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RRCCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen. Our meeting this morning is on the subject
of safety éoals.

Since we last met in July con this subject,
several drafts of the policy statement have been
circulated to Commissicn offices, and each Commissioner
has been given the opportunity to provide ccmments. The
latest draft, vhich is circulated under date December
16, 1982, has been revised to incorporate Commissioner
comments received up to that tinme.

In addition to the revised policy statement,
ve have also received from the Staff what I will call an
evaluation plan for assessing the safety goal during the
next two years. I would point out that when we received
the Staff's December 14, 1982, proposal, the use of the
term "evaluation period”™ had not yet been proposed.

I believe that this morning's meeting shculd
have two purposes. The first is to determine if the
Commissioners have reached a ccnsensus regarding the
general direction in which wve should proceed regarding
safety goals. The second is to allow discussion of the
details of the Staff's evaluation plan.

To 2ccomplish the first purprose, I propose

that we have Jack Zerbe summarize the major changes that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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have occurred in the policy statement since our July

meeting. After we have discussed these changes, I would
like to poll the Commissioners to determine if we are on
the right track. Then we can turn the meeting over to
the Staff for discussion of the evaluation plan.

Do any of my fellow Commissioners have any
other opening remarks?

(Ko response.)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: If not, I propcse we turn
the meeting over to ¥r. Zerbe.

¥R. ZERBE: You received, as the Chairman
said, copies of vur December 15 draft of the safety
goale There is a clean copy and a marked-up copy which
identifies a number of changes, all of the changes that
have been made since the November 5 draft that you had
received. I will not talk about all cf those, but they
are all there.

Cne other item. In the December 16 draft we
do make use of the words "trial period”™ and the Staff's
implementation program, and we would propose tc change
those wvords consistent with what the Chairman said and
vhat is in the Federal Pegister draft tc be the
"evaluation plan”™ and the "evaluation period.™ Those

|
\
|
|
|
changes wvere not made in the December 16 draft because
|
we had not come to those wvords yete.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, S'W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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suggests that a number of plants do not meet these
safety goals.

Is that true?

MR. ZERBE: ©Well, I do not know if the Staff
has completed that study yet, and I d> not know whether
Mr. Pircks wants tc address that.

MR. DIRCKS: We have not ione any, you know,
exhaustive studies. What we hzve done is take a number
of PRAs that have already been done, both of resources
and, probably more predominantly, the PRAs that vere
done by the utilities, and we have done scome compariscns
of those PRAs against safety goals -- whatever
iterations we have seen. And there have been plants
that in one area or another do not mest tha varicus
elements of the safety goal.

If you want us to get you whatever the latest
tabulations we have, wve will get them up to you.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes, I certainly would
be interested. Is there one or another of these? The
safety goal is made up of a number of statements. Is
there one or andther of these that is particularly
troublescme?

MR. ZERBE: Well, there are areas in different
plants. Different plants dc not meet specific goals. I

guess of the plants that we have seen, the one that is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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some rational justification and then see to what extent
our analytic technigues allow us to determine whether
plants meet them. I thought it was the latter.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It is the latter, at
least in my mind.

. MR. DIRCKS: It is an important point, that
these are goals or aiming peoints.

CCHMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes, ves.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: These are as distinct
from requirements.

MR. ZERBE: They are not requirements.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I suggest that we
go through the safety goal. Then we can get back to the
Federal Register notice, and then 30 on.

MR. DIRCKS: We will pull together whatever we
have and outline how it was derived and point out where
there are deficiencies in the data base. Whatever it
is, T think what it was is the Staff just trying to keep
track of the various iterations.

COMMISSICNER GILINSXY: Do you have such a
compilation?

MR. DPIRCXS: I am sure -- yes, we will get one
up to you. ¢

COMMISSTIONER AHEARNE: But with some care, I

assume. There are a lot of uncertainties both in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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calculation and data.

¥R. DIRCKS: Yes. There is a variety of PRIs
that have been done, and we keep going back to this
variation in PRA technigue, and I think that is the
point that I vill mention when I get into my segment, is
that ve have got a lot of work to do with PRAs. We have
got a lot of work to do on how the methodoleogy is
developed, and what it is now is ve are doing some crude
estimates across the board and I think it points up the
need to get on with that task.

CHAIEMAN PALLADINC: Well, I gather one of the
main purposes of the evaluation period is to assess the
various PRAs 3and jet a definitive basis for making
comparisons.

MR. DIRCKS: Yes.

CHARIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, why don't ve let
Jack highlight what changes ware made and see if at
least so far as the safety goal, not counting the
implementation plan, and see whether that has the
general consensus of the Commissioners.

¥R. ZERBE: Okay. The first one I mentioned
was the ALARA concept has been -- comments relative to
that have been taken out of the sccietal goal, that
being that if we have these quantitative design

objectives and one would ultimately meet those, why

ALDERSON HEPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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there wvould be no reason to continue to rachet down on
the safety systems in the plant.

The second item I wanted to call to your
attention was the -- we have taken out the word "site”
in reference to the individual and society mortality
risks and used just a plant. It is on a plant basis,
the intent being not to penalize a multi-plant site but
to identify Jjust the quantitative risks and goals that
we have here, design objectives, on the basis of an
individual plant.

Relative to the individual --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I guess Mr. Weinberg
would be somewhat opposed to thate.

MR. ZERBE: Well, I am sure that some people
might be opposed to that.

COCMMISSIONER AHEARNEs My point is that the
idea of a nuclear park, there would Le some problenms
then, because what you are essentially saying is that
the mcre that you put at one place, the higher the --

MR. ZERBE: The higher the risk. That is
right, but you are talking in terms of what, two, three,
possibly four plants, and that would then change the
risk by a factor of four, mayble.

COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes, I understand. It

is just a comment.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W ., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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JR. ZERBE: Not orders of magnitude, which is
vhere you have to get to get in.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: We get to it in
calculations and factors of four.

MR. ZERBE: And the conservatism is in. The
tenth percent is maybe a factor of 1,000 within the
noise level of the calculations, so you =-- from what Dr.
Bernero would propose.

I was saying the individual prompt fatality
design oljactive is based on the average person within a
one-mile radius of the plant, and that stays the same in
here. What we have added is that if there are no people
in that area, then we would move out to where the first
person was living and take a one-mile annulus from that
place-out, and get the average person in that one-mile
annulus =-- just better define how one would accomplish
that calculation in that evaluation.

We have made a statement in here specifically
identifying that the cost-benefit guideline is not to
replace th2 Commission's backfit rule ~-- existing
backfit rule -- in 10 CFR £0.109.

Now they were the major items that I wanted to
address. We would le happy to discuss any of the other
items that have been cressed out, as you might want to

question, from the line-in/line-out copy.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER AHFARNE: I had a question,

Jack. It says on page ten of the cross-out, ycu have
dropped both "remote siting™ and "emergency response
capabilities”™ and I wondered why.

MR. RATHBUN: I am trying to remember. One of
the Commissioners proposed that we do that and I
honestly do not remember whichr one, but -- in fact, I
think =--

(Laughter.)

-=- I am sorry to say -- ;s I recall, it wﬁs in
the original 0880 and the <change here was in direct
response to a Commissioner's comment. I think that the
concern was that 1id Part 100 require remote siting or
sonethiné, and either yourself or Commissioner Roberts
objected to> both of those sentences -- that sentence,
that concept.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: T guess I did not £ind
that in my -- I went back to the s2ts of comments that I
had made in previous versions and did not £ind that.

MR. ZERBE: Well, those cumments there relate
to the current defense-in-depth approach which is being
used, and “hey 4o not take any =-- I mean, leaving thenm
out does not take anything avay from what is already

being used for site situations, and it does not add to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the safety goals themselves. The safety goals are
separate from that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You are right. You are
right. That is true. Howvever, the striking of the
phrases, I was interpreting, for example, as that it
Says ve recognize the importance of mitigating the
consequencaes of core melt accident.

Now wvhat do wve continue to emphasize? VNow is
that a good safety gcal? You are right. But this is
now what we emphasize and ve emphasize containment and
emergency planning. We no longer emphasize remote
siting.

Now I grant you that it dces not mean that wve
do nct consider remote siting. I was just wondering
vhether thare was an implication that by striking at
least there was a judgment that we no longer were going
to be concerned about it.

MR. ZERBE: I think that was the intention.

COMNISSIONER ASSELSTINE: What was the
rationale for striking, whcever proposed it?

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: That was my original
question., Now the answver was that --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That you prcposed
it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But I cannot find that

ALDERSON REPURTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, 2.C. 20024 (202) £54-2345
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in my notes that I made on it. Maybe in the procecss of

the new year I have blanked that out.

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I propose we put it
back in, then.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Kow wait a minute.

Before you go too fast, do we emphasize remote siting
now?

COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: We do not emphasize
any slﬁlnq right now.

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No, that is not true, but
ve do not 2mphasize remote siting and it says "continues
to emphasize”.

COMNMISSTONER GILINSKY: Well, the Commission
certainly has moved over the years towvard siting in
areas of lover population density.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I do not know if
*hat is remote siting.

COMFISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Well, this is siting
in less populated areas that is emphasized. That is
what the language was.

CHAIR¥AN PALLADIXO: Where is that?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Next-to-the-last

paragraph.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It did not say
"remote siting"”.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No. Up here it says
"r~mote siting®™. I wvas looking up at the top.

COMEISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, that is what
remote siting means -- avay from people to the extent
possible.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I guess if the
Commission wants to put it back in, it will go back in.
I vcoald prefer not to put it in. I do not think we
continue to emphasize remote siting.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I prefer to have it
in.

CHAIRMAY PALLADINO: What's that?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I would prefer tc have
it in.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I think I would teco

at the present time.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, you got three votes

to put it back in. Well, then I am not sure, "continues

to emphasize”™ -- it is hard to say we continue to
emphasize remote siting because I have not been aware
cf, particularly, remote siting. I guess remote siting

to me means more remote than what we have been decing.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: Well, more remote than
in the past. You know, we have said that we would not
put plants in some of the locations where they exist
nov, and we have moved away from allecwing siting in
areas which had been allowed previously, and that is the
sense of that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I have not said
that. That is why I do not vote for this.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: FWell, ; do not think
you put a plant in scme of the places where we have ther
nowv.

CHAIRMAN PALLACINO: I have not made that
Judgment.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: A 1ot of people read
this document.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Remote siting has a
connctation different from what it apparently gives
ycu.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It gives me the --
remote siting, as I interpret it, as Vic Jjust descriled
it, as the Ccmmissicn over the last three or four years
has a number of times said that we would not in various
places -- I think sometimes in front of Congress =--
that, no, ve would not nov favoralbly site some of the

plants in population densities where wve had in the past

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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approved those plants.

Irn other vords, we had agreed that wve would go
for remote siting or emphasize remote siting.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I think that is even
more than just in Commission statements before
Congress. I think that has also been over the past few
years increasingly embedded if not in the regulations
then in th2 Reg Guides and the supporting materials.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I grant you that it has
been more of an academic interest than an actual
practical application because of the lack of
construction permit applications so that the issue of
where the plant would e sited is more one we discuss
philosophically than practically.

8ut, nevertheless, I think emphasizing remote
siting weould at least be consistent with my view.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Let's see. You use
"remote siting” on the top.

MR. ZERBE: Right, on page ten.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And where else?

MR. ZERBE: And down in the next-to-the-last
paragraph, in the middle there, it says “siting in less
populated areas is emphasized.” I presume you want thenm
beth back in?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Well, let me ask a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE,, SW., WASHINGTON. 1.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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question. I would prefer to have them out, but if that
viev does not prevail, wvould the majecrity be willing to
use up above, rather than “remote siting”™, "siting in
less populated areas"?

CONMISSICNER AHEARNE: Fine.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: VYes.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Fine.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: I would prefer it not
to be in. Don't misinterpret that.

COMFISSICNER GILINSKY: Where do you want to
put them, Tom?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Well, where "remote
siting"” was delet2d.

COMETSSIONER GILINSKY: I mesrn the reactors.

CHATRMAN PALLADINO: You just want to use on
the top there what ycu use in the middle.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That would be okay.

¥B. ZERBE: Well, we are leaving in the
section down below. That is going to be put back in
also.

CHRIRMAN PALLADINC: Where, in the second
paragraph under "implementation”™?

MR. ZERBEs Yes. Siting in less populated
areas.

How about that emergency response capability

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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sentence that was deleted?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I do not know why that
vas taken out so I wouldi rather have it in.

CHAIENMAN PALLADINO: Okay. Up on the top of
the page I gather we have agreement, or at least %he
majority of the Commission agrees to put "siting in less
populated areas”™ for "remote siting™.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: VYes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: In the second paragraph
under "implementation®, the sentence is crossed out that
says "siting in less populated areas is emphasized"” wve
are keeping in, and the next one says “emergency
response capabilities are mandated to protect the
surroundiny population.”

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I would prefer that be
in.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I would, tooe.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay. So wve will keep
those twe in. Any others on that page? Do ycu have
some more?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: No, I think that was --
the other one was more a comment. I think that there
still is ~--

MR. ZERBE: There is one that I wvanted to

bring up and I did not on page eight.

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,
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CHAIREAN PALLADISNO: Why don't you just wait
until Commissioner Ahearne £finishes?

R. ZERBE: Oh, I°'am sorry.

COEMISSIONER AHEARNE: The other is a point
about the possibility of confusion between =-- when you
talk about operation. Now cperation in this version now
includes risk from operation or risk both from accident
and routine operation, and I am not sure vhether that is
really sufficiently (a) clear or (b) consistent, because
you do in some places talk about reactor operation and
in some places you talk about pover plant operation.

And then there is one goal which is in terams
of accidents and the other goal is in terms of reactor
operation. So I just ask that you lock at that from the
point of view is it clear and consistent in terminclogy.

¥R. ZERBE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Other questions?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I have a few and
so®é of mine ara more just to understand what is
required, because there are a few instances where some
of the concerns that I had did not have majority support
and so are not reflected in the safety goal document.

The first question I have is at the top of
page five.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Are you using the =--

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW, WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I am using the clean
version, not the line-in/line-out -- the clean version.
And that is dealing with the compara:ive risk of nuclear
operation versus operation for competing electricity
generating plants. Is that sentence, the first sentence
at the top of the page, intended to require, or does it
reguire, some kind of Commission analysis of the
comparative risks and, if not, vhat is that -- hov is
that sentence to be satisfied in the operation of the
goal?

I ask this, I guess, in particular because the
prav’ous va2rsion had another sentence in there that has
now been taken out that I certainly agree with taking it
out, that had seemed to endorse studies that are not
even available yet, or certainly that I have not seen.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: May I add a question
to that one? What is meant by "viable competing
technologies” that are the ones to compare with? I take
it this means not solar, but dces it mean gas-fired
boilers?

¥MR. ZERBE: I would think that would mean gas
or coal or =--

MR. RATHEUON: Coal mainly.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, that is why I

asked.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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o~

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

24

MR. BEATHBEUN: The NUPEG-0880 had a paragraph
in it -~ the document from last February -- that talked
about that very point, and basically what it came to wvas
that gas and ©2il, hydro and solar and such things as
that really vere not what we had in mind as viable
competing technologies.

Rather, what it came down to was nuclear
versus coal.

COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: Well, I think you had
better say that because a lot of people are going to
have a different view of what "viable™ means, and that
is somethiny for the Commission to address. I do not
know if that is what the Commission intended when it was
eniorsing the comparison, that it was specifically coal
and not other ways of generating electricity.

YR. RATHBUN: The document we sent up in July
proposed taking out the energy comparisons and in the
questions that ve sent to the Commission on July 24 that
vas proposed as a specific question. The majority of
the Commission favored leaving it in.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And it passed it, in
fact, and ended up asking EDJ to take some action to
develop risk comparison, and the EDO has responded
saying that we ought to wait for the CONAUS report,

which was due out imminently.
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MR. DIRCKS: We sent you a note yesterday =--

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That it continues to be
due out imainently?

MR. DIRCKS: -~ saying it has come on hard
times at the Academy. In fact, I think they have
stopped funding of that report.

COMNISSIONER AHEAENE: Well, that puts the
ball back to you to come up with some alternatives.

MR. DIRCXS: Probabdbly because they 4id not
want to touch that issue.

COMMISSIONER AHTARNE: Now as you recall, what
the Commission originally, I think, said was to
recommend possible alternative approaches, and you came
back and said wvell, why don't vwe wait and see about this
report.

MR. DIRCKS: We will have to come back with
something. |

¥R. RATHEUN: I think the implementation, the
operationalizing of this statement, would definitely not
go to plant-ty-plant analyses and comparisons but,
rather, I think that was not the Staf{'s plan, but
rather tc rely on generic-type study.

MR. ZERBE: The CONAUS report is what ve vere
going to> rely one.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Ckay, but some kind
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of generic comparison will have to be done. If CONAUS
is stopped, then somebody will have to do it, presumably
maybe us.

CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: What I think the
Coamission will end up regquesting that you do is
approach several places, such as the National Academy of
Engineering, and ask specifically.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: But this does impose
a requirement that that kind of an analysis be done.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes.

COEMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The next gquestion I
have compares the first paragraph under the general
considerations, 3(a), with the middle paragraph on page
seven, that says the Commission adopts the 0.1 percent
ratio of the risks of nuclear powver plant operation to
the risks of mortality from non-nuclear plant origin to
reflect the first qualitative goal.

And yet on page five the goal says, "Since the
design objectives are aiming points and not firm
requirements, there may be instances where a given
nuclear plant may not achieve all of the objectives.”

I read the paragraph on page seven to say that
in essa2nce the iniividual risk design objective is a
nuaerical translation of the first gqualitative goal. If

that is the case, hov could ve ever accept anything less
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than full satisfaction of the first design objective
unless ve are adnitting that we are prepared to accept
operation >f plants that will pose a significant
additional risk to individuals?

I mean, you know, Jack, you and I discussed
this befora.

ER. ZERBE: Yes.

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE: If you close the
logical circle, it seems to me that there is an
inconsistancy between on the on; hand saying that the
design objective does reflect that gocal and, on the
other hand, saying it is an aiming point or a target.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: T would say that that
is only true if it is something analojous to you either
have a disease or you do not have a disease, that the .1
is that type of a threshold. If it is an on-off, then
you are correct. But, of course, it is not. It is an
approximate number and the calculations are approximate
ani it is 2 very -- it is a slow slope.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Ckay. Then it seems
to me I do not necessarily disagree with that, but it
does seem to me that ve oucht to clarify on page seven
hov these 10 relate because when wve say that it reflects
the first qualitative goal it seems to me that is

subject to the interpretation that I gave to it.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What was your
interpretation?

COEMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: In fact, as I
recall, vhan ve first met with this, Forrest said that
this design objective was ncthing more than a numerical
translation of the qualitative goal. I guess with that
history, that is what I am concerned about, is that we
are heading towvards that.

COMMISSIONER ARHEARNE: Sure, but your

description, Jim, seems to apply to (a) a great

ptacisiqn and (b) that it really is a cliff, that cn one

side of it you are in one condition and then, with a
slight change, then you immediately go into another
condition -- two statement.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: » Jim, I do not guite
understand your point. Can you restate it?

COMEISSIONER ASSELSTINE: ¥y point is, if the
first numerical design objective is an aiming point,
that is an attempt to help us further define wvhat is
intended by the jualitative goals, then it seems to nme
ve ought to say that a little more clearly than what is
said on page seven, because I think the fact that you
have got a numerical design objective that is a precise
number, and if you say that that reflects the first

gqualitative goal without saying what that relé*ionship
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is in a'little more detail, that you create the possible
interpretation that I gave, which is that it is a
precise translation and it is an on-off --

COMMISSIONER AHEAENE: Right. See, I think
Jim's point, Joe, is that at .1 percent that, ve say,
means that they bear no significant additional risk.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That is right.

COMMISSIONER AEEARNE: Therefore, if you
exceed .71 percent it must mean they bear significant
additional risk.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That is right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes, I see.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That is the
interpretation he is putting on it.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do you have any
suggestions?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I do not think that
is the right intecpretation and what I am saying is I
think the way this thing is written it is susceptible to
that interpretation and I think that bears clearing up a
little dbit. T do not know; maybe I am the only one that
sees that possible.interpretation of the goal.

MR. ZERBE: FHe is trying to put a guantitative
number to aim towards. I do not think we actually say

in there anyvhere just exactly what you are inferring,
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that it has to be that or you are in trouble.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It says it reflects
the first goal.

MR. ZERBE: Right, and it is to try to give
the people that will use it a number to shoot at that
they can g2t their hands around. It is a tool.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: As a tool, along
vith a variety of other tools that we use to try and
help us achieve that first gqualitative goal.

¥R. ZERBE: Right.

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE: 1If that is right,
vhy can't ve say that?

¥P. RATHBUN: I think what people are saying
here is that wve really do not know with that great a
degree of precision significant risk and insignificant
risk, and 1 tenth of a percent is just a benchmark or
guideline or some such perspective on what might be a
limit.

But I do not think it is intended to mean that
if the risk is .11 percent that it is a significant
risk, or .09 percent that it is insignificant. It is
just too gray for that, too subject to uncertainty.

¥R. ZERBE: It was set so lov so that there
vas some potential movement around it without having a

real problen.
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I do not know.
Maybe I am the only one that sees that concern.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What Jim is saying, if
understand him, to indicate that this is not a precipice
or a go-no go number, but it 2stablishes the order of
magnitude for which ve ought to be striving.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Can I ask you, on the
basis of calculations which have been made up till now,
is this limit one that presses on the plants, or are the
plants far from this?

MR. ZERBE: You are talking about the
individual risk?

COXMISSICNER GILINSKY: Yes.

¥R. ZERBE: The individual risk would be the
one of the tvwo that is the toughest to meet =--

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This one on top of
page seven?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: The one-tenth percent.

MR. ZERBE: The one-tenth percent on the
average individual near the plant, right. If you meet
the one on the societal risk that goes out to fifty
miles, it wvould, in general, be less difficult to meet.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, naturally the
larger a circle you take, the easier it is to meet it.

MR. ZERRE: Yes. This is probably the

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPAY, INC,
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tightest one that you can meet.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This one is?

MR. ZERBE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Not the one in 10,000
years for the meltdown?

MR. ZERBE: No, no.

MR. DIRCKS: That is the one that would trip
first.

MR. ZERBE: Yes, that wvould probably be the
one you would trip first, in general.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I see.

MR. ZEFRBEE: And it could be used in that
regard as a trigger.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: If we had studies and
ve had collected this information, why vas this not
brought to us together with this material? I must say I
found out about this just in the last few days, and I anm
a little riffed because I gather others have been
informed, and it does not seem to be a surprise to
people at the table.

COMMISSIORER AHEARNE: Wait a minute, Vic.
Ever since ve started discussing the safety goal, which
is tvo or three years ago, the discussions have been
that there are, no matter what number was being

discussed, that you know that there are plants that are
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aot going to be able to make this or there will be
plants that will not make that one. It is not a new
thing.

COEMISSIONER GILINSKY: It is one thing to
talk about people's feelings about what might happen.

It is quite another thing to say that calculations have
been done and collected and conclusions arrived at, and
this has not been brought to us. I have not seen
anything.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What conclusions? I anm
sorry, I do not know what you mean.

MR. RATHBUN: Let me just say that this
NUREG-0880 actually had the question. Do plants meet or
do plants not meet the safety goals has come up before.
It came up vhen w2 prepared the paper that went to the
workshop and alsc when ve did 088C, and it is sort of a
time-depenient problem. As time goes on, more studies
are done and wve learn more and the like.

But NUREG-0880 referred in the document to the
Indian Point study, 0715, and that wvas =-- Bob knows mcre
about it than I do, but that showed, I think, seven
plants® core melt probabilities and the like, and not
all of them met the safety goal then.

But vhat has happened since 0880 came out last

February is more studies have been done and it is a
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continuing sort of thing.

MB. BERRERO: I think there is a little
confusion on what vas done, when. For the second
vorkshop, vhich was held at Harper's Ferry, the safety
goal vorkshop =-- it was July of '81 =-- our Staff
prepared a preliminary estimate from available risk
analyses and the evening of the first day of that
vorkshop we held what you might call a seminar on that,
vhich identified available risk assessments, even
unpublished ones, because NRC has been a principal in
developing these, and identifying the core melt
fraquencies, the fatality risks, probabilities of
large-scale release against the safety gzocal proposals.

So we did have =-- that was part cof the
documentation of workshop number two. And, of course,
as a lot more PRAs are coming available, we continue to
look and compars PRAs, ve are nowv getting two PRAs on
the same plant, so that we can compare what did I learn
from one that I did not learn from the other.

So it is kind of a continuing thing. It has
not been suppressed.

COMNISSICNER GILINSKY: Well, I must say I
vould have been interested had this been shared with
ne.

MR. BERNERO: You were not aware, apparently,
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of the material that wvas presented at vorkshop number
two, then.

COMEISSIONER GILINSKY: No, I was not, and
still am not.

CHAIRMAN PALLADIKO: Was not some of this also
in 8807

MR. RATHBUN: Yes, sir. Again, as I say, it
is something that grows with time. Here, page 27 of
0715, core melt probablity ranged from two in 10,000,
which is greater thazr the safety goal of one in 100,000,
vhich is, of course, less than -- and then it has the
qualifiers and says that this work is going on under the
IREP programe.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: VWell, what you would
like, T gather, is a summary of where we stand.

CONMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, let me ask you,
Joe, where did you hear about it? Did you hear about it
from that obscure paragraph, or was it brought to your
attention?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What is that?

CONMISSIONER GILINSXY: This material that ve
are talking about now.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Yes, I was avare of it.

MR. DIRCKS: If we have not told you, I think

there has been enocugh indicaticns to say that all along
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ve have been collecting PRAs and ve have been keeping
score. We have not produced any formal documents. If
you vant a for'. al document, we will pull one together.

But, you know, this Agency churns out tons of
paper every day. If you vant copies of everything --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I must say ve
get a lot of insignificant paper. I would have liked to
have seen this one.

HR. DIRCKS: Well, it depenis on what is
significant and insignificant.

COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: Can we perhaps try to
get the safety goal done?

CONMISSIONER GILINSKY: Sure, you can return
to your subject.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: We are going to come back
to the implementation plan, and I think if wve want a
compilation of what exists today we can ask the Staff to
do it. But why don't ve try to finish on the safety
goal?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I have got a couple
more.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: All right. Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Top of page six,
there is a statement: "The design objectives should be

vieved as aiming points or numerical benchmarks which
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are subject to revision as further improvements are made
in probabilistic risk assessment.” I guess the guestion
I had is: To what extent were the design obiectives
themselves based upon the present state of PRA, or vere
the design objectives the aiming points for trying to
satisfy the qualitative goals?

If that is the case, wvhy vould we go back
later on and modify the design objectives themselves
based upon improvements in PRA?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINOs That is a good question.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: A logical question.

¥R. ZERBE: The desiagn objectives wvere not
arrived at by looking at the PRAs and ther picking
numbers.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I did not think they
vere, but this would imply that they wvere.

MR. ZERBE:s It was just left that way to, you
know, that something could conceivably develop that is
not known but could be developed that you might wvant to
change them up or down, I guess either way. I do not
know. It is leaving the thing wide open.

CCMNISSTONER ASSELSTINE: Okay. That is what

confused me, because it seemed to me that certainly we

are looking forward to improvements in PRA, and that

will dramatically affect howvw vwe might use the goal and
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particularly the design objectives after the trial
period. PBut I did not see how improvements in PRA would
necessarily wvarrant changes in the design objectives.

MR. ZERBE: We did not have anything specific
in mind and it would not hurt it to take it out, as far
as we would be concerned.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I would suggest
taking it out unless there is a logical =--

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You would like tc take
out ==

¥R. RATHBUN: *"Which are subject to revi#ion
as further improvements are made in PRA."™

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Oh, okaye..

¥R. ZERBE: That last clause.

CHEAIRMAN PALLADINC: But they are subject to
revision.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: They are certainly
subject to revision.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINCs Subject to revision.

COMXISSICNER ROBERTS: PBefore you start the
deletion after the "which®™ is what I think the
Commissioner is proposing. "Which are subject to
revision as furthar improvements are made in PRA."

COYNISSIONEP ASSELSTINE: We certainly say in

other placa2s that ve are going to go Pack and review the
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design objectives in the goal.

MR. ZERBE: Maybe you want to leave in "which
ara2 subject tc revision™ and put a period and cross out

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That is okay. That
is said othrr places, but that is all right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Cross out "as further
improvements are made”.

MR. RATHBUN: Yes, sir.

- COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The next one is just
kind of a nit down right at the end of the first
paragraph under (b) on page six.

I guess I would prefer to say "Furthermore,
this risk is less than the risk that society is now
exposed to from each of the other activities.” It is
not clear to me that socisty voluntarily accepts some of
those risks. 1In fact, there are some areas in
particular -- acidi rain, dealing with drunk drivers --
vhere it looks to me like there are efforts to change
those risks.

MR. ZERBE: So we change "will accept”™ to "is
exposed to".

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: "Or is nowv exposed
to", yes, or "is exposed to".

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: VYes, we are constantly

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vorking trying to change those.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I just wondered,
after reading this one more time, whether when ve say
»furthermore, this risk” it is clear what the risk is
that we are talking about. In fact, it wvas a little
anclear in my own mind vhether ve are talking about the
risk of individual fatalities due to accidents.

¥R. ZERBE:s Bothe.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Well, individual and
sociétal fatalities, I guess.

WR. RATHRBUN: You vant to say »individual and
societal risks"?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

¥R. RATHBUN: Okay. That is good.

~OMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: On page eight was
the next gquestion I had, right towards the last full
sentence on the pige. That is, "If the design objective
for prompt fatality is met for individuals in the
immediate vicinity of the plant site, the estimated risk
of delayed cancer fata ity to persoas within fifty miles
of the plant would generally be much lower than the
limit set by the 1esign objectives for cancer fatality."”

Could you just explain to me briefly why that
is the case?

ZERBE:s Well, the doses are dropping off

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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as you move out. You know, that is what we were talking
about a little earlier, that, you know, if you meet the
criterion ve have for the one-mile situation, then one
vould normally expect that it is tighter.

COMNISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Strictly because the
doses really are just concentrated back there?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Where does this fifty
miles come from? You know, this comparison is alwvays
made at TMI also. Obviously, the larger the circle you
take, the aore insignificant the impact of radicactive
releases on the population. It seems to me that fifty
miles is just a ridiculous circle to be taking.

MR. ZERPE: Well, that number had been in this
from, I guess, way back.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Well, it has been in a
lot of Commission documents.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Vic, vyou are not just
taking the fifty miles. If that was the only cne, I
vould agree with you, but you are putting a more
restrictive limit on the people close in and then you
are lcokiny farthsr out. Now if you want to go some
intermediate, you could have a third one, but I gquestion
the value of it.

COMMISSTIONER GILINSKY: I just do not think

the fifty miles is a useful index. In other words, you
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can get evan bettesr results by taking 100 miles, if you
vant to. The sensible comparison is to lcok at the
affected area, and fifty miles is way beyond the
affected area. S0 you are Jjust picking up unaffected
people and improving the ratio.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What would you define
to be the affected area?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Somethiny considerably
less than that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Such as?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, perhaps a
ten-mile circle. I do not knowe.

MR. BATHBUN: Before Bob offers his comment,
one of the things that ve had proposed in the July 14
meeting == July 12 paper for that meeting =-- wvas
dropping the sociatal risk limit altogether, and the
Commission rea<ted very negatively to that in the
ansvers to the guestions that ve supplied, instructed us
to put in such a limit.

The original 0880 had th: fifty miles and, as
you point sut, tha real reason for that fifty miles is
it Jjust as a recurring number in a lot of the analyses.

The second risk limiter is societal, which
means, to me anyvay, a substantial number of pecple.

The number of people around the plants, on the average.,
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within fifty miles is around 1.7 million. The largest,
I think, is 17 million. The avercge is 1.7 million. I
do not know what the smallest is, but it was an attempt
on our part to try and implement the Commission's wishes
on a societal risk limit in some way.

Bob?

4R. BERKRERO: T think T might clarify what
Dennis just saii. If you recall, trying to measure
individual risk based on a fractiocn of national average
individual risk, such as accidental death risk or latent
cancer =-- cancer death risk -- you are going to get two
different numbers -- one-tenth of one percent of a
national average -- and they are not necessarily
compatible. That is, one can be a lot more restrictive
than the other.

And the numbers you get in *his case are five
times ‘IO.7 per year for individual eariy fatality
risk, and tvo times 10“6 per year fcor lazent fatality
risk.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 1Is that a typical
ratio?

MR. BPERNEROs No, that will vary £from country
to country. I checked it against the British ratio, fog

instance, and it is different. The relationship lPetveen

accident death risk and cancer death risk i1s different
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depending on the nation.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I am sorry. I thought
you were giving in fact a ratio between prompt and --

MR. BERNERO: Yes. It is the ratio between
prompt and cancer death, aﬁd vhat you find is because
five times 10-7 is so low, if you use WASH-1400 models
and source tarms, you will find the first limit you hit
is the early fatality risk, and even for the individual
in that first mile if they reet the early fatality risk
they clearly meet the latent fatality risk.

It is a less restrictive limit.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is a typical
ratic between early and latent?

MR. BERNEEO: Well, in the U.S. it is the
simple ratic between five times 10-“ per year, is the
wational average accident death risk, and tvo times
0 is the national average cancer death riske.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In an accident, what
would be a typical ratio between prompt and --

YR. BERNERO: I do not think you can say there
is ¢oing to be that ratic, but I do not know any ratic I
can state t®» you for the person at one mile or the
perscen at ten miles.

But we have locked at a number of the results

that we have gotten and that other risk analyses have
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gotten and it appears to be invariable that you hit the
early fatality risk first. So it is a1 gooil measure of
individual risk.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you,
though, can't you in scme way characterize the ratio
betveen early fatalities and all fatalities in a reactor
accident, in the range of reactcr accidents that you
have looked at?

¥R. BERNERO: You have to take the population
radius that you are going to use for reference because
the ratio would bs different for the first mile than it
is for the fifty-mile radius or for the total.

Now for the total -- I am just thinking what
WASH-1400 would --

ER. MURLEY: Bob, fecr Surrey it was twvo-to-one
ratio of prompt to latent -- two times 10.7 prompt;
one times 10-7 latent.

MR. RERNERO: Are you talkiny about the
integrated fatalities for the Surrey results or the
probabilities? T just do not remember.

MR. MURLEY: The probubility results.

MR. BERNEROs If you go to WASH-1400 -- if I
had the siting report here --

MR. STELLO: The Sandia report gives both

numbers and you just have to take the two and extract a
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ratio.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 1Is it a factor of ten
or a factor of two?

¥R. BERNERO: It is less than ten, as I
recall.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Between two and ten,
one and ten?

MR. BERNERO: It varies with the release. In
the siting report, that NUREG-CR-2239, that is a useful
one to show you. The large release, SST-1, which has
early fatalities, you are going to get a ratio, if I
remember it, it is less than ten~-to-one. It is more
like two or three-to-one latents to earlies.

But vhen you get to lesser releases, SST-2 or
3, the early fatalities disappear and you have nothing
but latents. So the ratio of latent to early goes up.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: ©Now I would guess that
the number of estimated prompt fatalities is very
sensitive to assumptions. That would be -- is that
right or not?

MR. EERNERO: Yes, that is =--

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 1In other words, that
vould depend more sensitively on the details of the
calculations than, say, the total nusber of fatalities.

I raise this because I wonder if that is
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really the thing to fix on.

HR. BERNERO: It is more -~ well, let me put
it this vay. It is going to be a variable more
sensitive to source term change, for instance, than
latent fatality would. The societal latent fatality
goal is going to be less sensitive to source term
changes than is an individual early fatality risk
value. .

The early fatality risk value, by the way, is
a containmant performance criterion, in essence. It is
an indirect containment performance criterion when
paired with the core melt frequency limit =-- you know,
10-u. It acts as a surrogate containment performance
criterion.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Vic, cculd I understand
better what part of the safety goal we are addressing
here? 1Is it still the fifty miles?

COMNMISSIONER GILINSXY: Well, we really kind
of wandered back to the top of page seven, but I Jjust
raise this. It comes up in many contexts. This is not
the only one. It comes up in siting and so on, and I
have often wonderad wvhether that was the right number to
use.

My sense is, feeling is that it is not, but I

just offer that comment for youe.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Is there any feeling on
the part of the Commission they want to do anything
different? It is not an unreasonable number against
vhich to apply the societal risk, but any other number
ve pick would be equally arbitrary. Unless there is
more of a consensus to change that, I suggest we just go
one.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I have got a couple
of points on the benefit-cost guideline on page nine.
Cne gquestion I have is on the relationship of the two
sentences that begin -- the carry-over sentence at the
bottom of page nine and then the first full sentence on
the top of page ten.

It says, "No further benefit-cost analysis
should be made when it is judged that all of the design
objectives have been met. This guideline does not
replace the Commission's backfitting regulation.”

If those two sentences are read to be
consistent, I would assume that what is meant by the
first sentence is that for the purposes of the safety
goal, if you meet the other design objectives you are
just not going to go forward and do more benefit-cost
calculations. But that does not mean that for other
reasons the Commission or the Staff should not consider

other justifications for making backfit decisions under
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our existing process.

MR. ZERBE:s I think that is right, but that
was the area vhere there was a change we wanted to
make. We would propose taking out "during the trial
period”™ and start the sentence with "application”
because the intent here is during the trial period the
safety goals are not going to be used for any licensing
purposes anywvay.

So the intent here is that even beyond that
one would not use the cost-benefit guideline to keep
racheting down on requirements if you met your goals.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Where is the phrase you
are striking again?

MR. ZERBE: I am sorry. It is on page nine of
the clean copy.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The last full
sentence.

Well, I do not have a problem with dropping
"during the trial period”, but to clarify hov those last
tvo sentences that I raised relate to each other, would
there be a problem in the very first sentence, under
Number 2 up above, by saying the Commission has adopted
a benefit-cost guideline for use as one consideration in
decisions on safety improvements toc make it clear that

this is not the da2terminative factor?
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COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: As one consideration.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you, why
does that statement or guideline say "societal mortality
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incremental reduction of societal mortality risks"™?
What is the significance of the "mortality™ in that?

MR. ZERBE: Well, there I guess you can leave
it out. We are talking about deaths here. This refers
to the =-- wvhen it talks about societal, we are talking
about cancer deaths. But I mean, I guess, if you said
"societal risk"™ =--

COMNMISSIONER GILINSKY: But from the point of
view of someone applying it, he simply is trading
dollars for person-rems. It is as simple at that.

MR. ZERBE: So we can take that out.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: What are you going to
take out?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: We can take that out.
I am wondering why it is there.

MR. ZERBE: The wcrd "mortality”™ in that
bullseye item under paragraph two there -- "the benefit
of incremental reduction of societal risk".

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You want to take it out

also later in the follow-up -- the benefit?
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¥R. ZERBEs Yes, to be consistent.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Just for understanding
and clarification, not for modification here, there are
some arguments that would say that the person-rem
calculation, if you are not talking about just
mortality, you are also talking about sicknesses that
are going to be je2nerated, that you would have to put in
some estimate of cancers that are non-fatal.

Now you do not -- you strike the word
"mortality®. I assume you do ;ot mean to expand to
include that, do you?

MR. EATHBUN: I think in the actual
application, though, the Commissioner is right, that all
people are goiny to do is sit down and look at the
number of man-rem, but I know what you mean.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I understand that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Why not leave "mortality”
in there? I am concerned about taking something out
rather guickly because while it seems reasonable at the
time you take it out, we may find that there was a good
reason for having it in.

CONMISSIONER GILINSKY: I understand you to be
saying that this does not affect the instructions to
vhoever is applying this.

MR. RATHBUN: I do not think so, unless Bob
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has some --

COMEISSICNER ASSELSTINE: It is standard. You
tick up man-rems and charge off dollars against it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The point I was raising
vas the extent that you can take the standard person renm
per fatality.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you a
question I wvondar2d about. Would you apply this in a
situation where one is considering evacuation if
avo.ding a person-rem can be done for less than
31,000{ Would you then say that someone ought to move
out of the way?

¥R. ZERBE: You mean permanently move out?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: No, no. I meant
temporarily.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Well, in fact, vhen
you go back to the individual risk factor, doesn't that
assume evacuation?

MR. STELLO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, here is a
particular guideline. Would you apply it?

MR. DIRCXS: You are talking about an
operational decision? I do not think any of this at all
vould be usad. That is my own off-the-cuff judgment.

You would nct vant to base at that point in time
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Opctational decisions based on this.

I do not think we contemplate anything like
that type of decision, at least in the evaluation plan
ve are going to be talking about. We will get to it.
We are looking at this right row for the next couple of
years only in looking at regulations, regulatory
requirements and only one -- using this as only one
element.

The rest of it is going to be pretty much
using the old techniques, but that one, I do not ever
see that type of decision ever being based on this
unless there is a lot more advances going to be made in
this vhole business that I cannot see right now.

Harold, do you ever see decisions of that
nature being made -- evacuation in the case of an
accident?

MR. DENTON: I think they would be made on a
comparison of projected doses to establish radiation
protection guideslines, and if the guidelines might be
exceeded, at least that is the present approach.

COEMISSIONER GILINSKY: That is right. But
doesn’t it say something about those guidelines.

MR. DIRCXS: Should the guidelines be adjusted
based on any of this?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the guidelines
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400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

50



LI

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

24

51

are a little flexible anyway. I think the EPA
guidelines talk about one to five R as being a point at
which you start public protectione.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Vic, I believe you are
raising questions that really belong in the evaluation
period. We are not clear exactly how vwe are going to
use all of these, and I think they are part of the
evaluation process for which we have set aside two
years, and I think it would be appropriate to =--

I would like to come back to this
"mortality". I am a little worried about crossing it
out becaus2 it may have implications that we have not
thought about here, and I would suggest we keep it in.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: I wculd agree with
that. |

COMNISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The other gquestion I
have on the benefit-cost guideline has tc do with my own
viev, which was not shared by a majority of the
Commission, that we ought to include person-rems averted
related to the clean-up of an accident.

I guess the juestion I have is if wve apply
this benefit-cost guideline that is included here and wve
left out person-rems averted due to clean-up, how much
money would we have spent or would you spend to avert

ancther TMI accident per plant? It is pretty small,
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isn’t it?
MR. DENTON: WKell, there is the man-rem

estimate from TMI was slightly over $£3,000 man~-rem,

off-site. I guess -~
MR. STELLO: He means to clean up.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: No. I say if you

exclude worker exposures due to cleaa-upe. If all you

include is off-site exposures from the accident, how
much would you spend per plant to avert another T¥I
accident applying this guideline? It is on the ordevr of
$1 million, isn't it?

YR. STELLO: Well, maybe a prospective -- the
man-rem exposures for the large accidents are in the
millions of man-rem, and the man-rem associated with
clean-up following an accident probably are on the order
nf a few thousand.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Of the more severe
than the TMI-type accident?

MR. STELLO: I am including both -~ severe.

COENISSIONER GILINSKXY: It must be more than
that if you are changing the steam generator, which was
a couple thousand or soe.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think you vere
eliminatingy workar exposure.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I guess the point I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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am trying to make, the thing that concerns me is wve seen
to be putting out a safety gocal here that includes a
bcngfit-cost guideline that basically says in order to
avert another TMI-type accident all you would spend is
on the order of $1 to $3 million per plant and no more
than that.

And if we look at what has been spent per
plant to avert another TMNI-type accident, I think it is
substantially greater than that, and my own view is that
what ve have required is probably closer to the mark
than what this would reguire. I guess I am troubled by
putting out a safety goal that basically says that
substantially less should have been spent to avert
another TMI accident than what has been done.

It seems to me the goal stands for that

proposition, and I guess that troubles me.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, that may be more
the fact that TMI is an anomalous type accident in the
sense that it vas viewed to a large extent -- a lot of
the changes that have been put on, the regulatory
changes that have been put on, were not specifically to
prevent another TMI accident in the sense of the sanme
detailed accident sequence. R lot of changes are put on
to correct what you might say are the more generic
problems that are identified as a result of the analyses
of TNI.

For example, if you want fo look == I am not a
strong defsnder of the 31,000, but let me just use this
as an argument -- what is the total person-rem that
potentially could be produced by a large accident?

COMMISSIONER ASSFLSTINE: Oh, yes.

tOBHISSIONER AHEARNE: A large accident.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: R large accident, I
guess, is what Vic was saying -- ten million.

COMMISSIONER RHEARNE: Now ycu multiply that
by $1,000. Is that an acceptable level? Is that too
low?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I think that is
probadbly right. I guess what I am concerned about,
though, is that there are a range of accidents and there

are a range of responses depending upon the types of
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accidents.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I am just cautioning
using TMT actions and then relate specifically to one
specific accident sequence because of changes.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I agree with you,

John. But I guess what I am concerned about is if in

fact you take the one accident that we have had and you

apply the standard to it, it seems to lead to an
anomalous result.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: For a TMI accident, it
would have been worth perhaps speniing $§2 or §3 million
and that is from a public health and safety, and I think
that wvas confirmei. But for vorse accidents you are
going to spend quite a bit more. And I think, as John
said, many of the corrections taken at TMI were to
prevent or mitigate worse accidents and those are
cost-benefit effective.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I guess I would
draw the distinction between off-site exposures the
this policy statement does and the worker exposures
to clean-up, because it does seem to me that if you
included them, if you includel person-rems averted for
vorkers involved in clean-up of a TMI-type accident,
that for that type of accident you would get a more

accurate prescription for the amount of money that you
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would have spent to avert it.

I am not concerned about the most serious
accideats. I think those are taken care of, but I think
what I am concerned about, though, is the TMI-type, and
that is why I had advocated including averting the
vorkers.

MR. RATHBUN: The philosophy that we have
followed through the drafts here, of the workshops and
the 0880, it was that the Commission policy statement on
safety goals wvas an attempt to put into practice and
establish some guideline numbers of how safe is safe
enough and adequate protection of the public health and
safety thinking of the Atomic Energy Act.

And as a result, at least so far anywvay, ve
have been fairly consistent 1ln keeping it to off-site
exposures and not including occupational exposures per
se. So what I am saying is that doing that or including
that would be a fairly major change from the
philosophizal thrust we have been on to date.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Does this preclude
consideration of operational?

MR. RATHBUN: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That is what I vas
told.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Where does it say that?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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COMMISSIORER ASSELSTINE: It does not say it
explicitly.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It does not say it, or
does it?

MR. EATHEUN: I think it says it up in the
first couple of pages, that ve are talking about the
public -- risks to the public. Page two.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It does not say that
workers are excluded from that.

MR. RATHBUN: That is true.

COEMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: But that is the
intention?

MR. RATHBUN: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Workers are not
public.

¥R. DIRCKS: When we get to the evaluation
plan, we cover this business of occupational exposures
and how they would be used -- at least ve say they would
be factored into the decision.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: But how could they
be factored into the decision, at least applying
benefit-cost guidelines?

MR. DIRCKS: What we are saying, again getting
back to the point I mentioned to Vic, ve are using in

the evaluation plan, vwe are talking about using the
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safety goal as just another tool in the whole range of
considerations.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINEs But what you then
vould do is consiler as a separate proposition, totally
separate from the safety goal, that particular element.
Well, I guess I would still feel more comfortable in
putting it in under the benefit-cost guideline, but
everybody has had a chance to ccnsider that already.

¥R. DIRCKS: I think that would be one of the
elements that we would be coming back to you, because wve
do mention the assessments that we are going to be
coming back to the Commission with in tvo years, and
that is one area that we would like tc cover in
evaluating the ﬁse of the safety goal and how
occupational exposures would affect it.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: The last guestion I
had was on page ten where ve talk abont the core melt =--
large-scal2 core melt probability.

I guess, first, this is the gquestion that I
had before, and that is the statement in the sentence
towvard the bottom of the page, "The dasign objective for
large-scale core melt is subordinate to the principal
design objectives limiting iniividual and societal
risks.”

I guess I still do not have a clear idea in my
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MR. ZERBE: Well, clearly the other two -- the
Juantitative goals -~ are the one that are the basis of
the whole document, the ones as it affects the
individual or society.

Now this one -- and, you know, we have a
question in the Federal Register draft of whether one
vants to even include the cors melt.

There was some intent, perhaps, that you could
use it as a go-no go type gauge and make calculations
only out to core melt, and if you did not have core
melt, then you could just eliminate doing the more
detailed calculations and get down to the consequences
outside the container.

There is other concerns that by putting core
melt in we are focusing on protection of the plant and
should that really be in a set of goals that are
affecting the health and safety of the public. And that
is what brought the questions up in the text.

But it is subordinate because I guess our
fealing was if you did not meet that, that would be of a
lesser importance than not getting close to the goals -~
the other two gquantitative goals.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Except the others are

much more difficult to calculate and the results are a
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lot "iffier”.

¥R. ZERBE: That is right.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This is the only one
that you can come close to getting some reasonable --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, =ven there, from
the discussions I have heard, the assumption on core
melt ranges from an assumption that as soon as you have
less than a certain amount of water going in, the core
melts, and ve count that as a core melt.

And in other cases, the core melt means
something entirely different and I think is something
that really neeis to be straightened out in the
evaluation phase.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, if wve do not
have this one straight, ve cannot get any of the
subsequent ones straight.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, I am saying we
ought to g2t =-- I raise the question in my mind as to
vhether or not the core melt criterion is really one
that needs to te in there, but I agree. If we could
shov that it vas a good screening tool, and we had some
consistent wvay of --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, Vic's point, I
believe, is if you cannot calculate the probabilit of

core melt, you zannot get to the probability of the
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off-site releases.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Right, whether or not
it is in there.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: YNo, there is a difference
because in calculating the core releases you assume that
it is truly melted, wvhereas the other one you have a
difficulty defining what a truly meltazd core is. I
think there is a difference.

COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: Is this because the
pla;ts are having difficulty meeting this goal that ve
vant to drop it, or what?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No, I just wonder whether
or not --

MR. ZERBE: No, no. I guess the main thought
vas is somebody going to say, hey, you are taking care
of the capital investment of the utility. W®Why do you
vant tc have that in the goal, because that is really
what one might construe the core melt to be?

CONMISSIONER GILINSKY: I mean, it is the
event that triggers other concerns and it turns out to
be a lot more difficult to calculate because there is
meteorology and all kinds of other things.

YR. ZERBE: The main thing I think we wvere
thinking of, really, was that the core melt could bde

used as a trigger point and, you know, if you met that
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you would not have to go further.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I guesss, Jack, you vere
going to ask in the draft Federal Register notice about
;his; It vas not clear to me vhat =- aren't those
basically the same questions that were asked
previously?

¥R. ZERBE: That was the same guestion that
vas asked previously.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And I cannot understand
why wve are going out asking for public comment on the
same thing we went out and asked for public comment on.

MR. ZERBE: Well, that vas one, I guess, some
Commissioner wanted in there.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You can blame me for
that. I d4id not know we had asked for that.

CONMISSIONER AK_ABRNE: We had and I do not
know why we should ask for it again.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I keep wondering why that
core melt one is in there unless you want to use it as a
screening device.

COMMISSTONER GILINSKY: I must say it is the
only one that I thought was really useful. Whether that
is precisely the right number to te using is another
matter. It seems to me that that --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Why do you say that,
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Vic?

COMMISSICNEE GILINSKY: Because it is
something you can work with.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No. I maintain it is far
harder to get a meaning to wvhat core melt is and a basis
on which you are going to develop a calculation than it
is to assume that it is melted and then you find out --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, let's just say
the uncertainties attached to this are nothing like the
uncertainties attached to how many person-rem somebody
is going to get somewhere.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think we are now
getting down to the hard issue. I think the hard
question is (a) are we going to put cu: a safety goal.
(b) If vwe are going to put it out, are we going to put
it out and start an evaluation plan, or are we going to
put it out for public comment. If we are going to put
it out for public comment, for how long?

I think that is really the major set of
questions we have this morning. For myself, I am
vwilling to give you my votes. Yy votes are that after
so long and hard an effort to get where we are, I want
to see a safety goal at least tried. I do not care if
you call it a limitation plan or evaluation plan or a

trial plan, but I would like to see it tried.
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.And I recognize that there are two very strong
movements in the Agency opposed to doing that. One is a
movement with which I have a lot of sympathy, and that
is it is going to be very, very hard to do it =--
difficult calculations, a lot of uncertainties, do not
really know how these things are going to work out. I
have sympathy with that. But I think we really ought to
try 1it.

The second effort, I believe, whose underlying
theme s w2 do not want to do it because we are going to
have some plants who are really going to have trouble.

I do not have any sympathy with that at all. So I would
like to have the goal out. We have gone through many
rounds of public coaaeht, extensive wvorkshops,
discussions, commants receivei.

But if the only wvay it can go out is to get
another round of public comment, that is the way we can
get three votes to get it cut, I will go with public
comment. If it is going to take 90 days of public
comment, I will go with 90 days of public comment.

My preference would be to just put it out and
say here it is.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: WKell, one thing we have
not had any input on is the so-called evaluation plan.

I support your general approach. I would like to see us
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get it out.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Without public
comment?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think it would be
valuable to have public comments on the evaluation
plan. I would propose let's go out there =--

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I have no problem with
saying that I would recommend that you say here is the
safety goal. Now we are finished with that. And now
here is the2 evaluation plan and some appropriate length
of time for commentary on the evaluation plan.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: On the evaluation but
not the safety goal.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Right.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I would be amenable to

I ask=24 about this other one because I really
have difficulty, honestly, not related to whether plants
me2t it or not, having something that says here is what

you have got to meet and then have something that is

unrelated saying here is something else you have got to

meet, because it seemed to me that that is more plant
protection. But if that was something that went cut for
public comaent and then I cause this to be put in there,

-

then I say I am wronge.
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COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: We went through a
cyclee.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, vas there some
change that came out of the discussion on page ten?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: One thing that seems
to be a more accurate reflection of what we are talking
about here, is instead of saying "subordinate to”,
saying "in addition to the principal design
objectives". We are really talking about an additional
element.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay, I can agree with
that.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: And I have one quick
qnegtion on the next sentence where we say, "This design
objective nay need to be revisad as new knowledge and
understanding of core preformance under degraded cooling
conditions are ac3yuired™. Is that intended to mean
that, for example, if the source term goes down that we
might then be prepared to accept a higher frequency of
core melt accidents?

I guess it is not clear to me what that
sentence is intended to convey.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It sounds like that is
vhat it means.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That is one
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interpretation I suspect some people would make.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: One of the problems that
I gather is associated with defining a core melt
criterion is what is core melt.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And it may be =--

COMNISSIONER ASSELSTINE: But that does not
change the design.

¥R. ZERBE: This is only saying ve will change
it if it gets marked. That is really what we had in
mind.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: My interpretation of
it -- and this is not my sentence -- was that if ve knew
more about it we may da2fine something to be a core melt
vhich is really not that hazardous.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Although it does not
seem to me to change the design objective to do that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, you might,
because the design objective is fundamentally based upon
saying her2 is the approximata risk that wve are willing
to take in this particular case. As wve track it dack,
ve talk about terms of core melt, clearly defined
Juantities.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: All right. Okay. I

suspect it is more a matter of interpretation of what
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the design objective means, wvhat we mean by large-scale
core melt, which strikes me not necessarily chapoing the
design objective itself.

MR. DIPCKS: I think when you read it "in
addition to"™ then you really have emphasized that %Lis
becomes an economic regulation.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Why 45 you say that”

MR. DIRCKSs Well, this may be more cadical
than ve want to talk about, but gatting Lack to the
point that Jim ma‘e, if the source term is revised
substantially, and if the public health impact is
drastically reduced, and if you.can have a severe
accident and fuel melt --

COEXISSIONER AHEARNE: And if ve have very
high confidence in all of those calculations.

MR. DIRCKXS: H®hat calculations?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The source ter? and the
probabilities leading to the core melt and such and
such.

MR. DIRCKS: You can say that about anything.
If you have confidence in any calculations, we can rule
the vorld.

COMXISSIONER AHEARNE: But the path you are
going requires high confidence in all those

calculations.
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MR. DIRCKXS: Then wvhat is the sense in doing
them? 1s that what you are saying?

CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: No. I am just saying
that there is an ambedded philosophy when you are
taliking about the overall risk that relates to -=-

MR. DIRCKSs That is a debate that the

Commissicn has to get itself involved in.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: We have been.

MR. DIRCKS: Well, you haven't had the benefit
of any of the sbutcc term information, have you?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: No, but I don'¢t think you
are really arguing with what John is saying. You have
to have some degree of confidence. T think where wve are
going here is saying that it may turn out that you can
show you can have a core melt that doesn't z2ffect the
publice.

MR. DIRCKXS: That is a fundamental policy.

CHAIEMAN PALLADINO: But I think before you
get there you want a high degree of confidence in your
ability.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: It is one thing to say
you back away from some of the emergency planning
requirements or reduce the zone or something. It seems
to me it is another thing to say, vell, ve can put up
vith more of the core melt.

MR. DIRCKS: Well, don't you think you vant to
at least approach that gquestion before you go off on a
regulation like this?

COMNISSIONER AHFARNE: This is not a
regulation.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: This is a policy.

Let me ask you, what is your prcblem with the
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®"in addition™? I don't find guite the problem you
have. Design objective for large-scale core melt is in
addition to> the principal design objective limiting
individual and societal risk.

¥R. DIRCKS: You are making that a primary
goal of the =--

MR. RATHBUN: May I just say, speaking to the
vord "subordination”™ for a second, the reason that wvas
in there that wvay vas again going dack to the
philosophizal idea or principle that the whole policy
statement focused on risks to the public, individuals
and societal, so that subordinate, or some say
secondary, or however you vant to say it, vas that it
somehow stood of less rank than the individual and
societal risks.

That is not to say that -- it is still in
here. It was in the core melt probability, it was in
the 0880.

COMMISSTONER AHEARNE: Jim, are you willing to
go with "subordinate™?

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINS: I will withdraw my
"in addition tc”™ and go back to "subordinate®.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What is that?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I will withdrav my

"in additisn to" and go back to "subordinate®.
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I did have one more guestion on the top of
page 11, and that is, what does “"normally®™ add in on
the -- wvhat is "normally” intended to convey on that
design objective?

MBR. RATHBUN: The reason that that was put in
there, again, vas from 0880, and, you know, it really
vas a recognition of the fact that we knew then back in
February that all of the plants would not necessarily
meet 1 in 10,000.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: When did the
“"subordinate™ creep in?

MR. RATHEUN: I will have to look back.

MR. ZERBE: .Is that in 08807

COMEISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Okay, so the intent
really is that in terms of the core melt, likelihood of
large-scale core melt accident, that this is not
something that when you apply it to the safety goal,
this one does not have to be met, necessarily. You look
at this. It has a role to play in deciding whether the
individual and societal objectives are satisfied, but it
is not one that you expect to be satisfied independently.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, it is the only
one, though, you can reasonably check.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wish I were as
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confident.

¥R. MURLEY: Another point, if I may add: it
is easier for the Staff to use. In other words, you do
not have to do a full blown risk assessment. If you
meet this, then it is kind of a prima facie case that
you do not have to go a lot further.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That is right. It
seems to be a much more reasonable guideline for
application.

MR. ZEREE: But if you do not meet it, you can
still meet the other ones and be okay.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Whether that is the
precise nusber or the type of guideline.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It would be nice if core
melt vere a good screening vehicle and say if you meet
that --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, it is.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Except 1 am not clear
that it is.

COMEISSICNER AHEARNE: All of these are issues
that an evaluation period will help clear.

MR. ZERBE: That should turn up vhether it
really is. It could be that some joals are not met, and
that would be net.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Lat's go back to my
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earlier question. What I meant specifically -- I guess
it vas not clear -- wvas did "subordinate”™ creep in sfter
it turned out the plants vere not meeting the
guidelines?

¥R. RATHEUN: I cannot find it. I am locking
but I cannot find it. Let me see.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I want to make one
otheér, a nev suggestion as a substitute for
"subordinate.” How about saying "the design objective
for large-scale core melt contributes to the principal
design objective™?

[Laughter.]

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I'm not sure it does.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: You don't think it
does?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I think "subordinate”
is an unfortunate wvord.

CHAIEMAN PALLACINC: Incidentally, vou know, I
think we are on third order -- that is my opinion =--
corrections to a1 iocument that --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: No, because you are
dealing with a guideline that could actually be applied,
or at least can be close to being applied more closely
than any of the other things that you have written

down.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I wish I could be
convinced of that.

COMNISSIONER GILINSKY: It is very, very iffy
at this point.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What I am getting at is
ve have a vhole evaluation plan to look at =-- we have
not even begun on that =-- and I would suggest, if wve
have concurrence at least of a majority of the
Commission to go with "subordinate,”™ and why don't we
leave it so that wve can get on. I think we could
discuss it for another hour.

CONMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Although it does
strike me that perhaps if what you are really talking
about is what role the likelihood of large-scale ccre
melts plays, that the place to address that is in the
implementation plan and not in the safety goal itself.

Basically wvhat you are saying is the safety
goal rests fundamentally on two elements, individual and
societal risk, there is a benefit-cost criterion, and in
terms of the joal itself, large-scale core melt does not
stand as a separate element of the goal.

Another alternative is to say it does stand as
a separate element of the goal but then to address how
you are going to apply that in the implementation plan.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: That is what led me to
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suggest that wve ought to ask for comments on that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think, Jim, that I
vould guess, since in a separate forum the Commission
has concluded that the implementation is in the
evaluation and is no specific applicztion in the
licensing process, it seems to me that this is a great
amount of concern on hov to tune this, which will be
much better able to be understcod after there is an
attempt to try to use it for a wvhile. That is the whole
purpose. What I think this morning's discussion is
proving is the real n;cd for a trial period, an
evaluation periocd.

COMNMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNZ: I think a lot of these
questions ve are trying to forecast what difficulties
¥ill arise in this wvording or that wording. The purpose
of the evaluation is to go through some of these
things.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: That's true, but it
is also true that the goal is a document that pecple
vill lock to to understand what it is that we have in
mind and how ve are going about applying the
qualititative goals.

CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: One of the things we

are saying is the Commission has got to spend a few
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years getting a better sense. We are striking out into
new grouni across technological regulation in these
areas, and I believe tha* it is a good bold move to do
it, and, Jim, ve started this direction; wve ought to
stay the course.

[Laughter.]

COMEISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I'm speechless.

[Laughter.]

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 1Is there a majority of
the Commission willing to stay with "subordinate"?

[A chorus of ayes]

COMNISSICNER ASSELSTINE: That's it.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Now let's see. I think
all the corrections were identified, unless others
have -- do you have more, Vic or Jia?

[Ro respcnse]l

There was one that is going to take snme
rewriting, and I have forgotten which one it was.

CONMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Clarifying, I think,
the relationship betveen the design objectives and the
qualitative goal, the first one.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINOs But, subject to these
corrections, is there a consensu~ that this document,
not counting any Federal Pegister notice or anything

else, is in good enough shape to represent the

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

77



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

186

19

21

B

8

24

78

Commission?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I have a couple of
elements, you know, as wve discussed, that I wanted to
see in that T recognize aren't supported by the
majority, but with those exceptions, yes.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: But basically as the
document that ve are going to use.

COEMISSIONER AHEARNE: Now that we have
reached a compromise you are willing to support it.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Together with the
opportunity to reflect those additicnal thoughts of what
I would have included, yes.

CHRIRMAN PALLADINO: I feel it is a tremendous
step forward, and I would like to see us go ahead and
get started on our evaluation plan.

Well, nov, we still have 20 minutes before
12:00. I was goino to suggest why don't we take a look
at the evaluation plan based on the fact that we had
gone cut for comments on the core melt. I was going to
stjgest we look at this proposed Federal Register notice
and revise it and send it out to the Commissioners for
separate consideration, but we ought to take advantage
of the Staff's presence to get some highlighting of the
evaluation plan.

CONMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Let me ask, if I
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could, one quick guestion of the Staff, ani that is does
the Staff see an advantage to obtaining further public
comments on the implementation plan and on the goal
together with it, or what is the Staff's view on just
putting out the goal as is and then going out for
comment?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Somehow the Staff would
prefer that we don't put it »>ut at all.

JR. DIRCKS: I think it would be worthwhile to
have the evaluatiosn plan and the goal circulated again
for some public comments. There has been no opportunity
to comment on the twvo of them together, and it might be
wvorthwhile to see them side by side and see wvhat ve get
out of thenm.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What are the
objections that John refers to?

¥R. DIRCKS: What are the objections? About
vhat?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Maybe I cught to ask
John.

NR. DIRCKS: Well, T guess it is probably =--

CCEMISSIONER GILINSKY: I mean are there
sentiments opposed to this?

MR. DIRCKS: No, I think there were some

reservations. I expressed them earlier. I think it is
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the cocincident of the two elements coming together, the
safety goal and the work on the sourc2 ternm.

¥y own reaction is I would like to see much
more debate on the source term work because I think
hovever that debate comes out, it is going to affect the
safety goal. So there are going to be two things going
in tandem here ani you are going to have discussion
going on at the same time with twvo issues.

COMNISSIONER GILINSKY: Why is it that some
people want to> hold it up? Is it to awvait to work on
the safety goal, or what? What vere you referring to?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: ¥y sense is that there
are elaments who would conclude that ve just ought not
to go ahead with the safety goal; it is too hard to
apply it in a way that can be usefully done. Also,
there is a real concern that there are a lot of
uncertainties, but they have seen examples in the past
vhere wvhen something that has a lot of uncertainty in it
is developed by the Commission, there are people who
then eagerly jrasp some of the statements, throv avay
all the uncertainty descriptions, throw awvay a lot of
the approximate calculation description and just run off
vith those specific statements.

They are afraid that this has the potential of

leading to that same kind of situation.
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COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Do you share that
view?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I regret very much the
fact that that has happen2d in the past. I don't share
the viewv that that would lead to the conclusion that ve
ought not to go ahead with the safety goal. I think
this approach of trying to put in place a safety goal as
a philosophy, as both an explanation and eventually,
hopefully, some sets of guidelines for use is, as I said
earlier, an innovative, bold step in technological
regulation, and I think we ocught to try it.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think there is --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I guess the
appropriate point to decide how ve are going to deal
with the two elements together is after we get through
the implementation plan.

CHAIRMAN PRLLADINO: Yes. I would like to
take advantage of the Staff's presence and at least have
them highlight the main features of the evaluation plan
and see wvhat general reaction and overall comments there
are.

MR. DIRCKSs Well, I will start off. We
submitted the evaluation plan to the Commission on
December 14th. We have a few editorial changes to make

in it. Those changes are mcstly designed to emphasize
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that ve are not going to be using the safety goal as a
regulatory tool; ve are going to be evaluating the
safety goal.

COMMISSTIONER ROBERTS: There is not as much
emphasis in this as is in the policy statement.

¥R. DIRCKS: Yes. We are looking toward how
effective the safety goal would be in the regulatory
program. We submitted a previous version of the
implementation plan a couple of months ago and it vas
much more rigorous in the use of the safety goal in the
regulatory program. This new version here completely
goes in the other way, and it says hov we are going to
evaluate the use of it.

CHAIRMAN PALLADIKC: You handed out a
paragraph or there was handed out a paragragh that is
not identified, but I gather from what ycu told me
earlier this is an insesrt that goes to the part of the
scope that I think helps yocu.

¥R. DIRCKS: VYes. 1In locking at the first

page of the implementation plan, the purpcie, this would

form the sacond paragraph.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: In other words, where
you nov have "Purpose™ being a1 single paragraph, this
wvould nowvw be a second paragraph.

¥R. DIRCKS: This would be the seccnd
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ER. DIRCKS: I think that just emphasizes ==

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And depending on how
the Commission comes out on the policy statement may
have already been published. I am saying you say here
that the proposed policy statement will be published for
90-day comment.

ER. DIRCKS: That would be changed, depending
on vhatever action the Commission takes. And I think we
are saying here --

CHAIBRMAN PALLADPINO: Howvever, it might be the
first phase of the evaluation period will begin with the
publication of the -- all right, yes. You are going to
go for the evaluation plan, though, aren't you? You are
going for comment on that?

¥R. DIRCKS: Yes. We would like the comment
on the evaluation plan, too.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes. I guess I would
have thought you would say the first phase of the
evaluation periosd will begin with publication of the
proposed evaluation plan for public comment.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That is what I was trying
to get at.

¥R. DIRCXS: You mean we would be doing --

¥R. ZERBE: The tvo years comes after the 90

days.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO:s io. noc. I think you are
huﬁq up on == I think the word "policy statement™ in the
second line and say “evaluaticn plan.” We are going out
for publication of the evaluation plan.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: We have to decide
that as well, and I think for myself I would like to
reserve until after we go through the implementation
plan to decide vhether the two ought to go out together,
if ve are joing to have a comment period.

’ COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Now do I read this
correctly as saying that when you say "preliminary
information on newv radiological source teras™, what kind
of information do you expect to be available?

MR. DIRCKS: On Decamber 17 I sent a memo down
to the Commission that ocutlined the flow of information
that would ccme out of the source term work, and there
vere a list of items attached to that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But specifically, as I
read this, you are saying that within six months you
expect to have source term information which will be
evaluated in order to prepare a report to revise a
number of things, including the safety goal.

ER. DIRCKS: VYes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So that seems to imply

that you would expect to have a fairly substantial
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amount of source term information available in a few
months.

MR. DIRCKS: There will be over the next
several months a considerable amount of source term =--
six months.

For example, we will have an initial interim
source tera report in February. We will have a status
report on the ANS Source Term Committee in June.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, then it must be
just February. You are saying the first phase is a
90-day period. During this period preliminary
information on new radiological source terms will become
avaiilable.

MR. STELLO: The interinm.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The interim report.
That is the one you are going to use.

¥R. DIECKS: Yes. 2And as we evaluate the
comments during that evaluation of comment period there
will still be mor2 information coming in on the source
term, and I think that is the point I was talking about
earlier.

Over the next year there is going to be a
considerable amount of snurce term work flowing into the
Agency, and that, just coming here, is not the end of it

because there is going to be a good deal of scientific
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debate over these issues over the next year.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Let me ask you, Bill,
are you expecting that the source term might lead to a
tighter safety goal?

SR. DIRCKS: I think there will be variations
in the source term.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs What do you mean by
"tighter™?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You see, at the moment
ve have a safety goal which, when you translate it to
numerics, talks about a comparison of risk from accident
fatalities and latent fatalities, comparing that to
other causes of accidental death and cancer death. That
is independent of the source term. It is just saying
here is the relative risk.

Now obviously Bill is placing great reliance
upon the source terms is going to do something
significant. And it is not clear to me if one concludes
that the source term is much more substantial, reduced
substantially, which obviously that is the hope of some
people, that there is a lot less that is going to get
out.

I do not understand how that would affect the
goal per se. All it could do is affect the --

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Compliance.
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COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: That is right =--
compliance with the goal. Plants, wvhether they meet it
or not. That has nothing to do with the goal unless the
argument would be that since so much less gets out wve
vant to make plants a lot safot.'and I did not jet that
the underlying either.

So I 40 not understand wvhy this big effort on
the source term relationship to let's hold off on the
safety goal until the source term information comes in.

HR. STELLO: It is the implementation plan.
It is compliance.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Ah, but, you see, Bill
seemed reluctant to let the policy statement which has
got the goals in it go out. That is not compliance.

MR. DIRCKS: It is difficult to get at that
questicn. My viev is if we go along a track and set a
goal here and if it turns out that some plants meet it
and some plants do not, then at the same time ve are
deing source term work that may show that many plants
vill meet it.

I think then the Agency is going to be accused
of rejiggering the scientific vork wvwe are doing over
here in order to allow people to meet or not meet the
goal over here. I think that is == I think it is the

image problen.
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COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: T see.

MR. DIRCKS:s I think there is going to be a
debate on one side of the issue. There is going to be a
debate on the othar side of the issue. I think when I
talked about source term I wvas saying try to keep the
debate to scientific, technical channels. I think there
is going to be a jood deal of gquestion about the source
term wvork.

CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: So what you are really
saying is that you do not think the calculations that
might be available at the present time are ones that you
vant to use to coampare vhether or not the safety goal is
met.

MR. PIRCKS: I woulid like to see one issue
resolved at a time.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: And you would prefer
the source ternm.

¥R. DIRCKS: That is my general reaction. I
do not think we can balance so many balls in the air at
the same time, but I am rot commenting on whether you
should go with the safety goal at this time or not. I
think with the evaluation plan I think what ve tried to
build in here is that there is going to be a flow of
information coming and wve are going to try to give

you == we will ke2p all of that tojethere.
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: This is the same thing as
revising the safety goal.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: It is the policy
statement.

COEMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, you have got a
problem with appearances at any rate.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: The way it wvas written
it is the policy statement.

CHAIREAN PALLADINO: Well, we crossed that out
and said “"evaluation plan®™ there now.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Down here the Staff has
listed comaents on the policy statement.

CHAIRMAN PALLAPINC: In my mind I am crossing
that out. All right, but then I think the rest of it
reads all right.

I thirk the sentence since if ve adopt the
concept thit we vould not send the policy statement out
for further comment but we might send out the evaluation
plan for further comment, I would take that sentence
that says at the end of the public comment pericd the
Staff will assess the comments received on the policy
statement as vell as the impact of the newv source term
and will prepare a report to the Commission.

I would be inclined, perhaps, to cross that

sentence out.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I was raising another
question. Bill wvas talking about appearances. I think
to a certain extent he is right, but I think there is
also another kind of appearance problem in that the
vhole Agency, so to speak, is leaning forward in the
traces, as Peter Bradford used to say, in counting on
the source term, and that permeates everything so far as
I can see.

And that in itself is going tc-tnise questions
vhen new source estimates are presented which are
significantly lower.

MR. DIRCKS: It wvorks both ways. We have been
accused of leaning backward and resisting any effort to
revise the system.

CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: 1In fact, I can vell
remember pushing on the Staff.

¥R. DIBRCKS: It is like pulling teeth to get
some balance now. Both sides have been saying, on one
side ve have been saying wve are resisting 1t; the otner
side saying that ve are leaning forward to accommodate
it.

That is why I say I vould like to keep the
issue of the Agency neutral on this thing and not take
sides. There is going to be a major scientific debate

going on in here. I would like to keep our options open
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to go with one side or the other side.

(Whereupon, at 11356 a.m., Commissioner
Gilinsky left the room.)

COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: But what we have as far
as a policy statement, though, I think, as you have
already admitted, is independent. 1In other words, the
safety goal in a policy statement says here are the
kinds of parameters and rough numbers that ought to be
compared ayainst.

Now the second question is how do you go about
doing that, and we have all agreed over the years that
the calculations are tough, *%ere are a lot of
uncertainties, the data is poor and it is a groping
forwvard, a gradual going forward. So I recognize there
are going to be some people who are going to
misinterpret -- some deliberately, some because they
will not understand what the numbers mean. But I think
ve still have to try to go forward and try to take each
one of these steps and as better information comes
along, better calculations are done, they will have to
be redone.

¥R. DIRCXS: I agre2 but as we go forward I
think what we tried to do is, on this evaluation plan,
say let's keep in mind there are a lot of other things

going in there.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Sure, sure.

MR. DIRCKS: All ve are saying here is ve will
keep them 1ll in ®»ind and keep reporting back to the
Commission.

COMMISSTONEP AHEARNE: In the evaluation plan
you have got, it flows throughout it that we are not
going to use this to make any regulatory decisions. It
is not going to b2 in the licensing process and a lot of
caution.

COEMISSICNER ROBERTS: I would propose an
addition that uses that expression "in regulatory
decisions”,

COMMISSIONER AHEAPNE: I thought it was in
there already.

COMMISSTIONER ROBERTS: No, it says "in the
licensing process”, page one, Scope. The first sentence
of paragraph 2, the third line, I would say "will not be
used in the licensing process or in regulatory decisions
during the trial periocd."”

Novw isn't that vhat you just said?

COMMISSIONER AHEAPNE: I wcould prefer to say
"will not be used in regulatory decisions”™ because the
phrase "not used in the licensing process”, I am afraid,
is going to be very difficult to define. We have at

times defended to the Congress the vast bulk of the
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Agency's resources are in the licensing process, so I
did not know what they meant by =-- not using regulatory
decisions is a lot closer to what I think was meant.

MR. DIRCKS: I think what we meant when ve say
"licensing"™, ve were not going to use this con a
plant~-by-plant review basis. The regulatory process, I
think wve were saying, ve would, and I thought this wvas
in line wvith vhat the Commission wvanted, was to take
this safety goal concept and use it alongy with all the
other means that we have available =-- the engineering
judgment, the regulatory basis =-- and nrot use it as an
end-all and be-all unto itself, but just as another tool
that ve can use.

We can modify this.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I do not think I have
any difficulty wvith your description. It is the
shorthand "in the licensing process"” that I have some
problem with.

MR. DIRCKS: All right. Will not be used to
review.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I think what Tom had
suygested saying is inconsistent with what the Staff has
proposed. You do intend to propose using it as one tool
in certain aspects of the regulatory process in making

regqulatory decisionse.
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ER. DIRCKS: VWe intend to evaluate its use.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Well, if ve are not going
to use it, if it is going to be in the inplementation
plan -- or, sorry, in the evaluation plan, I think we
ought to talk about evaluating its use for that purpose
rather than using it for tha‘ purpose.

¥B. DIRCKS: We can modify that.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, let me see. I am
confused. I thought vhat this evaluation period would
have you do is go through and use it in such a way as
though you might use it vere it actually part of the
regulatory process but not use those results. It is a
trial; it is a testing.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That is why we wvanted to

HR. DIRCKS: It is a testing. It is an
indicator.

COMMISSICNER AHEARNE: Pgat if you preclude
applying it to any plant, then I am not sure what kind
of a trial it is.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: That is why I prefer to
talk about evaluating the use of. That would mean you
deo try to use it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That is why my leaning

vas not to be used to make regulatory decisions, because
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that means that even though you may have done this
calculation, the decision el

MR. DIRCKS: Regulatory decisions will not be
based on the use of this.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Or basad
exclusively.

CONMISSTONER AHEARNE: But you are going to
have to if you really wvant to evaluate hov jou use it.
You are going to have to do it in some plants.

CHAIREAN PALLADINO: But what I was tryiug ‘e
get avay from wvas the'consist§n: ase o2f the word “we
vill use these thus and so"™. What I think ve wou.d
accept that we ar2 not going to use these in any
regqulatory decisions, bu% we are going to evaluate the
use of them for various purpose.

COMMISSIONER ASSEISTINE: I guess I am not

sure that is right. TIf we are Joing to evaluate wha*her

to impose a particular requirsaent, it seems tc me o:.e
of the things wve may vant *c dc¢ is see how that
rejuirement match2s up :1521nst some of the elemznts of
the goal and hov one woull! apply the goal and what
result one would reach based apon cpplying the goal.

And thac certa.nly is ore factor. I 1o not

think it should be the cnlv facter, but it i< one factor

that I suspect we vill want to vake iato =zasideration
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in making decisicns over the next couple of years.

CHAIREAF PALLADINO: I think wve cannot make
decisicns until ve have gotten this thing evaluated.

COMFISSIONER ASSELSTINE: What you are talking
ahout is simply doing an academic exercise in a
pacrticular instance., Well, let's see what the result
wsuld be of applying the goal, and then once we have
done that, fine. We set that aside. Nowv what are ve
going to 15?

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It would contribute to an
implementation plan that comes out. Here is how we
think we ought to use these.

COXMISSTIONER AHEARNE: And at some point the
Commission might then revisit this and say well, now, ve
ar2 sufficiently comfortable with this as a concept and
also wve have a better understanding how each of these
terms are to be defined. And, yes, ve think those
really are or may be tuned slightly, and then we will
begin toc amend them.

But at least my concept of the trial period or
evaluation period, whatever it is called, is that you go
through the process as though you were going to use it,
but you do not use2 it because you are still trying to
get a feel of hov it can be used. There is too many

difficulties. This is really a nev idea.
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COMMISSIONER ROBERTSs I agree with that.

COMNMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: So in no
circumstance over the next two years will this ever
constitut2 a basis for a Commission decision?

COMMISSIONER AHERRNE: Two years is hard to
say.

COMMISSIONER RSSELSTINE: Well, for the trial
period, however long that is.

COMNISSIONER AHEARNE: Perhaps the Commission
might revisit it, but unless it revisited, I would not.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I do not know if it would
help to say unless the Commission during the course of
the two years decides otherwvise, but that is an open
invitation.

MR. DIRCKS: T think by that time we would le
back with some more reports on‘vhat ve have been doing
vwith it and how we have been using it and you can gjive
us guidance back on it.

The naxt page goes on to say that essentially
the primary use of the safety goal and design objectives
vill bde to assist in the assessment of proposed new
generic requirements.

COMMISSICNER ASSELSTINE: I think what is said
at the bottom of page one and the top of page two in

that list is not consistent with what John described.
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It says here that these requirements will be assessed
using the same design objectives as one perspective.

What John is saying is that we will not use it
at all in aaking those judgments, that we will go
through the exercise. We will see what the effect would
have been and whethar the safaty goals are workable.

CHAIRXAN PALLADINO: I had suggested that to
assess the impact if used -- I circled a lot of these
words that said "used”™ =-- either evaluate or assess the
impact.

4R. DIRCKS: We will be changing a lot of the
"uses" and implem2anting words in here to "evaluating®.
I think the emphasis is on evaluating the use of the
safety goal in these activities.

CHAIRMAN TALLADINO: I think that wvas one of
th: major comments.

MR. DIRCKS: I think it is in-between what you
vere saying, Jim, and what John was saying, and it is a
mixture, I thinke. And I think in a2 sense implicit in
many of the activities wve are taking part in today =--
tha ATWS rule and others -- ve have been implicitly
using elements of a safety goal and the technigques.

Where ve get silly results, it gives us an
indication wvhen ve should not use it. We had better

come back and tell the Commission that we have had a
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problem here with this particular aspect of the safety
goal. If it fits and if it coincides with the rest of
the tcols we are using, we would come back and tell you
that this aspect looks all right and then let's continue
to use it.

I think that is what we are looking to in all
of this stateuént here, is really an experimentation
with the use of the safety goal. But we would be using
it in certain aspects but not alcne and not to the
exclusion of others. It is just really a testing period
ani it is an experimental period.

But in all cases =--

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: I liked it the wvay John
said it.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think you are coafusing
sometimes the use of PRA and the safety goal, because
you are using PRA but you are not necessarily using the
safety goal and I think we want to keep separate. You
are using PRA to establish priorities on things ve are
doing, but so far as the safety goal is concerned I
think the intent vas, during this pericd, not to make
any regulatory decisions but to make evaluations of what
the impact would be if ve used it in certain wvays =-- the
calculational prrocedures, how they might impact on the

guidance.
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¥R. STELLC: Let me try. I think we are stuck
vith trying to do some of this. If I were to do what
John said, to me, the simple implementation of what he
said 1s never use it to look forwvard to any new
requirement. You can only look backward after the
decision has already been made and then now apply it to
assure that it was not in the decision process.

If I include it in any new reguirement, it
seems I am put in a pesition to try to unknow something
and figure out a way to assure that I scmehow was not
influenced by going through this exercise and trying to
make a decision on a nev requirement.

So if you are forward-looking =--

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Vic, I would not be
trying to say -- and perhaps to a lawyer you would view
it differently == I am not saying that you should avoid
going through the calculation. And obviously if you
have gone through the calculation, the calculational
steps in the process are going to provide you
information.

But my point was that at the end that (a) you
would not solely 1o that calculation and (b) when you
read your final conclusion you are an experienced
decision person. You would be able to, I believe,

conclude is this the element that has swayed you. And
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if it is, that is not right.

¥R. STELLOs: ©FNo. It says ons perspective.
The ansver might be I used the safety goal. The safety
goal says 10 not make this change, but for a lot of
other reasons I believe the change ought to be made
anyvay and here is what they are.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And my argument would
be that in reaching that conclusion and even writing it
up it would not be appropriate to say the safety goal
indicated you should do this.

MR. STELLO: And that was consistent with
everything else and, therefore, I wvent along with it.
So it is one perspective in the decision. It may de
either wvay.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What I am saying is, my
approcach would be you would not put that into your
decision conclusion on that issue at the end of six
months or whatever is this review period that you have
in mind on how the safety goal is being implemented.
You would then summarize it. Here are these various
issues in the safety goal which led to this
recommendation. Here is how the other approach came out.

But as far as, let's say you send a decision
paper to Bill, to us, on severe accident policy or

rulemaking. I would say that it would not be
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appropriate in that paper to say here are the arguments
for this dacision and one of them being it is consistent
with the safety goal. That is not --

MR. DIRCKS: Yes, okay.

¥R. STELLO: Would you accept a paper that
came dovn and said with respect to blackout -- station
blackout -- we went through an analysis. We looked at
it from the safety goal perspective as a perspective.

It vas not cost-beneficial on the basis of the safety
goal perspective, but we concluded that that requirement
ousht to b2 implemented anyvay for these reasons?

CCMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I would not accept it
that way. I woull accept it, maybe, the other way. You
come down with a paper and say c¢n stz2tion blackout here
are the reasons that you are proposing it being done.
Addenda: wve also looked at it from the safety goal
perspective and this wvas the --

ER. STELLOs Fine.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs: My point is that it is
not part of -- during this period of evaluation you are
not using it as one of the major elements.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Let me raise another
hypothetical. It seems to me that in several of these
areas yon are not talking about decing a particular item

or not doing it. In many instances you are talking
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about a range cf requirements that might or might not be

imposed.

It seems to me we might conceivably get to the

situvation vhere we have a block of requirements that
Staff is pretty convinced these need to be done in a
particular area, and yet there are another group of
requirements that are gquestionable. There are reasons
in favor of doing them; there are reasons against. And
if you applied the safety goal, for example, that might
weigh one wvay or the other.

I guess my feeling is why shouldn't ve take a
look at that and making that as one element in making
that kind of a judgment?

COEMISSIOKER AHEARNE: Anc I would argue that
that shoull not w2igh during this initial period, only
because if you are down in the margin where a safety
goal application would be a deciding factor, that is an
inappropriate application.

COEMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Not necessarily the
deciding factor but one among several.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I think we have a lot to
learn about the safety goal. I would be reluctant to
use a decision during this pericd unless the Commission
takes it up as an overt change in direction for some

particular reason.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARKRE: Look at it this way,
Jim. If you stand firm on this --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It makes it a lot
easier.

COMMISSIONER AHEARKE: No. If you stand firnm
on this goal and we put it out, and you push hard on the
evaluation plan and you force the Staff to really come
back with those public comments in a fixed period of
time, that in your time on the Commission you can
actually put it in place as a regulatory process.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Maybe. By that tinme,
that is the wvay we will do it.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: As I say, it makes
it easier to agre2 with the safety goal if you say ve
are not coing to use it, but I guess I would leave open
the option to use it or at least consider it.

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Four years ago there
vas not any idea of a safety goal. These are all the
steps ve are trying very hard to get up.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: I guess for myself I

. liked the formulation that Bill used, but =-=-

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I had problems with the
formulation all the way through the thing. Whzt gave me

most of the problem was the words "us2”™ or
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"application”.

COMMISSTIONER ASSELSTINE: Clearly what Bill
described, I think, is a narrowing.

MBR. DIRCKS: Very much so. This is only an
evaluation document.

COEMISSIORER ASSELSTINE: But that is still
more than what you described, John.

MR. DIRCKXS: But I thought what I wvas saying
vas in agreement with both of you, but we will come back
and readjust it. I guess, Tom, you have been tracking
some of this stuff.

MR. MURLEY: Yes.

MR. DIRCKSs TI think that is the main point to
be discussa2d in the evaluation plan. The rest of it is
really an elaboration of that. We talk about getting
some reference documents prepared.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: One important point that
I still have trouble with, and that is segregating the
goals further, as implied on the middle of page fouy..

ER. DIRCXS: I talked to my star witness
here. I talked to Harold about that one and I think wve
are talking about =-- you and I have talked about it and
I think it woull be better if Harold explained the
external events.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: What concerns me is that
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ve are going to come out with goals for this item, goals
for that item, goals for this item, and then you have ts
meet every plece, whereas because of the way the
particular plant is designed it can meet the overall but
it might not be able to meet one piece. So it needs a
lot more work.

MR. DENTON: I guess I thought I could ansver
that before we had this last discussion.

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: You thought you had a
clear message.

¥R. DENTON: If the rasults of this kind of
comparison are not to be determinative or to be allowed
upon, I would not see that it makes a great deal of
difference one wvay or the other.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Now, Harold, try not to
be confused between we arevnot going to do it nowv and wve
ar2 not going to 10 it. So I think you ought to answer
the Chairman's question as though it were actually in
the regulatory system.

MR. DENTON: Okay. Now from that perspective
vhat I had said to Bill was that when you have got an
issue like station blackout and you are trying to decide
how it might comport with the Commission's safety goals,

you have 3ot to know somethiny about what are the other
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risks that are out there in reactors and station
blackout are only one of the risks.

Nov if you stay to in-plant initiators, ve
have improving knowledge of how much station blackout
contributas compar=2d to feedwiter transients and small
LOCAs and big LOCAs and so fort! and ve can address,
then, Low far. how much station blackout might
contribite to the big picture.

We have been worried about fires and
earthquakes and floods and these kinds of things and
have proposed to not treat them very probabilistically
at the moment because we do not know what fraction of
risk they would take up very well. If you thought that
earthquakes took up the entire risk and that earthgquakes
alone caus2d the plant to be right at the Commission's
offsite safety goals, there would be no rocom for any
risk from station blackout.

So we have tc make some kind of assumptions
about a portion of risk out, and I think wve do that
during this twvo-year trial period. We do not quite know
how to do it today, sc we are not trying to set other
safety goals but try to understand howv much each one of
these various risks of ATWS and station blackout, what
fraction of the safety goal it really might be.

Have I -- if I understand the guestion

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



~~

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

109

properly =--

: CHAIREAN PALLADING: I would have no problem
vith studying which of the items have greatest
isportance in a particular sequence. What I was worried
about was coming up with safety goals for a whole lot of
sub-elements and I can see that becoming a can of vorams.

MR. PENTON: We had done that, I guess, in the
case of ATWS, not coming up with a safety goal but
coming up with a reliability target for auxiliary
feedvater systems, for example, that we thought would
probably take care of failures of that system. So ve
have set ra2liability targets, but we were not really
talking about parceling out the safety goal numbers
itself.

I think this is something we are going to have
to learn during the two-year period. In order to treat
any one subject, you ic have to know what else the total
risks are in a plant.

CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: I have a couple of
question, if I can.A

CHAIRFEAS PALLADINC: All right.

COMMISSIONER AHFAENE: Your reference
document, it could be interpreted as WASH-1400-prime.
What --

MR. DIRCKS: That is not how we vant to
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interpret it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, it sounds very
comprehensive.

MR. MUBRLEY: I might say it is meant to be a
compilation of WASH-1400 plus all the work that has gone
on since then. It is bigger; it is broader in scope but
smaller in detail, I think is the wvay to say it.

You know, a lot of Staff people are going to
be nov involved in using this safety goal that really
have not been intimately involved before. By that I
mean they should know vhen they are using this, hovever
they are go2ing to use it, to evaluate it. It seenms ghat
they should know what are the contributions to risk for
two-loop PWRs. What have we found for that class of
plants? What have we found with regard to Mark-I
containment BWRs, for example?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is this a newv group
wvhich vill 40 a nav set of calculations?

MR. MURLEY: No. It will be probably Bobd
Bernero and his contractors evaluating, in a sense, what
wve have learned over these last ten years.

¥R. BERNERO: The reference document is really
a collection and clarification of a whole lot of work
tha{ is going on anyway in a number of different

regimes. For one thing, WASH-1400 vas two reactors. We
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nov have 13 or 14 PRAs published and another dozen or so
coming out this year in the near ternm.

There is a great deal more knowledge, a great
deal more understanding. What we are doing in this
reference document is compiling in an orderly way what
do wve know about the reactor risk, by class, by class of
reactor, wherever possible breaking it down intc the
types of reactor, the type of containment, what are the
uncertainties and how much can we say about those
uncertainties, how well can we quantify them, and also,
distinguishing wherever possible the more intractable
problems like seismic risk, safeguards risk.

COMMISSIONER AHEARKE: How long does it take
to produce that kind of document, do you think?

MR. BERNERO: VWe expect to produce it by the
end of this calendar year 1983, and if you look at the
near-term milestones, I think it is in the back, the
very first item, Appendix A, the very first item, early
FY 84 translates as January 1, 1984,

MR. STELLO: I thought it was December.

¥R. BERNERO: No, December 21, 1983. I said
January 1.

COMNISSIONER ASSELSTINE: Why can't that be
done before, inside of a year? Why is it going to take

a year?
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MR. BERNERO: We have been working on all of

the pieces for guite some time. For instance, you need
a lot of the work that is just ncw being published, you
know -- the extensive risk analyses. And then the
analysis of the publications, and there is work by
others.

You know, The Electric Power PResearch
Institute, for instance, is funding an effort to compare
PRA methodologies that is parallel toc what we are
doing. We have cooperated with it. We are very

interested in it. It is very important to this worke.

We would clearly like to have this now, but it is Just

not feasible at all.

MR. STELLO: PBut to.help understand it, you
have a lot of those PRAs that are done, stopped at a
"core melt”™ number and did not take it out to the
consequence end of it, so you would need to add some of
that to be able to gain the perspective to compare to
the percent-type numbers.

So thear2 is gquite a bit of work that needs to
be done to pull them together so that you can get --

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE:¢ So it is a lot more
than looking at the status of what has been done.

MR. STELLOs: And they are not all done the

same way. You need to understand those differences.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

24

113

MR. BERNERO: We are just now getting the
publication or completion of PRAs done the second
time -- that is, the second time the same plant has been
analyzed, only with different methodology, different
approaches, different resources -- and there are
significant differences come up that way. And that has
to be sorted ocut.

CHAIRMANY PALLADINO: I wonder if I might
interrupt. I think we are going to have to break soon
and I think that deserves mors discussion than we have
time for in the next few minutes. We have a meeting
coming up on M¥onday, I think, on the 10th.

I vas wondering whethar the Staff could do the
folloving based on the discussion you heard this
morning: revise as you believe you heard the
introductory material and make such revision to the
evaluation plan and¢ what you think you heard with regard
to "use™ or "application”, whether that could be done so
that ve might have it over the wveekend -- I am not
calliny for a gr2at deal of writing but probably a great
deal of thought -- and pick this discussion up on
Nonday.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Let me ask two other
questions, though, to add into that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADIYC: Go aheai.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARRNE: Bill, could Yyou put

something into the implementatioca plan ©OrC evaluation
plan on your, I guess, mOre the AppendiXe. You have
nothing here showing, getting on vith that comparative
risk =-- the coal versus nucleare.

MR. DIRCKSs Oh, Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It is not here.

MR. DIRCKS: I thought You would remember

MR. STELLO: But ve 4o not have to d0 that by
Friday.
CONMISSIONER AHEARNE: It ought toO be in
evaluation plane. I mean, it does not have to be a
jtem, line item, sut he was directed to do it.

¥B. DIRCKS: You want it at least on the

MR. STELLO: You mean it is okay to just
an item -— ve will do it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It yould be nice to put
py whene.

The other item was there was much discussion
earlier with respect to the subordinate roln of the core
melt and I yould like him to rethink or the Sta€tf to
rethink, then, the top of page seven because here it

says that they woulil lo0k only at the core melt
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frequency as a screening device and if the core nmelt
design objective is met they would not do the rest of
the calculation.

I vould argue that that is inconsistent.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: As a matter of fact, ve
have not demonstrated that it is a good screening
process.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That is right, and so
certainly in this trial period you would vant to do the
vhole calculation and see how they fit together.

MR. STELLO: Can we at least talk about that a
little bit more before we make it? That is an avful lot
more work when you have to do that whole calculation,
esp2cially -- for the long term maybe it is okay, but in
the interim where ve are trying to grind things out for
this two years by looking 2t these genesric
requirements --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Vic, you do not go
through == as Bob just said, a lot of the PRAs stop at
th2 core melt. They never do the consequence.

MR. STELLOs: Right.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And the fundamental
purpose of the safety goal is the consequence. And if
you never =--

NR. STELLOs True.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And I am not saying it

should even be for all of them, but for some of them you

have got t> go through ths whole process.

¥R. STELLO: I was trying to leave the vinQov
in to make sure that ve are not committed to having to
do all of thenm.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The way this says is
you never do it if the core melt. If you do not exceed
the core m2lt frejuency, you never have to do the rest
of it. My argument is that in this tti;l period you
have got to go through scme of those just to make sure
that everything does get included.

MR. STELLO: All right. Okay.

MR. BERNERO: Could I just add a very quick
thought? The ones that stop at core melt we have
developed methodology to attach containment failure
severity index to the core melt so that you do not have
to do the whole risk analysis but you at least get a
fair measure of the public health significance of the
core melt, and that is implicit in this.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay, could I make a
comment with regard to the safety goal itself? I would
propose, Jack, if you can, also by Friday, to take the
draft that vas dated December 16 and mark the

corrections that -ame out of this meeting so that if
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there is some problem a Commissioner sees over the
veekend that it can be highlighted on Mcnday.

MR. ZERBE: You want a marked-up?

CHAIERMAN PALLADINO: Now do not go back == I
vould use as a reference document your December ;6 and
then mark up changes that came out of this meeting.

MR. ZERBE: Okay, ve can do that.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: And I believe we have
pretty good consensus, but I think we would want to see
what we want to 40 on that.

I would also propose to send to each

Commissioner a revised Federal Register notice which

basically says wvhat I think we ought to do with it, with

the safety goal.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: We can discuss that on
Monday. .

CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: Okay, good.

ER. MURLEY: Mr. Chairman, could I clear just
one point up for the rascori?

Commissioner Gilinsky had asked earlier about
the ratio of the latent risk to the prompt risk and I
gave an ansver that for Surrey the ratio of prompt to
latent vas a factor of two. That is for the average
ind1ividual vithin a mile. He may have been asking the

question about total populations, and I do not know the
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ansver to that.

HR. STELLO: I think that is in the Sandia
report. It is listed for every plant.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINOs Okay. Well, thank you
very much. We will stand adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 12328 o'clock p.m., the

Commission adjourned.)
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