, the improvement in the smzthematical models usad
to stimulate diffusion of effivents in he :TCsphers,
basad ugon actual releasas and subsaquent samzling of tracer
materials, would result in a more eaccurate czlculeticn of
relative zowospheric dispersicn (x/Q) values used ia the
sit2 evaluzticn process.- ' .
Therefore, increased canfidence in the validity of the
socscheric dispersicn conditicns used in assessing e
risk to pudlic he2lth and safety, resulting frea th
cperaticn of nuclear power plants, would be expected &9
resuls frem the implementaticn of the propesed precscure.
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E.

Fe

hecu\at:ry Authority

Section 50.34 of 10 CFR Part 50 requires that each 2pplicant .
for a2 constructicn permit or cperating license provide an
analysis and evaluaticn of the cesign anc performance of struc-
tures, systess and cchpenents of the facility with the cbjective
of assessing the risk to public hezlth and safety resyiting freo
the cperaticn of the facility. This section further states thit
the site evaluatisn factcrs identified in.10 CFR Part 100 shall
be included in the analysis and evaluaticn described 2tove.
Secticn 100.10 of 10 CFR Part 100 states that retecrological
conditicns at the site end in the surrcunuing ares are to.te
included in the factors to be considered when eveluating sitas.

Need for NEPA Agsessment .

M : )
Specifically, the propesad acticn appiies the evaluation of”
structures, systems and compenents which are planned and will
be canstructed in 2ccordance with whatever dasign recuiresants
are deemed necsssary based upen the evaluaticn as recuired in
aceordance with Section £0.34 of 10 CFR Part £2 ind Se +<iens 180.10
and.100.11 of 10 C7R Part 100. However, Chapter 7, Snvirsnmantal
Effects of Accicents of Regulatory Guide 4.2, Preparzticn of
Environmental Rederis for Nuclear Power Staticns states that the
applicant should provice a discussicn of the potsntial enviren-
menta] effects of zccidents invelving the staticn, based ufen

the requirements c¢¥ 10 CFR Part £1 2and 2 prepesed Annex €2
Appendix D of 10 CFR Part 30 which has teen supersaded by

10 CFR Part ~*. For st2ticn zcecicents inveliving radicactivity,
Secticn 7.1 o. Regulatery Guide 4.2 reccmmands that the %/Q

values t2 be used in 2ssassing the envircnmentzl efiects of
accidents' be based upcn either ensite meteoroiogical data &t

the 502 protability level or 2t 102 of the levels in Regulatcry
Guides 1.3 and 1.4. '

Since the procesed changes could affect the cetearminaticn cf
the 50% protadiiity level of metscrological datz and would
superseds the informaticn in Regulatory Guides 1.2 and 1.4, the
{zplementaticn of the propeséd change &ppears to reguire a NEPA
assessment. :

Decieien on Precosed Actien

1t is judgad that edverse impacis are mere &
favorable impzcts and values, and that the propcsed
should be accor lished.

v TR




11. Alternative Methods of Accezplishing Actien

-78.- ...

" A. Altermnatives

1.

2.

K 3.

4.

g S.

Alternative metheds of accamplishing the actien are:

NRC Regulatien ..
ANSI Standard,'endcrsed by Regulatery Cuide
gtgnch Positicn, an&

Re§u1 atory 'Guf ce.

8. Value Impzect of Altematives

1.

2.

P

NRC Régu}ation i g

A Regulaticn would leg2lly require comfocrmance (2 2.szeci-
fied atzospheric dispersicn evaluzticon methedelegy. Howe.
ever, 2 Regulation weuld not generzlly be- expected 12

cover licsnsing regquirements for an aTospheric dispersion

‘modeling technigue in the det2{l ccnsicdered necsssary, and

which is extected o te provided by the prspesad actien.
Further, shculd the need 2rise deczuses of tachnelegiczl
advances, it weuld be more difficult to revise or changa 2
regulaticn than it would the other-altermatives.

Endorsed ANSI Standard
The preparaticn ¢f an ANSI Standard and the subsequent

endersement of the Standard by 2 Regulatory Guide wouid
require substantizlly more tima and more effort than tha

+her 2lternztives. Furthermere, the acticn invelves siting

policy consicderaticns of 2 type usually retzinec fer actien
by NRC staff directly and not delegated for acti.u Oy an

y - L
ANSI standard werking greup.

N'REE : " - S
RURES's 2re intended %o te infermaticnal enly and cannmet
contain 2nd present s:2ff positicns or legally reguir
canformance.
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4, Branch Pesition ”

8ranch Positions are consicdered {0 be tempcrary measures
until a needed acticn can be accomplished by ancther,

more suitable alsernative because of the limited distri-
buticn and circulation of Sranch Pesiticns. Further, at
the February 18, 1577 meeting of the NRC Regulatory
Requirements Review Commitize, it was decided that tie
{ssuance of a Branch Pesiticn cencerning tne preposed
action would not be a desirzble alternative, becauses 2
Branch Positicn provides no cppertunity for public ccrment.

§.. Regulatory Guice

The development of a Regulatory Guide concerning atmes-

pheric dispersicn models for potential accicent consaquence

assessments would recuire less time than either 2 Ragula-
sien er an Encarsed ANSI Stzncard. A Regulatory Guice
would 21sc have a2 much wicer distribution tham & Srancn
Position, 2nd could presant recomoended procedures in 2
‘more detziled manner than thzt generzlly ®xsected to te
found in 2 Regulaticn. The NRC Regulatery Requirements
. Review Cormittee has stated that the develctment anc
. {esuance of' a Regulatery Guice is the preferred methoc
. of aczomplishing the proposed 2cticn, since this weuld
provide a mechanism for wide technical review and public

conments.

€. Decisicn on Method

+ . The develogment and fssuance of & Regulatsry Cuide should be
the preferred method of acsompli- .ing the prepesad acticn.

Relationship to Other Existing or Proposed Regulaticnms or Pclicies

The preopasad acticn is cancidered %o Se zart of the impliementztiion
of ths requirements set forth in Sectien 20.38 of 10 CFR Parc 50 and
Sectica 100.10 of 10 CFR Part 1C0 2s cescribed uncer Reculatory

:Authoritz above.

1+ is not exsected that backfitting of existing structures, systess
and cczpenents will be required.

Revisiens tc Regulatory Guides 1.3, 1.4, 1.22, 1.24, 1.25 and 1.98

would be necessiry to refer to the metecrological dispersion madels




- Of the five are

e —— o — - = P— . -

.

. c b80-

presented in the proposed Regulatory Guice. In additicn, Sec- .o
ticn 2.3.4 of Regulatory Guide 1.70 - Standard Format and Centent of .
Safety Analysis Reperts and of HUREG 75/087-Stancard Review Plan for
the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Powar Clants, LiR
editicns, would require revisicns. Sectien 2.3.3 of Regulatory

Guide 1.70, as currently being revised (Revisicn 3), reccmmencs that
the applicant provide meteorsiogical data in a form that may le used
to implement the proposed change. Regulatory Guice 4.2, Revisien 2,
presently reccmmends that such data be provided. Regulatory Guice 1.23
(Safety Guice 23), Cnsita Meteorclcgicz] Programs would require
revisions to reccmmend that hourly meteo,ological datz be provided,

{n 2ddition %o the joint frequency distributicns. The sSst recent
draft versicn of the Amariczn Nuclezr Seciety Dccument ANS-2.3/H178,
"Guideline for Cetarmining Metesroicgical Information at Muclear

Power Sites”, which in its present form is acceptzble for enccorsersnt
by 2 Regulatsry Guide, reccmmends the coliection and evaluation of

- metecrological data in a form that may be used in the propesed procedure.

The propesed Regulatory Guide addresses severz] -zreas that are integral
to the overall siting policy and practice revisicn stucy currently
under review by the 0ffice of Stancards Develepment. in cocperatien

with NMSS, NRR and RIS. These zrezs are:

. ] ' . :
1. The profosed methocdolegy weuld change the metzorslogical mecels:
used in the c2lculaticn of the relative 2t==spheric disgersicen
(x/Q) values used in the 10 CFR Part 100 assessment,

2. The propcsed methodalegy would change the procsdure by which
the distance %o the exclusicn 2rea, within a directicn sectior,
in

3.. The propesed methccalogy weuld change the procscure for
1 selecting the pretability of occurrence level of the x/Q
value t2 be used in the 10 CFR Part 100 assessment,

4. The proposed methcdology may mzke pessible the concept of an
LPZ distance that varies with direction arcund the site, and

-

8§, The propesed methodolegy could m2ke pessidble the csncent of

2 pepulaticn center distance that varies according 1o The
directicnal distribusion of populaticn ceaters abcut the site.

2s listed above, only the first is entirely 2
meteorolegical procedure. The third may be considered witdin the
realn of metecrsicgical expertisa cnly to the point of rinking the
»/Q values by frequency of cccurrence, while the nmetecrolegical
{nvolvement in the second 2rea weuld be limited 2 determining the




. Requirements Seview Cemmittae, the pro

expected magnitude of <& variaticn, frem year o year, of the wind

directicn occurrence fregquencies within 2 sec2sr. The 1ast two
are2s lie outside the metesrolcgical arez of respensitility.

Summary and Cenclusicns

A Regulatery Guide an AtTospheric Dispersion Medels for Potensia)

Aczident Censequence Assessments should be ceveloped, rcwever, before

work ¢n such a Cuide can preceed, the following issues fusST De resolved

within the 0ffice of Nuclear Re:zctor Regulatien. .

1. 1s the precedure for cetermining the percentile level of +4
‘ value to be used in the preoposad evaluaticn, as Fresanted
in the Hydr:1cgy-ﬂetecro]cgy 8ranch Pesitien Cn Accicent
Metecroiocy Assessments, the Frecedure endorsed Sy NAR or, {f
net, what is the procecurs endé}ed by NRR?

2. Is the procedure for mitigating the effects of shifts in
prevailing wind directions frem yezr to year (t.e., using the
shortast sise scundary wishin 2 45 degreae secier), as prasencad
by the Hydr:lcgy-ﬁetecra?cgy Sranch befere the Regulatsry

dure encersed Sy WER
re?

cs
er, if not, what is the endersed procady
; . .

3. Is the concept of variable lew Fesulatien zore c¢istances with
directicn ztcus 2 nuclear plant site and e variabiiisty ¢f
populaticn center distances wish directicn, implicit in the
propesad procecure, ecleptable within NRR?

tien fndicat:s,'by the

§ task, thas the Frocedures
id precsed on the

e. Qtherwise, fur<her

» Fencding a resglusien ctf

\B2CTIT Regulatien.

If the Office of Nuclezr Re:
aperoval of the Task Initias
and concept zbeve are accent
cevelopment of the prepasad |
developzent on the Guide shou
these issues within the Cffice of Nuclezr

No additional tecanicai assistance contreaes Suppert requi, S
are anticipated. .

. ; wA:L—-—;—?_
- Robert A. Kernasiewics
2/28/77
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. Item # 4

COMMENTS O THE LWCLOSURE TO THE SECRLTARY'S MLMO
{(8/5/77) FOR MEMORANOUM 10 TIIE EXECUTLIVE DIRECTOR

~FOR OPLRAII0IS

COVER MEMO

1. Pagel
Comment
The statement, "It is apparent that no single set of guidelines
can be both versatile and definitive encugh to provide detailed
instructions...,” is undermined in the same paragraph by the state-
ment that no additional internal offiée guidelines will be"neces-
sary." The former is more realistic and tie latter should be
replaced by a statement to the effect, "The willingness and ability
of staff offices to prepare imbact-value assessments will be im-
proved if each major office develdps an internal set of instructions
to aid them in carrying out the analysis., A file of illustrative
examples within the area of concern of each office could also be
useful."” This change is consistent with the Commissioners' request
that program offices develop IVA action plans, consistent with the

" general NRC-wide guidelines.

The second bullet point emphasizes the subordinate role of impact-
value assessment to health, safety, and national security. For

example, if a regulatory action reduces the risk of accidents,

- - v - ‘ e & - .
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5. Ve, / NUCLEAR RECULATORY COMMISSION
L ﬁ 3 . VIASHINIGTON, D, & 20588 - 82 - ]
:’?‘ 4} A i . ol
& April 15, 1976
- ’ ) . ]
onta CF THE ' o ‘ i
CHAIRMAN to | :
MEMORANDUM FOR: Lee V.?Gcssiz:k. _
TROM: Rillias .
svzszer:’ DMPACT VAL zsn . 1
During its initfal year, the Cocmissicn has =ade it clezr that =oc caly

vas NZC to =eet its ‘"“da_gn.a_ saf.cy aad other STatulory mandates,
but that we were goizg to do i: =cre eZfectively azd efficiencly.

&s you knew, an izportaz: element of the zcsism grogTaa to ac.icvc o T
tiese gcals was the imtreducsion of the use of izpacz/value zssesszoncs
in evalu2zi=g preposed Tegulatory actions. Such zssesssents wvere to
serve to Dake the conseguences ¢f our possible acsiczzs =ore explicic,
through concrets ceasures suzh 2s pnu=ters cf Eealth effacze, cr
€sllars-znd-cents, cr pages of papercrl, ete. Ia pariicular, the
Regulatory Reguirements Zeview Co——izzee was to =zke Sull use of these
2sserszeats o cdo its jeb dec:zer.

Feceatly, I wzs told that tize cut of mine rece=: 2°C 2cticns vera bazed
en izpzct/value cssesscests, so I asked o see the tackup doeuzez: T=e

-

2csesszents iz these doc"-e..s are 2 good start and I a= very *:p-eci;:i?.
o--ch.s. Zcwever, I'a sure we 211 égree thzact therse if rooz feor i=provena=:

- ’ 0 -

T.e cbjestive of this process sheuld be to relace exrert Ideas and judgmes ¢
throoch concrere expressicns of public bemefiss zmé putlic costs. Oely i E
this way can we zssuse the public thas we zre =ot enly protecting their 3
safery 2=¢ the ezvis nzenl, bul ve are deing i:r witheus uSnecessaty c¢r :
counter-greductive reguiresencs. ‘ : : i
I zesegnize thas ic' § ToT 21 easy task to assure safercy. I is eves hz=2: |

to do It efficiently. 3Suc thai is NAC's task, azd — 35 T Y=mou yeu Sully
agree — we Zust continue to fizd ways to do i: betrer. §

- g

ec: Actizg Chalrzan Rowden : . :
Cozmissicner Cllinsky .3
Cezmissioner Mascn :
Coz=issioner Xannedy :
2ea iluber=an ' ;

Pecer Strauss
Sa= Chill b

B s R ]

. $ i Enclosure G
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this wéuld show up in the calculation of value. Naturally, protec-
tion should err on the conservative side when doubt or unceriainty
exists. Thus, the statement should be revised to state "Although
impact-value analysis is subordinate to the protection of health,
safety, national secvrity, and environmental quality, progress
toward reaching the goal can be aided by well-informed use of

analytical tools."”

Although a relatively minor matter, NRC should settle on one
standard name and punctuation: I-V, V-I, V/I, or I/V. Impact
value most closely corresponds to cost-benefits and the .lash might

be confused with a division sign or a2 numerical ratio.

RESEOHSE

MBO VI, Part A has been amended to include a section which tracks

implementation of the value-impact guidelines.

Bullet number two has been revised.

-

The quidelines now direct that the "value-imnact" he the

standardized term used agency-wide,

Page 2

Comment

The first sentence stating, “The NRC staff has been receptive...

to the maximum extent possible" appears to conflict with the practice

v
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to date since there has been less utilization of impact-value
assessments than would have been desirable. This also applies
to the statement on the issuing memorandum that "For the most
part, V/I assessment is already an integral part of evaluation."

Thus, these sentences should ve deleted.

The guidelines should be more specific on the monitoring role to

be played by EDO.

Response

Sentences have been deleted.

The revised MBO VI, Part A and the EDO's memo to offices provide

more specificity on the EDO's monitoring role.

GUIDELINES SUMMARY

[ abnsthe. St B .. W A

}

3. Page i
Comment
The introductory paragraph on costs should be revised as follows,
to reflect a slight change of emphasis: "Costs are an important
factor in regulatory matters so that priorities can be set to direct
efforts toward the greatest feasible attainment of these goals."
Response
The paragraph has been revised,
felm N SIRLETE T AL N W e e g ol B R e R . R e S ; o P S T 4_.‘_-*..._;_._-_"—?



4.

5.

Page i1

Comment
Contrary to the statement given, the impact-value assessment or at
least its major findings and con-lusions should be placed in an

explicit, separate, identifiable section. This will promote (1)

visibility and (2) allow review of whether a complete analysis has

actually been done. The format should promote a comprehensive,
well-documented analysis of important variables in a uniform,

systematic fashion,

The discussion on the origin of the term, impact-value assessment,
goes tuc ¥ar in trying to compensate for pessible misperceptions.
The draft should be corrected by changing "usually perceived" to
"sometimes misperceived," and by replacing "This was felt to be

inappropriate for regulatory purposes, ..." with "In fact....".

Response

Page ii has been revised.

Page iii -

Comment
In the course of an impact value-assessment, the staff should
identify a range of alternative objectives except where the objec-

tives are unarguable, defined by statute, or Commission action.

Response

See changes to Page ii.

- —— -
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6. Page vi ' :

Comment

o

§ 2

The statement that "It is unlikely that many value-impact analyses
will necessitate such detailed discussions" should be removed,

to avoid hinting the pro-forma, sketchy treatment will suffice. ‘
Instead, examples illustrating thé length and depth of the assess-

ments, indicating man-hours of preparation time would be helpful

s 853 £ 30

to office users.

Response

The statement in question has been modified and Appendix Il pre-

sents a discussion of the resource requirements which can be expected

|

to accompany the implementation of the value-impact guidelines.

GUIDELINES TEXT

7. Page 2

Comment
The draft should indicate that, where uncertainty makes single-

number estimates tenuous, the estimation of values for a whole set

of scenarics of postulated risk levels can be adopted.

Response
A footnote has been added to Page 2.
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8. Page 3. ' - -
Comment : Folee g ; E
Revise the guidelines to emphasize that examples of items that do F

and do not require 1mpact;va1ue assessments should be identified.

It should also be mentioned that a series of "minor" actions may

have a large cumulative impact on the public.

e 2k 5. Dall B

Response
Appendix II presents examples of papers which do or don't require

value-impact assessments.

A footnote stressing the cumulative impact of "minor" actions has

been added.

9. Page 4

Comment

The statement that "ultimately, all policy decisions must involve
"judgment" is true, but it gives the impression that analysis is
totally subjective. The addition of two more sentences would clarify
the reason for assessments: "The whole purpose of the analysis is

to explicitly document the value judgments made and force recogni-
tion of implicit assumptions. ‘This then allows the analyst, decision-

maker, or member of the public to scrutinize the assumptions and see
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the basis behind the decision." Change the first sentence in the
last paragraph to emphasiz; the need to consider staff resource re-
quirements Ss well. —Fér”eﬁample. “Value/Impact Analysis should be
conduc;ed for proposed.regu1atory actions which may impose a burden
on the public or Cmmmissibn staff. This especially applies to

effects from a continuing action."
Response

Comments have been accommodated with exception of the reierence

to burden on Commission staff. Attention is directed to former
Chairman Anders' memo (attached to the guidelines). Although

staff costs .hould not be neglected, the intent of requiring value-

impact assessments was to minimize any unnecessary burden on licensees

and the general public.

10. Page §

Comment /

More guidance should be given on how impact-value assessment can

be integrated with otheq&ypes of analysis (e.g., environmental

impact statements).

The general rule that the depth of ana1}sis depends on the anticipated
magnitude of impacts and values is not disputed. However, the scope
and depth of the assessments could be clarified by mere specific

guidance or examples so that the process does not become burdensome

or superficial.

Response

Text states that a separate value-impact statement, which summarizes
alternatives, should accompany the cover memo when an environmental

impact statement is sent to the Commission.
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2.

13.

Page 7°

Comment
The guidelines could also state the u: :fulness of actaching a range
of probabilities to the accidents, besides showing a range of man-

rem doses, if sufficient information is available.

Response

See response No. 7.

Page 17

Comment

The guidelines mention the omission of sunk costs and the need to
analyze marginal quantities, but the reasons why are not explained
thoroughly enough for non-economists to understand. Some further

explanation would be helpful.

Response

Discussion on Page 17 has been expanded.

Page 19

Comment

The discussion of private sector costs should distinguish between
real resource costs and changes in the distribution of wealth. It
should also provide more guidance on what costs are to be included

and how they are to be weighted.

— g | R el W
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Response

[First comment yet to be accommodated.]

It is not recommended that costs be weighted since such a practice would

introduce additional subjectivity into the analysis.

Page 23

Comment
More emphasis should be placed on sensitivity analysis and para-

meter testing. A single number derived'from a narrow set of restric-

tive assumptions may be less useful than a raige of reasonable figures.

RESQOHSC

See response No. 7.

Page 24

Comment
Non-economists unfamiliar with the concept may need more of an
explanation of the rationale for discounting and the choice of an

appropriate rate.

The current edition of Grant's book was co-written with Ireson and

Leavenworth.

- -mmg’r rA———'-— -w‘—vl Alm- I .
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Response

There is no agreement among economists regarding the appropriate

rate. Therefore, it is recommended that analysts follow OMB's directive
which at least will allow for consistency governmenc-wide. OMB

Circular A-94 directs that a 10% discount rate must be used and that

one higher and one lower rate be included in analyzing deferred costs

and benefits.

Citation for Grant's book has been changed.

Page 25

Comment .

To l1imit the possibility of confusion in the handling of inflation,
it would be helpful to defir: criteria for deciding when inflation
factors should be included. The foli. “=~g points need to be con-
sidered: Pure monetary inflation, where prices and wages rise
uniformly, should not bg factored in. Resources whose prices are
rising faster than the general rate of inflatior can be included
under certain circumstances. The numbers of both benefits and
costs inflate over time. The use of nominal dollars which are not
deflated toc a common year's dollars is misleading. In addition, one
treads a fine 1ine in estimating these rates. It should be noted
that high inflation rates have not been the predominant historical

trend over the long run.

Response
Based upon a review of value-impact analyses conducted over the

past year, very few will require that future inflation rates be

.y —
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18.

k|

addressed. The guidelines now contain a reference for a more

detailed discussion of incorporating anticipated inflation into

an analysis.

Page 26

" Comment

A more detailed bibliography, separated by topics, would be helpful.

Response

The bibliography now contains annotation.

Appendix !

Comment

The definitions of benefit and cost on this page [p.3] are circular
and should be deleted. Also, the last paragraph on page 3 and the

first sentence on page 4 should be deleted because they do not add

new information to an understanding of impact-value assessment

and are, in a few instances, self-contradictory.

RESEOHSE

Definitions are believed to be correct although they may appear to

be circular. Costs and benefits as generally estimated are mirror
images of each other and it is often arbitrary whether an impact

is catagorized as one or the other, For example, suppose that
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Norman M. Haller, Director
Office of Management & Program Analysis

FROM:  Martin 6. Malsch
Chief Regulations Counsel —_——
Office of the Executive Legal Director

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF AGENCY-WIDE VALUE-IMPACT GUIDELINES

OELD has only one comment on the existing guidelines for conducting value-

impact analysis. The guidelineg provide that cost considerations may

not take precedence over considerations of health, szfety, environment,

or national security, and imply-that cost considerations are relevant only
in choosing among alternative means in realizing equivalent benefits in
requlatory matters. The Commission itself needs to address whether cost
considerations may play a role in health, safety, and national security
issues. The present guidelines provide for only limited consideration

of cost in this context, and there has been considerable debate as to
whether the Commission could or snould broaden the role of cost considera-
tions in this regard. The guidelines could be made more explicit on

this point and/or public comment could be focused on this matter. Also,
the 1imited role provided for cost considerations in making environmental
decisions is not entirely consistent with the Coomission's interpretation
of NEPA. NEPA clearly contemplates that cost could be the deciding factor

in some instances.
/, ' A

Martin G. Malsch

Chief Regulations Counsel

Office of the Executive
Legal Director
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Norman M. Haller, Director
Office of Management and Program Analysis

FROM: James R. Shea, Director
' Office of International Programs
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF AGENCY-WIDE VALUE-IMPACT GUIDELINES

In response to your memorandum of February 16, IP concurs in general
in the draft Value-Impact Guicelines. Also, there are no office-
specific value-impact guidelines in use by IP.

Since the majority of IP's Commission papers involve export license
requests or other matters.which do not require a value-impact statement,
I recommend that there be no requirement to explain the lack of a
value-impact statement repetitively in each IP Commission paper.
Accordingly, the first paragraph on page iii of the guidelines should

be modified as follows:

A11 Commission papers classified as either "Commission Action Items",
"Policy Session Items", or "Consent Calendar Items" should be accom-
panied by a value-impact statement or an explanation of the reasons
for not including a statement, unless the action involved is non-
regulatory (e.g., paper recommends that the Chairman sign a Tetter to
2 Congressman) or the regulatory action is "routine" or recurring in
nature (e.g. approval of an export license for low-enriched uranium).

zfz 3442£2¢L.
James/R. St

1ea, Director
O0ff1¢€ of International Programs

e e
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Norman M. Haller, Director
Office of Management and Program Analysis

FROM: Dudley Thompson, Executive Officer for
Operations Support
Office of Inspection and Enforcement

SUBJECT: | REVIEW OF AGENCY-WIDE VALUE-IMPACT GUIDELINES

In response to your memorandum dated February 16, 1979, subject as
above, we gave IE staff members the opportunity to comment on
Commissioner Bradford's question of whether the need to conduct
value-impact assessments has discouraged the development of new
regulatory requirements. A1l respondents reported that they had
noted no instances where this requirement had discouraged develop-
ment of regulatory requirements. One Headquarters Division reported
that the requirement for value-impact assessments has resulted in
more time being needed to initiate new regulations and Regulatory
Guides. .

We have no comments on the Guidelines for Conducting Value-Impact
Analysis. »

? o
,(////(% jl-!fu. ,’;»’--C\\
Oudley ,Thompson / .
Executive Officer for

Operations Support
Office of Inspection

and Enforcement

. Moseley
Thornburg
Howard
Sniezek

. Grier, RI

. 0'Reilly, RII
. Keppler, RIII
Seyfrit, RIV
. Engelken, RV

AxLLomoamI =
- - - . - - - - -
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Norman M. Haller, Director ;
Office of Management and Program Analysis

THRU: f aniel J. Donoghue, Director
Office of Administration

FROM: J. M. Felton, Director
. Division of Rules and Records, ADM

SUBJECT: - REVIEW OF AGENCY-WIDE VALUE-IMPACT GUIDELINES

The Office of Administration has no specific comments on the "Guidelines
for Conducting Value-Impact Analysis" attached to your memorandum of
February 16, 1979. We do, however, offer the following general comments:

We suggest that the Federal Register notice, which will request comments
on Guidelines, reference Executive Order 12044 and note that NRC is
developing criteria for detérmining when a "regulatory analysis" will

be prepared. The notice should also indicate that these criteria may

be somewhat different than the criteria contained in the Guidelines for
determining when a value/impact statement will be prepared.

With respect to your question concerning office-specific-quidelines,

the Office of Administration does not have office-specific guidelines for
conducting value-impact analyses. We have, however, developed "Guidelines
for the Preparation of Report Justification Analyses" covering reporting
requirements subject to the Federal Reports Act (copy enclosed). These
guidelines contain much of the information contained in the value impact
guidelines, but were adopted specifically to meet GAO's requirements in

4 CFR Part 10. We have no objection to making these quidelines available
for public comment. '

We are not aware of any instance where the preparation of value-impact
analysis has resulted in the abandonment of a proposed regulation,

although it may have led to the imposition of less costly alternatives.

We are also not aware of any instance where the requirement for the
preparation of a value/impact analysis has discouraged regulatcry initiatives

on necessary health and safety issues. ;:/"{/
' >

J. M. Felton, Director
Division of Rules and Records
Office of Administration

Enclosure: As stated




- GUIDELINES FOR THE PREPARATION OF REPORT JUSTIFICATION ANALYSES

FOR THE COLLECTION OF INFORHATION SUBJECT YO GAO CLEARANCE

The following guidelines are provided to assist offices in the

preparation of report justification analyses for initiating or continuing

NRC requirements for the collecticn of information (hereinafter referred

to. as reporting requirements) subject to GAO clearance. The analysis

should demonstrate (a) the NRC's need for the report (b) the cost to

respondents and the NRC of preparing the report and utilizing the data,

(c) the alternatives considered, (d) an assessment of the value/impact to

respondents and the NRC, and (e) a statement of those persons consulted in

tﬁe development of the requirement and the value/impact analyses data.

I. NEW REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

A. Need for the Report

It must be established that the information to be reported is necessary

.for the conduct of the NRC reguiatory program, and not merely useful

or interesting. It is also necessary to demonstrate how the information

will be used to serve a regulatory need. Among the items to be dis-

. cussed are:

1.

2.
Ay -
8,

The health, safety, environmental, security, legal or administrati;e
requirements necessitating data collection.

How and by whom the information will be used.

How the information to be reported will meet the above needs.

What the impact would be of not obtaining the information.

B. <Cost or Burden to Respondents and NRC

. It is necessary to determine the costs or burden to respondents imposed

as a result of the reporting requirement, and the coscs to the MRC in

-
e

‘
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analyzing or otherwise utilizing the data. Such costs should be con-
sidered both in terms of dollar costs and manpower costs. In general, &
this may be done in terms of costs to the average respondent; however,
where there is expected to be a wide range in the anticipated costs to
_ respondents, the limits of the range should also be indicated. In
determining the real costs or the burden of the reporting requirement
upon respondents, GAQ encourages the use of pretests or surveys. Among
the items to be considered are:
1. The methodology utilized in the analysis of costs:

(2) How were the costs determined?

(b) Who determined costs?

1 %4

(c) What assumptions were made in performing the cost analyses?
2. The cost analysis should include, where applicable, estimates of
cost to:
(a) The licensee.
(b) The industry.
(c) Agreement States.
(d) The NRC.
(e) Other elements of Federal, State and local governments.
3. Costs to Licensee and to NRC should include:
(a) Cost of collection/compilation.
(b) Cost of analysis.
(¢) Cost of reproduction/distribution.
(d) Cost of storage/retention.

4. Were respondents consulted as to estimated costs, and were pretests

or surveys utilized?
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5. Will the respondent incur costs in developing the information or is
the information alrthdy avaiIablg in the respondent‘s files?

6. Has the total respondent universe been identified? What is the
total cost to affected respondents (average costs x respondent
universe)?

7. Are the cost estimates consistent with histor*caI data and cost
trends for similar data requirements? ’

8. Considering that small business enterprises may have limited
staff and resources, discuss the ability of respondents to develop
the data and to bear the costs associated with the reporfing
requirements. |

Identify and Evaluate Alternative Data Sources and Other Alternatives

Considered

. In recommending the proposed reporting requirement in its present form,

various alternatives must have been considered. This section 15 to

collect information concerning the alternative sources of data con-

. sidered and the alternatives considered to make the reporting requirement

less burdensome upon respondents.

1. Alternative Data Sources.

(a) Method of search for alternative data sources should be
described. Analysis may encompass data from:
(1) NRC
(2) Open literature
(3) Other government agencies (Federal, State and local).
(4) Review of licensee files. |

(5) Industry sources




T

(b) Any overlap or Qupliéation of the propoced reporting require-
2nt with other NRC reporting requirements should be
identified.

(¢) The search for alternative data sources may result in cne
or more of the following conclusions which should be dis-
cussed:

(1) No alternative data source exists?
(2) Source exists for part of data required?
(3) Source exists for complete data requirement?

(d) The rationale should be provided for rejecting alterﬁat1ve
sources, such as: |
(1) High cost of obtaining or reconfigurirg data?

(2) Lack of timeliness of data?
(3) Lack of quality of data.

(4) Lack of availability of data?
(5) Incompleteness of data?

Other Alternatives Considered

(a) Would a one-time survey be adequate for NRC's regulatory
need?

(b) Would sampling and spot checking suffice for regulatory need?

(c) Was feasibility of reducing the number or types of respondents
subject to reporting reqdirements considered?

(d) Would less detailed information be sufficier*?

(e) Can the frequency of reporting be reduced?

/f) Would .lternate methods of information collection meet the

regulatory need with less burden on the respondents?




(g) Could .standardized reporting forﬁ or coded data element

responses be useq rather than narrati&e type responses?
(h) Would extrapolation from known data suffice?
(i) Describe any other alternatives considered to make the
reporting requirement less burdensome upon respendents or
‘to reduce the number or type of respondents subject tq the
reporting requirement. |

Value/Impact Assessment

This section is designed to assess the value of the reporting require-
ment in relation to its burden upon respondents and the needs
of the regulatory program. .
1. Any benefit resulting from NRC receipt of this information which
accrues to the following groups should be fdentified:
(a) Licensees .
(b) Industry
(c) Agreement States
(d) NRC
(e) Other government agencies
(f) The public
2. Where possible, benefits should be quantifiéd and a common unit
of measure developed.
3. Qualitative benefits should be identified and described in detail.
4. Total value derived from imposing the reﬁgrting requirement
should be determined on an annual basis.

5. Impacts, other than direct costs, should be identified, and where

- —— —

:
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possible, quantified.'

Total impact, including cost, <hould be determ: ned.

Total fipact should be compared with total value.
A value/impact comparison should also be made tetween the

proposed reporting requirement and the major alternatives

considered.

E. Consultations Qutside the NRC

et

This section should discuss consultations with other Federal,

|

State or local agencies and with respondents fo demonstrate that
available sources of information have been considered and'thét
the cost estimates -are realistic. '
1. Who was consulted? i
2. Did consultations include a representative cross-section of
agencies and respondents? .
3. Discuss any unresolved problems following guch consultations.
4. Discuss the extent to which comments of those consulted are ;~;4
reflected in the reporting requirement. "'4
5. Did licensees have actual notice of the proposed ;eporting ” i
requirement or did the NRC limit netice to publication in the
Federal Register. E
-
o i . e T T o e e e S et LA A T,
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II. RENEWAL OF GAO CLEARANCE ON EXISTING
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

A reports justification anmalysis for the renewal of a prior GAO
clearance which is about to expire must be prepared in accordance

_ with the requirements for new reporting requirements as set forth in
Part I. To the extent that the data is still current, information
previousTy prepared may be incorporated by reference. Costs should

be updated.

The following information also should be furnished:

a. A statement deiailing the specific use that was actually
made of previously collected information.

b. Copies of any reports' or other analyses prepared as a result
of the reporting requirement should be appended to or referenced
in the value/inpact appraisal.

c. A statement explaining the circumstances which make continued
use of the reporting requirement necessary.

d. If a change is to be made in an existing reporting requirement,
a statement should alsc be furnished explaining the extent

of the revisions and the reasons therefor.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Norman M. Haller, Director
Office ‘of Management and Program Analysis

FROM: Learned W. Barry
Controller
SUBJECT: . REVIEW OF AGENCY-WIDE VALUE-INMPACT GUIDELINES

1 appreciate the opportunity to review the Value-Impact Guidelines as
requested in your February 16, 1979 memo. The Controller's office
does not currently have any specific value-impact guidelines to be
published for public comment. '

It is expected that shortly OMB Circular A-76 will be issued prescribing
the Government's policy for distributing work between the Government
and the private sector. Cost analysis will be an integral part of

this decision. As a supplement to the Circular, a Cost Comparison Hand-
book will be issued which explains in detail how cost comparisons are

to be completed. This Handbook ¢could be a valuable aid in completing
the value-impact analysis. You may want to consider checking the
value-impact analysis for compatibility with the methcdology presented
in the OMB Handbook. Also, the Handbook could make a useful addition

to your reference iist.

Enclosed are the latest drafts of the Circular and Handbook. When they
are finalized, we will forward a copy.

EEearned W. §§::§§”’

. ) _ Controller

Enclosures:
As stated

i

|
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Norman M. Haller, Director

Office of Management and Program Analysis

FROM: R. S. Brown, Jr., Assistant to

the Director and Chief,
Program Support Branch, NMSS

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF AGENCY-WIDE VALUE-IMPACT GUIDELINES

The

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards has reviewed your

request for information concerning the agency-wide value-impact guide-
lines sent to us on February 16, 1979.

The

1 .

NMSS staff:

Has reviewed and commented on the agency-wide value-impact guidelines
as a prelude to publishing them in the Federal Register;

Has reviewed the NMSS office level guidelines to determine if they
should be made available for public comment; and

Has been given the opportunity tc provide written comments on
whether the guidelines had in any way discouraged the development
of rew regulations.

Concerning the first item, the staff had many comments. The following
highlights these comments. Attached are all comments received from
divisions, branches, sections, and individual staff members as requested.

The term "value-impact" was conceived by the Commission and only

NRC uses this terminology. A1l other Federal agencies use the term
"cost-effectiveness" for this type of analysis. Terms are important.
The explanation of the differences in the guidelines is purely
semantic and is more on an academic basis than operational.

Nowhere in the guidelines is there any discussion of the problem
formulation stage, which is the first and most important step of
a cost-effectiveness analysis or a value-impact analysis.




Norman M. Haller -2

At present the value-impact analysis must be completed by the time a
requlatory action is made available for public comment. This does
not mean that ,it was prepared in time for use by a "decision maker".
Arguments can be made that they are prepared too late in the process,
and thus their utility can be questioned.

The circumstances when a value-impact analysis should be prepared

are too broad. Everything NRC does is a burden on some segment of
society. VYet, many of our regulatory actions would be considered

only a minor burden on anyone. The guidelines might specify that
value-impact analysis would be undertaken only when the decision maker
(e.g., Director-level of staff or the Commission) judged that the cost

of error in choosing the wrong alternative is deemed to be significantly
greater than the cost of the anaiysis. The threshold criteria would
include consideration of Loth adverse health and safety consequences and
economic impacts. The guidelines also might include some quantitative
criteria as to how both the economic and health and safety criteria should
be evaluated in making this determination. This decision of course would
be formally documented with narrative as to why a value-impact analysi
was or was not required. ‘

In addition, it should be realized that Regulatory Guides are not substitutes
for regulations and compliance with them is not required. On this basis,

one can question why a value-impact analysis should be done on them in

the first place.

The guidelines indicate that value-impact analysis should be complementary

to the more inclusive pro/con discussion usually contained in staff papers.

If the value-impact analysis is to assist the decision maker in identifying

a preferred choice among possible alternatives, the analysis should

address the pros (values) and cons (impacts) in some <etail. Thus, it

would seem the value-impact analysis should be more inclusive than the

pro/con discussion in staff papers. The pro/con discussion should, therefore,
be mostly extracted from the value-impact analysis.
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