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April 21, 1982

Secretary of the Commission
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 0555

Subject: Proposed Rule - Standards for the Reduction of Risk
from Anticipated Transients Without Scram (ATWS) Events
for Light Water Cocled Nuclear Plants (46 FR 57521).

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
Dear Sir:

The Atomic Industrial Forum's Committee on Reactor Licensing
and Safety (CRLS) has reviewed the subject proposed rules and
offers the following comments for your consideration.

Enclosed for your attention is an estimate prepared by one of
our utility members of the minimum cost impact of each of the
three froposed rules on its plants. Although we would expect
variations of these estimates on different plants, we bzlieve
these numbers to be representative and typical. Accordingly,
when all affected rlants are considered, the total impact on
utilities from implementing ATWS fixes will very likely be in
the range of a half billion dollars---greater or less de ending
on whether the Utility Group or Staff proposed rule is, in
fact, implemented. In view of the potential na¥nitude of this
expenditure, it would appear reasonable to raquire that the
benefits be more clearly defined than is currently the case.

The AIF CRLS has consistently argued that proposed ATWS fixes,
as well as proposed solutions to other low probability events,
should be judged on the basis of their merits against some
clearly defined and well understood safety goals, including
cost-benefit criteria . The staff has recently issued for
comment NUREG 0880, "Safety Goals for Nuclear Power Plants A
Discussion Paper", which should evolve in the relatively near
term into a framework capable of permitting such an evaluation.
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Certain elements of the ?roposcd "Hendrie Rule” enbody this
principle, viz. "..,regu ating the process by which licensees
ensure public kealth and safety and away from licensing the
details of plant design and operation." We believe that this
approach is entirely consistent with a mandate that low proba-
bility events be evaluated against safety goals,

The "value-impact" evaluations that have been performed by the
Staff (e.g., NUREG-0460) typically underestimate the costs that
we believe to be likely and indicate ATWS probabilities which
are higher than those we have seen from PRA analyses which have
been performed in the interim. Also, the NRC analyses are not-
ably deficient insofar as thelr consequence definition, and do
not ‘consider the positive impacts of changes in plant designs
and operating procedure which have occurred over the last
several years,

Recently, both the NRC and the nuclear industry have recognized
@ serious need to coordinate new regulations and to avoid du-
plicative efforts and expenditures and to assure that modifica-
tions enhance one another. This is evidenced by positions
taken by Chairman Palladino, development of the Committee to
Review Generic Requirements (CRGR), formation of INPO, NSAC,
and a significant expansion by the industry of utility "owners
groups”™. Yet the ATWS issue seems to have endured as a "stand
alone" issue, unaffected by these events, We recommend that
the NRC have the proposed ATWS rules reviewed by the CRGR to
assure that ATWS fs properly integrated with consideration of
the multitude of new requirements which have been develoged
since the TMI-2 accident. This review should consider the
hardware and software requirements proposed by the three rules
in the context of the many actions taken over the last several
years, particularly those in response to TMI-2, that will, in
our judgement, show that much has already been or is now ‘einp
nccoaplgshed to reduce ATWS risk.

In conclusion, we recommend that the NRC take no action with
respect to ATWS at this time pending the completion of the
development of the safety goal policy and implementing proce-
dures. At that time, the ATWS proposals can be reviewed on the
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basis of their merits by CRGR against these goals in a fashion
which is considerably more likely to be broadly acceptable than
are the current proposals. In view of the magnitude of the

otential exnenditures, the very low risk of consequences from
XTWS. and other more current and pressing problems demanding
industry attention, we believe this to be an entirely appro-
priate and responsible recommendation.

Very truly yours,

Gt gie-

D. Clark Gibbs
Chairman, Committee on
Reactor Licensing and Safety

DCG:hly y
Enclosures



Minimum Costs Bstimated for ATWS Hendrie Rulel

Plants with OL's on Plants with OL's after Plants with OL's more
or before 8/22/69 8/22/69 but before 3 than 3 years after rule
years after rule

¥ Plant CE Plant GE Plant ¥ Plant

1. engineering E $440K $440K $265K : 440K

2. hardware 1030K 1827K 414K 1920k

3. installation B86K 872K 584K 880K

4, OEM 2000K2 2000K2 2000Kk3 20002

S. AFDUC 105K 105K 80K 1200K

6. training 5K 5K 5K ‘s 5K

7. procedures 33K 33K 33K 33K

8. analysis S00K 500K 500K 500K

9. reliability/QA program 400K 400K 400K 400K

10. licensing and tech. spec. S00K 500K 500K S00K

changes including hearing
costs (1f any)

11. derivative impacts on the -- .- ceo i

nuclelx industry and the
public

TOTAL $5.9M 6.7M 4.8M 7.9M

Notes

1 Assuming the implementation schedule set out in the Hendrie rule,

2 This estimate assumes approximately one day down time caused by an inadvertant actustion of the
required turbine trip circuitry and approximately one day down time caused by an inadvertant
actuation of the required RPT and approximately one day down time caused by an inadvertant trip due
to addition of the required instruments.

3 This estimate assumes approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of the re-
ggéged RPT and approximately one day down time due to inadvertant actuation of the required auto

B

Impacts could include any adverse impacts due to higher regulatory costs includ
money, fewer utilities willing to order new reactors, higher elec{rlclty cggt:,1250225205053350350
on fossil fuels, etc. Costs resulting from these impacts have not been estimated.



Minimum Costs Bstimated jor ATWS Utility Group Rule

Plents with OL's 3 years Plants receiving OL's -?ro
after rulel than 3 years after rule
¥ Plant CE Plant GE Plant ¥ Plant
1. engineering $240K $355K $295K ) $240K
2. hardware 320K 560K 365F ' 320K
3. installation 430K 660K 534K 430K
4, O F M 1000Kk3 2000K4 2000K5 1000k3
S. AFDUC 55K 8CK 35K 600K
6. training 5K 5K 5K 5K
7. procedures 33K 33K 33K 33K
8. analysis
a. ATWS specific 500K 500K 500K 500K
b. Residual risk® 50K 50K . 50K 50K
9. reliability/QA program -- - - .-
10. licensinf and tech. spec. 100K 100K 100K 100K
changes industry and the
public
11. derivative impacts on the -- -- -- .-
nuclea; industry and the
public
TOTAL $2.7M 4.3M 3.9M 3.3M
Notes

1 Training and procedural chenges are to be liplenented within one year of the rule and design
changes within 3 years,
g ;;:inlngi p:ocedural and dcs}gntc?anges ;ro ;o be implemented before receiving an OL.
S estimate assumes approximately one da own time caused by an ir
: ;;?Jlredlturblne e g ey y Yy radvertant actuation of the
S estimate assumes approximately one day Jown time caused by an inadvertant actuation of the
required turbine trip circuitry and approximatel one day d ti
. ;g:uatio? of the required alternate scram syste-r e " SRR %7 = Leetvertent
118 estir-ts assumes approximately one day down time caused by an inadvertant actuation of th
required _icernate scram system and approximately one day d "
sctuastion of the remcires Iob: PP Y one day down time caused by an inadvertant

6 :ggfguggsngg ::s::r z-~1, sever» accident rule and PRA's attributable to having to consider

Impacts could include any adverse impacts due to higher regulatory costs including higher cost of

money, fewer itilities willing to order new reactors, higher el
on fossil fuels, etc. Costs resultlng!from these lmﬁactg have :ggrggégyeggggzieﬁfeater e



Minimum Coscs Bstimated for \TW3 S*tef Rulel

Plants with OL's Plants with OL's Plants with OL's
on or before after 8/22/69 but more than 3 years
8/22/69 before 1/1/84 after rule
W Plant CE Plant GE Plant ¥ Plant
1. engineering : $440K $605K $415K $440K
2. hardwars 1030K 2187K 654K 1920K
3. installation 886K 1162K 584K 680K
i. OGM 2000k 2 3000K3 4000x4 2000k 2
5. AFDUC 105K 135K 105K . 1200K
6. training 10K 10K 10K 10K
7. procedures 66K 66K 66K 66K
8. analysis 600K 600K 600K ) 600K
9. rellabilltylgA program -- -- -- .-
10. licensing and tech. spec. 500K 500K 500K SO00K
changes including hearing
costs (if any)
11, derivative impacts on the -- -- - -
nucleag industry and the
public
TOTAL $5.6M 8.3M 7.2M 7.4M
Notes

1 Assuming the implementation schedule set out in the Staff rule.

2 This estimate assumes approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of the
required turbine trip circuitry, and approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant
containment isolation.

3 This estimate assumes approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of the
required turbine trip Circuitry, and approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant
containment isolation.

4 This estimate assumes approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of the
required altern~te scram system, approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of
the required RPT, approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of the required
auto. SLCS, and approximately one day down time caused by inadvertant actuation of the required
automatic feedwater runback system.

5 Impacts could include an{ladverse impacts due to higher regulatory costs including higher cost of

money, fewer utilities willing to order new reactors, higher, electricit :
on fossil fuels, etc. Costs resulting from these inﬁactg have not beenye:gfgztegre‘tﬁi Gopendsace



