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ST17'T% is an erbitious long-term effort to describe, in
considerable detszil, the course of a core disruptive accident
(CD4) in a very complex systex. The work is progressing
satisfactorily, but I ar not convinced that it will soon
converge on a validated ability sufficient for use in licensing
analyses, Under present LIrix prograr and budzet circumstances,
iorti:uin: the SIITEE effort at its current level is a progran

UXUTY

Perheps further development should be left to organizations,
principally abroad, havirg more immediate needs for SIMIEE.
The use of the prosram for 2/1P and Class G accident studies
ie reassuring about its value, however, end support for these
purposes is justified.

Since STIT'Z2 dweils 80 strongly on the CDA, it reflects
a more deep-seated problem of safety research resource allocation.
I will return to this point later.

The Sandia Laboratory procram is generally productive and

illuminating. I have more cornfidence in the validity and

tilitvy of experimental programs than in the complex computer
codes which ere so difficult and ambiguous to validate., I would
encourase continued,and increased, support for the S!L experi-
mental program, especielly in view of their unusual large=scale
facilities. In particuler, I recomnend special emphasis on
investigations of the fuel-coolant interaciion (FCI), an issue
which remains controversial.

The small program on elevated temperature design methods
and materials properties is at too modest a level to be nuch
of a contributor to the field, nor to provide NRC with &
back-up consuliative staff for LMFER licensing analyses. I believe
the resources allocated here could be used more effectively
elsevhere in the overall prograxn.
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The Sandia programs on LMFER accident delineation and the
COUTLIN code ere patterned, methodologically, on WASF-1400
adapted to LIMF3R claracteristics. So far as it goes, it is a
recessery pert of the LI'FZR safety assessment prograrc. ViSH=1L00,
and in fort all eirmilar reactor safety analyses, largely are

irited to deterninirc the radiological hazard to the public
health and safety resulting from a reactor accident. There
appear to be other resl hazards which have not been considered
exrlicitly in sccident conseguence analyses., This omission

nay distort research prograr. priorities and resource allocations,

In these Sandia programs, a&s in SIITICR, most of the effort
focusecs on the CD: since it is this which resulis in the greatest
relesse of redioactivity and challenge to the containment., The
cuestionc ere: how badly is the core disrupted, how energetic
is the evert, what happens to the debris, does the reactor vessel
survive, how well does the containment prevert undue exposure of
the pubtlic to radiological hazards? The CD. in the LMNFZF end the

LWR Clese 9 accident are similsr situstions.

The Ti:1 accident hes demonstrated thet an LVWR core can suffer
severe dama-e, but the containment protects the public from
radiolorical harzm. BHowever, THI reveals the possibility for
other hazards to the public health than radioactive releases alone.

Continued mental stress, unresolvable hy the person subjected
to it, ie becoring recocrizec as a factor in the health of en
individuasl. It can lead to personality difficulties, somatic
illnesses, alcoholism, loss of productivity, even suicide. These
effects are far more difficult to identify and measure cozpared
to maneren exposures, but they are not negligible.

Thus & reactor safety analysies logic which assesses the
probatility of a CDA, how energetic it might be, how well the
containment will mitigate the release of radiosctivity, and
finally the readiological hazard to the public is necessary but
not sufficient., It ignores what may be fhe zajor challenge to
rublic health if indeed the radioactive release is negligible,

Ti.e grave concerns that some individuals will continue to have if
they are living in a comnunity or near a reactor building containing
& mass of core debris may be & eignificant hazard.

In the light of these thoughts, I heve the following recommenda=-
tions recardins allocation of reactor safety research and analysis
resource allocations,

Principal priority and emphasis be placed on prevention as
compared vwith mitigation.
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Ar effort be initiatec 1O put on gquantitative terns the
hazards tc public hezltil arieins frox mentesl siress and its
consequences, corperatle to what we now knov about assessing
radiolorical hazzric.

! comprelensive stuly of relevant inetitutional problems be
undertaker by the Congress, or by some agency it sel=cts, but
protably not by either I'R” or industry. The KRC traditionally
has limited its reactor safety gtudies to technology &alone.
™1 vas rot so much a failure of technology as it was a failure
of inetitutione and pecple. Urless we do better in these areas,
the far:ly c¢f improved reactors vith better prevention and
pitipaticn features, may sti1]1 encounter sirilar difficulties.



