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Dear Hr. chrensperger:

Subject: (las 9 Accident analyses in the Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear
units 1 & 2 Environamental Report

The Commission's Statement of Interim Policy dated June 13, 1980, (45 FR 4u101),
states “hat, "Environmental Kkeports subwmitted by applicants for construction

permits and operatiag licenses on or atfter July 1, 1980, snould include a discussion
of the environmental risks associated with accidents that follow the guidance
nerein.” Tnerefore, in accordance with tais policy statenent, we reguest that

you consider the more severe kKinds of very low probability accidents that are
physically possible in environmental impacr. assessments required by the National
Lavironmental Policy Act. oSuch accidents are commonly referred to as (lass

9 accidents. A copy of this statement s enclosed.

Your analyses of these accidents should be presented in the Environmental Report
regarding Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant at the time you tend2r your application
for an operating license.

Sincerely,

Original symed by
Tobet Lo Tedesco

robert L. Tenesco, Assistant Lirector
for Licensing
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
Statement ¢f Interim Policy
(45 FR 40101)
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Mr. W. E. Ehrensperger
Senior Vice President
Power Supply

Georgia Power Company

P. 0. Box 4545

Atlanta, Georgia 30302

CC: Mr, L. T. Gucwa
Chief Nuclear Engineer
Georgia Power Company
P. 0. Box 4545
Atlanta, Geergia 30302

Mr. Ruble A. Thomas

Vice President

Southern Services, Inc.

P. 0. Box 262.

Birmingham, Alabama 35202

Mr. J. A. Baily

Project Licensing Manager
Southern Company Services, Inc.
P. 0. Box 2625

Birmingham, Alabama 35202

Georue F. Trowbridge, Esq.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge
1800 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20036



10 CFR Parts 50 and 51

Muclear Power Piant Accident
Considerations Under the National
Environmental Policy Art of 1869

aGency: 1).S Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
AcTiON: Statement of Interim Pohey.

summagy: The Nucleor Regulatory
Com:nission ([NRC) 1s revising its policy
for considering the more severe kinds of
very low probability accidents that are
phvsically possible in environmental
impact assessments reguired by the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Sucii accidents are commionly
referred to as Clase @ acridints
following an actsdent Class hcation
scheme proposed by the Alomic Energy
Comunission (predecessor to NRC) in
1971 for purposes of implementing
NEPA.! The March 28, 1878 accident at
Unit 2 of the Three Mile Isiand nuclear
plant has emphasized the need for
changes in NRC policies regarding the
considerations to be given to serious
sccidents from an environmental as well
as a safety point of view.

This statement of interim peolicy
announces the withdrawal of the
prop. sed Annex to Appendix D of 10
CFK Part 50 and the suspension of the
rulemaking proceeding that began with
the publication of that proposed Annex
on December 1, 1971, 1t is the
Commission’s pesition that its
Environmental Impact Stateraents shall
include considerations of the site-
specific environmental impects
attributable to accident sequences that

Phre osed as wr Annex 1o 10 CFF Past 50,
Appoidn D36 FR 2285 The Communon’s NEPA
impleinenting regidaticns were sub segeeatly (july
Y€, 18] revsed and ecast #3 10 CFR Part 81 but st
that time the Come spion noted that “The Propesed
Annex 3 still un  rgonsideration * " T 38 PR
e
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lend 1 relsases of radiation
radinattive mafvrals. gl
seguences th .t can resulan inadequate
tociing of reacto- fuel and 1o meliing of
the resctor core. In this regard, attention
shall be ziven both lo the probahility of
sceurrence of such rel ases and to the
enviruamerta) consequences af such
releases. This siatement of interim
policy is teken in conrdination with
other ongoing safuty-related actvities
that 2 e directly related to accident
considerations in the areas of plant
design, operational vafety. sitng policy.
and emeigency planning. The
Comsrmission intends to continue the
rulemaking on this matter when new
siting requiremer s and othes safery
releted reguirements incorpori ting
aceident considerations are in place.

pATES This statement of interim pohicy
is effective june 13, 196¢ Comment
period expires September 11, 1980,

ADLAESSES: The Commi.sion intends
the interim policy guidance contained
herein to be immediately effective.
However, all interested persons who
desice to submil written comments of
suggestions for consideration in
connection with this statement should
send them to the Secretary of the
Commission. U.S. Nuclear Regulatopy
Commission. Washington. D C. 20555,
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch.

FOR FURTHIR INFORMATION CONTACT:
R. Wavne Houston. Chief, Accident
Evaluation Branch Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, U.8. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555, Telephone; (301 462-7323

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Accident Considerations in Past NEPA
Reviews

The proposed Annex to Appendia D
of 10 CFK Part 50 (hereafter the
“Annex”} was published for comment
on December 1, 1971 by the [former)
Atomic Energy Commission. It proposed
to specify & set of standardize! accident
assumptions to be used in
Environmental Reports subinitted by
applicants for cunsiruction permits or
operating lizenses for nuclear power
reactors. It also incloded a system for
classifying accidents according to a
graded scale of severity and p.ohability
of occurrence. Nine classes of sccidents
were cefined, ranging from trivial to
very serious. It directed that “fur each
class. excepl classes 1 and 8, the
environmental consequences shall be
evaluated as indicated.™ Class 1 evenls
were not to be considered because of
their trivial conseguences. whereas in
regard 1o Class 8 events, the Amnex
siated as follows:
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The archtiances 35 Cingg 9 invtive
5 uip entes of postalaied gucorssive Dnilures
e s vere than those pistolased for the
desun basis fr protective systems and
engmeesed safety lentures. Thear
consequences vould be severe, Howevker, the
prabiability of their vesurmence 1s so small
that their envisanmentel risk is e ctivnely
low. Defense tn depih imultiple physical
hininers), guality sasarance for design,
manulacture. and nperatisn, continued
survsitiance and t=eting and co.servalive
design are &1l apolied to provide and
maratain the fequired high degree of
assurance that potential accidents in ihis
cinss are, and will resinin, sufficreitly remote
in probbility that the environmental risk is
extremely low. For these reasons, it is no!
necessary 1 discuss such evenis in
applicants’ Envircamental Reports.

A footnste to the Annex stated:

Although this annex refers to applicant's
Environmental Reports, the corrent
assumptions und other provisions thereof are
applicable, except as the content may
otherwise reguire, to AEC draft and final
Detailed Statements.

During the public comn.ent period that
followed publication of the Annex a
number of critiisms of the Annex were
recewved, Prineipal among these were
the following:

(1) The phtlosophy of prescribing
assumptions does not lead 1o objective
analysis.

{2} 1t failed to treat the probabilities of
accidents in any but the most general
Wy,

13) No supporting analysis was given
to show that Class 9 yocidents are
sufficiently low in probalality tha, their
consequences in terms of environmental
risks need not be discussed.

(4) No guidance was given as to how
acvident and notmal relesses of
radivactive effluents duriog plant
operation should be factored into the
cost-benelit analysis.

(5) The accident sssumptions are not
generally applicable to gas cooled o
liguid metal cooled reactors.

{6) Safety and environmental risks are
not estentially different considerations

Neither the Atomic Energy
Commission nor the NRC took any
further action on this nulemaking excep!
in 1879 when 10 CFR Port 51 was
promulgated. Over the ilervening years
the accident consigerations discussed in
Environmental Iimpact Statements for
proposed nuclear power plants refllected
the guidence of the Annex with few
exceptions. Typically. the discussions of
sccident conseguences through Class 8
(design basis accidents) for each case
kave reflected specific site
characteristics associated with
metearology {the dispersien of releases
of radivscti. e material into the
atmosphure). the actusl population
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within & $0.nlle radias of the glent sad
some differences betwern botling water
teaciors ‘B\\'R) and ;\rgisuf!tnd water
reactors (PWR). Beyond these few
specifics, the discussions have
reilerated the guidance of wie Annex
8:d have relied upon the Annex s
conclusion that the probability of
occurrence of a Class 3 event s tou low
to warrant considesation o couiciusion
based upon generally stated salety
censiderations.

With the publication of the Reactor
Safety Gtudy [WASH-1400}, in dralt
form in Aug 1 1974 and final form in
October 1875, the accident disoocclons
in Environmental Impact Statioonis
began to refer to this first detalled study
of the risks associated with nuciear
power plant accidents, particularly
events which can lead to the meltng of
the fuel inside a reactor.® The references
to this stady were in keeping with the
intent and spirit of NEPA "to disclose”
relevant info  ation, but it is obvious
that WASH- 100 did not form the basis
for the conclusion expressed in the
Annex in 1871 that the probability of
occurrence of Class ¢ evenls was oo
Jlow to warrant then (site-specific)
consideration under NEPA,

The Commission’s stafi has, however,
identified in cerlain cases unique
circumstances which it felt warranted
more extensive and detailed
consideration of Class @ events. One of
these was the proposed Chinch River
Breeder Reactor Plant [CRERP). a liguid
metsl eooled fast breeder reactor very
different f-om the more conventional
light water reactor plants for which the
safety experience base is much broader.
In the Fina! Environmental Statement
for the CRBRP,? the staff included a
discussion of the consideration it had
given to Class 9 events.

In the early site review for the
Perryman site, the staff performed an
informal assessment of the relative
difierences in Class 9 accident
consequences among the aliemnative
sites. (SECY-78-137)

1n the case of the application by
Offshare Power Systems to manufacture
floating suclear power plants, (e staff
judged that the environn:ental risks of
some Class 8 events warranted special
cernsideration. The special
circumstances were the polentially
serious ronsequences associated with
waler (liguid) pathways leading to
radiological exposures if a molten
reactor core were to fall into the water

1t is of interes’ that the Bracior Salety Study
pever refers 1o not uses the term “Ciass 8 necident™
although this term is commonly wsed o3 laosely
equivalent 1o @ eote melt scident

INURECG-4139, Febiruary W77,
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Loy on-which the plant Toats, Here the
stafl gmuhiezed its forus on rish to the
environsent but did not find that the
probability of & core mel} event
wecurring in the first place was
essentially any difierent than for land-
based plant. In its Memorandum and
Order In the Matier of Ofishare Power
Svstems. s the Comission concurred in
the stafls judgment. Thus, the Reactor
Safety Study and NRC experience with
these cases hes served 1o 1efocus
attention on the need to recmphasize
that enyironmental risk entails both
probabilities end consec .ences, a point
thet was ;nade in the publication of the
Annex. but was not given adeguate
emphasis.

In July 1977 the NRC commissioned @
Risk Asseszment Reviev: Graup “to
clarify ke achievements and linitations
of the Reactor Safety Study.” Oune of the
conclusions of this study, published in
September 1676, as NUREG/CR-0300.
“Risk Assessi ent Review Group Report
1o the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission,” was that “The Review
Group w as unable to determine whether
the absolute probabilities of accident
segquences in WASH-1400 are high or
low, but helieves that the error buunds
on those estimates are in gencral,
greatly . Jerstated ™ This and other
findings of the Review Group huve ulso
subsequently been referred to ia
Environmental Impact Stateme ats, along
with a reference to the Commissio x's
pol.cy statement on the Reactor S ety
Study in light of the Risk Assessment
Review Group Report. published on
January 18,1976, The Comn ission’s
statement accepted the findings of the
Review Group. both as to the Reactor
Safety Study's achievements and as 1o
its liritations.

A few Drait Environmental
Statements have been published
subs- juent to the Three Mile Island
accident. These were for conventional
Jand-based light water reactor plants
and continued 1o reflect the past
practice with respect to accidents at
such plants. but noted that the
experience gained from the Three Mile
Island accicent was not factored into
the discussion

Our experience with past NEPA
reviews of accidents and t.e TMI
sccident clearly ieads us to believe that
a change is needed.

Accordingly, the proposed Annex to
Appendix D of 10 CFR Part 50, published
on December 1, 1671, is hereby
withdrawn and shall not hereafter be
used by applicants nor by the staff. The
reasons for the withdrawal arc as
follows:

Docket No STH 9471, Sepiember 14,3870
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3. The Somex proscribes
guneeration of the kinds of acodents
{Cleew a1 that, iccurding Yo the Reactor
Qa{ag Sguly. d;‘!}z'na[t' the accident
PR h
2. The deiinfiibn of Cluss 9 sccidents
in the Annex is not sufliciently precise
b0 wi; rant its Turther use in Commission
policy. rules, and regalations, nor as a
decinian criterion in agency practice.

3. The Annex’s prescriphon of
pssemptions to be vsed in the analysis
of the environmental consequences of
necidents dors not contribute to
objechive consideration

4 The Annex does not give adequate
consideration to the detailed treatiment
of incasures taken to prevent and to
mitigate the consequences of accidents
in the safety review of each apphcation.

The clessification of accidents
proposed in that Annex shall no longer
be used. In its place the following
interim guidance is given for the
treatment of accident risk
considerations «;n NEPA reviews,

Accident Considerations in Future
NEPA Reviews

It is the pasition of th> Conunission
that its Environmental lripact
Staternents, pursuant to Section 102(c){i)
of the National Eavirenmental Policy
Act of 1659, shal! include a reasoned
censideration of the environmental niks
{impicts) attributable to accidents at the
particular tacility or facilities within the
scope of each such stptement. In the
analvsis and discussion of such risks,
spproximately egual attertion shall be
given 1o the prohability of occurrence of
releases and to the probability of
occarrense of the environmental
conseguentes of those releases.
Releases refer to radiation andfor
sadioactive materials entering
environmental expasure pathways,
including air, water, and ground waten

Events ¢ accident sequences thai
Jead i yo ases shall include but not be
limitod to .l st can ressonably be
expected to oceur. In-plant accident
seguences that can lead to  spectrum of
releases shall be discussed and shall
include sequences that can result in
inudeguate cooling of reactor fuel and to
meling of the reacier core. The extent to
which events w.ising from canses
external to the plant which are
considered possible contributors to the
risk sssociated with the particelar plant
shall slso be discussed. Detailed
qunntitative Lassiderations that form
the basis of + - Labilistic estimates of
relesses nees o of be incorporated in the
Envirominen! it Lnpact Statements but
shall Le refer—wed therein. Such
references shall include, as applicable,
reports on safety evaluations.

: .

The environmental conseguences of

releases whose prohebility of ocrurgnne
has beer estimated shall also be
discussed in probabiiistic terms. Such
consequences shali be characterized in
teems of putential radiological
exposures 1o individuz!s, 1o p slaticn
groups, and, where applicabls, = biota.
Heallh, and safety risks that may he
associated with exposures to people
shall be discussed in a manner that
fairly reficcts the current state of
Lnowledge regarding such risks.
Sacioeconomic impacts that might be
assaciated with emergency measires
during or following an accident should
also he discussed. The envaronmental
sisk of acciaents should also be
compared 1o and contrasted with
rediological risks associated with
normal and anticipated operational
releases.

In promulgating this interim guidance,
the Commissian is aware that there are
and will likely remain for some time to
come many uncertainties in the
application of risk asszssment methods,
and it expects that its Environmental
linpact Statements will identify major
uncertainties in its probabilistic
estimates. On the other hand the
Commission believes that the state of
the art is sufficiently advanced that a
beginning should now be made in the
use of these methodologies in the
regulatory process, and that such use
will represent @ contructive and rationa!
forward step in the discharge of its
reponsibilities.

It is the intent of the Copunission in
jssving th.s Statement of Interim Policy
that the staff will initiate treatments of
accident considerations. in accordance
with the foregaing gnidance, in its
onguing NEPA reviews, i.e., for any
procending at a licensing stage where a
Fina! Environmental Impact Statemeal
has not yet been issued. These new
treatments, which will iake into account
significant site- and plant-specific
features, will result in more delailed
discussions of accident risks than in
previous environmental statements,
particulacly for thase related to
conventional light water plants at land-
based sites. It is expected that these
revised treatments will lead to
conclusions regarding the environmenta'
risks of accidents similar to those tuat
would be reaclied by a continuation of
current practices, particularly for cases
involving sp al circumstances where
Class 9 risks have been considered by
the staff, as described above. Thus, this
change in policy is not to be construed
as any Tac» of confidence in conclusions
i1g the cnvironmental risks of
o te expressed in any previously

issusd Statements ner abasni & P
showing of simidar special X
cirgumstances. as @ basis {6 apening.
reopening, of exjanding any previcus or
ungoing proceeding.®

However, it is also the intent of 1he
Commission that thr stefl 1ake steps 1o
identify additional cases that might
warrant early consideration of either
additional features or other actions
which would prevent or mitigate the
consequences of serious accidents.
Cases for such cansideration are those
for which a Final Enviroamental
Statement has already been issued at
the Constroction Permit stage but for
which the Operating License review
stage has not yet been reached. In
carrying out this directive, the stafl
should consider relevant site features.
including population density. associated
with accident risk in comparison to such
features at presently operating plants.
Staff should also consider the likelihood
that substantive changes in plant decign
features which may compensate further
for adverse site features may be more
easily incorporated in plants when
construclici: has not yet progressed very
far.

Envirenmental Reports submitted by
applicants for construction permits and
for operating licenses on or after July 1,
1980 should include a discussion of the
environmenta! risks associated with
accidents that follows the guidance
given herein.

Related Policy Matters Under
Consideration

In addition 1o its responsibilities
under NEP'A., the NRC also bears
responsibility under the Atomic Energy
Act for the protection of the public
health and safety from the hezards
assoriated with the use of nuclear
eneryy. Pursuant to this respousibility
the Commission notes that there are
currently a number of ongoing activities
being considered by the Commission
and its staff which intimately relate to
the “Class 9 accident” question and -
which are either the subject of curren®
rulemaking or are candicate subjects for
rulemaking,

On December 19, 1678 the
Commission issued for public comment®
a proposed rule which would
significantly revise its requizements in
10 CFR Part 5¢ for emergency planning
for nuclear power plants. One of the
considerations in this rulemaking was

Commissioners Gitinshy and Bradior! disagree
with the inclusior of the preceding tat srrtences
They feel that 1 v are absolutely 1t onsistent with
an even-hana apprarsa) of the forwer,
erronecus posson o Class § accidents
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g ctential ema\;wacn of Class @
T, “ S i, getienis gon vt
e August 1979, parsusut 4o the
Mﬁmw request, # Siting Policy -
 Task Force made recommendations with
‘respect 1o possible changes in NRC
 peastor siting policy and ¢riternia®
“mﬂ; set forth in 10 CFR Part 100 As
- stated therein, its recommendations
“were made 10 accomplish (among
.n:he":i::g fallowing goat:
y € uto consideration mn sitng the risk
assoctated with apridents beyond the design

Buniy (Cinns 91 by estabbshing population
dumny and distiibutson eriteria

CThis matter is currently before the
- Commission.
 This and other recoinmenations that
have been made as & result of the
~anvestigations into the Thiee Mile Island
- accident are currently being bmughl
- ogether by the Cominission’s staff in
' the form of proposed Action Plans ©
Among other matters. these incorp. ate
- tecomumendations for rulemaking related
tn degraded core cooling and core melt
accidents, The Commission expecis 1o
- issue decisions on these Action Plans in
- Abe near future 1t is the Commission’s
pohicy and intent 1o devote NRC's major
- pesources to matiers which the
Commigsion helieves will make existing
and future nuclear power plants safer.,
and 1o prevent & recurrence of the kind
of scoident that occurred at Three Mile
Istand In the interitn. however and
pending completion of rolemaking
schivihies in the areas of emergency
planmrg, siting critenia, and design and
uperational salety, all of which involve
Counsiderations of serious accident
~potential. the Commission finds it
essential ko improve its procedures for
describing and diselosing 1o the public
the basis for arriving at conclusions
regarding the environmental risks due to
“acoidents at nuclear power plants. On
e, letran of the rulemaking activities
mn these areas, and based also upon the
experience gained with this statement of
[ interm policy and guidance, the
Commission intends to pursue possible
changes or additions to 10 7.FR Part 51
to codify its position on the role of
accident nske under NEPA.
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YOI NUREG-nvE, “Planning Rasis for the
[Lﬂ'wl«fmm of State and Local Govenment
lodsnlug-ul Emsrgency Response Plans in Support
d Laght Water Nurlear Power Plants.” Novemler
19Th
| ANUREC06S, “Report of 1he Sibug Policy Tewh
Force ™ Aupug: 1978
YHrah NURTG-0m0 “Actien Plavs for
Sdmplement v, Reepnunendations o/ the President’s
ot vaiae and Other Studurs af the T2
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