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SECOND PLENARY SESSIOu

The mgeting vas convaned at 3:1
notice, with Gaecrge Seqge, Projact ''anager, OfIice ¢f zcliicy
Evaluation, presiding,

PRESENT:

Mssrs. Seyea, 2raiburn, Sridenbausgh, Purstein,
Charnoff, Cochran, Dardy, Cisanbud, 'vtt, Joksimevic, "outs,
laPcrte, lava, revine, lLewis, “alsch, Lovrance, aclean,
“axey, Mazur, O'Sconnell, Okrent, Paige, Perrow, Salisbury,

sSheléon, Slovic, Starr, Tarme, lald, Zaobroski, et al...
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MR, SFGE: ~god rorning. %alcome to tha second day
of %he YRC safety Board Workshop. ''e are starting ocut t:. .
day with a plenary session davoted to interim repcorts from
each of the three nanels, ‘or the purpose of letting each
ranel know what is happrening in the other pranels, and perhap
jenerata scme cross-fartilization of idaas for tha continuing
discussien,

After the rercrts of the panel chairmen, thare will
be cpportunity for other participants to offar comments and
suggestions and viewpoints, particularly wvith rascect to
subiect matter that is dealt with in rpanels other than treir
om, sO that the further discussicns today could progress in
directions that wculd be helpful towards a g00dé interfacial
consideration of the subject in the plenary session tcmorrcow.

Sefore turning tc the report of tha first panel,
Walt Kato has a ccuple of announcements to make, WwWalt?

PR, XATO: Good merning. Yow that you all know who
you are, would you please turn your namecards arcund so that
the cther panel members can identify you, Thank you very
muche.

I have got a couple of announcements. The reccriing
£irm, the repcrters, have indicated that transcripts arce
available if you wish, hovever, the charges for tha

-

transcripts will »e to you, not to the wvorksihor, so I juse
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|
1 wanted to warn you that if you sign up for transcripts, the

2 bill will g0 to you or your company, and so I am just so

3 l warning you, |

4 DR, JORSIMOC'IC: “ow serious are t e ccnsecuences? ;
1) . T

B PR, XATO: don't know, I asked the reporter, but |
|

he vasn't sure sither. There is an amcunt menticned on the |

sheet, but he is not sure -- that the is the standard charje

>

8 | that the AC2S transcripts ara given at, and he is not sure

9 | what they will charge. I%t is very expensive.
{

10 MR, SEGE: ThanX you, Walt., I should have mentioned

11 that there is also ancther item wve have on the azenia this

|
12 merning between the panal chairmen's raports and the discussion

13 from the floor,

14 In response to our suggestion by Gerry Charnoff, as

1S | vell as others, I asked lLester lave to give a brief highlisrt

16 | recort concerning the practices of other agencies with

17 | respect to safety joals, otrher safety requlatory ajencies,

18 | This is based -- lestar's raport is hased largely i a study |
:

19 | that he is in the process ¢f completing under contract with |

20 | 'RC, !

21 Yow, I weuld li%e to ask "r. Merbert Xcuts to give F
|

22 | tre report of Panel A, 'Herh? |

23 0R, ROUTS: Well, we arrived at u fair consensus on

a lot of things, some of which are trivial, some of which are

N
s AR

| nct, and some lack of ccnsensus on othar thinqgs, so I «will

G
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to give the flavor of things in all categories,

We d4id agree that there cught to he 7uantitative
safety goals in nuclear pcrer. “owever, it was rasalizad that
it may he difficult to implement safety goals if thay ars
constructed in poor ways, and it may be difficult at hest tc
implament safety gcals that are gquantitativa, YNow, this will
cderend on the structure of the gcals.

It will depend cn tre mechanism for determining
compliance with goals., This may carticularly at the cutset
of the establishrment of quantitative safety joals reduce their
valiue.

m™his is not a pradicticn., It is by no means clear
that this vill actually be the casa, but it is scmetihing to
bear in mind, It is a reszrvaticn to he kept in minad,

Wa agreed that t-e 7juantitative goals shcull -ave
a qualitative overlay which should be understandable tc tre
public at large, to laymen. Cne exampla of a qualitative
overlay that was presanted was nuclear powver shoulld be safer
than anv of of the compating ways cof producing electric povar,

~his was by no m=zans a unanimous view of what tre
qualitative overlay should te, There were scme resaervations
on this, and there was in ‘act a range of views as to what
the qualitative overlay should look like, but it was totall;

agreed that thera should bSe a sualitative overlay, that tha

e ——

!

goal itsel® should »e a qualitative goal, and tha 1uantitatiti
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30al should “e a means of implamenting the aualitative gcal,
intercreting it.

It vas balieved that we probably would not be able
to jump right into implementation ¢©f a juantitative safety
goal even if it i1is established, and we should not iump righ
into it., There cught to ba a transition period during which
safaty goals are used as a xind of touchstona tc establish
the validity of currently axisting regulatory practices,
zagulatcery rm_ui:dmnts .

It may in fact be a very long transition period,
ancd there is scome possibility that we never get ocut cof this
transition reriod, that this is how guantitative safaty goals
would be used even in the long run, rather than this being the
touchstone to determina whether say an individual plant is
licensahle or safe or something of the sort, that this
establishes the means by which a secondary set of recsuirements
are zstablished for making rlants or safe or scmething of the
sort.

It was noted that although wve do need -- it is
sensible to proceed wvith establishing szafety s3cals, both

of a qualitative and quantitative character, that this may

not have very nuch impact on nuclear pcver plants until, ch,
say about the turn ¢f the century, considering the pause in
censtruction which now exists, uniess these safety jcals

t
]
|
orovidia same tasis whereby rlants currently “eins ccnstructedj
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Lﬁca:efully to astablish whether cr nct wve 40 wvant conservatisnm

€
ara backfittad with faaturas that may be derived as a result

of safety gcals having "een established, and if this is the
casa, if the real application of safety gcals, the real
importance, is to be attachecd to plants which are, say 22
years down the line, we will have to be juite forwvard-
thinking in the way we construct these zcals,

™ea& turposes of safety jcals were discussad, and
w@ agreed cn two reascns for having safety gcals, just as a

iogical start, cne to protact the public health a. d safety,

anc two, to make the requlatory rrocess =-- tha vords are more

raticnal, Some said less irratiocnal,

It was agreed that it vas not a purpose cf safaty

joals to make nuclear cower more acceptable to the oublic,
although it was also pointad out that if safaty goals aie
establishe which do noct -- which lead to unaccertability of
nuclear powar by the public, this would be a uselass
entarprise,

"nderstandability of the safety is clearly a
required characteristic, but certainly not an chiective
eithar.,

Goals themselves could incerr-orate censervatism in

tha quantitative limits which are established, though this

[+

is nct necessarily the case, There is scre feeling that a

matter of fact the arsurent has to be looked at very

a
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in the nuclear field basad on a cest-benefit analysis,

"™he analytical mathods wheradby compliance with goals

is determined siould be corpletely realistic, That is, in
calculations, do not intrciuce conservatisms intc the
calculational methods to datermine compliance., If you are
going to put in conservatia hias, put it in tha limits
themselves, where it is clearly sean.

Wa 3id not arriva at any logical basis for
deterninirqg the cuancitative -- well, the limits to be put
into gquantitative safaety gcals, There vare sevaral
suggestions, Scme wvere partisan to one suggestion, some
partisan to another.

Some of tha suggaesticns wera that nuclear power
should preovide no greater -- cnly a given -- no more than a
given fraction to total risk ¢f man's aictivities,

Another was that nuclaar power, tha risk from
nuclear powver should be less than the risk from ccmpeting
technologies, and here there is also a viewv that competing
technologies may not simply be those that croduce
electricity, hecause in the long term, if we think, say, 27
years down the line, these may be technologies that produce
synthetic fuel, that produce space haat, and so ¢cn,

There was some Helief that limits should hHe set as

the result not of compariscns among tec.nolcgies of any kind,

but ¢n a cost-benefit basis, That is, 1if you need the

|

—
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alectricity, then yocu shou.d be willing to allow a cartain

dysbenafit as a result of it.

Finally, thera wvas some view that none 6f these is
really qoing to work, and vhat you cught to do is simply p2ick
scme numerical limits that everyone thin4s are clearly
acceptable %o the informed public and perhaps some of the
aninformed public.,

At this point, wve “egan to get into guantitative
safaty goals anc the day endec. Ve were -- the day ended as
wve began to take up the first aspects of the ACRS proposal.

R, SEGE: Trhank you, Yerh. Or. lester lLave, Panel

PR, LA™T: Aftar scme 0f the sharp words that ware
exchanged yestarday morning here, I think that those of you
in Panels A and C would have had tears roll down your cheeXs
to see formar adversaries ~etting together, congratulating

sach other on the positions they had taken con nuclear powver,

declaring that they indivicually had been wrong and scmetimes

had had impure motives. i

I an sure that GCeorjye vas =-- it was too had that e
missed the baginning of our session where we had a unaninous
vota to praise the Y2C sta‘f for cenetrating lucid documents,
for a set of wonderful tuestions, unanimously applauding the

panel titles, the membershipns, and in geaneral the set-up cf

the meeting.

b
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MR, LEIIS: T™iis is April 2nd,

R, LA'F: Indeecd, my task as a chairman was made
easy by tha lucid discussicn, and I have a set of slides to
shov you which reflects tha lucidity. Yov, lat me try.

We decidad that '@ nrad our cown set of issuez that
wa wantad to talk about, and so let me just 70 through those
rather briefly.

We started out with the usual juestion of why is
the public apprehensive, and got a wvhole set of feelings of
why that is so, ahout whether the public was ignorant, of
whether journalists were s:up.d, or had ultarior mctives aad
SO Ca.

I think that it vas pointed cut that by aad large
the public is not a set of dumb people who don't react -=- or
who react irrationally to things, The problem is one of
information, and the cost of information, but even if wa talk
about technically educatad members of the public, we don't
always get pecolie who are well-informed adbout the issues ¢f =--
such as nuclear,

cne ¢f the most impcrtant roints made in our
meeting nhad to do with whether the nuclear agency was
paranoid, and there it was remarked the only reason was that
your agency would regard itself as being singled cut is that

it doesn't <now enough about what is going on with other

industries.

|

|
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Literally every :ighe-tachnology industry arcund,
and many that are not high technolcgy are under public
scrutiny =-

"R, JO¥SIMOVIC: They are all paranoid,

DR, LAYE: Pardon me?

DR, JORSIMO’IZ: They are all paranoid,

"R, LAVE: "ell, ramember, raranocia is “elieving
that you have gnamias and Seing wreng about that, I think

trat the answer is no, hig> technology and so on, thay are

nct parancid, There r=2ally ara all sorts of pecples cut there

who 3on't e-
"OICE: You know the saying, aven paranoids have
anamias,

DR, LAVE: We talked about how it is that th

ragulat.ory process can be znhanced, and that was really much

more a natter of trying to get the right questions answerad

instead of worrying abcut vhy some single group wvas being, cr
b { 9

some group was being singlad cut,

I think that the general comments reflected that
the nuclaar industry is not heing singlad cut, that thera
really is lots of mistrust being heaped cn tachnology in
general, and cne of the characterizations wvas tc try and

diffarentiate Hetween the sort cof inheren*t feelings peovle

have azcut taechnolegy.

There ara a set cf tachnology ocvtimists who regard
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what h2as heen going on in che last hundred or so yarrs as

“eing the best thing that aver hapoened to the huma. race,

and velieving that tha faster wve implement new technoloqgy the

better off we will all he.

Npposing them are a set of technological
pessimists who don't ragar< what has heen happening as
marvelous for the human raca, vho see disastrous pctential
all the time.

One wvay ¢ sort of phrasing that issue was, is it

necessary that all problams with a technolcgy be solvad hefore

trat technology is implemented, and you get quite diffarant
ansvers fram the tvo sroups on that %ind of a question.,

Tha second area that we were trying to lock at was
what should t. e regulators have in mind when they are trying
to go atout looking at safcty, and hara wve vare trying to
sketch out what some of the relevant attributes were, and ve
rave this sort of srocery list at the top, changas in life
expectancy or changes in »ramature Jdeaths, tha difference

“atvean them raally is the axtent %o which ons agsregatas and

how cne agoracataes across individuals anéd across tima, changes

in morbidity rates, changes particularly in disability or

chronic illness, a cenaral category of nonefficience or levals

of consumption, various kinds of noneconomic or aesthetic
values such as speciess extinction and so on, institutional

%

changes, civil lirerties and so on, and the amount of

S
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resources that are requirad to be devoted to tha ragulatory
Procass per se, that is, cna of the things that nohody seanms
to want to do, which is sp:nd an indefinitely large armount
of resources on cthe requlatory precess itself,

i
|
!
|
!
|
|

And of course, life jets mora complicated still than
|

r

that, hecausa there is no =zuccinct easy wvay to tal% abcu

for example, 12,000 cases '"hera life is shortened to scma

axtent, and so0 one has to _ook at distrihutional affects in ,
|

some mcra decail, i

For exarple, which of these affaects occur ncw, vhich|
of them occur later, and hcw does cne mate the nov and later
commensurate sorahow, nNomestic and foreiyn effacts, affacts
on tha rich versus the poor, effacts con tre old versus ti
young, effects on the cublic varsus varicus cccupational
groups, or effacts on indi-iduals versus groups, 2ffects D>y
race, by gender, or by ragion, whera in sanaral, the 7Juastiocn
is, who gives and who gets.

I want to emphasize that while wve posed this seneral
sat of questions, we immecdiataly said that any ragqulatory
body that was raquired to consider all of thase explicitly
wvas never going to make a cecision, that this was simply
paralysis, but that this was the ranga of issues that ona had

to have in mind, and that if any rasulatory sody, for example,

w

focussad only on these first three cateqcriaes, of health

28 l matters, and naglected the rast, then thay were soing to ‘j
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arrive at poor decisions, 30 that this is a sort of a partial
list to %eep in nind as cn: is thinking about decisions, even
i€ one is gc.ng to do thes2 things implicitly,

e thought that 2na had to lock at scme cf the
advantages and cisadvantages of juantifying safety goals, and
I carefully redid the notes so it looks as if thara ara more
advantages than disadvantaias, even thaugh our discussion
sho.d tha revarse.

Cna of the major a !vantaces is that it allcows
compariscns to be macde wit:: other xinds of technologias, with
cthar situations in life,

If ocne is able t> siatch out some risk leveis, even
i€ they are not very craciszs, then you can dafine othar “inds
of situations., =2y analoqy with food and drugs, one of the
advantages of 7uantification is that it enables the agency to
raquire detection limits that are lass than what is
scientifically possible.

Ona of the mista:es that ™A and Cengress macde in
the early . .ys was saying that their gcal 'vas no detectasle
amount., The prciblem ies that analytical chemists wvare far

smarter than anyhody ever dreamed, and it is really a

bankrupt practice to try and talk about no detactable amounts,
|
since somebody vill find ways of datecting lavels that you

never cdrearmed possihle.

|

|

4 4 3 3 ‘

™hea third was that quantification permittad tha |
. |
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anotion of a diminimus risk. If you didn't have zuantificaticn

e ey ]

| you didn't 2now what a diminimus risk was. And then we Jet
into scme ~ore janeral advantajes of Tuantificaticn. It
permits sort of the reporting of experiasnce and of learning,
so that cne has some idea over time what your track racord f
|
has hbean, whether it is good or bnad, and what should be dorne |
about it, and permit consistent rather tran ad hoc decisiens,
It may be that in the English common law, that a
marvelous body of doctrine gats built up cover tirme, and you
are talking about a modern requlatory agancy handing out a

relactively small aumbar of decisions., It is nct juita clear

O

cut of this without scre 7uantitative frar-ewecrk,

f

|

!

|

that they ara gcing to get any consistent set cf cecisions l
|

|

|

Another notion was ocne of the ecducatioral valce [

211

of gquantificaticn bHoth inside the agency and cutside, to tell
pecrla rather precisely what you had in mind, without

reifying the numbers, that it permits cne to be fairly precise

about wvhat was intended.
A track record fcr evaluation, and then cne of tha

discussicns we had hetwvean tvo lawyvers, and I must say I anm

vary suspicious whenever t-0 lawvyers agree that something irs

marvalous because it will lesad to less litization. Thre

notion wvas that by establishing some sort of gseneric rule that

"
<
»

we would prohably hava lass litization in the future, I

et e ———————

aver had tvo econcmists togather that this change was
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marvelous because it wvould maan lass amployment of econcomists,

I need hardly say there would e a lot of suspicicus nen-
aconomists around,

In terms of some disacdvantaces, the first and

principal disadvantage is that thera is a decided tendency to

ignora matters which can't be Juantified. ‘o mattar how oftan|

one says that the followin; noticns are important, hHut can't
be juantified, people start falling in love with numbers, and
tanding to give short shrit to those natters whick can't -a.

Scrt of an ancillary problem associated with that
is that cnce ona starts ga:ting iato rcams of numbers, it is
very aasy %0 kind of camcuflage value judgments,
stick things in there and nobody saes them ajzain,

One of the problems is that many of us ara sgcale
crientad, and if you set uc a number such as getting to scre
risk level, then there is 2 fixation on that numerical scal,
peopie mcve heaven and earth to jet there, and i¢ may turn
out that you wanted to have a little bit of a more of a
balanced approach to it than simply ¢rying to meet exactly
that,

There was an issuve about vhather the analysis was
complete, There is this danger again in setting numerical
goe ls when you set those numerical gcals as to whather thay
were anccempassing all that ycu wantad to encompass,

Another issue dorm here is that the quantificatien

|
!
|
|
p—
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will Rave tha affect of pinpointing certain srortcomings, and

probably lead to a sort of a worse trouble in the short run,
that i, trhat cnce these t-ings are put dowvn on pacer, tha
agency's flaws «will he rev:alad for all the world to ses, and
it vill a2 some tima heforz some respcnsa can be made to thosa
“inds of flaws,

One id3a hers wva: whathar it wvas pcesibla &
quantify qualitative changes, such as wvar, That is, ‘vers thir
very impertant aspects that were being ignored in all this,
and then a final notion waz that at lsast if one lcoks at the
reactor safety study, there is a clear tendency for the
scals to e hidden,

That is, that one of tha advantages -- or ona of tha
attributes one would like =0 have of the system that the jcals
and tha procass he transparaent for all to see, all to arjue
about and appreciate, and the mora complex one makes tha
calculations, the less transparant these things are going to

be.

[

As Panel chairman, I carefully tried to survsy what
everybody <xnew, ané then tried to find the topics that noheldy
knew anything absut, and it turned out that tha marvelous

topic knew anything about as epistemology, and so ¢f course

wve spent a long period of time talking about that,

s

pa-
[

The idea was, what can really be quantified in th

S

L]

ar2a, and how certain can ve be about the naturas of ths

|
|
|
|
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quantification., That is, ire we going through the mediaval
exarcisa of how many fairi:s can dance on the hsad of a pin
or is thera actually somet: ing that can ke measurad that we

can have confidence in, ani this is one where we diin't

resolve things particularl; wvell, I think we are going to

nave the joy this morning cf 30ing back and scending tha vhola|

i
'
|
|
T™he idea is that wvith respect to routine oparations,:

that ve ara pretty good with quantification, figuring out i
4

morning talking about it azain.

what the consequences are cut to many decimal places, but
wr@a yOu start getting over to accidents, than thars ara a
nuncar of difficultias.

Some 2% the criticisms of A3-14270, if you
rerencar, had to do with whather the events wers actually
indecendant, whether combirations of events had daen
consilered, and then whether there were important
unrecognized events, as inevitabiy there are.

And we had some ideas about whethar you could
actually calculate wnhnat everybody would accept as upger
sounds, which was lowv enoush so that it would be meaningful
in some sense.

As I say, those issues ware not resolvad very vell,

And then, soma of the matters that wa intand to taka
up. Ve want to spend scme time on implementaticn of

Tuantitative joals., The first notion here is cne of trying to
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look at narrow technical gcals versus goals that are

understancable to the public, howv you manage to mae the two

commansurata somehow., Thi:t is also part of the notion of hew

it is that you get some wenderful giobal set of joals that we

all agree with, and then translating thenm down to weorkasl

70als, ma“ing surs that what is learned then at the level of

e

working with these joals gats translated up again inte hisgh

lavel goals, that is, makiag sure that there is censistancy

mong the varicus levals.,

And then, wve want to scend sone tina talx

L

)

ng atout

hov it is that you get tha systam %0 crerate as desisgnaé i<

-

b

ve manage to settla cn all these goals, and row i
the goal process itsalf i’
which you balieve you can et the various systa-s

as designed,

And ¢then the final area that e wvant ¢o

1 < . = . .“e
.1 be aitactad by tha 2:%aat &0

qet into is

talking about the process for what I «will call identifyvins

and involving stakeholders, that is, vho does have szandiag

here, and how much standing do they have to protest o have

their wviews wnowvn about various parts of the orocass?

T™he principal notion here is cna of trying to find

felicitous processes, that is, processaes that —anaga ¢

involve the right people in the right way, so that you manage

to jet issues rasolvad, jet compromises made rather than

having peopla go into highly dysfunctional behavior, anéd ¢n

-—

SOR——
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notion here is ona of tryiag to look at comparative
advantagas among varicus jroups.,

Well, those are notions that wve havan't gotten into
yet., I think I have porobabsly talked too lcng, and I will
stop.

MR, GEGE: Thank you, lLestar. 1"r, Paul Slovie,
Panel C,

DR, SLO"IC: Well, I think we iid rsach cne point
of consensus regarding the ACRS document, and that is we
agraed, I think, with their statement that management of
risxs is as much a sociopo.itical problem as a technical one.
After that, the going got a little bit rougher.

We spent quite a bit of time at tha beginning
trying to jet our bearings on issues such as the distinction
betwean gcals andé rules, and there was scme feeling that we
should focus on goals at this time, and that rules wera =-
quantitative rule develorment was a bit pramature.

Howevar, the subsequent discussion Lseemed to con-
found the two ajgain, reflecting what I think is a continuing
uncertainty as to how goals would »e creraticnalized or
implemented,

e scent also som2 time discussing the develooment
and the philosorhy behind the ACRS guidelines in ordar to
familiarize ocurselves with that a Sit mer2 so that we could

croceed then to discuss the sociopolitical issues relevant to

e em———————

J
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the ACRS proposal,

I think basicall our discussion did caentar on the

general Juestion, which is what are the main economic, ethical

and sccicpolitical issues iIn the formulation of nuclear opower
safety j0als, and sacondarily we did address the jvestior how
does the ACRS proposal dea. with these issuas.

e are still forrulating the answvers to thasae
quastions, but scme prelininary version of it is as follows:

Among the majcr concerns that were identifiad were
the following:

Tirst, there was concern that quantitativs goals
mijht captura or dcrminate tre decision process, driving out
valuabls gualitzative stand-rds cr procedures. For axample,
thera was concern that the jreat uncertainties in
quantifying certain factors and the problems of varifying that
thase quantitative criteria were met mistt lead to sort of
number games and hande-wavins and designed to 3ive the
illusion of satisfying thesa criteri. at the esxransa of
emphasis on some sound tried and true orinciples such as
Cefense in depth.

Tha counter to this concern was the view that
quantitative goals would rcally be only part of tha nrecass.,
They would »e designed ¢o surprlamant thiasas othar orocaduraes

rather than to replaca ther.

|} 4

s talked a bit a“out tha problem of public

!
!

|

TR e
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21
accsptance of thase gcals, I think ve prohabhly sheuld -verk

cn this scre more, but ther-e vas some =~ at laast thraas
diffarazat viaws on the imract and relevanca 3f juantitative

s to public accertance.

wl
8
(=

Scme falt that raticnal coharant scals would
enhance the public trust, ‘thich is so impertant €0 the
nuclear entercrise.

T™are were othars wvho felt that actually the
guantitative gcals might racduce confidence and trust. For
example, there was a feeling that the public would have
difficulty understanding t-sse goals, and would actually
nave more confidance in »rinciples such as defense in depth,
wrich sort of hava a ncre _Jeterministic and raassuriag
elemant to them, that the rublic scmenovw had a hettar fasl
for those kind of principlis, rather than the complex
quantitative gocals that thay don't understand and don't
celieve can he varified.

Finally, there was a viewv that in a certain sanse
these gocals could proceed indepaendent of specific cencarns
abcut public acceptance, that is, that the public shoulld bde
censultad where issues of —alues wvere relevant for
incorpcraticn iato thosa gnals, for erxample, attitule tovards
catastrophic loss of life, cor the importance cf that is an
{issue wrere sociatal values should come intec play, out that

rasically these joals wvers to be used as guides for dacision-




29

making on trha nart of hodiis such as the ACRS, and that they
could procaed -- they woull be valuable in that light alone,
ragardless of the impact on public acceptanca.

*'@ll, I think there was a lot of =-- as you can see,
there are different pcsitions, and there is no agreemant on
that point.

Secondly, we considarad the orenlem of scale, which
saared not to be reflected in the ACRS document, and that is,
does it mnake a differenca ‘hethar you ara Zesigning goals
a systam with 50 reactors or 100 reactors, or cerhaps a
thousand reactcors? There - as a feeling that it &l
diffarance. For example, =hera 'vas concern that tihcr: night
cma slippags in the design, licansing, monitor
amergancy rasponse capabil ties as a function of larse scale,
and that these prohlams nesced %0 te adiressed.

There vas also a feeling that scale would =-- this
is a related ;roblem == that scala -vould affect tha
availability of trained personnel, that anothar related issua
is the sort of mix or dependence on nix of pover supply
systams, the derendance cn nuclear powver, that if tha
darendence jot too graat, coesn't this produce a cartain
vulnerahility tc problems that arise, so that if there wara

industry shutdowns, we wou.: be in a guite difficult

&

O

positicn, and what is the relavance of this r quantitative

criteria?
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Another ralated issue that has to do with scala

is that with the large scale, rge number of plants, you

have the mora likely possibility of individuval serious

accidents which could have =« which carry with them major

societal and indu<try costsz, just the sheer freguency of

nase accidents wvould incr:zase, and somehow this sheou

€actered into tuantitative goals,

‘@ also scent sore time discussing athical issues,

also these tvo are not dirzctly addressed in the ACRS

propesal, Thera was a general feeling that it is cdesirable

to compensata those on wher ris“s ara imposad, TFer exampla,

-

if cne movas %0 siting in a ralativaly unpopulatad araa,

in order to lovar the axpactad loss of lifa, givan an

accilent, then scmehow %these -aoprle shculd be compensated fcr

the imposition of this ris< upon them.

3
-

.

o

We separatec these compensation or equity issues

into tvo catagories, those dealing wvith the spatial

distribution of risks and Hanefits in tha current genaraticn,

and those dealing with the intartempcral or interseneraticnal

problams, passing risks alcng to the future, and there wvas

gaeneral agreerment that whila theras are some principlas for

dealing with these intergenaerational equity issuas, they are

much more complicatec even than the -~ you xnow, there wvas

at lsast sorme hope of dealing ith the equity issues

-

currant seneration, the spatial eguity problems, but

-
-

10
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intartemporal rroblems would he very difficult to really

incorporate into any critaria at the rresent time, not to say

that they should »e ijnored, but that thers are immensely
complicatad issues having to do with how do you == you twow,
how does the future value certain risks that yocu will imcose
upon them in order to jive them certain d.nefits, how 20 you
make those dacisions?

There wvere discussions of princirles such as &r

..

to leave the futurs with a meanu of oppcertunitias trat is var;
much the same as the -- as exists for tha current seneration
and sc forth,

~here wvas a 2isciussion of Zisccunt rsates, that is,
can you or should you have a disccunt rate cn ccsts cr livas
lost that ara imposed on future generations, Some f2lt that
a zero discount rata was really the mcst justifianle, meaning
that you just simply count lives lost in the futura the sare
as livas lost in the prassent.

There vere others who falt that cne could discern
situations vhere you wouldn't want to have a zero discount
rate, or where you act as though there not such a ratas, ycu
<now, where you would act to save lives now mcre forcefully
than to save them in the future, but that even than there was
no spacific or constant rate that ra2ally could be appliad,
s0 I think the general consansus 'vas that this is an impcrtan

ralevant, bHuf immensely difficult problem to deal with,

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
‘

i
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1 | Just in passing, there wvas a comment that the ACR2S

(

2 | proposal ssems t0 neglect jzenetic risks, It seems to assume
3 | that latant cancers are an aprcrocriate surrogate for this,

4 | This wvas brought up, Tuesticnad, but we 3id not discuss it in
§ | any detail,

6 Thare ‘vas also Sriaf mention jivan tc the prchlem

7 . of how you daal with o0ld or existing plants versus new clants,
8 visea-vis quantitative criteria, anéd there was concern that

9 thers shculld be a distinction here and that the critaria that

-

10 apply for new plants shoull not nacessarily acply for the

11 axisting plants, 7The concorn vas that if thaza as a scrt of |
12 | acressethe~board aprclicakility hese, than that misght laad tc |

13 | a tendancy to veazan the criteria €for nev plants, in crder
nct o impose severs costs on existing plants,
e 4id not yet cdiscuss the level of safaty. =

16 | think that is an impcrtant issue which wve will set into this

e
o
J
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20 | call on Or. lave to rrasan: the hishlishets of his fiandinss |
21 concesning the practice of cther asencias.,

7R, LAYE: Pather than %ty ®0 70 azeacy by agency,

23 | I an

Wl

oing tn show you a szt of decision framevcrks rmost of
24 | which are currently in use anéd to e croccsed, and tell you

2S | what the agsencies are that use these. In jzeneral, thara ars:
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ralatively few pure cases oI any one of thesz framevorks being

used.,

First, a framework that is useéd for tha
majority, that is all but a fav health and safaty
is mar<et regulation or indivilual decision, some
of latting the market do whrat it wvants, %trying ¢o

that infcrmation is availacle, for example, adout

aad then letting the courts handle cases of wrongd

sort or aacther,

The sacond frane orx is no-risk, or tha

clause used hy the I'MA for fcod additives usad by

26

vast
decisions,

cembination

- - ad
alane;

-- cr

inposad on EPA by Congress, for ths primary air qualisy

standards., PRasically the ilea is that no level of

deemzd to he accaptable, ani at least wishin this

class, tha agancy is to attampt to gat risks dowr

That frameworx pravaed to e one that ™A

risk is
narrcw

£o zero.

like, and FMPA originally testifiad against the Nelaney clause

1d has found it uncomfortasle to live with it, I
in looking at sodium nitrit:, a suspectad carcinocg

proposac that it be allowvadé to ceonsider ke haalth

1

n particular

2n ’ t:; ..?"‘

£e

Sanefit

[0}

consumars of having sodium nitrita around, versus the health

risxs of having it around, They callad this framewor!: risk-

risk analysis, and it was the opinion of tha attornesy gensaral

that the lanquage of thas Nelaney clause was clear,

and that

they 2id not hava that opticn, that they vere dealing wvith
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no risk.

Congress has instructad FP) tc use tachnology=-.

basad stancards in various cases. TFor example, in ¢tha watar

araa, Congress tells tPA t-at the standards shall e best

availatle control technoloay, or one or ancther of thosa,

T™ose wind up being a set cf angineering judsments. ‘’kan

ara implementad in practics, they don't mean what the pla

language says. They don't mean best available technology

What they mean is impose a tachaclogy which is stringent

-

in

until the point where the zngineers either have reservations

asout whether it will work in practice, or the industry ¢

o

8]

nust say that enginaers making judgments about th

an

10 longer afford it, and without dumping on other disciglines,

profitability of companies Zcesn't let me co to sleep very

easily at night,

bol

The £ifth framewcrk is risk benefit analysis, and

11 be careful what I say about that in this group., It

P

v
used, at least the name is used -y a number o©f azencies,

FDA with respect to drugs, E2A in the TOSCA resulations,

is

Toxic Substances Control Act, although I sometimes set put ¢

the

0

regran at meetings as an expert ¢n risk-benafi

I don't ow what it is, and it must he that I just didn’

talk with anocugh practiticners.

The sixth franevcrx is cost-effectiveness analysis,

davalored out of the Depart-ent of Nefansa, whara you

-

or
fu

4 |

[

[
et

wn

|

LS ]
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th

constraint,

could save a

chultz'

wn

| out of Charlie

man-ram for

-
-88s

Council of

panafits versus the costs.

get intense reservations asout,

idea vas to have an imnplamentation

cost that zach agency coull impose

analysis, which requires dcing all

That is, not cenly finding ou

Cne way of implenantiag the

example, come under tha MNuclaar “egqulatcry
ATARA criteria, vhere one ~uts some dollar
of a man-rem, and than makas sure that all

than that

reama.ber "isanhowvar's Secratary cf Nefanse, Wil

son, saii that

his cbijective vas €0 get t e most bang for tha bduck.

idea is to try and maximiz2 some gocal sivan a budget

efforts Wt

o X
- °

The

Commission's

cost are 2dena.,

-
-

Cost-affactivainess analysis might alse, €or

-
.-

cost-effectivenass

Eccncmic Adviscors.

19

uc

-
‘e

hese things that cacple

gat

tra

debatac by Congress and set by Congreass.

txanslating tham over into dollars, and ¢

I want to point to all of you ¢t

d explicit benefit-cost |

whera thea

amount of

framawork is the ragqulator. budget, a croposal that came

~i
e

crivate eccnory,

an addi

hat th

ag

those than would -- that would be a serarate lina it

am

what the health effects would be in quantitative terns,

un
up

gre is a

-
<

e
-

The final framework is conventicnal benefit-cost

ut

-
=

value on a saving

t

|
l
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quantify lives lcst, propesty damaga costs. Thay than nake
everything comensurate in dollar terms, and my gquestion of
these recpla was, you don's really mean t0 say you have a
dollar valua on premature life, and their answer is yes, they
do. They get asked about it evary year at appropriaticns t:‘.meE
by Congress, but so far, t:at is what they do. |
™he mors general notion that I wvant to bring out
nare is that you peorle in the nuclear business ara raally
luckier than almest anyboé, else in the jovernment ragulaticn
of health and safety, beca:se more is ‘wnicvn a>cut the health
.

effacts of ionizing radiation than about virtually aay

toxic substance arcund, |

(]

€ you think for a seconé adout what an TDA
Cormissicner should be doing whan he receives a telegram that

|
says wa had 1o salmcnella that reverted wvhen wve poured this &
substance on them, and we -ave ten cocnsumer groups that want
us to ban the substance imrediately, yocu see that the xinds

problems that are faced by other agencies are much much mere |
)

o

io

o

difficult than anything having to do with ioniziag radia ’
and the thing that is interesting abcut them is that in fits
and starts and with mcre or less contreovarsy, the agaencies
have found ways of trying o live with tha %inds of problanms
they haves, and many of those technitues are of sraat

interast, I think, for nuclsar, for trying %o
’ ’ ’ 4

conrremises seem £0 work,




JO®SIMOYIC: I don't see CYSA anywvhera.

2 "R, TA": OH3SA “elieves that its statute is a

3 no=-risk statute., OHSA up ntil this year heliesvad its

4 statuta was a no-risk statua., The Suprsme Court said they g
|

vare wIong. 5

6 MR, JOXSIMOYIC: I Zon't ‘mow that that is true,
7 | "R, LA"E; “ell, if you 30 and read thair statuts,
|
3 you could maka the argument aitrer -vay. Some of my O%SA j
9 ¢riands tall me the Supram: Court —ade its decision up out
|
1

10 | of whola cloth., Tha people on tha cther sida said that 2o,

11 the agancy had alvays bean *rrong, that thay had alvays tad a
12 dumy ganeral counsel, I %:ve talkad -rith botk tha critics

13 and the jeneral ccunsal, and I don't %hink either of those |

14
15
16
17

18

is true, It is just

MR, SEGE:
Ve are now

the reports that you

consideration by the

that it is a very ambijuous statuta.
Thank you, lLaestar.
ready for cocmments by participants on

have raceivad, ané cormaents for

panels in their further discussions,

2
e
o
4
0
9
i
M
o
r
W

19 I thought that w: might start first -

20 that focused primarily on “anel A, andéd croceed t2

21 and than to Panael C and than comments that den't particularzly

but cut across tha diffarant

22 relate to a particular psancl,

axtant that we

23 toeics, to the

Zall.,

you maka your commants, would you glaacse

cliear, and identify yourselves to tha raporter

S
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who can't sza all 9% thae narmetasgs, and this idantificat

particularly important if  ou ara sitting behind somebody

elsa's nametas.

Any comments -vith raspect to Panel A? Mr, alsch?

MR, MALSCH: I kadé one comment, and it was because

-

cf a staterent that wvas maie that I think I disagree with,

ané that is that you ocught to set the gcals very conservative-

b

» - i
ly but then accept reaalistic implementation measuras, and what|
i
|
I am cencerned atout is that if wve estab>lish very |

i

i
consarvative gocals, and than provide for realistic g

i)

implamentation ~szsures, t-at would provoka intanse

|

controvarsy ané ccacern as to wvhether the gecals are met, as
oppesed to establishing raalistic goals, let us say, lesser
stringant goals, >u%t than provida for very stringant
implamantation ~easures, and tharady diminish controversy

over whether the jzoals ara in fact astablished, just a

commant that I had,

MR, SEGE: Thank yocu., Any other ccrments? !Mr,
Temme?
VR, TEMMZ: My comment is essentially the sarme,

but I would like to add ona more thing to it, I think, I

think the chiactive of making the calculations realistic is

probably not acheivable, because each of us has his own

definition of rsalism, and that leads to a lot of

coentroversy, as was pointed out. I don't think it is a i
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necessary obiactivra, either, I think tha real need is ®o

specify what the calculaticns ara whan the goal is statad, anad!

W@ can have that argurmant, but I think -~ don't think we cught|

to get caught up in the ar-ument of whethar or not tha
numbers are realistic,
That is motivatsi, it sasems to ne, by cne of two

reascns. Tha first is tha: as engineers, vhen wa ara tryin;

to meet goals, wve like %o :think that wve are performing cost-
effective tradecf’s, cptimization, if you vill, and . e ara

using complex analytical m=dels in which are embedded in a
very uneven mannsir consarviotisms, we can be completal

: - T . - .
~ Y pa Tmer e - sl gl awm -
mlsliEd o { o — CA.CLiJciCR)S,

hava raalistic calcula:ion. of accident sejuance probadilictiss
]

and so forth,

~-~a othar motivasion ssems to -e that if -~ cna

that apreals lass to me =-- and that is that if we put a lot
cf consarvatisms into our ris% estimates and they ccrme cut

locking =ish and then *ve are accusad of trying €0 xill a 1ot
of pecple or scmething of :that natura, and wve “accre
defansive abcut that, the ~ther sife of tra ceoin is that wve
can also 2o calculations wv=ich produca infinitasimally small
numbers, and then we are tcld who ares yeou srying to kid, and
I don't think we should be overly influenced by thosae kinds

of reactions in wrat we 30, I t:in == asz I hava said nefcre
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33
I &hiak theras is an incentive tc do real calculations, tc sy

to 3o a halanced job ¢f dasigning an operating plant, but I

hink the real objective should he to just specify tha
calculations rather than to specify that they be raalistic
or something elze,

MR, SEGE: Thank you, Mark, Any other ccmmants
with raspect £0 Panel A? !z, futt?

MR, HUDT: As I haard the panel report, thay hava
reached tha conclusion, I think it wvas twice stated, that
nuclear energy should be safer than competing ener3yy sources.,
Dié I mishear that?

DR, BREYEA: That is not a conclusion., That is orna
point of view that wvas exprassed,

MR, HUTT: I would simply point out that I think
the vast majority on our panel concluded cuite the opposits,
but then I don't cw that there is any =-- not that it should
2e more risiky, but that it should be =~ there should be a
uniform safety standard for competing enargy scurces.,

DR, XOUTS: That would be an altarnative that could
be talked abcocut, %+o0,

: Thank you, Peter, Yes, ''r, Burstein?

MR, BURSTEIN: I think that in Panel A, wa tried %o
deal with the purpose of a safety gocal, vhich as Jr. Xouts
exprassed 2arlier in a sumrary, had two facats, one tc protact

sublic health and safety, and the seccend to make the
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regqulatory process ncra racional.,

If the impositicn of a safsty goal is accomplished,

it is going %0 raquire som: means of perhaps demcnstrating
acheivement or compliance that utilizes probabilistic risk

assessment or some cther kxind of approach.

If that is superimpocsad uvpan ¢ -.ant demonst :ations

of safety compliance, as I have heard in some othar groups,
and as wa discussed in our own panel, as an additicnal
regulatory procecdural requirement or intent, than I for one
wvant no part of it, and I cthink we are w~asting all cf our

zine, particularly for scncthirsg, as wve said, which may act

fae
. .
[}
O
g
o

argliicable to a genaration ¢f nuclear plants unt

[
"
) *e

cant tine ‘s tha fusture.

Unless the develcrment and implarentaticn of thea
safaty goal serves tc substitute for some of tha ¢ :rrant
requlatory activity, that does not serve to maka &
regulatory process more rational, hut on the centrary, it
makes it mora complicated, 2ifficult, costly, and cenfusing

I think that is a very significant and important issue.

(18

If there ara no further ccmments on Panel 1,
could == yes, thaere is ona further ccrment, “r, "erby?

VMR, DEREY: I would like to set forth an cppcesite

view to what was just axpressad, In Panzl B what we discus

or part of the éiscu

gsion ca:ntared on intuitiva dacisicns th
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warsa mala ¢ an ad hec Lasis in the

)
{
‘p.
!

Nuclear Reculatcry Cormissicon standard

n

.
In tha sens2 that a 7Tuantitativa jcal weulld

formalize that intuitive ad hoc decision -rocess, it would

surplament the prasent standards, I for cne think that is an

"
:

"

L

advantags, and makas that z0ft procass of raesulation a 1listl

mora regulatad, &0 usa the werd, bdut alsc maka axelicit

declarations of vhat goes into that soft cart, That seems to

be where the issues arise. That seems to be where the delays

are seen, 80 I would like %0 offer that copresita point of

goal, cr the only purpose <f a 7juantitativsz standazd, In
fact, I thiank there is a supplerental advantags for adiicticna

formalizatien,

R, S=GC: Thank you, Steve., ''r. ?'"cnnall,

VR, O'MPONMELL: I would like to ocffer a viewpoint
on this also., I think, speaking for myself as an industs:
representative, the prosler with the current regulatory

structure, is not so much that the current raguirements are

buriensome., I mean, they are “ainsg mnat., Tha prctlem is cna

of pradictability and chance, which is at prasant

uncontrolled in any systamctic manner, and I would view treée

application of guantitativ.: safaty goals as scmething to

control that change, anéd I think that wve ars not locking to
raplaca existing raquiraments, including cencepts such as
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defansa in cepth, and throving them out and iantroducing

scomething completaly naew, >ut the quantitativa safety gcals

would 5@ a ~eans cf measuring what is the laval of safaty that)

is providad by this existing set of regulaticns, and i€ it
does in fact give a lavel of safety that is wvithin tihase

top leval goals, ve should then e focussing cn ths n2ed to
chanje those requirements con some juantitative basis, and
specifically the use of th: cost-benefit asoact cf the scals,
to make those changes, thoza Zdecisions on faith, and I think
trat is the most constructive use of the guantitativa safety
scals, not to throw out wvhat w3 have, “ut to intsocucs

praedictability and systama:ic decision-making into tha need
chan

'GE: Thank you., M. Levine,

'R, LEVDE: I gurass this is a very important
mattar that is be discussad now, and wve discussad it

axtensively vestarday., I sense that thare is scme confusien
about this mattar. People saem tOo be regarding the fact as,
we aither have axisting requirerents or wve have Tuantitative

safety goals, or we have bcth, and I thin% none ¢f those is

right.

I think the {4 of having quantitative safety
scals is -- well, ona has to talk about hov ocne will usa thenm
I don't think they should e used in the licensins zrccess,
sut they should be usad in the razulatory procass. That is,
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they shculd nct Se used in the licensing proces

¥
-

whether a particular reactor meets them or doesn't meet then,

sut they should be used in the Hackground to lcok at the

raticnality of existing so-called deterministic racuirasmaents,

to make them mnore rational, and those are thae requiraments

that should still be used in the licensing process, at lzast

for tha foreseeabla futura.
This came up in Panel C, in fact, if

word about Panel C, where in talking about the

accectance of goals, the statamant wvas mace that

can say

publiec

-

a

N
tha idea of

defansa in depth would have meres acpesal to the public than a
set of numbers, again, I don't think it is aither/or. %
o one is going to throw out the idea of cdefense in Zepth. g
o ona is going to throw cut all the safety engineering ;
|
desisn raquirsments that ncv exist, which can't be c¢o ared by ;
PRA or quantitative goals, g
So it is not a 7:astion of either/or. It is a E
|

question of supplementing cur existing '>C requirements -vith
ancthar tool to hi'p them make it more rational, but not to ;
l
hrow anything out, or to add anything in particular, i
MR, SEGE: Thank you, Saul., Let us mcve on now Lo |
Panel B, Any corments on the -- in connaction wvith tha Panel |

3 recort? Mr., lLavine?

MR, LEYINE: I just have a general gquestion on

Panel 2., I took some notas which make it lcox like all they

——
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34i3 was discuss juantitativ e goals, and I onder if thaey ara
going to consider whether cor act we should rnava jualitative

-2

3cals, or wvhat they should look
VR, SEGE: Woull Dr. lLave please respond to that

question?

« LA'E: Cartainly we ara. I guass that we had

thought of that -- ves, wve ars,

MR, SEGE: That 'ras a good unecuivocal aaswar, thank|

you, 2rofassor Maclean?

PR, MACLEAY: I :ad three very particular comments,

well, thara are %0 partic.lar, one more ganeral, just things

One wvas, it was ~antioned as comparing the

zuantitative, the Tualitative values cr gcals or whatever, it

was listad ¢s a disadvantase of guantitative goals that

attenpting ¢o 7uantify qua’litcative goals, that it has a

o
o

tendency, perhaps to lead to doubt, I think that is trusg,
I don't knock it, but I think it is an cpen guestion whathar
the sronlem is merely to ease things out or +rhether there ar

some things %hat in princicle cannot be juantifisd, and 1

don't ciow if I an disagreeing with you there, but I =-- okay.

Secendly, it is _istec as an advantase of

juantitative goals that they can yield consistent
decisicns., I found this puzzlinsg becauss a cualitative
decisien principle «will also yield consistent Zacisions. The

lika, oz anything like that.

o —— e wttve]



measura of consistancy it5.1f is dithaer juantitativas or

qualitative, so I think thzat claiming that as an advantag
quantitativa gcals is question-hagsing,

And third, more zenerally, I think, and aftar havis
thought about this myself fcr some time, and trying to write
scme things up on this, I think that ta.k about public
aprrehensivaness in tarms of tachnological optimists aad

technological ressinists iz more confusing t:han it is

am thinking abcut it, first of all, I don't ‘ciow
Friands of the Tarth vhe decesn't om a
steren than I own, I have never h2arc a jreatar

tachnolegical cptinist thar Rarry Commonar talking abcut

14 sclar pover., I have never heard a sraater technological

- 1

16 department talking about sclar powver, and in seneral I think

15 ' rassimist than my colleagues in the nuclear ansineering
|
!

17 | it is a red herring. |
18 MR, SEGE: Thank you, Dcug. Any othsr commants cn |

19 Panel 2? DProfaesscr rawis?

20 "R, LEWIS: Just one, since ve are making fun of
21 technologist I +ould like %o registar a ganeral “ut vary,

22 | very minor comment, in cne 2f restsr

s 23 | tandancy to alvays put thae rord "narrse" in front of 4ta i
|

24 | wcrd "tachnical,” and T weuld lis %0 rasister an cbiasctisca to|

o 23S | trat tendencr, x
)
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M, SEGT: Thank you, T2, 7. Bisahhul?
DR, TISENBUD: I would hope that at the

conclusion of this woriishor we don't give tre implication

that the subject of the risk goals, or safaty joals has heen

introduced de nove and is a1 concept that is going £o arise

out of the recent work of cha ACRS and the N2C staff and thi

WwOr ¥shop.

I detected that implication in soma ¢f tha

discussicns that tcok plac: yesterday., I believa that there

is a double chain of 7uantitation now, and scme ris% szcals,
cr safety gcals that have ~aan introduced and gracdually

improved cr expanded as th: technology changes, anl I -cpe
chat this, I think at some 2oint I think this vor“shor has

to address the really two chains of quantitation lzalin

BV}

e
tc the safety goals,

Ona is based on the fact that theras exist certain
risk coefficients that dascribe the amcunt of haalth lamase

per unit of racdiation exposure, and that informaticn, which

comes frem various scurces, national and intarnational, has

then teen incorporated in Tarts 27, 50 and 1720 of thas W2C's

Cocde of Fecderal Requlations, into what amounts to safaty
j0als,

They describe vhat the goals should be feor ncrmal

e —
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point of view as a somevha: distant obsarver is that what

Parts 50 and 129 do, Part '20 more specifically, is deal with

the Juestion, and hers com:s the seccnd chain of
quantitation, of what the >roha-ilities are of resaching the
limits given in Parts 2T axd 50, and thare is an inplicie
acceptanca of vhat the prchabilitiss should ke, tha
probabilities have been described in ASTTe147%0, as mocdifiad

oy the lLewis “aport and ot:

?:
-
o
[ o4
o
R
o
o
|
M
~
o
.-l
. -
(8]
™
or
'y
“-
wm

tutes a 2oly of information vhich at tha crasant %2ine

“.

const
proviiss the safety goals on wvhich ths ¥RC solicy anad

regulatory crocaduras ara :asad,

W

And I €for cne have not Zatacted yet -vhat tha
relationship is of this vorkshop to the axisting =o0dy cf
information and body of practice. I was trying to =< gheuld

we test the present criteria %o se2 whether the

Have wve dacided that they ara not acdegquatz and therzfcre nave

to be made nore strict?

In short, I don't thiakx that ve shouli emarge fron
this workshop without some continuily from tha present body
of practice as it now sxistcs to wvhatever wve rscommend in ocur

report,

R. SEG

t
.

Thanks for the comment. I an sura thal
tze ramarks that you have —ade will -e takaal into account in
the panel éiscussions today., 'r, ™Malsch?

R, MALSCH: Y2al, I just wantad to nmaks a comment




10

11

12
14
15
16
17
18

19

¥ BB 2

G

- -3

in response to that, that chera2 is sort of an implicit joal

in terms of normal releases in Part 29 and Appendix (i) to |
Part 37, because that is tased upon the o0ld F2C radiation
detaection standards which wvera based upen a generalized xindé
of risk-benefit analysis, and then the coverlay on top of that

that at least it shouild bHe kept as far -elow those as

|

1%

reascnably acheivable, which is based explicitly cn a cost- |
effactiveness analysis. i
But in tarms of accidents thers is no prosability |
joal at all astablished in 10 CFR Part 102, Tha language in !
the ragulation refers to t-e word "credibility." That has !
been debatec back and fort: for years, Carliaer cdecisicns leaii
one to helieve that credibility meant conceivability., latar
decisions imply that some sort of probability is involved,
But you will search in vain for any official '™¢C
pronouncement as to what is the gquantitative 3ividing line

betvegen a cradible accident sequence and an incredi-le cnz,.

Ancé thus, the particular fccus of the workshor on acciiants, ‘
|

which is where there'is less with respect to pronability !

3cals in the NRC's requlations as comparad to almost any cthari

areaa,

¢ Thank you, Martin, ‘le are running

somewhat behind schedule, =o I would like to ask that any

&

urther comments on Panel F should be made only if the comrent

considars it to tce of consiierable urgency to maks it this

e |

-
-
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morning rathar than reserva it for possible consideration

tomorwow in the longer discussicn,

T™he critericn should e if tha corment woulld be
likely to influence the further deliberatiocns of 2anel 3,
it should he made now, !r,., Lev.ine?

M. LEVIME ¢ I ~ate to ¢o this, but you just saiad
the words that made ne fae. I had to commant, In lcokiag at
the list of Adisadvantagas <o 1uantificaticn, that it ijnores

what can't be gquantified, the valuas

udqments, et catara,

2t catera, et cetera., Thi: is trua of any modal that aaycna

% - - - 2 . 1< - .y L5 4
~a2kas, wraekthar it is Tmuantitative, nualitativa or what, 2
211 do it in cur daily liv:.s, *a all are modelmakars and va

all isncra factors that ve think can be isnorad. ‘hat w2 ars
ccking for is consensus around a thiag that caan «wer%, aad

that vill alvays havs compromisas of ons kind ¢f another,

"™, PFRROY: In
cormeant, tco, for the rane
cenclusion -- I hope they zaxplore it in nuch mor: detail,

becausa2 we haven't bean abla to in our panel, Panal T, the

L Gyl _ PRl LR S e

cocnclusion thzt quantifyin~ these jcals is fina if thers is
% 4 - - -~ - e -

no problam, that it is routins opsration, but whaa you npave
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ruantifying that

tha combina

.
csnize

ot raally possible.
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13

depencdanca and so forth, and T would

say that

thing is all about, ané if nct, I an very sur

~oce they devote the whole day to trat,

ajdn'e

- .
- g | - b *‘3 — -

possible, ‘e shat al

it was relatively sinple, straightforvard, to
operations, ané trat “rken
imnmensely mcre complicated, ané I was trying
scrma of w23

-
cocme tOo closure yst in

what is 'micvable here, Perhaprs wve can spend
TR, PERRCY: O%ay, the praliainary
The three things you have _isted ars useful,

MR, SEGE: Trank yocu, Chuck, and

Let us turn nowv to Panel C., Any

)
“J

you ara nct gstting any comments at

Tarme?
asout

he consultad

-

"
(7]
z‘-
]
u
(¥
(4]
n
o
[
.
()
(¥
o
< |
~
1

.
Zu

w@ cecnsult them? What o you do to consule
their values?
MR, SEGE: 2r, Slovic, woulld you

cormants on Panel

astion is, hov

v -~ - .
cara to raspensd %o

acecis
tions

bhgt

-

orised, so

say it wasa't

&

LA )

<CCX at rcutize

the probianm got

tCc srell cut

trying to define
sorg tins on it,

Tester.,

-

all. Yass, you

Therz was tha suggestion a2t cna pcine

their values, and

iculties, that
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R, 3LO0'"IC: You can either lock at ongoing 3

|
|
|
! benhavior and try to infer important concerns and attitudes f:o§
§ that, or you can consult with various groups :aprasenéative
|
f of diffarent public intarests, try to 3¢t soma faelings for
é it and then decide -~ -ut, for example, in tha ACRS
g socunents, thera ara juestions, thers are some philcsophical
8 | salue decisions ambedded in thosa criteria, which I think
9 | are repraesentativa of attitudes, for example, the risk
10 % avarsion coefficients,
11 § 2ut I édon't think there is any perfact wvay of
12 cormias up with tha pudblic “alves, in fact there is no such

13 | ¢nin5 in 2 sanse, but we have to, you knov, it weuld =

icit ia whatever standards are set, I -alisva.

e
M
=

|

|
4
15

¥R, SZSE: Thaank ycu, Paul., Professcr Ckrent? 5

16 1 "M, OXRENT: I weuld like to make a raguest that |
.

17 ! zach of tha panels, including the cne I am cn, try €0 come up

18 i with either a position cr cositions or points of viev on

should there He risk aversion scmehow includad in what the

yRC doas, vhather it e guantitative or gualitative, and if

|
21 s0, 20w, and should there -a some kind of an ALARA used in ;
t
21 |
Eaand |

desiyn with ragard to accifants? And if so, could they
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