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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

JOINT MEETING OF THE
SUBCIOMMITTEE ON SAFETY PHILOSOPHY, TECHNOLOGY
AND CRITERIA
AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CLASS 9 ACCIDENTS

Naclear Regulatory Commission
1717 B Street, N.H.
RQShinqtonl D.Coe

W2dnesday, Szptamber 8, 1982
The Subcommittees met at 10:30 a.m.
PRESENT FOR THE ACRS:
DAVID OKRENT, Subcoamittee Chairman
WILLIAM XERR, Subcommittee Chairman
MYER BENDER
DAVID WARD
CHESTER SIESS
J. CARSON MARK
PAUL SHEWMON
DAVID WARD
DESIGNATED FEDERAL EMPLOYEE:
SARY JUITTSCHREIBER
NRZ STAFF:

MICHAEL GRIESXEYER
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PBROQCEEDINGS

BR. OKRENT: This meeting will now come to
orier.

This is a joint meeting >f the Advisory
Comnmittee on Reactor Safeguards, Subcommittees on Safety
Philosophy, Technology and Criteria, and Class 9
Accidents.

I am David Okrent. Next to me is William
Kerr. We are the subcommittee chairmen. Other ACRS
menbers who are here or are expected to be here during
this s2ssion include Mr. Bend2r, Mr. Yoeller, Mr. Ward,
Mr. Siess, NBr. Mark and Nr. Shewvmon.

The purpose of the meeting today is to review
issues rejarding severe accident policy, backfitting
policy, safety goals and their implementation.

fhe m22ting is b2inj coniuct2d in accordance
with provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act
ani the Governmant in the Sunshine Act. It will be
necessary t> closs2 portions of the meeting to discuss
material of a pre-decisional nature and material
provided in confilenc2 fcom a for2ijn source2. MNr. Gary
Juittschreiber is the designated Federal employee for
th2 meatingz.

The rules of participation have been announced

as part of the notice of this meeting previously

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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published in the Federal Register August 18, 1982. A
transcript of the open portions of the meeting is being
t2pt and will b2 nai2 available as stated in the Federal
Rejister notice., It is requested that each speaker
first identify hizn or herself and speak with sufficient
clarity and volume so that he or she -an b2 resadily
heard.

We hava received a written statement from
Westinghouse regardiny sa2vere accident rulemaking. We
Have received a request for time to make a statement
from the Atomic Industrial Corps r23ariiny the proposed
NRC safety goals draft implementation plan.

I believe that the first portion of the agenda
will be closed. The agenda calls for this topic to
bezin in a3 minute or two and to end no later than
11345, So at 11345, we will go int> open session. Can
¥e go int> open session earlier if we finish the first
>ne sooner?

MR. GRIESMEYER: I think we can.

YR. QUITTSCHREIBER: Yes, you cane.

MR. GRIESMEYER: We will anaounce.

MR. OKRENT: No later than 11345 we will go
into open s2ss3i0n on th2 next part of th2 agenda. So I
will have to at this time ask that those attendees who

=annot be partizipants in the closed meeting leave the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



too5>m and w2 will 32 into clos2d session.

[Whereupon, at 12335 a.m. the open session of

the meeting was recessed and a closed session was

conmenced, at the conclusion >f which th2 subcommittees

p.m.)

cr2-onvan2i in open session at 1231¢

¥R.

OKRENT: The meeting will reconvene.

7 Yy apologies for running beyond the stated

8 time of 11:345. I guess that is in the best ACRS

9 tradition 2f not managing to meet the schedule. In any
10 event, Mr. Stells> is next, I believe, to discuss the EDO
11 point of viaw on th2 implementation plan for the safety
12 development.

13 MR. STELLOs: I too, I guess, have a list of

14 3Juastions.

15 YR. OKRENT: We try to be fair to everyone.

16 MR. STELLOs You have been prolific in writing
17 3u2stions in Aujust. There are several lists that canme
18 out in one day. Perhaps the best vay to proceed is to
19 ®make sure that th2 guestions you have raised for the EDO
20 to respond to in your memo of August 26 to Mr. Dircks --
21 you raise a number of questions, and maybe what I could
22 try to do is make some general comma2nts and then try to
23 get to answering the juestions.

. 24 As the committ22 is avare, the safety goal has

26 had quite a bit of work and is still having an awful lot

ALDERSON REFOFRTING COMPANY, INC,
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of work done to it. It has had a variety of comments
from the public, from industry, from th2 ACRS itself.
The Staff has interacted with the drafters of the policy
statement. The Staff has prepared an implementation
plan trying to follow the policy statement itself, and
yet I think there still remains a great deal to do.

So> that what we talk about here today will be
helpfull, perhaps, in having the committee form more
juigments that it may wish to offer to the Commission as
it considers redrafting and recasting where it ought to
32 with th2 safety goal. And in that context and in
that spirit, we have a variety of us here from the Staff
who will give you our views

I will try to ilentify the r2sponse as you
request from the EDO's point of view, but we haven't
=onstrain2i1 oursa21lf in that regard. As you ask each of
us for questions, we will not hesitate to suggest that
there are s>me 2f us whd will not agree with what others
have said4, ani1 w2 will €221 guite fre2 to bring that to
your attention.

So> in that spirit, I will try to give you what
I believe are, to the ba2st of my ability to do that, the
EDO*s current thinking about the gquestions you have

raised.

You ask2d the first question: What specific

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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vays does the EDO believe the draft action plan is not
yet suitable for use? I wvonder if I might be permitted
to ask th2 juastisn, 31o2s the committze have the
questions that arose as a result of the last briefing of
the Staff with the Coamission on this subject and the
quastions that followed from OP's staff?

¥R. OKRENT: The Subcommittee now has them. I
15n 't know wheth2r they 4id have them because I am not
sure vhen that reached the ACRS, but they are at the
bazk of th> y21low thing you w2re just hani24. On page
10 there is something called "Staff Questions to
Commission on Safaty Coals."

MR. SIESSs Where did those com2 from? The
Staff gquestions to> the Coamamission. What was that in?

MR. STELLO: It wvas in a meamorandum from
Remmick to ths Coamission.

YR. OKRENTs: You may not have noticed it in
your miil, but you 40 have tham there now.

MR. SIESSs All right.

MR. STELLO: Rather than trying to read
through that list, I think the list generally gives you
th2 flavor >f what it is that remains outstanding before
the EPO is prepared to say that he is ready to go
forward with th2 inplementation plan. There are clearly

sone fundanental issues raised in these guestions.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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The Commission is being asked to give the OP
staff, both for the purpose of redrafting safaty
policies itself and for the Staff to have the benefit of
that Commission guidance, to revise the implementation
plan consisteant with the policy that the Coamission
wishes to move forwvard with.

I think those guestions generally give you the
reasons why there is reluctance. I think it is a rather
z2nplet2 list anil tha2y ar=2 very appropriate. That is
the reason, and the memorandum that transmitted that,
the implemantation plan, gave some other observations
1150 useful for that purpose.

Your second question is: Does the EDO support
Mr. Denton's propasal that all significant benefits b2
included in the cost-benefit analysis? I think that is
3 very 1ifficult juzsstion to 123l with as you are
unfolding a policy, but I think there are some general
principles that the EDO holds, and one is that the Staff
s2ught not get itself in the business >f econoaic
rejulation.

There are c2rtain things that utilities ought
to be worri=sd about and ought to have the responsibility
in terms of economic costs that they suffer if the do
things improperly with a plant. Som2thing as simple as

bad maintenance that can yield a trip with a plant that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON, D C 20024 (202) 554-2345



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Jets a plaat 3own for a fa2w days, Oone can ask whether
th2re are analyses one should do and get into in ternms
of down-tinme. Taking it further, if there is an event
in a plant which -aus2s a1 substantial rol2ase of fission
products within the primary system, the containment, a
substantial cleanap, 2ven closing the plant, should that
be includei? I think that is a consideration of
economic ragulation. EDO beiieves it would be hetter to
l2ave that to the industrcy rather than th2 safety
regulators at the NRC.

If I ware t> tcy to describ2, thsn, that
principle in its most general terms, it would be a
principle of saying those things that can happen offsite
to the public health and safety that are a result of the
release of fission products ba2yond the site boundary,
those are the kinis of issues that oujht to be in our
equation of cost benefit; and to that 2xtent I think
that thar2 is 1 disajyre2mant between ¥r. Denton's views
and the EDO's views.

I stated EDO's views, and I think Mr. Denton's
views, as bdest I can recall =-- he has some
representatives -- is those kinds of costs should be
in=lude2d in the cost-ban2fit.

¥R. OKRENT: The offsite?

MR. STELLOs Th2 plant, yv2s.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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MR. OKRENT: Offsits but not onsite?

M\R. STELLOs Yes.

¥R. OKRENT: HNr. Kerr?

MR. KERR: Vic, in trying to think about the
implicatisas of what you have said, it seems to be
1lnost inavitably when you make a jecision, for example,
as drastic as shall we shut down a plant, you take into
account th2 econoaizc implications and not just the
safcty implcations alone, unless part of the safety
implicatioas are what does this d> to the econonmic
status of the systam.

I am not disagreeing with what you said
2arlier; T am just tryiny to understand. When you say
you don't think you ought to get into economic
regulation, that is one thing; but it seems to me one
cannot ignore, and I don't think one should ignore, the
2conomics of tha situation in making safety decisions.

MR. STELLDs I don't understand your
ju2stion. Let me ask a guestion to make sure I do. Are
you talkingy about regulations in terms of making backfit
decisions 2n plants or are you talking about the
implementation of the safety code and how the safety
code should be as a matter of policy? 1If you are making
a backfit, 1 backfit 32cision is you have to shut down a

ve the

£

plant to put in a particular fix that will h

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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plant down for three months. That is a cost and would
b2 includ21 in th2 cost-benefit balance in da2ciding to
1dd the regquirements.

I think that is another issue that is
iifferent from the issue of what happens if you have an
accident in a plant, wvhich is what the safety goal is
adiressing, and the plant is lost because of the
accident.

MR. KERR:¢ I guess I am really trying to
decide -- I am saying there are certain economic issues
that come into th2 42cision-making process; is there a
clear-cut way of deciding which one to do and which ones
not to 40, in your view?

MR. STELLOs No.

MR. KERRs: Okay.

SR. STELLO: I think it is part of a process
that will have to be developed. I hav2 tried to give
you what I think the EDO's view is on it. There are
very stronj acryum2nts which could bes made on the other
side, <«hich is put 2ll cost and all benefit into the
2quation, put everything there and then see how it all
balances oat.

MR. KERR: What you are telling me, I think,
is at this point the EDD office says here is about the

point at which we think the line should be drawn but

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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other p2ople might reach jifferent conclusions.

MR. STELLO: Yes, and how the Commission will
zome down on this issue has yet to be deciled. T don't
think that the Commission has decided. Clearly there is
1 consist2ncy in the logical approach joing either wvay.
It is cleurly a policy matter which the Commission
itself must decide.

MR. MATISONs Could I tcy t> zompar2 NRR's
thinking on the subject I think with what the EDO's
thinking which has just been describal is? They are not
that far apart, and I think the way Vic said them, they
sound farther apart than they are. I think we all agree
we are not in the business of econsmic rejulation, but
if a maintenance change or a design change only has
implicatioans for the equipment of the utility and has no
safety implications, we don't have any business
factoring in th2 benefit of the chang2 to forcing them
to make that change. We shouldn't even be considering
those things.

But for those things which have significant -~
and I want to emphasize the word "significant,”"™ although
I 4on't know how to 42fin2 it -- significant public
health and safety implications in deciding whether to
make a change or testing whether it meets a cost-benefit

Juideline of the safety goal, NRR would take into

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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account all costs insofar as you are able to estimate,
both the cost of saving the ejuipmant that the utility
owns as well as the cost of offsite cleanup, onsite and
d>ffsite, the implication for both the utility and the
public in asakinyg 31 decision about a change.

MR. OKRENT: Who would pay ultimately if the
utility has to put a plant down for three months to fix
sonething? It is not the stockholders. It ends up
7o0ing to the rate payerse.

MR. STELLO: I don't believe there is anyone
in this room that could give you an ansvwer that would be
universally acceptable. I don't believe there ics one.

“R. KEREs No, I don't think so. The
individual state commission ~--

MR. STELLO: Each public utility commission
has certain policies which could cause the ansver to be
rate payers or stdckholiars or som2 combination.

MR. OKRENT: Suppose they are running a coal
plant and the turbine fails and the plant is not
available for thr2e months and they have to buy power
from Utility ¥. I think in th2 end thesy have an existing
rate, but if ghey did not make a profit over tha period,
then factoring in that kind of cost the next time they
voeuld come to the PUC and say ve only made 2 percent

instead of the percentage we should have made.
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YR. STELLOs So inst23d of makinj 3 percent
this year, they have made 1 percent, so the stockholders
l>se the 2 perz2nt prafit thay would have madz2. Let me
finish, Roger, in that context, then. The stackholders
have pick21 up th2 2 percant burden b2causa the PUC
didn't let them put it in the rate base for that year.

MR. OKRENT: Unless the same thing had
happened the previous year and the year before that so
that it is factored into their expected.

MR. STELLO: That's right.

MR. OKRENT: So my point is over the years,
then, except for some unusual event, this is factored
into the rate base, I believe.

YR. STELLOs But you are making it sound as if
it com2s 21t on bilanz2, ani I am saying you cannot make
any such conclusion because if over the years there has
been bad performaace with this utility historically ten
years ago making a 10 percent profit and nov they are
only showing 3 percent, and maybe it is more. I don't
know, I 4oa't think thaere is any sharp way to answver it
because it is controlled by the Public Utility
Commission.

Now, they have to allow thea to mak2 enough
money to survive or they can't generate electricity, but

vhather that "enough mona2y™ is less or mdore than they
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vould have made had you not had this problem, I don't
know how ysu would answer.

fR. OXKRENT: My impression is that over the
years, 4own time 2nds up being a cost that the rate
payers have to pay for just as insurance on the plant is
a cost that the rate payers have to pay for.

MR. STELLO: 1If that is your belief, I won't
debate it, but we are often called to go to public
gtility =oamission hearings and they ask us wis that
downtime the result of an NRC requirement or something
tha utility foul2d up with. And if they conclude it is
something the utility fouled up, they don't let them put
it in the rate base.

¥R. OKRENT: I have to agre2 tha2r2 will be
differences among the states and things are fluctuating
recently.

MR. STELLO: So that no overall, universally
acc-eptadla conclusion is possible, I don't think.

MR. MATTSON: Bat I think in the case where
NRC does r23uire some tihnings or where you are
considering a change in requirements, it would be fair
t> assune it is pissz21 on to the consumer, because it is
usually stated that if NRC requires it, it is a

legitimate cost of doing business in the eyes of the

public utility comamissionse.
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¥R. STELLO: Not necessarily. Most of the
time I agr2e with you, but I think at Nin2 Mile Point,
even some 2f that was being debated.

YR. OKRENT: This has nothing to do with the
point except indirectly. I was wondering whether the
NRC even considar2d developing a class of safety
improvements which it identified and said these are
potentially desirable and we will let the PUC decide
whether th2y want to provide the rate incrzase to pay
for that.

MR. STELLO: Up until you made that conmment, I
hadn't heard any prior consideration, but now that you
have brouzht it up, I gusss it is considered, at least
for this moment. I don't know of any serious work in
generating such a list, however, going on in the Staff.

MR. OKRENT: All right. Th2re ramains a
difference, then. How would EDO treat the following?

MRe STELLO: I am not finished with your
list.

MR. OKRENT: No, on the sam2 juastion. If you
have an accident like TMI and you damage the plant and
you have >ffsit2 psychological effects, ar2 they costs
offsite or what?

MR. STELLD3: That is such a complicated

question at the moment that I don't know what one could
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say. You know th2 facts as w2ll as I 40 on vhere we
stand with that issue with respect to TMI up through and
including the courts, and I guess it is pending before
the Suprem2 Court as to what the law does or does not
require, and I think it will depend upon the outcome of
the Suprem2 Court dacision as to what the aansver to your
guastion is.

If the lav says it is something that must be
considered andi included, then I suspect that we will
abide by the law. If the lav is such that it does not
iniicate that we are reguired to do it, than it is a
matter of policy and it will be up to the Comaission to
12-ide that policy. 1In either case, I can't give you
any more than T just did.

MR. OKRENT: Okay.

YR. STELLDs Now nuamber 3. Does the EDO
support th2 use of d1esign obja2ctives and operating
levels, and if so, are they in agreement with the
numbers proposed for use by the Staff and does the EDO
have any spa2cific comments or sug3g2astions in this regard?

I think you need to start by answering this
ju2stion from a vary philosophical point of view, and
that iss where will we go with the safety goal, at least
for the n2ar terms? Will the safety g2al be one that one

envisions as a way in which to caus2 us to study and to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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analyze the whole fabric of regulation to determine
whether or not there ind221 may b2 some hole2s in that
fabric as we try to understand safety from the new-found
tool of PRA, which ne2ds guit2 a bit of comment on
issues vhich has been made before and I won't bother to
rspeat?

If that is the way we finally go with safety
goals for the near term, then it would appear that the
issue of 2p2ratiny levals which ar2 more closely aligned
to actions that one would or would not take in an
oparating plant would be less needed and therefore you
wouldn't have to include them in implementation plans.

On the other hand, if it is decided that
indeed one had t> davalop a safety goal which was joing
to be thrust immediately into the licensing and decision
process of the day-to-day business of the agency, I
guess then the guestion would arise as to howv to develop
operating levels and decide on appropriate causes of
action, ani it would seem then to be more appropriate.

It is the EDO's view that it would lean toward
1 use of the safety goal for some trial period which
would align itself more toward this generic, swveeping
review of vhere w2 are going, looking at how to
prioritize r2s2arc-h projyrams ani what we ought to do,

the development cf new regulations, so that then you
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¥2uld not need td> inclulz then,

Again, I hasten to add that is clearly a
decision that the Commission will have to make, and it
is, in fact, one >f the ju2stions that has jone forward
to the Commission itself to address. I don't really
think w2 can 1iscuss in a great d2al o>f detail how ve
2ujht to move forward with them today until ve really
et more guidance from the Commission.

I can see the whole structura of a1 safety goal
into the routine day-to-day decision process as being
o2n2 that n224s to be put in vary carefully and very
slovwly. I think it has high promise, especially the
concept of starting to look at what we have already have
and can learned from PRA analyvsis, but it clearly can
make the licensing process very cumbersome, trying to
change2 fron a d2cision process which would have a go or
no-go gauge built ints> the policy. I don't believe that
is the Comnission's intent. I don't believe that is
what they want to do, but they will need to speak to it
as they answver these guestions.

MR. KERR: Vic, I would assume the Commission
vould also look to people who are going to have to use
this for 2 good bit of guidanc2 on what tha2y think is
practical and usable and makes sense. I recognize that

you hava to look to the Commission for policy guidance
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on how to put this into effect, but don't they also look
to the Scaff for a great deal of guidance on what the
Staff's experienc2 would indicate is practical at this
stage?

MR. STELLOs I think the Staff has made it
reasonably clear that thrusting the whole safety goal
approach ia a licensing process would be a mistake, and
ve do not recommend it. We recommend a go-slow approache.

MR. KERR: Can you respond to guestion 3 in
that cont2xt then? If you were using it on a trial
basis, does it make sense t> talk about design
objectives and operating levels or is that too specific
at this point?

MR. STELLOs If the trial use is to use it on
individual cases ani hearing processes, it makes more
sense if that is what you are going to do, but that is
not what is recomnended. So if you use it the way it
has been r2commended, that we forward this, there is
zi2arly 1l2ss ne23. Now, if the Commission decides they
vant to use it --

SR. KERRs Wait. Do you have a view on the
most useful wvay which on2 could try it out to see if it
will work? I ca2rtainly don‘'t know at this point., I
1on't have an opinion that yes, this will wvork.

MR. STELLO: I tried to describe that. Maybe

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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I haven't done it well. Let me try it again. If you
look at the collection of PRAs we now have and you
assign them to a jroup, perhaps Ra2s2arch or somewhere,
ani you give that group this collection of PRAs and the
policy guiiance now contained in tha safety goal, 10-“
core melt, the link to cancers, the early fatalities,
ani even the ALARA concept, and you ask this group to
take these collections of PRAs, use them, examine the
PRAs, examine the regulatory approach, what has been
called th2 Jeterministic way in wvhich we have regulated,
and look, are there inherent weaknesses or gaps in this
regulatory appr2ach that sught to be fixed up? Are we
going too far such that we ought to back up and
reexamine the regulatory process and use the safety goal
on a trial basis?

In that way I think it could teach us a great
deal and allov us to become more proficient at the uses
as we move forward into clearly th2 more zo>mplex issu2
of trying to make individual decisions on individual
cases with th=2 safaty 323ls. That is th2 way in which I
believe there is a general belief on the Staff's part as
to moving forward.

MR. KERR:s Thank you.
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¥R. OKRENT: I think the committ2e indicated
in its comments of June that it thought that one had to
move cautisusly iat> the application of this
nethodology, and I suspect you will find ajreement with
looking at the existing regulations as to where they are
asking for thinjs that are suparfludus ani wha2re there
may be gapgs.

But it is a fact of life that things arise
with some frequency taat reseable the 12cisicn making
involving operating levels. In other words, you
fi1entify somethiny and you make some 2stimate crudely of
the magnitude of the situation, and you d2cide some way
I will fix it right avay, they cannot start up until
they fix it; wve have a couple of years t> think about
this or whateverj we will try to study it quickly in the
next 6 months and then decide.

l'hose are d2cisions wvhich at least resemble
this idea of design objectives from an operational
level. Sc I think if you just say, w=2ll, we are going
to apply safety 353ls only to looking at th2 fabric of
regulations, I think it is a little bit of a fiction.
Thisz other part is part of the regulatory life.

YR+ STELLO: It is today.

MR. OKRENT: Yes.

MR. STELLO: 1If someone 4did an analysis and
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you knew what the lik2lihood >cr probability whethar it

was a PRA or something someon2 did simply and crudely,

you would take that into account in the decision-making
process, just as everything else. You say that like it
is new.

MR. OKRENT: No, it is not new.

MR. STELLO: It has been going on ever since I
have b22n in this busina2ss. What els2 is new? Why are
you making the point? We have always done that. To the
axtent you have the information, you use it, clearly.

¥R. OKRENT: The point is that there is not,
s> far as I know, Comuission juidanze on how these
decisions should b2 made o5n these indiivdual things
which are not usually ASLB things, they are things
beyond the Staff, NRR has to arrive at some decision on.

MR. STELLO: Are you saying you think the
Commission ought to issue a speed limit like we have in
the safety goal at the moment that says, if it is
10-2. do this; 10—3, do that; 10“' do something
else? Do you advocate that that would be a good thing
to> have at the monent? I guess I at best have a
lukewarm f221liny toward d4oing that. I think it would
distract us from the real purpose of how to move forward.

MR. KERR: In makiny the aux feed case, did

you not almost do that?
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I said I have no protle

1o a probabilty analysis ¢t

f I have the information, 1

in fact -- Roger, help me =~

came close to giving then

he PORV. Dii we not have

n the aux feed?

In the Standard Review FPlan.

-4
And I am not surprised.

external events and hazards of

We had other

-6
10 1 have ( e standard of review. 2.0,

23? That has b22n ther2 for, what, 10-12 years?

L

MR. BERNERO: Ever since the Standard Review

Plan startz4d.

MR. I am all for whatever we can

evelop t> us-= to0ls in th2 decision process. But I

do not kxnow that we are ready to codify it in the

Commission policy.

MATTSON: Maybe it | usa2ful to try

| G

rmal on-the-record decision process
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3 legal hearing processe. The weil
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take in th2 conta2xt of those regulations.

Now, the implementation plan, the way it is
written tojay, attempts to say, keep PRA and the safety
3211 out of the licensing provess, but still have
operating levels that can be used in making those less
formal decisions about what is important ani wvwhat is
unimportant.

The EDO proposal, the decision Vic has
described, says, it is probably difficult -- I anm
reading into it -- it is probably difficult to keep out
of the fornal process those rules-of-thumb, those
operating levels. And in the spirit of go slow, do it
right, 40 not rush into this and mess it up, the removal
of the operatiny level keeps the use of tha PRA and
safety goals in the informal process less formal, less
susceptibla to manipulation by the optimist and the
pessimist, each of wvhem has a sharp pencil in the
lizensing pu3s~2sse It will interfare with evaryone in
rushing too gquickly with “he safety goal of tlie PRA.

MR. STELLOs: Moving right along, question
number 4. On page 3 of your memo the phase is used,
“"Where th2 avarage individual received low doses, a few
aillirem p2r inciient,”™ how w2re you defining average
individual? Help me to make sure this is right. Is an

avarage iniividual averaga binlogizally ani locationally

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

20

21

22

23

24

25

25

within 1 mile of the plant?

MR. OKRENT; Within 1 mile?

MR. STELLO: On page 3 it is the 1-mile
anaulus, I think.

MR. OKRENT: Gee. It says, "A large number of
inzidents wherz the average individual would receive
relatively low doses."” I was under the impression that
those were not the kinds of things you would be doing
very mach ¢ith. If the averaj2 individual within 1 mile
only receives a few millirem, not that I want to give
anybody a nilliram, but I get a2 f2w milliram Jjust fiying
to> Washinjyton and back. I did not think that this was
vhat the safety goals wvere addressing.

MR. STELLO: Wait a minute. What 15 you think
it means to say a .1 percant increase in cancer? That
neans 20 millirem.

MR. OKRENT: Yes. But accidents are an
infrequent event.

MR. STELLO: But the revised safety goals also
had routine releases.

MR. OKRENT: 1Is this comment in terms of
routine releases?

MR. STELLO: I would have to yo back to read
the comment. The present version of the safety goal, as

presented, now includes both accidents and routine
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teleases. Th2 .1 p2rc-ant cancer incrsasz2 turcns sut to
be 20 millirem. 20-millirem incidenc2. 20-millirem
incidence are now to be evaluated according to the
current draft of the safety goal in terms >f routine
operation and accidents and transients.

The accident releas2s are one issue, and
routine re2leases are andother issue. Whenever you get
iown to trying to evaluate into the few millirems, you
now clearly raise the guestion of is that 2ven reguirad
for routin2 events, routine operation? I do not
canembar tn2 rejulation with 3 great deal of precision,

but in Appendix I it says if you have a real individual

and he can get a 4ose in excess of 5 millirem, then you

have to do ALARA to the tune of $1,002.
MR. KERRs But that is within a SO0-mile

calius, tod.

MR, STELLOs Yes. This is an issue that I

think needs very careful consideration, because it could

go beyond what we do for routine releases. And my
recollectisn is that was the thrust of the comment.

MR. MARY: Vic, the comment referred to
"latent cancer fatalities.”™

MR. STELLO: Yes.

YR. MARK: And that is not the 1-mile zone,

that is th2 50-mile zone.
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MR. STELLO:z No.

YR. MARK; There is nothing about latent
sancers in the 1-mile zone in the propose21 goals.

MR. STELLO: In the present version, latert
cancers ar2 calculated out in a 1-mile annulus wvith the
belief that if that is okay, it is okay all the way out.

MR. MARK: Do you m23n it has a 1-ailes radius?

¥R. STELLO: 17-mile annulug from the site
boundary, 2ut ? mile. If you had a circular site
boundary, it would be everyone from within the site
boundary osut to 1 miles further, from that point out.

MR. SIESS: The exclusion Ddoundary plus a mile.

MR. MARX: That 1; for the prompt fatalities.

MR. STELLO:¢ That is for both now.

MR. MARKs It is for both?

MR. ERNST: Th2re is a proposel numerical
guideline for latent cancers to the average individual
ani for pcoapt d2ath to the averag2 indiviiual. PBoth of
these average individuals are out to 1 mile. There is
also a societal 1limit proposed which goes to 50 miles.

MR. MARSL: And that only consilasrs delayed
cancer?

MR. ERNST: Yes.

¥R. STELLO: I have had a chance to read

this. If you reail on page 4, it says, "The
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implementatizn plan had a proposal in it to use an ALARA
iown to 1/10th of 1esign objectives." And as I toid
youa, a tenth of a percent increase in cancer risk is 20
nillirem, 1/10th of that is 2 aillirems. So you would
be doingy ALARA down to 2 millirem. That at least
conceptuail, coi'1 be contrasted to be inconsistent as
t> what w2 45 for nsrmal operations.

DPave, you look puzzled. Have I gotten through
t> you yst or nct? Hallo?

MR. OKRENT: I think I have the 4rift of wvhat
you are sayinjy. I w5114 not sant to try t> explain it,

YR. STELLOs Have I failed to explain it with
sufficient clarity so that you can unierstand it?

MR, XERRs I can understand the 2-millirenm
linit for normal operation when in Appendix I you go
down literally to microrems for the indiviiual at the
radius o5f 2 50-mile zone, and that is for normal
operatianse.

4R. STELLO: Right.

YR+ KERR3 I must admit I think this is a lot
2f nonsens2, but it is done.

MR. STELLO: The anilogy is if you take 1/10th
the design objective and suggest doing an ALARR, you
will b2 4o5ing ALARR do5wn to 13s2 la2vels of 2 millirenm.

If a real individual is getting 2 millirem a year for
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naormal operation, 4o you ne2ed to 4o an ALAEA? I think
the ansver is: n>d.

MR. OKRENT: I 40, too, but I wish someone
vould go back and change Appendix I correspondingly.

¥R« STELLO: No, I think Appendix I said the
saximally e2xposed individual, not more than 5 MR.

YR. KREE: That is the maxisum that could be
releas2d, but nov, having the release, you have to do
ALARA by calculating th2 man-ra2ms within a1 S0-mile
radius, and you do not cut off at any 2 millirenms.

MBR. STELLO: That is right. It goes beyond
that.

MR. MATISON: But the ALARA prescription in
Appendix I has never beer used, because in getting down
to the 5 -~

¥R. XERR:s I d5 not care vhether it is being
us2d or not; it is thare.

MR. STELLO: I am trying to drav that analogy
because of the fact that if you take 1/10th of the
design objactive, you are doing ALARA down to 2
millirem, whizh cl2arly seems to be b2yoni what was
intended.

MR. EERNEROs Excuse me. One thing you should
point out when you are doing routine~-release ALARA

calculatisas, you are dealing with a spectrum of
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populatisa, th2 worst of which people receive a
fev-millirem dose and the rest are receiving down to the
aicro-ran.

When you do the same sort of calculation of
the same range of an accident calculation, you deal with
people at the front end of it wvho aight have received
fatal doses =-- many, many rem -- and then grading
doWnvard to> the micro-rem. S>> you reially 1o not have
the same sort of calculational problem in the accident
ALARA as ydou have in the routine-release ALARA.

YR. KERRs I do not see what the calculation
t2chnijue has to 1o with it. We are talking about the
people in both cases and the exposure.

MR. BERNERO: Except if you vent in and took
th2 accideat calculation of integrated man-rem and said,
vhat I am going t> do nov is stop the computer vhen it
72ts down to, say, 1 aillirem, I w'll not c-ount anything
below 1 millirem, you will not make a big difference to
that calculation, the r2sult will not change very much.
In the App2ndix I it would. If you stopped the computer
at 1 millirem, you will stop with the first few people
at the sit2 bouniarcy.

HR. KERR: I did not realize ve wvere
protecting computars. I was talking about people.

MR. BERNERO: I am talking about the result,
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the integrate? man-ren t> a population group fronm
routine release as against the integrated man-rem from
ac-ident c2l2ass2,.

MR. OKRENI': OJkay. Why do we not go on, Vic?

MR. STELLOs I will take that to mean that I
have now persuaded you that what I say is true.

(Laughtar.)

Could y>u «laborate on your final comment that
the Commission may wish to consider the effect that its
1iscussion of PRAs ani th2 safety j70als mijht have on
this hearing? And I assume that that must refer to the
Iniian Point hearing. The Indian Paint h2aring clearly
deals with an issue that is a PRA issue. How it is
jealt with a"d to the extent that we forge ahead, I
think ve will be jenerating snme sort of precedents, not
being in a position to have alloved wvhatever goes on in
that hearing, d42fine and set forth th2 precedents of
wvhat to do for all time. It is a recognition in calling
to the Comaission’s attention that that is the reality
of what is going on.

MR. OKRENT: I could not tell whether the
Coamission had to watch vhat it said vhen we talked
about PRAs and safety goals because this might affect
th2 hearinjy, th2 ta2rm us21 is "tha 2ff2ct its

discussions of PRAs and the safety goals amight have.”
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Okay.,
MR STE Whatever
an ffect o5n the hearing.
MR. OKRENT: Oh, concl
AR STELLOs Whatever
Ani th=2y n22 t tak2 that into account.
"say,"” you mean
Se I think they would need to
hat they come forwari with it, if
then how.
a good guestion to invoke

ipsa logquitur.

OKRENT: Does that mean we go to lunch?

second that motion.

-
)

question, Robert’

ve are a

37 minutes?

All right, we wi
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(Wh2c2a220, 3t 12355 peles m22ting was

to reconvene at 1:40 pems., this same day.)
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(12445 pem,)

MR. OKERENT: The next speaker is Dr.
0'Donnell, who has asked for time to comment.

Please come %to the podiunm.

MR. O'DONNELL: Gocod afterndon. My name is Ed
O'Donnell. I am a division vice president with Atomic
Injustrial Forum, and I am alsd> chairman of the AIF
subcommitta2e on PRA.

As you know, the AIF has been very closely
following the davalopment of tha NRC safaty 951l policy,
and wve have had several meetings with the subcommittee.
W2 have ra2viswed th2 Fabruary draft policy statement
issued for public comment and filed our detailed
comments on it with the Commission on May 18.

In addition, we have review2d th2 more recent
documents that were presented to the Commission in July,
inzluding the draft Staff implementation plan for the
safety goals and the proposed revisions to the policy
statement. We are in the process of developing detailed
comments o2a thos2 Jocumants, which will be submitted to
the Commission shortly.

42 vel-om2 the opportunity to share our
thinking with the subcommittes this afternoon on this

natter. W2 basically have a concern that the documents
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a3 presant2d in July are losing sijht of the original
reasons for developiny a safety goal policy, which, in
Jur view, are to provide a statement of the Commission's
views o5n what 1s an accaptabls level of risk and to
serve as a means for improving current deterministic
rejuirements by using PRA to identify, wha2r2 n2cessary,
if cost-beneficial changes are warranted in existing
rejulations.

l'he safety goal policy, as wve understand it,
¥as never intendel to provide an additional layer of
licensing review >r to act as a substitute for
deterministic regulations. Unfortunatly, vwe believe the
iocuments 1s pra2sa2ntei, if -hey wera adopted, would do
pratty much that. And I will summarize for you our
major conc2rns >n these documents.

I hop2 you =an r23% that. If not, I will
discuss them in great detail in the 15 minutes allotted
n2.

As it is my only slide, you will have a great
deal of time to study it.

¥R. SIESS: Gary, make some copias of it.

KR. GRiESHEYER: Shall I just make copies of
it, Ed?

MR. O'DONNELL: There is just one slide, and I

#ill cover it all in detail. We are limitaed in time
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anywaye.

Our first ani major concern with the documents
is with rejard to the use of safety goals and the PRA in
individual plant licensing reviews ani hearings. As ve
r23d -- ani this conce2rn deals with the implementation
plan -- as ve reai that document, it very clearly
in1icates that the Staff intends to> reguire safety goal
PRAs as part of licensing applications for future plants
and for selected operating license plants, for plants in
the pipelin2 ani #ill, in fact, raguirs thosa2 plants to
meet various safety goals.

It indicates that for an op2rating license
application and for operating reactors, certain fixes
will have to be made if the plant exceeds operating
liaits. And for high-population 12nsity sites, it
indicates the safaty goal PRAs will be reguired. And
for INREP, whatavar that is, that the PRAs will have to
be submitted for Staff review.

All of this very clearly is moving in the
direction of reguiring PRAs to be part of license
applications and part of the licensing process. The
15-ument pretty much accepts the fact that the Staff
believes that hearing boards will have to get into these
issues ani have t> rule on acceptability of PRAs and

whather or not plant applications m22t or 1o not meet
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the safety goals.

All of this, we feel, is counter to the
initial objective, which was to introduce PRA and safety
goals as a means of generically improving the existing
licensing and rejulatory process. We feel it is very
important that the implementation plan steer away fronm
anbumbering the existing licensing process -- that is,
the process of review and hearings on a specific
application =~ from introducing these newv elements.

The s2cond ite2m deals with what we feel is a
clear lack of assignment of burden of proof for
Justifying changes to existing requirements.

Again, jetting back to the framework we
believe should be in place in using PRA and safety goals
to justiry chanjy2s, the implementation plan does not
really address the issue of the burden of proof, and we
can only assume that in the absence of the acceptance of
that burden by th2 Staff, that will be assigned to the
applicant or the licensee.

That is, it will b2 up to th2 iniividual
applicant 2r licensee or the industry in general to bear
the burden of disproving that some new proposed
rejuirement is, ian effect, not ne2d21, rather than
placing the burden on the Staff or the proponent of a

change to demonstrate that it is, in fact, needed. So
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ve feel that the implementation plan should much more
clearly assign the buirden of proof for justifying
chaingese.

As we have stated in our position papers on
this matter, we fa2el that safety goals and PRAs have a
very important role to> play in controlling chang2.
Change basically occurs in three areas: through generic
rulemakings, through exemptions to regulations, and
through backfitting.

And onc2 a plant has Jemonstrata2i compliance
with existing regulations, changes to those existing
requirements should be justified by the body or
praponent 2f tha change with respect to> th2 cost-benefit
role, and the party proposing the change should bring
forth the 2videnc2 that 3 4emonstration that this change
is, in fact, necessary and cost-beneficial.

MR. OKRENT: Before we leave that point, I
guess if I tried to remove myself from the arena and ask
myself what I would like to have happen, not only in
nuclear reactor safety but elsewhere, I guess I would
like a licensee who is responsible for the safe
oparation of 1 plant to accept that rasponsibility, and
wvhere a question arises, provide the reasons why it is
ascaptadla to continu2 running, Jjust as much as I would

like the regulatory agency to examine what is going on
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and vhere they find something questionable, state why
thay think it is zus2stiosnable and1 what chang2 should
czur and whye.

fou seea to be suggesting they should all be
in one court:s the NRC. Am I misreading you?

¥R. O°'DINNELL: Yes, I think you are
misreading that, Dr. Okrent. What ve are really saying
is, vwe need to somehow get control of the process of
regulation. And the most burdensome thing to the
industry, and I think the Staff, has besen the lack of a
£221iny that ve are already at some acceptable level of
safety, and from here on after, changes will be
basically in the area of fine-tuning and improving the
process.

M. OKRENT: Are you saying ve are at this
level? I am not gquite clear that we know we are at this
level.

MR. O'DONNELL: I am not sure that we know,
but I think that should be the first question answvered:
¢here are Jde?

BR. OKRENT: Ah, I agree with that. And who
should try to> deva2lop those answers, in your opinion?

¥R. O'DONNELL: I think the main job, the main
cresponsibility for answvering that gJuestion, rests with

the Regulatory Commission. Having issued 70 or 100 or
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more licensas whizh basically purport to> indicate that
these designs are acceptable, I think the basic
responsibility for reevaluating that dscision-making
process ra2sts with th2 Ragulatory Commission.

MR. OKRENT: It seems to me again that that is
only half >f what I as a citizen would be looking for.

I 40 not see why the licensee, who is responsible for
safe oparation, 1525 a5t have an 2qual burian of
examining the safa2ty of his plant if new technigues are
developed by which he can examine it and sort of share
the burden. And I have not seen th2 AIF come in with
what I would call a shared approach.

MR. O'DONNFLLs T think what we ars proposing
is a shared approach. In fact, vwe are proposing that if
th2 industcy or an applicant is proposing to do
something less than currently required in terms of
see2king an exemption or a reduction in requirements,
that burden rests with the industry if it is proposing

that change.
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A minute ago you wvere asking if wve knew what
the safety level was, and you agreed to some point this
remainad t> be ascactainei.

YR. O°DINNELL: That is true. I think I have
my own aotions about whar2 th2 level is, but I think the
Regulatory Commission bears the obligation to make that
ietermination and not the industry. If you are asking
the industcy t> say whether the ground rules that are
already in place are adequate, I think that places an
unfair burien on the applicant who is 3oiny to be
proposing a design that ostensibly meets what at any
point in time are the acceptable requirements for
getting a licensz2.

If you are saying, okay, you rmeet those
r23uiraments but still w2 want you to come in even after
you have yosur operating license and show us that yes,
you have a continued level of safety, that is somehow
acceptable with respect to> a different sa2t of rules.

MR. OKRENT: I believe in the United Kingdom
thare are some reguirements, but there is a general law
vhich is that a licensee or the operator of a factory or
s> forth is suppos2i to k=22p the risk as low as
practicable or practical. 1In other words, the person
running the thing has some responsibility, and it is not

just to m22t th2 ninimum requirements. The British fron
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tine to time have criticized the U.S. approach, saying
the licensees only meat what the NRC says, ani you sort
of fall into the pattern of those who criticize, as I
listen.

MR. O*DINNELL: I would be surprised if the
British put into practice exactly what you say.
Basically the use of the ALARA principle in that sense,
that is, it is alvays up to the licensee to prove that
he has don2 everything that is cost b2neficial, is in
effect institutionalizing instability and leaving alwvays
2p2n to> ju2stion th2 issue of whethar or not your plant
is safe endugh, 3ad I don®t think a2 stable regulatory
process can operate very long and have many applicants
zontinuing come forth with applications unless they know
vhat the groundrules are and they have some idea that
ne2ting the2se rejuirements will at least g2t them a
license2 ani give them a good level of confidence that
they will be able to operate the plant.

The issue of whethar you need t> do better, I
think, is an issue that should be shared between the
iniustry ani the R2julatory Commission; but again,
sonewhere somedae has to bear the burden of proof for
saying this changy2 is required, and I think the process
ve propose is one wvhich imposes discipline on both the

NRC and th2 infustry in that if the NRC wants to do
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sorething that will drive risks further down, they bear
the burden of prod>f. 1If the industry vants to back off
from a rejuirement or sea2k an exemptioun, the2y bear the
burden of proof.

MR. ““RRs NMay I get into this dialogue?

HR. OKRENT: Please.

MR. KERR: The implication I get is that
changes ccc-ur only through some system that may be
slightly artificial, called a regulatory process. As I
have observed changes in this business over the years,
some chanjy2s have occurred simply because people were
ignorant of the physical processes and the complexity of
the systems with which we vere dealirg. It didn't have
anything to 35 with th2 ra2gulatory process. It had in
some cases to do with ignorance. It had in some cases
t> do with mistaka2s, ani once incidents occurred, I
think everyonz involved agreed changes were needed.

Now, it seems to me when those situations
arise or wnen on2 finds them by 1lo0kiny, that the
responsibility for corrections ought to be shared, for a
number of creasons. In th2 first plac2, th2 p20ple who
own these plants have a tremendous investment. If they
ion't operate trem, they lose a lot of money. In the
second place, I ihink the technical capability for

suggesting the changass that n2ed to be made lies perhaps
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noce in th2 industry than it 1oes in the ragulatory
process and hence is likely to give better cures or
fixes or batter risk reduction processes if the industry
is involved.

And it concerns me to hear you say, and I
zan't really beliave that you mean this, that you think
the responsibility for risk reduction lies in the
regulatory system., I don't understand this attitude at
1ll. It s2ems to me that the responsibility must be
shared if it is ever to work because [ think the people
who are 32iny to make th2 system safe are nd>t those who
sit in the regulatory system but those who operate the
plant and those who design it and those who make changes
when they szeam t> be needa2d to reduce risk.

MR. O'DIONNELL: I think the key point in your
statement, Dr. Kerr, is that ve have found changes which
evaryone ajreed were justified. I think that is the key
issue. If everyone can agree they are justified, I
assume they would be made. What we are talking about
hare is putting in lace a mechanism for demonstrating
that justification. If that comes from the NRC Staff in
termas of a risk-benefit or cost-benefit analysis --

YR. KER3: But Dr. Okrent rais21 the guestion
of who was responsible to> see that the risk wvas

acceptably lows. The impression I got from your responcse
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vas you felt the industry had no responsibility for that
at all.

YR, O*DINNELLs Oh, no. Let me clarify that.
I think th2 industry has done a great deal. In fact,
the industry is 45ing all of these PRAs the Staff is
currrently reviewing as part of its determination, so
there is definitely a shared cresponsibility there. My
point is the ultimate decision on this has to rest with
th2 Comaission as in any decision on acceptable risk.

I think the industry has gone a long way
towards doing the risk assessments and looking at plant
designs with respect to PRA, but if you are saying that
ve are going to have a regulatory structure that
constantly calls into guastion the acceptability of any
plant that is licasnsed, that in effect is
institutiosnalizing the problem we have had all along,
that is, hiving som2 me2ans of cotrolliny changes.

SR. BENDER: Ed, I had a couple of different
aspects of the problea I wanted to> explore with you.
One is you made the point, I thought, earlier that one
of the reasons #hy th2 industry as inlividuals couldn't
40 it was there ware 70->dd and there will be 100-sonme
5d4 licens2s around, and one a2rganization by itself
couldn't 4o more than measure the alejuacy of the plant

against the existing regulation. Was that the point you
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intenda2d tO> maka?

MR. O°DIONNELL: I am ~--

MR. BENDER: Shall I try it again?

SR. O'DIONNELL: Yes.

MR. BENDER: If there are 70-041 licenses out
there somewhere and each one is based upon some set of
rejulations that vere us2d in the lic2nsinjy process
initially, then it would probably be difficult for one
licensee to decide to do better than the other 70 by
ninself. 1Is that the argument you are making?

¥R. O'DONNELL: No, I don't think that it is.

MR. BENDER: Well, I would have thouaght that
would have been a tenable argument, but perhaps it is
note Let ne ask you the other half of the juestion,
then. When one looks at the requirements for safety in
th2se plants, th2 Ragulatory Commission has a viewpoint
that has to> do with its obligation to the health and
safety of the public, and it doesn't really try to make
judgments about how much it costs to 45 things or
wvhether th2 utility can afford to do them or not,
b2causa it 1o02sa't sat th2 rates.

Is there an obligation on the part of the
utility to come in and make a case to the Comamissioners
about how auch it should be willing to pay for certain

kinds of safety improvements?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. O'DONNELL: I don‘'t knowe C2crtainly the

utility would have an obligation, I guess, in the
economic sa2nse to its sharehold2rs ani rates payers that

it wvas doing everything reasonable to protect its

aconomiz investment., Whether that is an argument that
needs to be made to the Nuclear Regulatory Coamission
is, I think, a different matter. The Nuclear Regulatory
Coamission's charter, I think, is focused on safety and
not on econcmic issues, so I think, yes, they do have an
>bligation to prota2ct their ianvestment, but no, they do
not have that obligation to the NRC,

MR. BENDER: Can they argue, for example, that
no, we cannot make this improvement because our rate
base won't permit it unless you put into the regulations
that it is 3 reguirem2nt? Can they make that type of
argument?

MR. O'DONNELL: Perhaps. I think the way we
envision the cost-benefit process vorking would not
ancompass that gJu2stion. The way we see this thing
working is that if the NRC determined that some change
vas in fact cost-beneficial with respect to allowable
direct costs as offsetting against radislogical risks,
than that change sSught to be made whether or not the
atility c221d recover th2 cost of that through some

mechanism or and2ther.
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MR. BENDER: That is only ona basis for
judgment. I guess a lot of us are not too happy vwith the
nan-rem basis for juijiny improvements, but there are
other things you can deal with., There are reliability
gquestions having to do with how reliable a piece of
hardware osught to be and whether the basis for assuring
its reliability is wvell-founded or not. Who should take
such initiatives to datermine whethar the facts 41 the
case Jjustify a claim of reliability on a piece of
hardvare? And if it turns out the claim can't be
substantiated, whose obligation is it to take action to
do something different?

MR. O°'DIONNELL: I guess you would have to look
at the issue. If the regulatory staff wvas proposing
soaethiny indicat21 t> be a cost-beneficial changa and
you could justify that on a generic basis, I think the
burdien would shift to the individual applicant to
sonehow de2wonstrate that for his specific case, that
judgment was not applicable.

MR. BENDER: I am d2aliny with it in a
slightly different form. I think the contention which
has been mnade praperly is the Ra2gulatory Commission is
not in the business of redesigning or even designing the
plants initially. It is up to the applicants and

li~ensee t> do the design, so they cannot offer you a
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iesign and say this is what should be done. Instead,
the Regulatory Coamission's practice might b2 to say the
level of rzliability for this piece of hardvare can't be
justifi2d by th2 2xparience up to nows what should the
utility do to correct the situation?

Would tnhne industry be responsive to that kind
of gquestion?

ME. O'DIONNELL: I think this gets into the
ne2d to r22xamine existing regquirements. If the NRC has
done a study or commissioned a study or utilities have
i5ne a stuiy that -alls into juestion the r2liability of
some piece of equipment, I would think it would be
appropriate to reavaluate the existing deterministic
regjuirements that apply to that piece of equipment in
the context of overall risk, and if those existing
12terministic reguirements do not deliver what is felt
to be an ajeguate level of reliability or protection
against risk, then a change would be made in the
deterministic r2jairement.

The station blackout issue, I think, is a good
sn2. Curr2ntly there is no hard and fast criteria that
deal with that issue, and it is something the Staff is
evaluating on a probabilistic basis. I would hope the
end point >f that analysis would not be design all of

-5
your ela2stric powar systems to> 10 reliability. But
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if there is a need to change existing requirements, that
would be done deterministically. That is, there would
be some ra2juireama2nt that you have t> maintain the plant
in a safe zondiition in the absence of AC powver for sonme
reasonabls period of time.

MR. BENDER: If I accepted the daterministic
position that s3id T will get the answer by
deterministic methods, whose job is it to 45 the
determination?

MR. O'DIONNELL: The problem we have with the
existing inplementation statement is I think it places
th2 burizan on th2 industcy for Jjustifying the existing
design, with the penalty being that you shut the plant
iown or you 4don't gst ydur license. That is a pretty
stiff penalty and will, I think, discourage in essence,
as I said, again, the institutionalization of
instability. If you make that the p2nalty for not
Justifying why you are okay, then no one will take a
chance on submittiny a 12sign they ar2 coapletely unsure
of in teras of gettiny a license or continuing
operation. If you set the penalty level that high, then
you basically hava a coampletely unstable ra2julatory
system.

If you want the industry to accept some

cesponsibility, I think it has to be in a less
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threatening situation:; we want you to seek out changes,
ve want you to look for ones that are cost beneficial,
but not in the sense that if you don't do what we
prapos2, yd>u ara2 sut of businass.

#5. OKRENT: MHNr. Ward.

MR. WARD: What woull you think, following up
on what you have said, of an approach that wvent
sonething lik2 this. The NRC would enunciate a safety
goal, perhaps something like the existing one, and this
would ba 3 goal, a1 statemesnt to the public or to
whomever it is that cares, but then the NRC would take
upon itself the responsibility and hold the bag for
translatiny that sort 2f joal into some rather few and
rather unaabiguous -- as unambiguous as possible --
criteria for plant operation and design. Perhaps these
would be largely deterministic. Perhaps some of thenm
would be probabilistic and be reliability numbers for
lacrge systams or something like that. MNaybe some of
those would be new if this is really a whole new
process; wmiyb2 som2 of those would be different from
existing deterministic requirements.

But if we believe the PRA process and if ve
believe th2 validity of the safety goal and the NRC does
its best job, these perhaps are important, new, specific

sriteria. Wouli th2 iniustry then be willing to examine
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the existing plants and nev plants against those
criteria and accept that as part of its task and then
the vhole process would, the NRC would say to the public
this is the risk that the industry is giving to the
public; we have translated that intd> some specific
criteria for which wve hold responsibility; the industry
has told us they will now meet those specific criteria?
Is that a process that could work and that the industry
vould be willing to do its half of?

MR. O'DONNELL: I think the industry has
already done a 30254 part of that process in doing a lot
of the risk studies that you vere describing. To date
#2 have about, I Ju2ss, 3 acvz2n or mor2 PRA studies of
specific plants, some done in more degree than others,
and about half of them, I would say, have been done by
the NRC Staff and its contractors, the other half by the
industry. We think it is time for the Staff to step
back and s2e whar2 se stand with respact to> all of the
studies that have been done: what do they mean 1in terms
of “overall levels of risk,” and wvhat areas 4o they
identify as candidates for future change? But I don't
think we are at the point wvhere we can say yes, the
industry is willing or the NRC should even endorse the
id2a that we are 32ing to set these numerical goals for

each and every plant that has to be met as a condition
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for licensing or 2 condition for continued operation.

MR. WARD: What sort of numarical gcals? I
guess that is the guestion. Are the numerical goals in
terms >f latent cancer 312aths?

SR. O'DINNELL: Yes.

MR. WARD: Or in tecms of th2 ra2ljability of a
system in the plant? Which do you mean?

MR. O'DONNELL: The joals should relate
directly to the thing the Commission is trying to get
at, that is, public risk, and that is basically risk to
indiividuals and the public of fatalities posed by
raiiolozizal releases. Other goals that are related to
core melt incidents or internal plant system failures
are really thinjs that are intermediary and in and of
themselves of far less importance than the basic issue
of whether or not you are exposing individuals and the
public to unaccaptadble levels of risk. And one or two
of the bullets on the slide really deal with this issue.
What ve feel in the Staff's laplementation plan is an
uniue emphasis on these internal plant occurrences that
may or may not pose undue levels of risk to the public.

Nov. sur statements of policy goals, ve very
cl2arly indicated that althouyh wve endorsed a goal for
core melt probability, that this was secondary in

inportanc2 to the primary goals on intividual and
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population risk and that the failure to> mee2t that goal
in its21lf 1i4 not indicate a condition of undue risk or
need for any protaction action. That issue reeds to be
resolved in the context of the cost-benefit balance.

We are very much concerned with statements in
the Staff's implenentation plan that they intesnd to even
3o further in ta2cas of 4disaggregating this interrnal
plant performance goal into, first of all, individval
goals for containment failure for partitioning the
causes of a3 potential core melt into internal and
external failures, having subgoals for individual
accident s23u2nc2s that are w2ll below evan the proposed
core melt jyoal.

And lastly, I think what represents
potentially the greatest misuse of PrnA in assigning
reliability goals for plant systems that may be involved
in some sejuence that leais maybe to 2 cores ma2lt: that
is, in essa2nce, turning the whole PRA thing upside down
and introducing PRA and reliability goals as thoagh thay
vere deterministic criteria without determining, number
o2n2, wh2thar the 2xisti g detarministic criteria are
adegquate or not.

We have a number now, as we discussed this
mornin,, on aux feedvater system reliability. That is

emrodied now in the standard review plan and it is
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somathing that p2opi2 ar2 living with. Wha2thar or not
that was necessary as a means of improving the
reliability of aux feedater systems, I don't know.
But if we jJot to that level of detail and specify for
each and every system in the plant a number, that is in
essence adoptiuy PRA in a deta2rainistic sense, and I
think that is counter to the overall objectives of
introducing these things as a means of improving
existing regulation. That would be in effect putting
and>ther layer on top of what we have.

YR. OKRENTs Time to finish up. I was the
first to interrupt you.

MR. O'DONNELL:s Feel free.

MR. OKRENT: I will try not to 40 it any more.

YR. O°'DINNELLs I think I am getting close to
th2 endi. The Staff's intent to introduce econvmic
factors into the cost-benefit balancing process is
another area of great concern. We feel that these
issues, both with respect to plant onsit= 1nd offsite
property damage, are not directly related to safety. I
think they would have th2 2ffact of having Staff and
applicants arguing about issues that may or may not be
of economic benefit to the utility without in the first
instance deciding whethar they are evan of any safety

importanca.
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I think there is a problem in the mechanics of
how you would do that in terms of the advisability of
egquating present day direct costs with potential future
probabilistiz costs. By that I mean if some requirement
is imposed now that may impose a direct capital cost and
4owntime z>st on a utility ani it is justified by a
pr2sentatisn of analysis that these will be offset in
the future by averting some accident of extremely low
probability, that is a vary t2nuous ex2rcise.

Economic factors if introduced into the
process would ba in effect the most uncertain element of
th2 whole process. They would include not only
uncertaiaties involving the prediction of accident and
offsite effects bat things evan moc2 az2buldus in taras
of economiz impacts: wvhat is the future cost of
teplacement power, what is ths future valu2 of real
estate? These things are not static in time as even
sone of th2 mor2 nebulous radiological parameters are at
this time. They don't change with time at least.

Economic factors ars extremely difficult to
pr2dict into the future. I have seem estimates for core
melt, the cost of an individual core melt, that range
from $1 billion t> $100 billion per core melt. These
types of estimates can very easily swamp out any

consideration of the direct costs and can lead to
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42cisions ¢hich 2ssentially ac2 not in th2 ba2st
interests of the public in that they would commit very
scarce prasent day funds to solving what may potentially
be a future accident and ther2by save some future cost.

The last twd> comments on the slide deal not
really with the iasplementatiosn plan but with the policy
plan, and again, we have stated in our May 18th letter
our great concerns about setting iniividual risk levels
at .1 percent of background risk. We feel this is
inconsistent with the stated qualitative goals of
ensuring that no individual bears undue risk and that
the societal risks of nuclear power are comparable to
conpeting 2nerjy sources. I think at this level it
would be orders of magnitude less than the corresponding
risks of competiny energy sourcese.

In ad4ition, I woull just like to maention the
recent change in the policy statement that would include
nd>rmal op2-atinon 1s a1 risk to b2 considere2d under the
safety jgoals, will have the effect of eating further
into the accident risk goal for latent fatalities. This
was discussed this morning. I 4idn't Juite fo5llow all
of the discussion, but I think there is a real danger
here in that if w2 2stablish 1 goal of .1 percent of
latent cancer fatalities to an individual, which wvorks

-6
2ut to be about 2 x 10 , if a plant has an incident
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vhere a spill or a gas leak develops that 2xposes
calculationally some individual to 20 millirem, that
plant couli be held to be in 2xcess of its safety goal
for that y2ar. Aad if one believes the implementation
plan, thar2fore thar2 could b2 reason or the position
could be held that that plant should be shut down for
th2 remainier of that year.

I think all of this -- I don't think that wve
argue with the concept of including normal operation per
se, but it just proviles additional r2aso>n to make the
goal itself a more reasonable value.

Finally, th2 changs 1. the safety joal policy
that has changed the wvording on core melt probability to
"loss of protective features™ leading to core melt we
think is an area that leads to> potential problems in
terms of implementation. It in effect would shift the
goal of 10-“ encompassing additional states of plant
sparation which are not in ani of themselves core melt
but could be considered to be precursors or leading to
core melt.

I think it allows room for a great deal of
mischief in terms of not allowing credit for
interventisn by operators or corrective action which
would in e2ffect chang2 those sequences from a loss of

protective features leading to core melt to ones which
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15 not lead to

interpreta2d as nost providing any

systenms,

core melt and in effect could be

400 v

credit for non-safety
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I would recommani the C missio ) t to
rding on this, with . ) ) ility being
core melt, not some state leading to that.
That is basically the conclusion
presentation. I will hope the ACRS will find

>aments us2ful ia making its own evaluation of what the

Staff is proposing, and I would be glad to answer any

questions the Statf might have.
Thank y2u, Dre. O0'Donnell.
ask the Subcommittee members not to ask
this tine unless they are vital,

are running almost 40 minutes behind

So thank you again, and we had better go on to
item, which is Mr. Rathbun, I believe. There
you prefer sitting there or coming up to the
whichever you prefer.

Okr2nt, I think we will stay

Thank you, Dre. Okrent. Let me
at the beginning introduce a new director of the Office
f Policy Evaluation, Mr. Jack Zerbe, to the right of
arry Wls har He is the n2w 1irector and taking the

place of orrest Kemick.
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The ACRS provided us with a set of questions
dated August 30, We have prepared some very brief oral
responses to those guestions which I will get to in 3just
a moment.

First off, let me just say where we are and
the plans for where w2 go from here with respect to the
policy statement, NUREG-0880 and revisions to it. I
believe you have alil received a copy of a July 14
namorandus -- July 12, I am sorry -- a memdorandum from
Policy Evaluation to the Commission, which proposed a
set of revisions to the Commission's policy statement in
tha 1light 2f public comments which had been received and
vas discussed at a briefing with the Commission on July
14.

OPE als> sent to the Commission on July 8 an
abstract of the public comments which had been received
on NUREG-2380. After discussing with th2 Coamission the
changes which we had proposed and recommended, the
Commission decidedi to ask us to provii2 th2a with a s2t
of gquestions, the ansvers to which would become guidance
to us in ravising NUREG-0880, as well as the Staff's
implementation plan. I think the Committee members have
copies o2f those guestions.

Do you 21l have copies of those?

MR, CKRENT: Yes.
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MR. RATHBUN: All right. The Coamissioners
have not responded as yet to those questions, and in
=onsultation with the Chalrman's office they believe
that this would b2 an excellent opportunity for the ACRS
to prepare answvers to those questions and, if feasible,
to discuss your parspactives >n those juestions with thz
Commission in your briefing this Friday.

What we will do whean we receive the answvers to
the gquestions from the Commissioners 1s, since they
quite likely will not all agree on their perspectives --
y2s, yes, it is true, I am sorry to say =-- in their
perspectivas on what should be revised, we will draft a
suidance memorandum for the Commission to review and
submit it to them around early October, hopefully
reflecting your input through the meeting on Friday, and
than ra2flazt2d in their answvers to th2se guestions.

After the Commission has approved that
juidanca t> us, t> the NRC Staff, in revising the
implementation plan and to> policy evaluation in revisino
the Commission's policy statement, ve will overhaul .nd
revise th2se iocuasents in accoardianc2 with the2ir wvishes,
vith the objective of having the package back to the
Conmission approvai ani r=2ady to go out for public
comment azain at the end of this year.

The public comment period may be thirty to
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sixty days and, of course, we wdould have t> 15 another
analysis of public comments and submit it back to the
Comnmission again €for another round. But, anywvay, I
think that we could work together on this and it could
be helpful to us to get your comments back on those
ju2stions.

Now in our perspectives in sur July 12 paper
there are three particular points that I would really
like to emphasize that wve put up front in that
memorandum, and they have to do with the trial period
152, which was o5n2 of your guastions in th2 August 30
nenorandum, and also the role of safety goals in the
NRC's regulatory practice.

The ttr2e key figures, we ba2lievs, central to
further development are as follows. First, as the July
12 memoranium strasses, we racommani the Commission
eniorse tha2 %2y principle of applization, namely that
the Commission intends that the goals, the benefit-cost
guideline and 42si3n o5bjsctiva woull b2 us21 in
conjunction with probabilistic risk assessment and would
not substitute for NRC's reactor regulations in 10 CFR
Part 1. Rather, individual licensing decisions would
continue t> be based at present principally on
compliance with the Commission's regulations.

Secondly, a key principle of application which
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w2 recoam2ni to tha Commission specifically to

eniorse -- and this was put in in response to some
conversations we had had with NRC Staff -- concern that
th2 policy stataa2nt its2lf amaight 2xta2nd th2 use of
PRA. We asked the Commission to endorse a principle
that the regulatory decisions to> use probabilistic risk
assessment should be made on the basis of an appraisal
of its value in the specific application.

Thus, the isplementation 5f an NRC statesment
of safety policy should not of itself mandate the use of
probabilistic risk assessment.

Thirdly, recognizing that wve simply could not
foresee every potantial problem which might result from
NRC's ase of its safety policy statem2nt, we recommended
that the Commission establish a two-year trial period to
parmit an 2valuation o5f the benefits of its safety
policy. In that period of time we would hope that wve
would all learn and we would be in a better position to
make furthar refinements and ajdjustments to the goals
ani guidelines at the end of that time.

With raspact to the August 31 ACRS guestion, I
apologize. NWNe really have not had a lot of time to sort
these things sSut. But, nonetheless, here joes.

Yfou ask24 with respect to initiators and

allocation of risk. We said our intent -- this is from

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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

64



10

1"

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

your Augzust 31 list of guestions.

MR. OKRENT: There is a memo -~

YR. SIESS: I had them all at once.

MR. OKRENT: They wvere stapled together with a
forvarded memo from Fraley to ACRS members, schedule ani
outline of discussion. Do you have that?

MR. SIESS: No, I took them apart. I had more
than one sa2t.

MR. OKRENT: Maybe Gary can give you his
COpPYe.

MR. SIESS: I lose¥;oneth1n; in the transfer.

MR. RATHBUN: Let me go on. You had asked our
reaction t> the Staff's implementation plan, which
proposed no>t to include several initiating mechanisms or
failure mechanisms which vere assentially, as I recall,
eaxternal events.

On that particular matter, since we are not
practition2rs of probabilistic risk assessaent and do
not have ocur own expertise in that area, we took the
position that we wouli d2fer to the Staff in that regard
and follow their lead. And they had said, as I am sure
you know, that th2y proposed not to include, at this
time anyway, risks of flood, I think, seisnic, sabotage
and the like,

Jn th2 s2zo0ond juestion, you refarra2d to a
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paragraph you had written on sabotage and why we had not
inzlud=231 it. I think that, as I recall, we 4id not have
a particular problem with that paragraph, but in order
to facilitate an already very complicated process we
wanted to keep th2 OPE recommendations and the
Commission's discussion focused on what we believe to be
a key issu2. I 415 not think we differ21, though,
between what we had said and the thrust of the ACRES
paragraph 2n sabotage.

You have a set o>f gquestions on sociestal
risks -- three, to be exact -- and the first one of
those let me se2 if I can paraphrasa2 it. ACRS suggested
that societal resource considerations enter into siting
policy, ani1 you mida refarancs to European regulatory
groups, iniicating the absence of such a consideration
in NUREG-0880 as a deficiancy and an important, if not a
doainant, factor in th2 i2cisionmaking process.

Jf course, we racognize that a major reactor
accident £2311 represant a loss of a valuable societal
r2sourz2, I suppaise the guestion that we would have is
in what form would we put in such a goal. I think on
this and also the desirability of iazludinj economic
damage we have taken the position that the regulatory
sharter is on2 fo-usei on the protaction of public

health and safety.
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And although we recognize that there are
isportant 2conomic conseguences, our recomnendation to
the Commission was to keep the focus on that. I know
that is not what the Staff has recommended or, for that
matter, what the ACRS has recommended.

MR. OKRENT: Could I explore that a bit?

MR. RATHBUN: Sure.

MR. OKRENT: I woull be the first to admit
difficulty in trying to quantify a criterion related to
"societal rasourz2." But I think in fact asc2 than on2
country in Europe -- and I think Sweden and France are a
minimum of two examples =-- have the point 5f view that
tha loss 5f access to> a large land area is a very
important concern.

And, in fact, it may be, in the 2nd, a 4riving
concern because as people teni to think more and more
i21ayed rzlease is a2 likely mode, if it is a likely mode
among unlikely modes, that gives time t> talk about
evacuation and t> calculate lower and lover manrem kinds
2f things, excent as they relate to one's ability to
clean up an area or a loss of an area.

J0f course, yo2u end up with a tradeoff there
and in fact in those countries, and perhaps in others,
they have takasn steps to try ©o cut down that kind of

effect, in other worilds, to reluce, if you will, what I
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call the ra2source effects of the delayed release
accident. It is currantly not mentioned in NUREG-0880
ani it is zonceivable that one might have gualitative
words. It is als>, in a sense, one way in which what
you might -all risk aversion is ra2flected in people’s
actions.

211, I just want to give some individual
thoughts., As I noticed, ther2 was no spelled out,
crystal clear recommendation in those thoughts.

YR. SIESS: Two points. On=2 follows what Dave
was saying, although maybe not exactly. I think people
would €fini 31 significant diffarence ba2tween being
evacuated and not being allowed to return, leaving aside
farm land, 2t c2t2ra. And you saidi th2 law is directed
toward public health and safety.

Does the Atomic Energy Act 2nly refer tc the
public health and safety of the common i=2f2ns2 and
security and not mention the general welfare?

MR. RATHBUNs: I think it does mention the
Jenaral welfare. Of course, I am not an attorney, but
this issu2 of wheth2r or not ths j2n2ral welfare
stretches to includs considerations of economic factors
has at least come across my desk and, I think, come to
ths Coamission’s attention b2fore.

And, as I recall, when we did discuss it with
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attorna2ys the r2ac-tion was that, quite frankly, the
rzeference to the promotion of the general welfare was
nore or less a platitudinous statement that practically
all laws hail.

¥R. SIESSs But the fact that it is there
#ould not 2xclul2 consilaring socistal resources. If it
vere not there, ysu might have a problem including thenm,
although it certainly does not exclude them.

MR. OKRENT: I think the public health is
lirectly r2lated to this, because the reas>n -- let us
say you have trouble getting back to where you left is a
health consideration. You can go back and get some
raliation rather than latar. These are not separate
things, really.

It is no>t that economic resources are
conpletely separate from health at all.

MR. RATHBUN: I think the point is certainly
valid. MAs seen from society, it would certainly make a
difference whatha2r people living near a2 plant had to
l2ave an 3r231 ani then war2 ndt able to return,
vis-a-vis being able to return.

With respect to a goal, gqualitative or
Juidelin2, on this matter, as vell acs a number of other
matters, let me say that one of the philosophical

in=linatis>as #2 have hail throuzhout this is to try to
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2stablish something 2f a ainiaum set of both gualitative
goals and numerical guidelines and design objectives,
for no aor2 than the practical or pragmatic rsason that
evary one that we get into becomes a point of, I must
say, major controvarsy ani intensive 1iscussion.

It is increases the difficulty of getting a
policy statamant in place. It is not to say that some
of these suggestions for additional goals and guidelines
ars not us2ful. We have had to establish a fairly high
threshold for ianclusion.

MR. SIESS: Look, leaving them out does not
n2c2ssarily mak2 tham 35 iwvaye.

¥R. RATHBUN: That is true.

Mke SIESS: Onc2 you have formal safaty goals
and guidelines, that does not mean everything will be
r2stricted to jist what you hava tri2i to restrict it to.

MR. RATHBUN: Yes, that is true, too.

Your second juestiosa is to the 2ffact or
states that a draft policy statement of July 12 has
n2ither a jualitative criterion or a juantitative design
osbjective relating t> sd>cietal risk ani1 3o2s on to
iiscuss that., It is true that the July 12 paper had
deleted a aumerizal guideline now called "Desiagn
Objectives on Societal Risk.” But it did contain the

jualitativa 303l »n societal risk.
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I must say, though, that the desirability of
inclusion 2f a design objective for societal risk was a
major topic of discussion with the Commission ani that
is one of the questions which was before them and in the
packagz2 of juastions iat;i July 20 I think y>u all have
on your desk. It quite likely will be the Commission
guidance that we put back in a guideline on societal
risks.

Our thinking in terms of deleting it from the
July 12 recomreniation toc the Commission was that we
could carcy th2 contrsl >n societal risk by the
guideline design objective on individual risk, coupled
with th2 ban2fit--ost criterion. But, as I say, I think
tha Commission will ask us to come up with a societal
risk guid2line ani, as I mentioned before, we would
appreciate on that particular topic ysur suggestions.

Number three =--

¥R, OKRENT: Excuse me. You are correct in
your answver. You had interpreted the ALARA criterion as
2 societal risk osn2. I ju2ss in framing the juestion I
had not put it into the next category, and that is why I
phrased it th2 way I 1ii1. But you 1o call that your
jualitative societal risk, and I stani corrected.

YR. RATHBUNs Yes, although there was an issue

associated with that second gqualitative goal, and that
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has to 40 with our proposed deletion of the comparison
of equal t> or less than risks 2f alternative means of
generating electricity. That also was a question before
th2 Commission.

Your third guestion has to 1o with the §1,000
p2r manc2m ani wh2thsr or not we belisve that is an
acceptable surrogate for all costs. I do ast think that
we have arjued that precisely, but, as we said in our
July 12 memorandum and as I said just a monent ago, the
focus that we have taken in NUREG-0880 and the July 12
paper is that w2 beliav2 we should restrict ourselves to
health effects -- protection of public health and
safety. Bat we t;:o;niza that others may differ.

At the bottom of page 2 on your Rugust 31
nenorandum, you have introduced a set of questions under
the headinj "Decisions Under Uncertaianty."™ And your
first guestion says a reference is made to operating
limits of the actaal plan., Does OPE support the
specific speratiny linits proposed? If not, what
changes ar2 recommnended?

W2 hava not proposel revising thes operating
limits. I think that we understand the practical needs
€5r some so>rt of a1 concept, an action threshold of some
sort. Whather or not these are the precisely right ones

is a gquestion for which I do not have an answire.
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YR, OKRENT: Is that not sort of a policy kind
of guestinsa1? In sther words, what are the right levels
for 1iffer2nt kinils of action?

YR. RATHBUN: Yes, it is, and I was just about
t> say I taink son2 of the languaje in th2 Staff's
action plan which suggest that these would be
ra23jairenents if th2 Commission sniors24 the principles
that I 1aii out at the b23inning o2f the presentation
here would have t> be modified in one form or another.

I think that as far as th2 approach of usinj
design objactives, specific operating limits, however it
is termed, has somne s2ns2 to it in that that is one
mechanism that we might have for differentiating in
practice an applization betueen new plants, new CPs, and
plants at the operating license stage or operating
reactorse.

But you are right. There is a policy aspect
to it and precisely how the Commission will come out T
think will be in significant measure determined by their
rasponsa2 t> the first three issues, at l21st the first
tvo issues, that I have laid out.

At th2 top >f pagz 3, guestion number 2, the
Commission believes -- you are asking the Commission
believes that by meeting the design objectives

establishei to implement thesz2 Jualitative goals the
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risks from operation are egqual to or less than the total
risks of op2ratiosn of repeating techndlogy. What does
OPE believs the ta2rm "meeting” means?

Aell, I must say I think our response to that
must be that "meeting™ should not be read in the
reguirements cont2xt, in the de facto rule, or something
>f that natur=2.

MR. OKRENT: You se2, the sense 2f the
ju2stion 31231 actaally the one befor2 is how d4d0es one
deal with the decisions under uncertainty, whether you
have a policy sugjestion in that regard, really. If we
kn2w all of these things precisely, then it would Jjust
b2 a question of do you like the number.

MR. RATHBUNs Y2s, I aniescstani, DPr. Okrent.
Wh2re yo2u are going here is how do you treat this when
you havea a variance about your best estimatas and, as
far as those kinds of guestions go, if we interpret thenm
in a technical sease of how d> you handle it under
conditions of uncartainty, I think we wouli 3o with the
Staff's proposal on the treatmsnt of uncertainty.

There are a host of guestions which were in
NUREG-0880. I think in their guestion number 3, and you
referred t> those latar, but sur recommendiation to the
Commission in the July 12 paper, page 39, as I recall,

suggested that we should follow the Staff's suggested
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recommendations.

All right. Number 3, page 8., It states that
the design objective should be viewed as aiming points
rather than namerical benchmarks, subj2ct to revision as
further improvements are made in probabilistic risk
assessmant. You rais2 thes guastion why should the
design objactives depand upon the m2thodology used in
the PRA.

The point is well taken. It is not at all
cla2ar that they should. However, I think that while we
may chang2 the language in that regard I think that wve
should build in flexibility in accordance with this
twd-year pa2riod of trial use, which would oermit us to
ravise th2 policy statement for whatever re2ason, not
just tied to improvements in PRA. So we may have tied

it to the wrong thing.
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“R. RATHBUN: Numbers 4, 5, and 6 really all
have to do, I guess I would argue, with inplementation.
You said in number 4, the ACRS recommended the use of
m2an rath2c than n»2iian values; why 45 w2 favor the use
>f median rather than mean, and so forth and so on.
Again, #e are not practitionecrs of PRA, ani1 I think our
judgment is we would be best advised to leave that to
the peopls who would use that.

But if I know th2 ACRS has strong views on
that particular issue, and when you brief the
Coamission, T would bring up the point and argue for
means.

MR. OKRENT: I thought, in fact, I could
recall a document from the Staff prior t> the

inplementation plan in which they also recommended

nean. But they w2re constrained to the use of median in

the implementatisn plan because they had to wvwrite
s>nethingy zompatiola to somebdoiy 21lse. Maybe I anm
wrong, but that is my recollection.

ME. RATHBUN: I will defer to Mel Ernst and
Bob Berner> on that one.

MR, ERNST: It is not clear what the time

frame is. I think at one time we had contemplated mean,
and I think the rationale for going t> median is that at

l12ast whata2ver number you calculate will be less subject
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to radical chang2s due to the changes in the
distribution 5f the tails, ani you would still have the
opportunity to compare the mean to the median to see
whit th2 uacartiinties might be.

And if you got large changes in mean compared
t> median, you would know then to try t> hunt out the
srigin >f th2s2 uncertiinties and address then as a
separate matter. PBut at least you would not have to
r21o0 57 PRAs 2vary time the data base chanjy21 to sse
what change it mijht mnaks in the becttom-line number.

YR. OKRENT: I understand the poiant. Put I
find it really, I will say, unsatisfactory from a
definition of risk or for the reasons given. If, in
fact, tails are vary uncertain, to ignore their effects
by treating the median seems to me is the wrong way to
10 it. T 4ould have to say I am unable t> say what the
mean is or something different. Anywvay, maybe we just
iisagree.

MR, ERY¥3T: I would heartily agree we should
not ignor2 th2 implications ot the tails. It is Jjust
another way of looking at it.

MR, RATHBUN: Question number 5 referred to
Dr. Budnitz, and Dr. Budnitz noted the possible
desirability of r2ducing uncertainty. The uncertainty

5f the risks 3evelooment even if th2 m2dian or the mean
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vas unaffected in a significant fashion.

I guess I am going to argue that we do not
nave a spa2c-ific re2action or comment to that, for reasons
I have already cited. And in addition, that and 6, as I
inlicated 5n our July “2th recommeniation, it was at
least as far as technical gquestions such as this was to
follow that,

At the top of page 4 there were juestions on
severe accidents. Our reading of that vas wve were not
sure they J2r2 intendazd for us.

(Pause.)

MR. OKRENTs It is possible they were put in
the wrong list of gquestions. There were many papers
floating around. Maybe we will save thenm.

YR. MATISON: I would be glad to have him
answer than,

(Laughtar.)

MR. RATHBUN: I could not improve on what
Ro3er Mattson has to say on thate.

¥R. OKRENT: We will see if there is another
page 8 then.

MR. RATHBUN: I would say the same thing of
the guestiosns on page S. There are thcee >f thenm
there. At the bottom of page 4 there are five questions

anier the h2ailingy "Spacific Issues.” The first of these
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refers to some of the improvements under consideration
for light-water reactors in several European countries
ani sujjests that these might pose sijnificantly lower
risks than the corresponding reactors in the United
States which net safa2ty policiss 12fin23 by OPE in the
Staff Action Plan; if this were the case, what would bde
Jur reaction?

d2 have a couple of comments from foreign, not
governments but entities. And I must say that there has
been guit2 a bit >f iatarest in this r2gacri. We have
met with p2ople from Israel and Japan. But in drafting
NUREG-0880 we wer2 really thinking about problems in the
United States. We fijured we would have guite enough of
a job in front of us to focus on that. And I guess we
just do not have a particular reaction.

I appreciate we have been informed,
obviously. As yo22 all know, the problams 5f siting
reactors ia Japan and in Europe have significant
differences than this country. And precisely how it is
that our numerical guideline objectives would €fit or not
the foreign reactors, I just do not know or what we
would 3o in rasponsa.

If you have a view on that, let us know.

MR. OKRENT: I think it is more than a

hypothetical guestion.
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MR. RATHBUN: I realize it is.

KR. OKRENT: And the countriss you mentioned
dere not the ona2s one might pose as the particular
example.

YR. RATHBUN: Let me ask you this. Let me
turn it around and ask you a juestion. In what way do
you think 2xperiesnce in foreign countries should, as a
policy matter, influence the development cof a Commission
statement >n accaptable risks for reactors in the United
States? DJoviously, they are zonca2cn2i about it. They,
as we all know, look to what we do in developing their
own rejulatory approach.

§8 » OKRENTs I will give you a partial and
iniividual opinion. It s2ems t> me2 you want to know
what these countries are doiny ani why in some detail so
that you can decide whether or not ycu agree with them
on their basez ani also wheothar tha2ir bas2s apply in
your case. That is one kind of a thing. That might be
th2 technizal guestion. The Staff may maintain that i
all in their pocket.

I saw 3 recent response to the safety research
report that the AZRS wrote in July that sujgests that
the Staff is completely up to date on what is going on.
If so, I #2ul1ld love to have the documants that 4o all of

these examinations of what are the differences,
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aviluations of them, and come up with a conculsion as to

why it is applicable o5r not.

I would suggest if the documents do not exist,
tha information 315235 not jenerally 2xist in the NEC
except pisce by piece in people's minds. The other part
of the thiaz is, I supposz, quasi-political. The NRC
has to be prepared to defend why it is either being more
or less stringent than other sophisticated countries in
the business if they have the same kinls of re2actors, I
would say, and, in some cases, at similar sites. So it
is a question, I think, that has two parts, and they
both have to be thought out.

MR. RiTHBUN: I understand. Thank you.

The second 3Juestion under "Specific Issues,”
it says, the ACRS recommanded in its report of June 9
that a containment performance criterion be develcped
for plants to be constructed. For plants already in
sparatiosn, th2 ACRS racomaends that a plant-specific
evaluation be performed. That was a specific issue
which w2 aiirsssei in our July 12 memdrandum to the
Coamission.

And we came down on the side of not
ctacommendiagy that tne Commission include such a
performanz2 objective for containment. The reasons are

stated in the July 12th memorandum. Here are my notes.
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Let me se2 if I can summarize thenm.

Among other things, a number of commenters
axpressad opposition to such a guideline. We stated in
that memorandum that we believe tc perform a valid, not
arbitrary, desiga objective would require more
information on severe core damage and coremelt scenario
than we believe is now available; and furthermore, that
th2 indiviiual prompt mortality risk design objective
would act to a significan. degree as a containment, de
facto containment parformance objectiva.

MR. OKRENT: Can I offer a little guestion on
this? If I tak=2 the Staff's operational lavzal of
coremelt frequency, 10-J per reactor-year median, and
now let me assume just for purposes of discussion that
the mean may be a factor of 2 or 3 larger, which is not
an uncoamon cialculation.

If I have no basis for judging containment
performance, given the average coremelt, which I assume
has gone into the 10.3 figure, I am not sure how I can
reach 3 conclusisn that a reactor having 13-3 is close
to the safety goals.

I 45 not know how I could arrive at the
general feeling of confidence that seems to pervade the

Staff in writing SECY 82-1A and s> forth. Do you see my

problen? It se2ms to> m2 ther2 is 1 littls
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imcompatibility. Either you have a feeling that there
is something about containment that will work and you
can put s>mething 4own that (s not going to just fall
dovwn on its face, as it were, given the average coremelt
or somethinge.

MR. RATHBUN: I see wvhat you mean. I must say
I 10 not r2call whethar it wa2s in the July 12th paper or
not, but there was something of a philosophical
inzlinatisn against specification of containment
availability performance design objective with us. And
it goes s>mething as followse that the purpose of the
policy statement in the original is t> establish
Coamission perspectives on acceptable risks. We put
forward for public comment numerical guidelines, aot
design objectives, for individual and socistal rasks,
th2 overlay of acza2ptable risks.

Now, on2 could equally as wvell, I suppose,
vork the problem from plant-specific things, things
within the plant. Ani our fe2ling was that having
specified the externals -~ that is, the limits on
individual ani soci2tal risks == that it was reiundant
to go around specifying things insiden

And vhile we adoptel the 10-4 corema2lt
probability, vwe wa2re aot willing to inciude a

containmeat availability guidel.ne since, in effect,
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that wouli be 10) percent redundancy.

let us see now, question number 3 under
“Spacifiz Issues,” 1ces JPE support the ACES response to
question 4, which was the Commission’'s guestion & in
NUREG-0R880? Ani that was on risk aversion, as I
r2=all. And what we said in our recommendation to the
Commission was that the Commission not include a
specific risk avarsion factor b2cause such 31 factor
would be arbitrary and based upon subjective
prasurptions of publi:c perceotions of risk.

In addition, w2 vent on to state that we
believe it would overemphasize the importance of
preventing very rare sevare accidsnts which contribute
less to the overall risk than that contributed to the
more fra23uant, l2ss sever2 accidents. Now, again, I am,
of course, familiar with the alpha model.

MR. OKRENT: I am sorry, but the ACRS did not
use an alpha model.

MR. RATHBUN: Ko, I understand. But I think,
as a point of philosophy once more, as I mentioned
earlier, b2ing somewhat stingy and adding additional
cciteria >r ajditional 12sign objectives or vwhat and
sticking to a pretty much minimum set, but o. iore ve
recognize people nay differ on this particular matter.

Your statement, as I recall, was something to
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the effect that the Commission's policy ctatement should
explicitly includ2 measures intaniel to r2iuce the
likelihoocd of large accidents, but did not, as you
correctly pointed out, refer to the alpha model which
was in, I think, NUREG-0739.

On the fourth guestion, does OPE disagree with
tha seconi general comment in the ACES letter of June 9,
1982, which recomsends distinjuishing between plants yet
to be desiyned and plants in operation or under
construction, both in th2 policy statament ani the
implementation plan? If so, wvhy? 1If not, how is this
11iress21?

In the policy statenent it was not addressed.
It vas not addressed in the July 12th revision. Only in
ths most inferential wvay was it aldressei in
NUREG-0880. I think our thinking was that that would be
an aspact >f implamantation rather than lojically i part
of the Commission®’s statement on acceptable risks, more
an aspect >f applicatiocn.

Sumber 5, OPE suggests 2 trial pariosd of 2
years should be ajequate to have an evaluation of safety
policy. What does OPE expect to b2 evaluated in 2
years? Anil wvhat is meaat by the t2rms "benefits of the
safety policy"™?

dell, "benefit,” I suppose, is ga2neral in this
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I think one of the Commissioners in his reaction te
NUREG-2880 took that very position. Altarnativaly, one
could say that what would ve really want here is the
Commission perspac-tive on what constitutes acceptable
risks as seen by the public, something that would
conmunicat2 to th2 public the Commission's perspective
how safe is safe 2nough.

The policy thrust that we fdllowa2d, and have
folloved in the past year, in the development of
NUREG-0880 was the latters that what ve vanted to do
733 con2 up with 3 Commission-sponsora2i spacification of
how safe wis safe enough as seen by the public.

But in discussions with the Staff, we have
become persuadedi that we would need somethiny adiitional
and that somethiny additional in terms of plant
performance was coren2lt probability. Where wve fell off
the train vas whea it wvent int> a specification of a
containment performance.

SR. SIESS: G2ttiny away from th2 Jualitative
703ls into the guantitative guidelines, wvere your
juantitative risks expressed in teras of doses to the
public?

YR. RATHBUN: Yes, I think that is right.

MR. SIESS: And from gettiny inside the

r2actor outsidiz t> th2 public the containment is one of
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the barriers; is that right?

YR. RATHBUN: That is rijht.

MR. SIESSs So if you stop with challenges =--
that is, coremelt -- and put your emphasis on preventing
coremelt at some level, which would be about the
historical rate from what Dr. Okrent saiid, 10-3
multiplied by 3, would about give you the reactor-years
for TMI, would it not?

MR. RATHBUN: If I follow correctly, I think
that is right.

KR. SIESS: It is somewvhere in the
neighborhosd, but TMI would not be an acceptable risk,
if there had not been a containment, would it?

YR. MATTSON: The ansver is: no.

SR. RATHBUN: No.

MR, SIESS: So, in sa2tting that, you must have
some idea in the back of your mind that containments
#ill work -2asc>nably w2ll most of the time.

SR. ¥ERR: 1Is this the case? Because I have
heard coma2nts that containment has littl2 to 4o with
the risks at THI.

MR. SIESS: There war2 an awful lot of curies
inside TMI.

MR. KERR: Yes, but a lot of them got out, tooc.

ER. SIESS: Not much.
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¥R. KERRs¢ There was very little iodine that
the containment contained. Most of the iodine was in
the water.

YR8, SIESS: Well, there vere som2 filters it
vent through, Bill, and I think without the filters in
th2 aux fe2iwvater =~-

MR. KERR: I do not knowe. I have just heard
statements that would contradict this. 1Is the Staff's
consensus that the containment was quite --

MR. BERNEEO: I will speak from having been a
member of one of the inquiries into Three Mile Island.
There was 2 reluctance t> calculat2 on som2 speculative
basis what if the containment failed, because that meant
postulating a failure md212, 4i4 someone open a door, a
vent valve, or what? But there was a depreciable curie
inventory in the air in the building and off-site
doses. So they would not be of the very, very severe
category. I doubt very much you would have gotten early
fatalitias, bat you could hava gotten pretty substantial
doses from tha noble gases.

MR. XERRs PBut very little from iodine.

MR. BERNERO: Yes. Presuming all of that
vater was there and suck24 it up like it 1id, yes.

SR. XERRs What this appeared wvas xenon.

Krypton was all that «<as eventually, anyway, was it not?
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MR. BERNERO: It is short-lived noble gases.

SR. WARD: It got right out after it decayed.

MR. KERR: Krypton does not decay that much.

¥MR. SEISSs There was something up in the top
>f that thing that jrabbed a lot of rads that was not in
water.

MR. XKERRs Agreed.

YR. SIE5Ss If that stuff had gone out in a
few minutes with no containment, I think you would have
hai.

YR. BERNERDO: 1In principle, if there were no
containment and all, you w#ould have to> ask yourself
could the vat;t have been around to collect all of the
ioiine, with the czesiam, the solid activity that got
out, would it have been scattered around in the
landscape?

MR. SIESS: Ani1 I aa not sur2 {f that was
Dave's average coremelt either.

“Re OKRENT: Oh, no. By th2 way, 1 took the
Staff's oparational figure of 1 in 1,000 per year as the
point below which it must be fixed according to the
implementation plan, above which they would use ALARA.

I say that #as th2 s23ian, so the m2an mijht be a factor
of 2 larger, which is the way you usually calculate it.

And then I say, if you start with that figure, you
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really neei some tind of containment 2ffectiveness to
meet the safety goals. That is all.

MR. MATTSON: Could I int2rject som2thing
here, because I am afraid ve might get lost in the
sjuabble over T¥I. I think you are on a jood path. Let
me try a substitute gquestion. If I got two events with
ths same probability of giving a coremelt, one is a vent
V and the other is S2D, are I not interestad in the
containment performance? Let us say they are both 5 x
10-u. So I am in some range of wondering wvhether I
me2t the sifety goal. Forget an operational limit for a
nonent. Is that not where you were headed?

MR. SIESS: Mor2 or less.

MR. MATTSOK: That there are questions, even
though you are2 clase to the coremelt probability, where
you still need to answer the Juestion.

MR, RATHBUN: That is cartainly tru2, and I do
not think there is anything that we have said anywvhere
that would suggest that a containment performance is
unimportant. The only thing that wve have stood back
from is putting in an explicit statem2nt, that is all.
It is not to say =2xplicitly or even inferentially that
it is not important.

YR. SIE3S: One point, let me try. I think

one of the reass>as for the coremelt is if you have only
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th2 dos2 limit, the dose guideline, then at least
theoretically it is possible for someone to meet that
antirely #ith aitijation.

MR. AARDs Right.

MR. SIESS: 100 percent tight containment,
Ani you do not believe zero probability of containment
failure; therefor2, you want to look at th2 challenges
to containment.

You could argus the other way: If you never
had the accident, you would not need the containment.
S8ut I doubt if anyone would try to go that path. Is it
that reasonable to assume that if you do not put in
separate juidslinss, they could go all mitigation rather
than a combination of prevention and mitigation anymore
than they would 3> all prevention and make it just one?

Y8. BENDER: You hava2 to think about the
coremelt accident in combination with containment unless
you are going to limit which kind of coremelt accidents
you talk about.

If it is a corsmelt like TNI, wvhich sonme
pedsple would say is not a coremelt but only a massive
release of radisnuclides and had no pressure buildup
associated with it ani took a lony tim2 to get the
iodine out and the iodine came out along with a lot of

vater, then the importance of the containment device was
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not great.

The way it worked, it could not have stood any
significant pressyr2 beciause there vers opa2nings that
vould have let it out, would have let the stuff out to
the envirsament.

50 that particular accident 4id not need much
of a containment to work. But if you wanted to make the
po>5tulate that th2 n221 for containment was associated
with a large radisnuclide release followed by a very
large high-pressure steam release, then a different kind
of containment function has to be considered and the
containment reliability under high pressure might have
b22n th2 zrucial issu2. Now, ther2 is no way to have --

MR. SIESS: I am not sure yo2u nead high
pr2ssure. They wa2re pumping it out at THNI.

MR. WARDs I am not talking about TEI. I said
it depends a lot on which combination of accidents you
are talkiny about. You cannot just talk about one
soremelt, you have to talk about a sequence of events.

YR. RATHBUN: Again, I think there is an
implication h2re to the effect that by virtue of the
fact that we only had coremelt as a plant internal
probability, that somehow we were not thinking about
=32tainneat parfocmanca.

Rather, I would say our position would be that
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we are thinking about it and containment performance is
important, an! what w2 are gauging it against rather
than containment performance per se is the individual
ani societal risks 4esijn obja2ctives.

MR. SIESS: I you have a containnment
performanc2 criteria and a coremelt criterion, then
presumably you would not need the sd>ciestal dose
calculation except to explain to society what you wvere

defining the risks in terms 2f. Is that right?
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Fhat is cighte.

MR. SIESS: That is one reason you think it is
redundant t2 have both. It is actually relundant to
have one unless you want a direct split between
pravention ani mitigation. T will think about that.

MR. RATHBUN: Let me say with respect to the
point on zontainm2nt and also the propriety of including
economic damage, those are, in my Jjudsment, at least,
the two ceatral, the twd key points that the Commission
will simply have to decide. The staff and yourselves in
the ACRS have made2 recommendations on both of these
points ani ve hav2 hai recomaandations, and you will
probably bring it up again on Friday, I suppose. But I
attempted to explain the position we t>0k and vhy ve
took it.

MR. OKRENT: I will ask one question and then
take the chairman's prerogative of going to Mr. Ernst
because I want to cover a bit on Mr. Ernst and a bit on
Mr. Mattson befor=2 5315 or we will los2 Dr. Korr. I
want him t> have a chance to ask any gquestions he has.
But Jjust one juestion.

Is your view of the term "implementation plan”
pr2tty muzh consistent with the material that is in the
draft action plan to implement policy? 1Is that what you

2nvision as the m=2aning of the term?
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YR. RATHBUNs Dr. Okrent, I think basically
$2, but ajzain, subdbject to the cava2ats that I laid out in
the beginning.

MR. OKRENT: Okay. We will come back to the
juastion.

MR. RATHBUN: We reviewed it in the office and
wve certainly concurred in the presentation of it in
discussion with the Commission, recognizing that both
that ani the policy statement would probably have to be
revised.

MR. OKRENTs: All right. I will propose we
take a five or six-minute break and reconvene at 3:30.

{R2zess.)

MR. OKRENT: Mr. Ernst is up next. I think
what I will try t> 40 is ond this discussion
temporarily, that is, on implementation plans, no later
than 4330 so we can spend 45 minutes on the severe
accident rulemaking. Then we will come back to the
implementation plan. All right?

“R. ERN3Ts Before I get started, I did wvant
to say there are a couple of commants I would like to
make. One was that during the past six months or so and
a couple 5f times today, there has been a discussion
about the 20 ar and its relatioanship to th2 safety goal,

ani I think it is probably not too unclear about the
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r2lationship; but I just wanted for the record to say

that 20 mr is eguivalent to the safety goal only if one
assumes that 2vary individual within oSne mile of the
reactor gets 20 mr every year, which is quite different
from the a>st expdsed individual concept that we have in
sur regulation. I think if you had a plant at 20 mr for
every individual within a mile every year, everyone in
this room #2uld b2 juite conc2rned about the operation
of that plant.

The second comment is I had lunch with Vic
St2llo and we chatted a bit about the aorainj's
proceedings, and I think there was an area that may not
have been #ell explor2d. He indicatel he would want to
clarify it but he had to leave, so I will take the
liberty of sayiny what I think he was saying in this
area.

I don't want to say that I am exactly
cepresenting him >r the EDO, but I think the EDO’'s
posture on the opasrating limit guestion and the use of
the safety goal in the licensing is that there would be
not a need for the operating limit and that use of the
safety goal in a licensing case, a case-specific
1ppliczation would bes 2ssentially at the direction or
guidance or approval of the Commission on a case-by-case

basis.
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H2 was 2ot sayiny it woull na2ver happen. He
wvas just siying as a matter of policy it would be
pr2cluded to be raquired by the Staff to be applied in a
licensing zase, and if it ever came to be on some other
motion like a licensee came with a risk-based argument
on some basis or if for some creason the Staff had a new
regquirement, that would have to come to the Commission
for its guidance on the application at that time during
the trial use period. I think that is a fair statement.

I have before me, so we are all talking from
th2 sam2 list, 1 seven-page document of discussions
dated August 27 from Mr. Fraley to Mr. Dircks.

MR. OKRENT: Excuse me. We wanted the Staff
to know how the applicants feel.

(Laughter.]

YR. ERNST: I didn't briny my written filing
with me, but if you wish to swear me in --

[Laughtar.]

The first question deals with containments in
general ani their ability to 123l -- well, containments
vary as wa2ll as their ability to deal with so-called
"similar core melt accidents,” and since various
accident scenarioss can 123d to wiiely 1iffering risks,
does Staff feel core melt frequency alone is a

sufficient trigger point?
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.
I think the answver is =-- "alone"™ may be a poor

word. I think th2 action plan said ~--

YR. KERRs How about "by its=1f"?

MR. ERNST: Well, "by itself” in the context
of the action plan, I think we particularly say that the
safety goal would not be used alone in the
jecision-niking process. On 31 perhaps mor2 substantive
point, I guess the Staff believes that the core melt
trigger is still a1 pratty goo1 trijjger. One really, I
think, has to believe that core melts are not good for
you and that it is a good trigger point when you start
getting core melt frejuencies of hijghar than what one
might consider normal to take a look at that and
rejulate that area, and you can get some perspectives
evan thouzh you 4on't do a spacific containment
analysis. You can still have some perspectives of the
type of azzidant s23u2nc2 and its importance to get sonme
judgment as to th2 importance.

So I think the Staff position was that you do
want to develop this containment perspective and develop
containment performance guidelines in the future, but
rizht now it is maybes not the bast of all worlds but it
is adequate to use core melt as a trigger.

T'he seca>nd guestion, I think, is mostly akin

to the first, ani T am not sure I would have much of a
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different answer. The third question, I guess, has to
4> with th2 fact that there will b2 substantial
variances in the number of close-in and far-out people,
and therefore, in implem2nting the safaty 301l, how
would the Staff take this into consideration?

I think in the implementation of the safety
goal, you 4o have individual risk numbers that should be
met vhich should take care of the close-in population.
Th2 close-in population is usually relativaly small
anyvay. And then this individual guideline clearly has
an impazt on th2 safety of the further-cut people
because if you regulate by the individual and have
dispersion, clearly the further out people will be more
protect24. Ani in adiition to that, there is an ALARA
concept, so in sites with much higher than usual
population, there would be an additional consideration.

I don't knov whether that is a sufficient
ansver, but that would be my general interpretation of
th2 action plan.

MR. MARKX: The action plan refurs to normal
sites, sit2s of high population. Without telling you
how to decide whethar your site is one or the other,
what is the thought on that? Is everything above the
average a high population by definition so that that

nunber will keep sliding as the years go on?
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YR. ERNST: I can't say whether the number
would slid2 as the years go on., I don't have my crystal
ball with me. I will say the origin »f high population
and average, I think, has its basis in a SECY document
26, I think, 3 zsuple of y2ars 192, and I forget the
number, but it talked about what to do about high
population sites and it categorized all sites in, I
think, five categories, and I think that was in general
the context under which we talk about high population
density sites.

HR. MARX: So it is the upper quintile, if
that is th2 wori, of sites are high population. That is
the definition?

MR. ERNST: I think the topmost had three or
four sites in it, the next group had six to ten or
thereabouts, and so on down. I have forgotten the exact
nusbers. It is about a two~y2ar-old documant.

The fourth question has to do with
interdiction of land, its impact on property and things
of that sort. I guess the opinion of the Staff as
transmitt2d in Mr. Dircks memo, I think he stated that
Staff beliaves that offsite property iamaje should be
considered, and I believe Vic Stello indicated this
aorningy that th2 EDO beliaved that these offsite impacts

should dbe consiiarc=21.
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think the bassic arguma2nt woull be resoslveil by just

choosing a different parameter.

Bob, were yd2u going to say something?

YR. BERNERO: Yes. T was just goiny to add
that interpreting that question as I did, if one
acceptad the WASH-1400 l1list of release categories, this
question implies the possibility of assigning a release
zatagory probability limit for each on2. It would be a
very cumbersome method in that regard to do that.

MR. ERNST:¢ Moving on, guestion 7 says if NRR
vere asked to provide its recommended safety policy, how
wouald it 1iffar from the July 1982 draft safety policy
pr2pared by EDO? I guess the ansver to that is NRR has
not focused on this t> a large extent. We are basically
awaiting Commission guidance to r2draft tha safety
goal. Thare have been a few issues discussed, I think.
The EDO, I think, is clearly concernei about addressing
routine releases in a guantitative way, in a routine,
quantitative vay for PRAs. There are some =--

MR. KERRs #What does "concerned about"™ mean:
h2 would like to s22 it 4one, or he would like to see it
ignored?

MR. ERNST: I believe that they feel it would
not be worth the trip to the store, that it should not

be calculated on a routine basis. But there may be some
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sther ohsecvatisas 5n that. Thare2 se2ms to be some
concern about degraded core versus core melt, and I
balieve th2 Staff would prefer the core melt definition
instead of the 423raded core which came out in the July
issue, And I guess those are probably the two issues I
can think >f. Th2re may be some others, although I
don't think there are. There is not an NRR position on
this, I gu2ss, eoxzept for -- I mean an EDO position,
except for the routine releas2 and “"containment
performanc2 and uncertainties.”

Let me turn the mike over to> Roger. I am not
sure he will say it, but containment performance is not
just strenjth, it is 31 number of other things. It is a
pretty complex subject, and I guess in generating the
Staff position 2n containment performance, ve feel that
the performance guidelines would be useful to have.
However, ia settiag performance guidelines, you really

suzght to know before setting staniards how containment

is performed, the verification process you go through in

dstermining whethar tha2y are mnet; and I think this is
the one or two-year period.

Roger?

#R. KERR: Excuse me. It seems to me that as
an alternative to saying you osught to know how they

perform, one could say one needs coupling between the
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=ore m2lt 302l and the safety goals, guidelines or
wvhatever they are called, and coupling has to be
pravided by so>mething. Containment doesn't do it all,
cl2arly, but I 3don't see why initially one can't say ve
are going to allocate some fraction of this to
~ontainment and some fraction to something else,
re~ogniziny that it can be achieved. I don't see why
one has to know at this point how containment is
pecform24 ian orisr to s2t up 31 possible allocation.

fR. HARK: I would like to add to that you
can't possibly begin to compute health effacts until you
have decid2d how containment performs.

MR, ERNST: That is tru2. I think that is
exactly true wvhere there is probably a little less
visibla containm2at parformance guideline and a little
more flexibility 1f one doesn't establish it right now.

MR. MATTSON: Rather than deal with that hard
to ansver juestion, let ame tell you what w2 know about
containment. First of all, we know it is not possible
to make a simple statement about the goodness of
containment. You wouldn't wvant to say something simple
like I want a 1().1 containment. What does that mean?
1:).1 for wiat?

We have com2 to appreciate that it is the

integral performance 2f containment that is important,
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it is not just strength or its ability to deal with
localized loading and penetration design, basemat
i2sign. There ar2 a lot of thirgs that can affect its
performanc2. To stat2 one simple number about it
ioesn't help. So far about all we have is an agreement
that there is an integral performance and what I think
are two coaflicting marching orders from the Commission.
Jne tha2 on2 hani they say in their safety goal they
don't want to speak to containment performance, despite
Jur racomm2niation to the contrary. On the other hand
they say to> us in SECY-B1.,2A wve want you to send a
signal for strong containments. Well, how strong, and
in what way stron3? .

That gets us back to the reasoning I mentioned
a noment 132 to {ategral parformance, and that is a
containment performance standard. What is it ve are
looking for? Maybe the difference can be explained by
saying they want a jualitative joal for containment, not
a guantitative goal. We "re vwrestling with that.

About all the agi2ement we can reach to
present to> you tolay is we are willing to try to put
down some performance criterion for containment. We
152"t know yet how to write it. We would like to sit
down with a small group of you who have an interest and

2 small group of us who have an interest over the next
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several mo>aths ani see if there is some meeting of the
technical ainds that can occur on how one would go about
phrasing saczh a tainy, lat alone what the numbers are,
and hopefully if there is progress made on the safet'y
3531, we z>uli s22 howvw this coupling you speak about
might occur in the form of this containment performance
objective.

At this point we doa't know how to put the
thing down. We need some suggestions. Integral
performance is important to us. We would like to assign
tha project to some pedple.

¥R. KERR: Recognizing if Part 100 were redone
today it probably wouldn't be done in the way it has
bean done, nevertheless one has containment performance
spacifications thzre which say leakag2 of 3 certain
fraction of iodina, leakage of a certain fraction of
noble gases over a period. That is not necessarily the
way to do it, but ve don't really have a containment
performancz specification. Whether wve will get it or
not is another gju2stion. No one r2ally knows whether wve
can get it, whethar it will exist in an accident
situation. But it is there and it is part of the
rejulations.

MR. MATISON; That is true, and you can

n2asure how go20d suzh a contalinment is in sa2vere
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aczidents with PRA.

MR. KERRs I'm sorry, you can't, You can‘t
measure how good it is. I don't know of any way to
m2asur2 hov gool it is in a savere accident.

MR. MATISONs: I didn't mean to provoke you
with th2 word "maasure.”

MR. OKRENTs 1Is there a reluctance to do it in
this case in your exparience with Part 100 which says it
is meaningless?

MR. MATTSON: N>, nd>. 1Is there a re2luctance
to what?

MR. OKRENT: Specify containme.‘® vcerformance.

MR. MATISONs We don't have a reluctance; it
is the Comnission that jo2s., I am iniicating to you a
willingness to> sit down and try to do it.

MR. OKREAT: I thought from previous comments
by the Staff -- not you, but osther meabers of the Staff
-=- that thare was a reluctance on the part of the Staff
at this point t> 4o it., It is really siaply reflecting
the Commission’s viev and not the Staff's view, this
r2luctanca,

¥R. MATTSON: That is true.

MR. OKRENT: Okay.

MR. ERNST: Does that get us on page 37

Juestion 4 asks if there is a technical basis.
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MR. KERR: I'm sorry. Was the answer to

ju2stisn 2 on pajze2 2 that no, the staff does not now

feel it can specify containment performance, or was the
answer that we reflect the Commission's reluctance?

MR. MATISON: That is what ve were discussing,
vhether we should m=%e that clear. W2 doa't knowvw how to
write it today. We are willing to sit down and begin to
write it. It may take some time to write, but we are
willino to sit down and try t> think through what such a
pecfornanc2 objactive would contain and what the
sp2cificzations should be.

MR. ERNSTs I think there was a reluctance to
say this is it, not a r2luctance to sit down to figure
out what it should be.

MR. MATTSON: On August 6 you got into a long
dialogue about the inability to do some of these things
b2-aus: of the incompleteness of our ability to measure
containments against a performance objective, statements
to the effect that we could measure better with a large
irive than we could with other kinis >f containmant. It
wvould be sa2veral years before we knev what to do with
sther kinds of zontainmant, s> we are still in the
position that it may be a couple of years before you
know how t> use this thing. And there is also a

soupling batwa2en the performance staniard and the
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measurement of the containment if you believe in
int23ral parfornance, b2cause the progress of the evert
seguences affect how you state an integral perforfancs
dbjective. But given all of those things we have said
befor=2, w2 ar2 :sl2arly iniicating a lack of r2luctance
to sit down and sz2e what such a thing could contain.
MR. KERP: Nuamber 3 on page 2 is really not a

gquestion, is it; it is an exhortation, I presure?
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¥R. KATTSON: Question 3, how we set the date.

MRe KER?: I think that is an exhortation and

not a question.

MR. MATTSON: Yes. We are 320ing to work hard.

MR. ERNST: Page 3, item 4, there is a
gquestion relating to, I guess, our judgment that the
largest range of uncertainties are presently found in

tha ares »>f containment parformance as opposed to

corenelt estimates. And maybe Roger has some reports or

something. I think this is just a best judgment of the
Staff.

Inherently, I guess, a large number of the
possible uncertainties that would occur in coremelt
estimations likewise could occur in containment
pecformancs estizations. On top o2f that, you have your
ph2nom2nolagy uncertainties about howv coremelt
progresses and the transport of fission products. So
that was the genzral basis for the judiyment that you
have larger uncertainties.

MR. MATTSON: Just to follow up on that, some
of the tona2 in these questions and the tone of the
subconmitt2e meeting on August 6 was that the technical
basis for some of the judgments was not always cleare.
We are trying to be responsive to that tone. We could,

for exampl2, the next time we get an opportunity to
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revrite this, try to state the range of uncertainties

for som2 >f the things discussed at that juncture in the
implementation plan to show right in the place where the
judgment is made why the judgment was made the way it
Was.

Is that really the interest of the ACRS? Is
that what you are trying to tell us? Are we hearing you
correctly? Or is there another bone you are trying to
pick? Do you disagree with the judgment, for example?

MR. KERR: I zan only sp=2ak to m2, but it is
an interesting point and, I think, an important one.
There was curiosity as to whethar somzone hai really
studied this, and there exist numbers that indicate
estimates or whether it was somebody's best judgment.
And we are not trying to be against good engineering
judgment, but is it really based upon somecne's estimate
of the contribution of human errors?

MR. MATTSON: We will attempt to say in that
location the next time we rewrite it what the basis is,
although it is not easy and there is a lot of judgment.

MR. WARD: Let me ask a guestion now. When
you say the uncertainties of containment performance are
very lar3=2, 15 yoa m2an containment leakage, contairment
failure modes? Or do you mean the behavior of the

atnosphar2 of the containment and the dispersion of that
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atnosphere?

MR. FRNST: Yes.

MR. WARD: Which? I mean which is
przdominant, the behavior of the air cells in the
atmosphere and the dispersion or the failure or the
containment structure?

MR. RERNERCs If I could volunteer, you really

have to start at the onset of the coremelt and take it

through th2 wvhole estimate there. You are starting from

thare, what happens within the reactor coolant system;

#hat containment is providied by the r2actor coolant

system itself; the progression of coremelt out of there;
tha behavior of the coremelt with the r2actor vessel
with ths basemat of the containment; the transport
across or through the containment atmosphere; various
plateout machanisas; and a whole host of gquestions about
failure modes and failure pressures and temperatures of
the containment itself.

¥R. OKRENTs You realize that if I wvere a
bislogist, I couldl make a list of things ten times as
long trying to get from 1 KR to cancer. But the point --

MR. OKRENT: I am not sure the uncertainties
the biologists face are smaller.

VOICEs They are larger.

MR. OKRENT: In other words, this question
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asks, how 10 you know it is r=ally this containment that
would have a larger uncertainty than some other
containment,

MR. BERNERO: I woull intarpret the
uncertainty as the effect of low-level radiation as
being generally confined in this context to the low end
of the scale where we depict the linear model, the
linear juairatic, and so forth.

And if you use alternative models for doses in
that range, how much do you change the overall effects
of reactor accidents as against when you go through the
vhole containment performance and count the different
estimates over ranjy2s som2times of a factor of 100 of
what is retained in the reactor cooling system, what
plates out before it even gets to the wall.

MR. OKRENT: L2t me just leave it. But I
think if you take zero as the lower limit, which some
pedple sugjest ar2 low doses, then you hav2 1 big range
from 1 ¥R, you know.

MR. BERNEROs You hava2 a1 bijy variation only
for those who receive doses in the range of 1 MR and
less.

MR. OKRENTs N2, I can go up. At 10 KR you do
not know much better. At 100 MR ~--

MR. BERNERO: The uncertainty decreases
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rapidly as you get up into the range of interest of R
doses.

MR. OKRENT: I am not sure. I will let Dr.
Mack comment.

MR. MARK: I do not think you are on a very
solid surface even at 100 MR. That is just natural
background and you do not even know what that does.
Where I live, 200 MR 31o0es not s2em to decimate the
population either.

MR. SIFSS: And that is on top of the other
junk.

MR. BERNERO: Let me fall back on Roger's
proposal where the comment is made we should attempé to
qualify or state the uncertainty.

MR. MATISON: I think we are up to juestion S
on page 3. I will try to answer it. It is clear that
the gquantitative assessment performance criteria are not
independent of the rest of the design. Let me give an
axampla in th2 auxiliary feedwater systenm.

The 10-“. 10.5 critarion in the Standard
Review Plan was da2veloped as a result of work done after
TMI, building on WASH-1400 ani reviewing auxiliary
feedwater systems for the operating plants. It did not
evolve from this proposed safety goal or even in

anticipatioson of thes safaty goal.
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-4 -5

Whether or not that 10 or 10 criterion
makes sense in view of the safety goal, we have not
addressed yet. The proposal in the implementation plan
is once the safety goal is finalized, it is not Jjust
performance criteria for other systems that have to be
aiiress24, it is also those that already exist, those
gquantitative criteria. And they will be dependent upon
the rest of the design.

For exanple, if 3 reactor manufacturer has 2
four-loop plant for which the typical dominant segquences
ar> influ2az23 in a major way by aux feedwater systems,
than the n2cessary reliability of aux feedwater systenms
in relation to safety goals would be different than
another rz2actor manufacturer, say, 3 threa2-loop PWR for
which the aux feedwater system was not in that many or
those particular sejuences or they wer2 not dominant in
the same way. You 45 have to take account of the rest
of the design to understand that.

There was a fair amount of work involved in
rationalizing, I believe is the wvord we used in the
implementation latter, the existing reliability criteria
and developing any new ones we mijht want to use.

I think that also bears on what Mr. O'Donnell
was saying earlier this afternoon, that you 3o not

replace detevministic criteria with reliability criteria
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ovarnight. H2 s22ms to read that intd> the
implementation plan. That is an incorrect reading. You
have to look at what the deterministic criteria buys
you, and y>u have to> rationaliz2 1 new criteria
vis-a-vis the safety goal; then you have to make a
decision as to which is the way you want to> rsjulate.

MR. OKRENT: I wonder if I could interrupt
this going down the guestions and ask sort of a general
gquestion. I have been trying to decide in my own mind
what does one m2an by the term "impleaentation plan®™ or
vhat should one mean?

I guess it seemed to me that what I read was
an outline of what the Staff hoped to do and an outline
on how they would apply it on a trial basis. But there
was sort of a parajyraph on what I would call process,
the nitty-gritty of how one would get numbers and
avaluats them and arrive at judgments.

Do you feel that this thing that I call
process is part of the iaplementation plan or a part of
something 21se? Aa I wron3y in readii3 the thing, or
what?

MR. EENST: No, I 4o not th.nk you are wrong
at all, Dave. I think wve had some o' the same guestions
when we started writing the thing, 2:1 we have in the

pack, by fiscal year anyway, some n.ce things that one
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should do to improve one's knowledge of the plan. We
have up front some indications of this kind of
application for a plant you would or would nct use a
safety 30al or would or would not reguire a PRA; those
kinds of things. And those are certainly elements of an
inplementation plan.

Fundamentally, though, the document tries to
i2scribe a philasophy of implementation, realizing you
cannot answer all of the details in a 20-page document
or so, which is what wve are striving for to have people
read it ani try t> understand it. I f2lt that maybe the
philosophy cf implementation may be more important than
somne of ths da2tails.

As far as your paragraph on how you evaluate
PRAs or what is reguired to be in PRAs or how you handle
data bases, I guess we are looking more to the
development of what one might call an INREP manual, and
perhaps an internial audit manval for PRAs, that kind of
thing, to provide that level of detail of prescription
about how one does things.

MR. OKRENT: There were several guestions that
¥r. Rathbun said really goes over to the Staff. They
relate to now do you deal with uncertainty and, I guess,
how do you make decisions when different people give

1ifferent answers, lik=2 on ATWS ani so forth. To me,
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that is perhaps n2t only equally part of the process
but, to some extent, the harder part. And I did not see
really anything ian the implem2ntation plan in that area.

MR. ERNST: Yes. That is very difficult. Let
me diverge a little bit. We might be asking more of the
safety goal and the implementation plan than these
documents -an reasonably deliver. I think we are trying
to somehow find our way around the fact that there are
substantial uncertainties in PRAs, and clearly there
will be substantial questions about whether cr not a
certain safety goal is or is not met.

I submit that most any, if not all, safety
goals proposals and implementation plans wnuld hte
subject to> probably about the same set of gquestions that
vere developed for this one. I think how you deal with
uncertainty and how you deal with PRAs and safety goals,
in my personal opinion =-- I do not think it is too
personal; I think I would probably get some votes right
here -=- is that if you had no safety 32al ani no PRA,
you would still have the same kinds of decisions to
make. They would still inherently have the sanme
uncertainties exca2pt you might or might not address the
uncertainties as gquantitatively as you would with the
safety goals.

And it seems to me that one sught to strive to
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jet the us2ful p:rts 2f the safety goal and Pka, make
use of the useful. parts, recognize the infirmities, and
at least yd>u have a process that requires some
discipline to go through and try to estimate risks. And
at least it documents it so people can argue about it.
And sometinzs som2 p20ople will win th2 arjumernt,
sometimes other people will win the arguments. Eut at
least the arguments, I think, are a little more
quantitative, maybe a little more on target as to what
is useful and not useful from a public risk standpoint.
Those, I think, ace my perceptions of the merits of the
pracess.

MR. XERR: I could interpret that to mean wve
cannot really use guantitative safety goals at this
point to make decisions. It is fun to play with them
and ve can get some additional insight, but they are not
good for making d2cisions. That may be the case. Maybe
no one is willing to admit it at this point. I do not
know,

But t> talk about philosophy being more
important in practice gives me some pause, because I do
not think we have a philosophy yet, or even a practice,
with using safety 3o0als. We have -- and wvhen I say
"we,” I include both the NRC Staff and the industry --

w2 have spant literally hundreds of millions of dollars
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no# on PRA, I an sure, and I include the original study
in that amount. But there is some uncertainty in that
statement.

(Laughter.)

MR. BERNERO: It is almost like low-level
health effects.

¥R. KERR:s I do not think anyone has a good
idea yet about what one does with them. At present, we
have a number kicking around, and it corresponds.

People review them, and they ask quesions about them,
and they raview the answers to these guestions, arnd they
1sk more jua2stions. But I have not seen any evidence
that anyone says, when we get to this point we will take
these numb2rs ani 1o something with them,

I do not mean the task of making that decision
is easy, but at some point it seems to me we have to say
there is s> much ancectainty in this process that wve
cannot use it for decision making; wve can use it as
additional information, or we can say, here is the way
we are going to handle these uncertainties in the
decision making process.

It is that sort of thing it seems to me
somebody has to develop at sore point. And it is easy
for us to say, why do you guys not do it? That is sort

of what we are sayinge. How are you going to make a
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decision if you 415 not have at least some methodology in
mind?

MR. MATTSON: I do aot know if the "father of
PEA" wants to speak, but I think you are looking for
sonething too 4dranatic to be concluded from PRA. If you
are lookiny for the fine-tuning in the small system
design changes that have occurred as a result of PRA,
there is a long list.

MR. KERR: I am just looking for what somebody
is going to> do with on2 in deciding that 2ither a plant
should or should not be operated.

MR. MATTSON: Those kinds of decisions have
been made with evary one that has been done. The
decision has been to keep operating but to make some
design changes, all the way from the event B design
changes that came from WASH-1400 to the Indian Point
anphasis on fir2 protaction as being something we should
get straight fast and get them in conformance with
Appendix I.

I think for almost every PRA you can point to
those kind of decisions that have been made. That is
shy in SECY 82-1A w2 s13id there ar2 no big-ticket items
on the horizon, because the PRAs do not disclose the
need for them.

YR KERR: It is true th2 dacisions have been
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made, but they have not been made on the basis of
numerical PRAs, b2cause one has not damonstrated a given
proven safaty. One has said, these look like weak
points. You woull have seen those weak points
independently of numerical numbers. You could look at
event B and see it was a veak point. You did not have
to put any numbers in it at all, and you could say, if I
eliminate that, I will have eliminated that weak point.

I am talkinz about numerical safety goals, not
gqualitative systens analyses, which I think, by the way,
are very valuable. It is the numerical part I am
lodkiny fore.

MR. EENST: Let me --

YR. KERR: It may be it is impossible to do at
this point. I am not at all convinced that it is
possible.

¥R. BERNERD: Let m2 suggest, we have two
major PRAs that w2r2 filed by owners recently. One was
the Zion PRA and the other, the two Indian Point PRAs.
The seismic risk wvas dominant in both PRAs, but guite
different in the level of thresat it seemed to pose. I
think inde2d even the postulated existence of a
Commission-sponsored safety goal jave much more
regulatory attention to the seismic risk in Indian Point

than it 4i1 to the seismic risk in Zion. For that very
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reason, it was level.

R. KERRs: Run through that again slowly. I
1id not unierstan] what you vere sayinje.

MR. SIESS: Put some numbers on it, Bob.

¥R. BERVNERO: The coremelt probability from
seismic contributors at Indian Point is something times
10-u, roughly 1 x 10-u. If you use the owners'
analysis and if you use Sandia, you come up with a
higher number. If you go to Zion, it is substantially
lower. It is an order of magnitude lower, and,
therefore, the Staff, for example -- and I think this is
true of th2 Commission as wvell -- is far less
apprehensive about seismic risk at Zion than it 1; about
seismic risk at Indian Point.

YR. KERER: Let me ask this: before this was
dcne, was the Staff egqually apprenhensive about seismic
risks at th2 twd sites?

MR. BERNERO: They did not know. The Staff
just 4id not knowe I think it would be fair to say that
the Staff was.

ME. KERR: Bob, come on, do you mean to tell
me you think an earthquake in central Illinois is about
ejually probable to an =2arthquake --

MR. BERNERD: I was going to say the debate

about the Ramapols fault system arouni the Hudscn River
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area, it is probably fair to say there was greater
apprehensiosn about Indian Point.

YR. KERR3 I would certainly think there would

Y¥R. SIESS: How much difference was there?

MR. BERNEROs I thin it is roughly an order of
magnitude if you use the owners' analysis.

MR. SIESS: Ani what 40 you think the
uncertainty range is for each of them? Four orders of
magnitudie? Three?

MR. BERNERO: Yes, three, something like that.

MR. SIESS: So how can you get that much
comfort from one order of magnitude difference if you
have thre2 orders of magnitud2 uncertainty?

MR. WARDs Or that much apprehension.

(Laughter.)

YR. SIESS: This is what bothers me. One
srier of magnitulz2 of difference in the sense of
2arthquakas risks is nothing in view of the uncertainty.
It is lost in the noise.

YR. BEINERD: If you look at the spectrum of
contributors to risk, say, at Indian Point, you have the
internal elements, you know, the blackout and things
like that. You have three different external, so-called

external, 2lements of not2: fire, seismic, and wind.
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And there is a different and substantial uncertainty on
all of those thre2 external ones, called 2xternal ones.
And I think most people would agree that that
anceratinty is gra2ater than the uncertainty on the
internal events contribution. I think we do not know
enough to say there is exactly this order of uncertainty
and T will measure exactly this difference and I will or
will not act on the numbker.

No on2 in the Staff or in the industry, for
that matter, suggests rigorous use of the seismic risk
number. It is an indicator. And I think what both
sides are 12ing, what both parties are doinj, is sensing
the higher estimate and looking at using it as a
screening to221, looking at those things that it points
to and looking at them using all wisdom available. I do
not think anyone is intending to make it is 1.1 x 10-4
it is unacceptabls, it is .9 x 10-“ it would be
acceptable. No one wants to use it numerically that way.

ey the order of magnitude, the sa2nse of
urgency can be put there, and by using it as a screening
tocl, the focus of attention can be put on the control
room roof or the containment building or the hill next
to the containmant number 2 or whatever it is.

MR. SIESS: That is PRA without safety goals.

MR. BERNERD: The safety 3o0al is 3 backdrop
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for that level of urgency.

MR. SIESS: But PRR without safety yoals is
still a gre2at tool.

MR, BERNERO: There is no denying that.

MR. MARK: You seem to me to have run down the
usefulness of PRA, because I learn2d from this
implementation plan that FRA is useful in making
realistic 2valuation of the strength of existing
structures. Ther2 are apparently some things it can do
vith realism and precision. I was surprised, I must
say. In fact, I 40 not believe it yet.

(Laughter.)

MR. BERNERO: No. Ernst must have said that.

MR. ERNST: I would never have said that.

(Laughtac.)

MR. OKRENT: We have about 8 minutes before I
am going tD chanj2 the subject temporarily to the SECY
82-1A. And I am going to give Bill Kerr the use of the
8 mninutas, if I maye.

MR. XERRs: Would you be willing to turn to
page 3 ani deal perhaps with guasstion 3 under "Accident
Initiators,” whoever?

MR, EBENSTs I think Bob has hit on some of
these already. Sure, external events have been

nodeled. I think it is fair to say that the research in
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this area to try to come up with a methodology is still

under way. In fact, I thought I saw the milestone being
fiscal year 1984 or something like that when the program
should bear fruit.

I think it is not s> much a guestion of
wh2ther p=2ople can go out and model things and come up
with numbers as a question of verification, have they
done it r=2asonably well, 40 we reas>nably agrese with
theam so that we can reasonably agree with the bottonm
line?

And I guess th2 position of the Action Plan
is, let us be cautious before we just run out and
avarybody indepeniently model a bunch of plants and
calculate seismic risks; let us at least get some better
consensus on methodology.

As far as the dominant contributors are
concerned, I think dominant contributors are
interestiny, but I think you arrive, as Bob mantioned,
at different conclusions from Zicn compared to Indian
Point. Without a safaty goal, without some Jjudgment of
vhat is risk important, one might say, go fix dominant
contributors, in which case you do exactly the same
thing on Zion as you do on Indian Point. So I think
there is a benchmark kind of usefulness to a safety goal.

Do you want to aii anything to mathodology
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there, Bob?

MR. BERNFRO: (Nods negatively.)

MR. ERNST: On the consideration of whether
external events may change the cost-benefit balance =--

MR. KEER: The question, as far as I
interpr2t21 it, #as that in a sense one is ignoring
external events when at least in some cases it appears
that most people who have modeled external events have
concluded that these are the dominant contributorse.

Now, part of your answver seemed to say, we are
Joing to> wait t> -alculate thos2 until resesarch tells us
how to do it better. In the meantime, in a trial
period, it will not matter much. Is that what you are
saying? But in the long term, when we try to jet down
to using this stuff, we will have to take it into
account, but we will know more then?

MR. ERNST: Again, I think one must take the
safety goal props3al in its entirety. I think the
policy expression is that the existence of a safety goal
itself should not mandate a number of PRAs.

The inplementation plan sugjyests =-- and I
guess the EDO would further modify it, but the
implementation plan suggests =-- that in the n2ar term
over the na2xt couple of years, about the only PRAs that

may be reguested -- and this would be subject to
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near term ind why we have to make a hard decision on

this.
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On one hand, the Commission says it is in the
safety 30al; on the other hand, the plant says they
don't know how to do it probabilistically, and that is
the debat2 you arz haviny. On the other hand, General
Electric comes in with GESSAR and says they don't want
to address seismic events in the FDA review for future
applications, and the DPivision of Engineering says they
doa't know how to do earthquakes in PRA space. And yet
the dominant risk in the two most recent PRAs is
seismic. How can you ignore that? And yet the
precursors aren't seismic precursors today, they are
still human errors and egquipment failures, and how can
you ignore that? If it is really not seismic that is
th> dominant risk, and I don't believe it is, then
spending all of these high powered researchers worrying
about the s2ismic problem is certainly the wrong thing
to do.

MR. OKRENT: I must say I don't understand
your use of the term the "precursors" are not seismic.
Let me postulate for a moment a pressure vessel which
has the probability of 10-“ per reactor year. You
would not have expected to see it yet, but I doubt that
you would say that the precursors haven't shown a
pressure vassel failure and so it is not an impoitant

contributore.
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MR, MATTSON: MNvlitiple failures in the
operation of nuclesar powver plants continue to occur
month in and month out.

¥R. OKRENT: You have a minute, Mr. Xerr.

What else would you like to ask?

MR. KERR:¢ I guess I don't understand the
ansvwers to the guestion, but it may be because the
gqusstion wasn't well put. I was not trying to say that
earthquakes are the most important contributor. I don't
know whether they are or not. I was simply saying that
people hava2 conzluied in some2 cases, pe2opl2 who have
done very serious PRAs, that they are, and if we are
going t» ijnore them for a while, I assume it i; because
we want to wait until we learn how to deal with thenm.
But we aren't saying we are going to ignore them from
now on just because we can't calculate thenm or something.

MR. MATTSON: No one said ignore them. People
said study further. And the tendency that we sense on
your part is to force us to a decision that we are not
ready to mike y=t.

HR. KERR: I am just assuming that at some
point when you put th2 safety goal into practice on
other than a play basis, that you can't ignore the
seismic problem, and I am trying to find out what it is

an2 would 1o to get from here to there.
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MR. BERNEROs I think the better way to put it
is to uncouple the two. As a practical matter, it makes
little difference if I say I am going to look at
internal events and give it half a safety goal, I will
give it half of the 10-“ and I will give external
evants half of the 10‘“ and carry on separately or I
will use the safety goal independently for each of the
causes, the initiators. It is a factor of 2
iifferanca2., W2 ar2 tryinjy to uncouple the thinge.

We do have fairly cood mechanisms for dealing
with internal effa2cts for 2valuating or estimating the
threat of internal events. We have a lot of data
indicating to us we should be paying attention to those,
ani we can carry >n constructively ani sa2nsibly vith
that. We don't ignore external events. They constitute
oserhaps substantial thr2atss: wind, fire, flood and
earthgquake. PEBut the problem is we can get wildly or
wiiely varying values of that risk.

Look at what is happening at Indian Point,
factors of 10 or 20 coming out ot the peer review on
external events, and #we are trying to uncoupl2 the two
and develop better methods for getting numerical
e2stimates of risk from 2xternal events. In the

meanwhile, the potential for using external event risk

analyses as a scr2ening tool is still a real Penefit.
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To go up to> Indian Point and look at the roof at the
control room, don‘'t spend so much time looking at the
#32ll of th2 contr»2l ro22ms It is the roof that appears

to be the problem. What the absolute level 0of the

problem is is a diffizult issuve because the methods are

just not that gooid.
MR. KERR: [loes that make it cleair?
MR. OKRENT: And he 4idn't tell you that they

found a faztor 2i 10 or so on intarnal events in Zion,

the same ravievers.

MR. STIESS: VYes. Are you all that sure that
the uncertainties in the internal events are that much
lower than the uncertainty in the external events?

MR. BERNERO: I think so. I think it would be
wortu asking the people who really do it.

YR. SIESS: You saiil 10 or 20 as if it were
large. For the internal events what do you consider the
uncertainty? What 4id1 WASHE~1400 have?

¥R. EERBERO: I wouldn't use WASH-1400's
estimats of uncertainty now, I think, and Joe Murphy is
right here.

ME. SIESSs Why?

MR, BERNERO: I think they were
unierestimated. But in a recent IREP study we made an

estimate of the two sigma band on internal events, and I
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thought it was a factor of 10 on data, data uncertainty

for internal =vents.

MR. "TEZS: How much would you aiad to that for
the inccumpleteness uncertainty?

MR. BERNERO: I don't know. There is one
contractor that resularly modifies that. We do not.

MR. OKRENT: Look, ve better go on to the next
topic. We will come back to the imnlementation plan,
but let's talk about SECY 82-1A.

MR. MATISON: I have two ways we could
proceed. One way is a slide show of about six slides
that macrch throuzh 82-1A, and anothar way is to forego
that and just go through your list of guestions. Nhich
would you rather do?

¥R. SIESSs Which list of questions are you
working on? Next time I hope you label these A, B, C, D
and something.

¥R. MATTSON: I have a four-page list dated
Rugust 26.

KPR. SIESS: I have it. It says severe
accident policy, B82-1A.

MR. OKRENT: What would you prefer, ¥r. Kerr?
HAow would you like them to prouceed?

MR. KEKRs I am putty in their hands.

XR. SHEAMON: Why ddon‘'t w2 l2t tha2m present
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their Vu-graphs, then. I find reacting to our questions
sonewhat disembodied, but maybe that is because I have
ione less preparation than anvone else for this meeting.

MR. OKRENT: We have one vote fo>r that and
nothing for enything else.

YR. SIESSs Did you prepare the slides before
or after you got the guestions?

MR. MATISON: After.

MR. SIESS: All right. I vote for the slides,
too.

MR. MATTSON: The points on this first slide
ar> used as the titles of some subsequent Vu-graphs, so
I wa' =ay there are five main points I wvant to make
abou. .at is in the ‘paper. And given that you have
probably read that slide already, I won't summarize your
reading.

The basic parpose of 82-1A was to> try to bring
for your discussion and the Commission's discussion and
the policy-makers and the Stz2ff a plan for how to
proceed with severe accidents. A couple of things we
tried to achieve in the plan from the beginning were,
first, to nake the next generation o2f plants safer than
the first jeneration 5f plants and to provide a
me-hanism for making decisions in that regard; and

second, to provide incen*ives for industry to resoclve
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the severe accident issue rather than NRC going off,

researching it and making the decisions themselves.

So, a3 you -onsider the approachas that ve
have taken, remeaber thoca are two of the underlying
principles, making reactors safer than the first
sencration, and providing incentivas to inlustry. So
the paper, in updating an earlier version of the paper
provided last February and hadl your raview, Commission
reviev and a number of comments, the paper summarizes
again the developments that have occurred since TNI.

You all know about the s2vere accidsnt things
that have already been added to the standard review plan
ani the Commission's regulation, either in the CP rule
or the hydrogen interim rule. You all know that PRA
results and research results are still coming in, are
still under review. You have heard some of the
controversy surrcunding what they mean, an area that is
ctill in flux and final conclusions haven't been reached.

Yfou should all know of the status of
implementation of the TMI backfits. If you view them th
sane way I 3o, I think significant progress has been
made implementing those changes.

You should all know of the IDCOR program and
its progress on studying whether design changes for

severe accidents would make any difference to four
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typical designs. You have heard in great Jetail about
the NRC research program and how it is now divided into
tvo phases, one to support a decision process in 1984
for operating reactors, and another phase following that
to> clean up any items still needed for confirmation,
much like the ECC™ decision process of tha early 1970s,
decisions in 1974 and confirmatory testing for another
six or 2131t y=2ars in th2 cass of ECCS.

We have heard today about the safety goal and
we knowvw its status. It should be obvious that 82-1A has
to continue to be in flux and revision so long as the
safety goal is in flux and in revision, although we have
to stay fla2xible to accommodate whatevar th2 outcome is
there. It is much like you have heard the research
people say about the research program. It will go
forvard or should go forward a2ven if there is no safety
goal at all. The safety goal provides a way to make
some of the m2asurements necessary for the judgments
mentioned on severe accidents, but you could always make
those judgments with the same judgment-dominated process
that has existed in years past.

What SECY 82-1A propbses is what it proposed
in the first instance, to replace the generic severe
accident rulemaking with several plant-specific,

standardiza24 desijn approvals, in rulemaking, that is,
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using Appendix 2 to Part 50 to approve for ten-year
referencing in further CP applications those standard
plant offerings 5f whatever manufacturars would come
forwvard. This slide summarizes that we know of three
iesigners who have expressed an interest, one review
already under way, GESSAR II, another for which the
initial meetings between the applicant and the staff
will begin later this month, the Westinghous2 advance
design, ani an expectation that when 82-1A is finally
approved, that CE will file an application for operating
CESSAR in accordance with the requirements of £2-1A to
give it forward referencing approval.

MR. SIESS:s It says FDA for GESSAR II. 1Is
that a typd or have I missed something?

MR. MATTSON: Final design approval.

MR. SIESS: What happened to the PPA?

MR. MATISON: They have had that already.

MR. SIESS:s And GESSAR II?

¥R, MATTSON: Yes.

MR. SIESS: What 3ii1 they call it?

MR. MATTSON: We have two FDA reviews for
GESSAR. DOJne is the STRIDE package. The other is
improvements on that package for future reference.

MR. SIESS: I have a1 2u4-volumne SAR on GESSAR

II. Is that what you are talking about?
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MR. MATITSON: Yes.

MR, SIESS: I Jjust got that six months ago.
Have you already done a PDA on it?

¥R. MATTSON: Yes.

MR, SIE3Z: Have we got a PDA letter on GESSAR
II? 1 am completely lost.

YR. MATISON: Maybs w2 ar2 lost on the number
reference. It also has a different number. Chemi, is
it 2387

MR. SPEIS: Yes. Tiat was done before TMI.

MR. MATISON: Yes, some tim2 ajo. This is the
Hartsville design, right?

MR. SIESSs So GESSAR II is a naw name for
vhat was originally a Hartsville --

MR. MATISON: I can straighten it out for you
later. I will get it for you tomorrcw.

MR, SIESS:s So what we have is an FSAR on
GESSAR II.

MR. MATTSONs VYes.

MR. SIESS: And it is really in twvo pieces,
one piece to get an FDA under the current reguirements,
and another to get an FDA for future referencing, that
is, a ten-ya2ar cectification under this rulemaking
approach, much like the two approvals that CESSAR would

nave. JIt has in essence an FDA today under the old
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rules that can be used for the plants nowv under

construction that foliow Palo Verde. They can reference
that FDA approval and not have to go throuzh all of the
0% that FDA wvent through, much like Palo Verde did, and
than anothar FDA approval for future referencing.

YR. SIESSs That is on this same document?

MR. MATISON: Yes.

MR. SIESS: Will there be amendments?

¥R. MATISON: 1I'm not sure2 howv they will
handle the different amendments but they have to address
more in the second review than tha2y 310 in the first, and
the "more" is what is described in 82-1A.

MR. SIESS: The pap2r we have now is'just for
the first review?

MR. MATTSON: 1In th2 case of CFSSAR, yes. 1In
the case of GESSAR -~

MR. SIESS: No, GESSIR.

¥R. MATTSON: 1In the case of GESSAR, I am not
clear on how they handle the severe accident
information. We are receiving some of that information.

Demi, is it not in the dockat, do you know?

MR. SPEIS: It is in the docket.

¥R. MATISON: You should be getting both, Chet.

MR. MATTSON: Let me dwell a moment on what

the policy requires that is different between these two
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kinds of FDAR approvals ltecause it is really the

substance >f what 82-1A says has to b2 don2 for the next
jen.ration of plants that wasn't done for the first
jeneration o2f plants.

First of all, it says that they have to
adiress the unresolved safety issues. That means conme
to an agre2ment with the Staff as to what should be done
about those unresolved safety issues insofar as they
apply to thosa 412signs. They also have to by inference
address the dominant contributors in the PRA. If there
is a safety goal and if it has cost effectiveness or
1ollar values/man rem averted in it, you would have to
show what design alternatives had been considered for
reducing the risk in aczordanca with that §1000 a man
rem.

MR. SIESS: That PDA was on the one they call
238 NI?

MR. MATTSON: Yes, that is it. That is right.

YR. SIESS: Okay.

MR. MATISON: It reguires that thare be
specific i25i3n f2atures considered in these forward
raferencable staniardized plant approvals, such as
filtered events designed for sahotage protection,
consideration of 2xternal hazards like seismic and so

forth.
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and all it rejuires of them is that they show what

design consideration they have given to the gquestion of
sabotajz2. The Staff in turn lacks definitive criteria
on design considerations, never having made such a
requirement, th> thought being that the process of
proposal and reviawvw and review by the ACRS ani the
Commission ultimately would lead to some sort of
unierstaniing cf what was required for design
zonsiderations of the sabotage.

MR. CKRENT: And on severe accidents wvhat was
it that they would have to do?

MR. MATTSON: There is a number of things they
have to d> for ss2vere accidents. One, they have to do a
PRA before they get an approval. That moves the PRA
back into the d2sign proca2ss. The s2cond sort of thing
they have to do is address their consideration of either
ths dominant contributors to risk and what you could do
about them to reduce the risk, or through consideration
of some specifically listed design changes. They would
have to show what the cost effectivenasss of making
changes to the design they propose would be, so they
have to considier filtered events for 2ach of those
designs.

MR. OKRENT:; Would you say in the Zion PRA

these features have been addressed?
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MR. MATTSON: No.

MR« SIESS: There is a chapter at the end. I
am trying to understand howv you define the word
"addressed.”

dR. MATTSON: Not in the same way they would
have t> be here is what ay answer neant. It is =y
understanding they addressed filtered vents, for
axample, in Indian Point. I am not up to 1ate on Zion.

Chemi, 30 you want to address it?

MR. SPEIS¢ They have been addressed in both.

KR. MATTSONs But whether they 4i4 not address

tham in th2 cont2xt of a safety goal, that that is what
we have by the time 82-1A goes forwvard. So there would
be more.

M. OKRENT: Zion as they calculate it meets,
I think, the safety goals, so it would only be on an
ALARA basis, and they did do an ALARA calculation using
their numbers and so forth.

MR. MATTSON: In concept that is what we have
in mind. We haven't reviewed that to say wvhether that
is acceptable for a futurs plant, but in zconcept it is
that kind of consideration, yes.

MR, OKRENT: And how would the decisions be

made, then, on either things like that or whether or not

you wanted anothar HPRCI system on the PWR and so forth
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MR. MATISON: I am not sujgestiny you could do
it with ths PRA alone. The paper says you weculd have to
step back and viees the uncertainties and think about
what it really meant to add those things anyhow, despite
what their cost-effectiveness might b2, ani make
decisions on them for each of these d2signs.

MR. OKRENT: So how are we going to get this
decision making done in a way that is more orderly and
less ad hoc when we dd> it one vendor at a time, which is
the way it seems to be, rather than in some kind of
overall context where you would have to consider the
jiffernzces amon3 vendors but nzverthel2ss it is an
overall context? I am trying to see why you think -~

MR. MATTSON; You really have to make it in an
overall context before you make it for any of these
vendors under the plan put forward in 82-1A., You have
to make a 1ecisiosn in early 13684 for all of the
oparating plants. Now, given whatever the ensemble of
PRAs is at that time and whatever our res2acrch progranm
and the IDCOR program have told us about the
sost-effectivenass of retrofits, the laundry list we are
all familiar with, you are going to make a generic
decision anyhow ian 1984 for future plants where the gcal
is to somehowv make them safer where yosu can afford to do

that. The idea is to tune the decisiocn to the design
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spacifics, 3iven ¢hateaver policy guidance the Commission

issues in the form of a safety goal.

MR. OKRENT: Do you feel that if the
Commission adopts a safety goal by the end of 1982, it
is going to be other than on something which T will call
a trial basis? Ia fact, even in the application to the
Commission's own regulations I have to assume that it
will only be an input to 3ecisinn-making.

MR. MATTSON: That is true.

MR. OKRENT: Since the uncertainties will be
thare.

MR. MATISON: But it is for these generic kind
of decisions and for these standard rulemaking decisions
that w2 ar2 urginy tha safety goal be usedi in that trial
periode This is the kind of decision we think it is
maie for, to 1ezil> whether and how much severe accident
mitigation equipment to add to the various classes of
plants as one element of the decision.

MR. OKRENT: I must -onfa2ss I still have
trouble. On the one hand, I hear and I agree that there
ars large incertainti2s in PRA ani thit thare will be
problems that arise from these uncertainties in trying
to make da2cisions on whether you can s2e the level or
whether sonething is cost-effactive and so ferth. But

then I cseem to hear in connection with these proposed
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spacific standard plan rulemakings that somehow we will
be able to use PRA and make the decisions using PRA as a
principal if not the principal guiding source of
information.

An T hearing this incorrectly?

YR+ MATTSON: No. I think, as Bob 1id
beautifully before, it is a way of ordering your
anierstanding of #hat th2 sources of uncertainty are and
vhat their importance are to the elements of the
iecision. For this there is no better substitute for
PRA as a sdle source of a decision-making process. AS
Mel calls it, the bottom line item, it is something you
have to stay away from, but as a way t> orilar your
thinking about vhat the sources of uncertainty are and
how they affect your 3ecision, there is no better
accounting system we knowv if, is there?

Let me try to jump to something that might be
more productive. I think we have an example that would
illustrate why w2 are reticent to make or urge the
Commission to makz policy decisions on some of the
severe accident systems today. The best example I know
of, and maybe you will pick it to pieces, is filtered
veats, wha2r2 w2 havz hal an ongoing dialogue with you in
subcommittees and the full committee on what filtered

vents woull 4o for severa accident mitigation.
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de have trisd to put together a series of
slides -- Chemi, I don't even know whether we have
andugh copies for 2veryon2 =-- that talks about the
evolution of knowledge on filtered vents over the last
couple of years, the studies that have gone on that, on
the one hand, say they help y2u a lot, and on the other
hand, say they don't really affect overall risk. On
another hand, when you look at the uncertainties and
fragilities for s2ismic analysis in the last two PRAs,
they say if you 42sign the right kind of filtered vent,
they may help you a lot for the dominant contributors.

Hov can we make a precipitous decision on
comething that seems to chang2 every time we turn around

and a new analysis is done?
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The ass2ssmants of overall risks in the

context of furthar understanding, more research in the
plant laid out the way we have laid out this one. We
420l1d propd>se td> nacke thos2 d2Cisions rathar than
jumping to decisions on any one of them ncw. If it
would be useful to unierstand filtered vents as an
example of why w2 prefer the more stuiied approach,
putting it off until later, using tools which today are
not suitable for making these decisions, bat maybe in
th2 course of times, we offer that.

MR. OKRENT: I am not sure the alternative is
making a decision today, which is the one you
suygest2d. In fact, I do not recall any schedule on
which a decision vwas to be made in less than about two
years, as I remember.

It se2ms to m2, thouzh, you are proposing to
make fairly binding decisions, things that will stand
¥ ten y2ars on these specific FDAs.

aking up the order of a year to review or
some not t20 long time -- I may have missed it by some,
but not many, y23irs t> ra2view the FDA, and without the
benefit of some kind of broad policy quidance based upon
engineeriny jadgmant >r whatever it is the Commission
would use. S5 this is where I find myself at a loss to

unierstand the philosophy in SECY 82-1A, frankly, unless
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I have misread it.

I got the impression the Staff thought it
could proc2ed with tha GESSAR and what might follow and
in fact arrive at conclusions in a rather quick period
of review. DPid I read it wrong?

MR. MATISON: I think you do, because the
Staff canndt make the decision on GESSAR. The
rulemaxiny woulil b2 3 Commission rulemaking. The
judgmental processes would occur. It is not a year. It
is two years. It is in full light of the entire laundry
list of things to be considered in 82-1A, It is a
significant Jjump to even require consideration of those
things in 31 desijn.

Nhere have we ever required consideration of
design altarnatives as a part of approval prior to the
approval?

MR. OKRENT: But the Staff would propocse to
the Commission that they adopt a certain rule on GESSAR
2 without having a broader policy as to what it might do
with regaci to -~

MR. NATTSON: That is the down side, no
ju2stion. But this side has 3E actively working to
develop the answer and Westinghouse actively wvorking to
ievelop th2 answer, and IDCOR actively working to

ievelop th2 answvwer, and as I sit here today, over and
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over asking the guestion of the industry what are you
doing to aidress these juestion=, and unl2ss you got a
different ansver than I did, the answer was not much
except for thes2 incentives, #hich have cr2atz2] 1
willingness on their part to work like IDCOR, 1like
SESSAR, like Westinghouse, hopefully like CESSAR.

So I run the risk of being inconsistent
because Coamissioners change as time goes on and there
is 2 few y2ars of difference between SESSAR and CESSAR,
but I have some of the best talent in nuclear
engineeriny in th2 country working on the guestion with
a vested interest in making an acceptable ansver.

MR. OKRENT: I had assumed IDCOR was in
response to the Staff's schedule for severe core damage
rulemaking, not t> SECY 82-1A, but maybe I am wrong.

MR. MATISON: You are right. We have kept
them working in this context.

MR. BERNARO: Roger, I think it is worth
adding the IDCOR program and degraded core cooling
tesearch progran ar2 ndat2d by the Commission as
continuing and they are a fundamental part of this. The
anilysis of GESSAR 2 is not in vacuum. It is not the
ornly sever2 accident consideration.

MR. MATTSON: That is how I tell you what I

want you t> have in ysur research program. It is what
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ny staff says they do not know how to answver in GFSSAR
2. Please help them understand what the core does on
the floor of a Mark III instead of a large, dry Indian
Point contiinment.

WNell, let me see what I can provoke with the
next several slides. I will skip the one with the
schedule, and they are just part of 82-1A. You have
probably seen it before.

MR. KERR: Roger, is it conca2ivable that th:ire
might be a mechanism for a pressure suppression
containment of tha type ba2ing proposei by GE would be
agnacceptable? Is there any way that possibility could
come out of a study that is being carried on?

MR. MATTSON: Yeos.

MR. XFRR: It would come ocut of this on the
basis of a probabilistic assessment of performance?

MR. MATISONs We understood the core melt
progression in Mark IIIs, and ve understocd the level of
risks pr2i1i-t2d for those plants and compared thenm
against what we thought we wanted, either Jjudgmentally
or in the safety g3oal, for future plants, and 2s wve
continuz th2 dialogue on what -onstitutes i strong
containment, as the Commission calls it, it is

possible.

This slide just acknowledges the fact that an
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important guestion while severe accident issues are

being resoslved is what 42 you do with plants in the
pipeline and how should hearing boards conduct
themselves on severe accident issues. B82-1A again
summarizes wvhat we have done to> date.

It makes the statement that we at this point
ar2 unprepared to makz d2cisions on additional severe
accident regquirements until further research and further
thinking is done, and then says the Commission wants the
decisions on the examination of severe accident
reguirements to occur generically -- its level, not
sase-by-case, in the auspices of h2arings.

That is, it holds the status gquo at
essentially where it s today on severe accident
requirements -- something I think the ACRS overloocked,
and the difficulty it had with this concept in August
and in chastisiny the staff about our failure to stay in
communication with you.

We had proposed this body as one forum for
testing that juignent of whether there were aiditional
things that ought to be considered for more prompt
implementation than this 82-1A approach would require.
We said in there that IDCOR and the NRC should come to
this body pariodizally and talk about the progress being

nade in severe accident research and that the Commission
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{tself once a year would ask the question of what

progress has baz2n mai2, and should theare be some
modification of the 82-1A policy statement.

That is, do we learn something quicker than we
thought w2 wvere g2ing to learn it. And it tells us some
action ought to be taken other than the status gquo while
the B82-1A approazh is still under way. W2 thought that
vas useful.

MR. OKRENT: I must say I have reviewed about
as much research in the sense of it being research and
not as it relates to policy as I feel is profitable, and
I would be more interested in seeing propoased rules or
alternative rules and look at the pros and cons of these
and have them examined -- seriously, penetratingly, so
forth and so on.

Doing r2search is like forming a committee to
study something in many wvays.

MR. BENDER: There are other viewpoints, as
you probably know. I guess I perscnally do not find
nyself too much at odds with Roger over the matter of
studying the mattar mor2 befor2 he tries to formulate a
rule, since whenever you formulate a rule, as is being
se=2n now i1 just tryinyg to develop a rule associated
with this severe accident policy business, people tend

to interpret the formulation as being the rule.
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And it seems to> me that it is wisar to try to
understand how the various alternatives might be
implement21, But I wvas more concerned when we wrote our
letter not so longy ago about this process, Roger, by the
fact that vhile the industry has some things going on
and NRT has some things going on, there does not seem to
be much order to the effort.

Is my interpretation wvrong? 1Is there order?
Is there some set of answers that will really come out
on some date and you know what kind of questions you are
tcying to answer?

¥R. MATTSON: Well, for the cperating
reactors, that is an important guestion, to which our
answer is not accaptable yet.

(Laughtar.)

MR. MATTSON: The place you can see the
surrent status of our ansver is the ravised NUREG-0900,
the severe accident research plan. In that research
plan are the guestions as we have been able to
articulates them, NRR and in research, that wvwe are trying
to ansvwer. When you read them at a superficial level,
they make sense. They are logical. They seenm
complete,

But when you get down to the technical level

5>f what is th2 ju2stion you are tryiny to aidress and
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you as a forum for NRR and Research agree that they have
1ll of the guestions down, they are probably suitable
for planning purposses, for making budgets, for
sstimating costs. But are they suitable for answvering
all the technical guestions. More is need2d in that
area. I will not pretend more is not needad.

But on the guestion of future plants, that
process is already under way, following B2-1A as it
exists today. We are saying to General Electric and
will say to Westinghous2 here are the guestions we need
answered, Here are the design alternatives you have to
consider.

fou have to do a PRA. What 1oas.that mean?
How good a PRA can you do at this stage of design? That
list of ju2stions is bafore us, ani that is what they
are using today. If it is not complete, then your
conments to us should be what should be add to it.

MRe SIE3Ss Roger, I am sort of on Dave's side
about trying to rule. I do not think vyou would try one,
but has anyone evan thought about the possible kinds of
policies -- I will say policies rather than rules -~
that might come out of this and as to whethar they all
lead to the same ne2ds of knowledge?

For exanple, one policy would be no change.

We do not need to think more than we have now.
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MR. YATTSON: There is a group of people

vorking on that problem, and that is IDCOR, on the
premise that there is nothing more needed, that you can
prove with ths 2xistiny state of knowledja or another
year and a half manipulation of that. For the four
reactors there is nothing els2 ne2i21.,

There are peoples working on that premise.

MR. STESS: All right. 1Tt takes a certain
body of research to permit that decision to be made.

MR. MATTSON: Yes.

MR. SIE3S: Now another policy might be that
you cannot bduild any more reactors. It would take scme
body of research to provide the knowledge to make that
decision.,

MRe MATISON: B82-1A attampts to reach a
consensus 2pinion among the Staff elements, the
Commissioners and you all that that is an alternative
that we can rule out. It attempts to say that reactors
can be built and site2d safely in the Unite2i States.

¥R. SIESS: All right. Taking that as a
pr2mise, 1 polizy might say d2sign th2 plan*® so that the
probability of a core melt is 10-6. 10-7.

MR. MATTSON: Why would anyone draft a rule
headed in that direction wvhen there is no one pointing

the agency in that direction? Insteai, th2 Commission
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is pointing the agency in the direction of a probability
-4
of core m2lt of 10 .

HR. SIESS: That is because they ares assuming
something about containment.

MR. OKRENT: The U.K. is.

AR, SIESS: I just put that on with nothing
about containment. Now that would lead you to research
in one dira2ction. Now if your ruls was going to be to
mitigate the consequences of a core melt, no matter what
its probability, that would l2ad you 1own another
research path, would it not?

MR. MATTSON: Yes. Well, you know, you are
not going too far afield from what I think the
Commission is trying to get into 82-1A's policy
statement but is having some difficulty getting
ccoperation.

For exaaple, what constitut2s a strong
containment? I think wve are all being told the
Commission is not very inclined to put in a containment
performanca objective and a safety goal. They are
inclined to put something in 82-1A about what
constitut2s a g20i containment.

So should wve be putting in their mouths words
for them t> say on what constitutes a strong

~sntainment? That 4ould be part of the policy judgment
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you are looking for now. We have gone as far in our
proposal t> them as va2 felt comfortable goiny on what
constitutes a strong containment. Should we go

further? Is there more that you would want to say about
what coastititutes a strony containment?

¥R. STIESS: My point is the kind of research
you do depends on where you might end up. It is
conceivable that any place you would end up you would
n224 the same r2s=2arch to get there, but I do not
believe that. There is a lot of researc* 2n when, how
ani whether it gets out of the vessel.

MR. SHEJ¥ON: Let me develop it in a different
“ay. You said your goal at one point was to reduce
risk. Actually, I think you misquote the IDCOR people,
or at least I heard them at a different meeting than you
attend=d. And their argument is that what you ought to
do 1s research that will indeed reduce risk.

And what tha rasearch pragram is let's try to
understand more and amore about all kinds of things and
maybe then someday we will know enough to go back and
say wvhat is important to risk. So in 3 sa2nse you could
say IDCOR's approach is closer to your goal of reducing
risks by looking at, indeed, those elements which seen
to contribute to> it as we all understand it in the

research program.
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And, in a sense, which head is trying to push
you is the same way of can you find ocut what elements
ar2 important, how you think you can jet your risk down
low enough and than work on those topics, and, at least
to go back to the research program, that is what many of
us do not see there p2rhaps as well as you do.

I am not sure that is a guestion.

MR. MATTSON: W=211, you are clos2 to
articulating an alternative approach that I have not
sa22n you write 4own.

MR. SHEWMON: W2 have written repeatedly we do
not understand th2 connection between the rassarch
praogram ani vhere you people wvant to end up with your
regulations.

YR. MATISON: Maybe you neei to read the
latest draft. I have been reading it the last couple of
days and I see the connection.

MR. SIESS: The research program looks to me
like let us learn everything about everythinjy ani then
we will know what to do.

MR, MATISON: Cha2t, ther2 have been things cut
out of that research program because it looked that way
to you and to us. If you look at the NRR comments and
the ACRS comments on the research program, they are

almost an overlay.
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MR. SIE3S: VYes. T wouldl like t> see an
ansvwer to them.

MR. MATISON: The research peopl2 are moving
in that direction.

“R. KERR:s Which version of 0900 should I
read?

MR. MATTSON: August 30,

NR. BERNAPO: The SECY 82-03A, vhich is
transmitted to you.

¥R. XERR: 82-03A7?

MR. BERNARO: Yes. The SECY papar is

82-203A.

MR. KERRs Dat21 what?

MR. MATTSON: August 30,

MR. BERNARO: August 30.

MR. KERR: I have not seen that.

¥R. SIESS:s We would not have it yet. Do not
WOLLY.

YR. KERRs I am glad to know the problem is
sattled. T fezel bettar about it.

MR. MATTSON: I did not say it is settled. I
said w2 n224 to k22p talking. We n=2ed your input on
vhat the technical guestions are. You people have an
interest in MARCH. Do you agree with IDCOR, NRR and RES

viaws on d2ficiencies in MARCH that should be fixed in
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the next generation of codes or two generations or
shatever.

I think Bernars has two generations of those
codes. Are we fixing the right ones of those or what wve
think are the information needed to make the right
decision in '84 =-- those kinds of things.

But that is not the alternative you are
proposing, and I 4o n>t understand yet what I hear from
various elaments of the Committee that they think they
are telling the Commission is an alternative approach
for making peolicy judgments nowe.

MR. SHEWMON: Is this the latest 82-A that wve
are talkiny about in the handout for tomorrow?

MRe GRIESMEYER: We have not seen it yet.

MR. KERR: Are you talking about 82-1A or
82-037

MR. SEEWMON: I do not know, to be gquite
honest. I would settle for either one ani b2 happiest
with both.

MR. KERR: 03 is apparently a new description
of a research programe. 1A is a description of a policy
on severely-damaj2d resactor cores.

MR. SHEAMON: Okavye.

MR. MARK: That is what we had been talking

about until the other was mentioned.
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MR. MATISON: You would not nibble on my thing
about filtered vents. I would say that I think in 82-1A
#2 have statedi th2 sijnal on filtered vents
incorrectly. We 10 not acknowledge the uncertainty
created by the seismic domination of risk in the two
most r2cent PRAs. That says filtersd vents may have
more value for large, dry PWR containments than you can
read in 87-1A.

S5 one thingy we will be doing as a -esult of
some of the questions you have asked is suggesting to
the Commission wh2n w2 m22t with th2m on B82-1A that that
at least ought to be changed. If we were to go through
€2-1A and some of its specifics, there are probably
other modifications that could be made that would be
more acceptable to you and still acceptable to us.

But T 45 not know how you suggest we proceed.

¥R. COKRENT: I will suggest we take a break,
after which wve will come back to the implementation plan
and then to SECY 82-1A in that order, because we did not
finish th2 implamantation plan. I want to have sonme
discussion.

We will reconvene in about seven minutes.

(A brief recess was takenes)
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MR. CKRENT: We will reconvene and go back to
the question of the staff's action plan inplementation.
Where vere we when we were so rudely interrupted by me?

(General laaghtar.)

MR. ERNST: It seems to me we might have
gJotten to the bottom of Page 4. I am not sure. I don't
quite know how to answer the last Juestion at the bottom
>f Page 4 anyway, other than what we have really already
talked about in one form or another. ALARA is basically
symbolism for considering costs as well as benefits.

'h2 philosophy =-- w2 have bean d1o0ing it subconsciously,
if not quantitatively, for a long time. This is just a
juantification o2f what one might call good engineering
judigment about what is sufficient for safety versus what
is not.

MR. CKRENT: Yes. I juess this juestion again
relates to process, in other words, how is
decision=-3aking 3o2ing to be affacted? Even in this
trial period, how do you plan t> accomplish
1ecision-making in view of the large uncertainties that
are going to be present for many of the more interesting
issues? Well, maybe Ly tomorrow you will have an answer
on that.

Dr. ¥ark?

MR. YARKs On that guestion, when I read what
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was referred to here, I couldn't believe the wvord
"beanefitse"™ 4as th2 word inteni2d, but it would rather
more be us2fulness, efficacy, or something of that

gquality.

MR. ERNST: I am sorcy, sire.

MRB. MARK: I said I couldn't believe the word
"benefits™ in the way I usually understood it was the
wvord intended. I thought "usefulness"™ or
"applicability” would be mcre my il2a, to find out
wvh2ther you can iive with the darned thing, and whether
it vas having a good effect as a benefit.

MR. EENST: My use of the word "benefit?"”

MR. MARK: The word "benafit" ;ane out of the
implementation plan.

MR. ERNST: I think the "benefit" terminology
there that you are talking about, the incremental
r2iuction in risk is a benefit.

MR, MARK: You are talking about the reduction
in risk. You ar=s talking about the fact that you can
work with it and it helps you in doing your work. That
is what I supposed you meant, the benefits from the
point of view of making dz2cisionse.

ME. ERNST: Maybe we are talking twvo different
subjects.

MR. PERNERO: I was about to answer it in the
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same way Mel did. We speak of using PRA to evaluate the
cost benefit of design changes. What is entailed in
both actual ra2source costs ani in competing risks to
make a change to a plant and how much risk you avert or
how much risk you reduce as the benefit.

MR. MARK: If that is the case, then the
answer in two years is zero or open gquestion mark,
because you are miking changes that would be in effect
twvo years from now.

¥R. BERNERO: No, you ar2 lookingy at the plant
with and without a postulated feature and evaluating the
level of risk the plant poses as it stands against thz
level of risk you estimate it to pose given that you
have incorporated the feature.

MRe MARK: Okaye.

MR. OKRENT: Before we go on, I should note
that you have been handed copies of something called
Filter24 Va2nted Containment Systems, which the staff
mentioned prior t> the break. I suggast you might look
at it. If you have questions today or tomorrow, they
can give you adiitional information, but I guess it is
intended to> be seri-explanatory to the intelligent
layman, whizh w2 ar2 supposed to be.

2. SIE3Ss This came from -- Oh, thank you.

MR. CKRENT: &hy don't w=z go on? We are on
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the top of Pzge 5.

¥R. ERNST: Top of Page 5 addresses staff
Justification, 10-3. I guess the staff justification
is that if 10 - is construed to be a design objective,
then what 1ces on2 40 if one d0es not operaticnally meet
the design objective? And at what levil does one feel
that it is no lonjyer an ALARA guestion, but a very
strong mandate to fix. I am not sure anybody is
completely wedded to 10-3. I don't know whether 10 x
3-“ would be all right. It is a hard judgment to
=all, but the staff also 1id not suggast a tine frame.
They Just said above 10.3 extended operations should
not be peraitted.

You could probably have the same words at 10 x
3-0. I don'* know. But if you look at the incentives
for fixing, for example, if you get upwards 2f 10 ’ at
3 typical site, I think the man rem works out to
something on the osrder of several million 4o5llars a
year, a reactor year incentive to fix, and at most
populace sites it would be a d1ecade high2r than that
just from radiological, not even including off-site
property damage or perhaps even on-site property
ianage.

So, it is not an insignificant incentive, plus

=1l2arly th2 42scription in th2 action plan, I think, is

ALDERSON REPORTING CUMPANY . INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE . S'W  WASHINGTON, D.C 20024 (202) 554-2345



-
1

would
T

think you

ctors that might influence that

t think t! action plan shoul«

putting th mbers in, turning the crank,

ision comes oute. That kindi of a process.
should be to try to get the design objective.
3t was the int2nt in the action plan.
I guess when I look at this I try
I lived downstr2am of a dam, and
the failure probability was at
> ALARA considerations, but would

fix without prejudging how long




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

can't say, I am not sure I woulld feel that I considered

that adequate.,

Now, y2u know, 1ams have different modes of
failures, just as reactors have different kinds of
accidents, so the picture is not radically different if
you want t> put it that way. If the Taton Dam failed,
there would be a3 modest number of casualities, if the
major event occurred whers it all gave way once, which
would stroagly affact the nearest medium sized city.

dn the other hand, if he came to> me and said,
ge2, this is a 99.9 percent confilanc2 nuamber,
everything is in it, I might react to that one in 1,000
more stronjyly mys21f. It is partly in that sense that
the question is posed. If you say one in 1,000, it
means diffsrent things depending upon what the
qualifications are that go with it, and I was wondering
vhether you had thcught this through and decided that
within tha2 statamants of the draft action plan this is
okay, or what.

MR. MATTSON: Let me answer it.

MR. OKRENT: It is not an easy guaestion.

MR. MATTSON:; I think we are trying to discuss
it too abstractly. If you were to get information that
was 10-3, it woull be it is 13-3 because of A, B,

and C. Essentially, the situation we have at Indian
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-3rd
Point., It is 10 because of earthquakes, fires,

and hurricanes. And so you look at the hurricanes, and
you say, g=2e, what could the uncertainty be with the
hurricanes? Can you really g2t that big a hurricane
that quickly, that much surprise? What would really
happen to the city of New York as the hurricane passed
ovar it? How important is that? You are looking at the
range of uancertainty for that contributor. If you look
at seismic, is it really 10-3[d because of seismic,
be2-ause that is r2al or because of the way it was
anilyzed? You look at the uncertainty in the analysis
and quickly find large sources of uncertainty, some
above and some below 10-3.

Similarly with fire. I don't think anyone is
trying to make th2 statement that it is 10-3r1. It
could be an order of magnitude. Instead, I think the
statement is mean or median 10-3rd. Then you look
hard at what the contributor is and make d2cisions on it
based upon the consideration of uncertainties and other
things.

YR. ERN3T: I think to some degree it is the
intent behind the thing, and I guess that could be
subject to juestisn. In my view, the intent is that

core melts wouli b2 10 or l2ss. That shoull be the

wiy the plan would be looked at. I guess it is to say
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being applied by other people.

MRe ERN3ST: I think that is exactly why you
have to consider the plan in its entirety. Although it
may have b2en baotter crafted, I think w2 triel to think
of things like that, and most ~f the paragraphs have
some us2falness, like ta2 burian of proof sought. Out
2f context, you wonder what that means. In context with
10-3 or 10-u it comes with a little more meaning.

¥MR. OKRENT: Well, have you considered whether
you would want mean or high confidence values for that
operating limit, given your freedom of choice?

YR. ERNST: Well, I guess there are two ways
to expre2ss it. If one assumes, perhaps reasonably, that
95 percent confidence ban is egquivalent to a decade plus
or minus, then one can choose a decade different number
at 95 percent confidence or a decade different number at
50-50, whatever. I don't know. You have a -- well, I
ion't know th2 answar to> that guestion. I don‘'t think
anyone sitting here with me knows either.

MR. OKRENT: How about Question 3?7

MR. ERNST: I think if one makes a back of the
envelope calculation on 3 typical sit=2, on2 32ts roughly
a §2 million number, and I think that is roughly
comparablz to the 1loss >f plant, mayb2 another billion

replacement powver. I don*t have a number for off-site
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property i1amage. It may not be the same order of
magnitude in some locations. I don't know.

MR. BEPNERO: You used the tazrm "average core

melt”, and if one gives weight to the types of

containments and the expected performance of

containment, you #will have a lot of core melts that

don't have substantial off-site costs but do wipe out
tha rouzhly §1 billiosn plant, and half a billion 4o0llars
or $500 million worth of replacement power. If you look
at the extreme evants, you are going to get substantial
off-site cost, but 1f you look at the average core melt,
$2 billion, §2 billion in the ATWS form, w2 are even
getting into the argument that has been made before that
changes like TMI changes on all plants, safaty changes
that are costly should be ascribed to being cone of the
costs of core melt.,

S0, yocu can change that number into $10
billion or $20 billion if you want as an exercise, but
you need a workinjy tool, and for a typical core melt
3iven ther2 is 31 r=asd>nable containment performance, a
couple of billion dollars is a reasonable number.

¥R. ERNSTs I think there is another commenrt
there is no question con, but maybe the comment should be
made, too. That is, the §1,000 per man rem is argued by

many to be too ccenservative. One could perhaps argue
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that is a surrozate for risk aversion, ani maybe a few

other things. It is clear that at a typical site,
assuming typical kinds of containment performances and
core melt accident sejuences, that is in the same ball
park of benefit as tha banefit of preventing a core melt
would be t> the utility or the rate payer for loss of
plant.

If, however, one changed the $1,000 a man renm
and perhaps for very good analytical reasons to
something like 100 or so, then I think there is a
legitimate concern about where is your incsntive in
ARLARA?

MR. OKRENT: Actually, basei upon what I am
told by people who do crack calculations, if you brought
the 50 mil2s, you might only jet on th2 oriar of a fifth
of the total man rem that you would calculate out to
very large distances, Is that your impression?

MR. BERNERO: It varies with th2 site. At
Indian Point, you get a very large fraction at 50
miles. At Palo Varde and places like that, you get
alnost none of it. 1In general, for the more populace
sites you 310 jet from the average on up, from the
average site on up, I think you get a large part of the
man rem dose in the first S0 miles.

YR. DKRENT: You don't get more than a half, I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

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



don®t think.

2 MR. BERNERDO: I don't think you jet more than

. 3 a half except on Limerick's, possibly not even

4 Limericke On Indian Point you do. Limerick and Zion, I

5 am not sure.

6 MR. ERNST: Indian Pcint is like 85 or 90

7 percent.

8 MR. BERNERO: Yes, on Indian Point you get a

9 wvery large percentage, and it varies from site to site.

10 I am not sure where you are going, what you are trying

11 to do.

12 MR. OKRENT: Well, by the way, if in fact at

13 Indian Point you get B85 to 90 percent within S50 miles,

and at Big Rock, if I could take another site, you get
15 o2nly 20 p2rzant within 50 miles, this would go counter
16 to some statements we have heard other members of the
17 staff make that all sites east of the Rockies look
18 roughly the same, or east of the Mississippi look
19 roughly the same with regard to latent effects, that it
20 is the distances ba2yond 50 miles that Jdominate.
21 YR. BERNERDO: You shouldn't compare Big Rock
22 Point to> Indian Point. You should compar2 Indian Point
23 to Newboldt Island, to Peach Bottom. That came up in
' 24 the Perryman site, where all o5f the alternate sites for

25 Baltimore Gas and Electric had major population
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centers.

MR. CKRENT: But thare have been discussions
of the siting task force where they have said that they
thought, I beliavz, that all sites looked roughly the
same. I am quite sure that was =-- wvell --

MR. ERNST: T think that was sort of a broad
statement. I was on the site policy task force some
yesars 2135, to25, ani1 I think it was more in a broad PRA
context, and it is hard to separate them. There wveren't
decades of difference between thenm.

MR. OKRENT: If for some sites this is an
order of a factor of five, in other words, 50 miles only
picks up roughly a factor of five of the total --

Y¥R. ERNST: One-fifth?

MR. OKRENT: Yes, I am sorry, one-fifth of the
total, then let's say instead of, well, we will call
$1,000 a man rem is really %200 per man rem, then there
ars genatic effacts, psychological effects, and so
forth, so it is not completely clear that §$1,000 a man
rem is as larje, l2t's say, 3 disparity from numbers
that EPA might commonly use, let's say 2.5 million or
1.5 million or in that range, as you frequently hear.

MR. MARY3; Does any2one know what the radiation
dose at S0 miles from or: of the bigger releases 1is

estimated to> b2?
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MR. OKRENT: Do you mean the average one?
Because it would depend on the scenario. If it rained,
they might get --

MR. BERNERO: It could be lethal at 50 miles.

MR. SIESS: At 50 miles, did you say?

MR. BERNER?: In a rain, the Dorset disaster
sort of thiny, wha2re the worst accommodation of all of
the worst thing, a very low probability combination, but
you can get a lethal dose at very large ranges.

MR. MARK: Ovar 300 rem?

MR. BERNERO: Yes. In effect, you can get a
feal for that if you look at the emergency planning
document, iUREG-O396, where it calculates the
probability of given ioses in range of miles.

MR. SIESS: If you get that at 50 miles, could
you get worse at 25?7

MR. MARK: It mustn't rain at 25 if you are
going to have this kind of a dose at 50. It has got to
be clear.

MR. OKRENT: One rain per accident?

¥R. SIESS: One rain per accident. OCkay.

YR, BERNERO: A rain at the site, of course,
is almost optimum. It clunks the stuff down right
1day.

Y¥R. SIESS: It increases the rem but not
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necessarily the man rem.

MR. BERNERD: I think the whol2 1ialogue on
the $1,000 a man rem 2n the value impact analysis, one
of the things I think that bears repeating is, some
value for health effects alone is a weak tool. A
complete display >f the costs, the impact, a complete
display of them, at least the off-site ones, is
something that wve have recommended. An ordesrly display
of the cost of early death, the costs of radiation
injury, th2 costs of latent cancer, the costs of
evacuation, the costs of interdiction of property, the
costs of cleanup, and so forth. Those are legitimate
ani reasonable costs, and they ought to appear in the
equation.

MR. OXRENT: I guess the ACRS agrees with you
in that area.

¥R. BERNEROs Yes. Staff has said that. Te
Commission, on the other hand, has hewn very tightly to
the health effects only.

MR. MARK: All right, and they are assuming no
evacuation, everyone stays outdoors and wvaits?

MR. OKRENT: Oh, n2, no, n92.

MR. BERNERO: No, no, no. The Commission is
silent on the subject. Now, in a risk analysis, one

normally d4’es a model of evacuation and a sensitivity
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analysis for everybody was confused, they stood outside
and got in the cloud, or everyone responded gquickly and
3ot out of th2 wiy. You find out what your uncertainty
is in the emergency response.

MR. MARK: But the newvw statement of the goal
says people in the vicinity, and I was told this morning
that means peopls within one mile of the site boundary.
They can all be 2vazuated with about a 99 percent
probability, and therefore there aren’'t any dcses
anywaye

MR. OKRENT: That is right.

MR. MARK: So the safety goals can be met by
just having a bunch of buses ready.

MR. OKRENT: That's crighte.

MR. SIESS¢ As long as it is not caused by an
earthquake.

MR. OKRENT: That's right.

MR. ERNST: I think staff would look closely,
ani this is part of the prescriptivanass of d2ing
PRA*s. I think you look closely at the assumptions.
However, whatever evacuation plan ydu might choose would

not affect the ALARA aspect of this.
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Not if you include propar d4amaga. £A33ain your
evacuation potential exists even up to 50 miles, and you
have lots >f time.

MR. MATTSON: If you listen to what we say
today about how w2 are planning to use the safety goal
and PRA in the na2xt two or three years, it is so generic
that you will not base this question on individual
site-sp2cific issues anyhow. You will find a generic
model for addressing all of the generic safety issues
you want t> considar in the course of those few years,
ani you won't have to fine tune the wcrk.

MR. MARK: But you can't talk about health
effects in a generic way. They are site specific. They
depend upon evacuation. The only thing you can do there
is somethinj analojous to or similar to release
quantities.

MR. BERNERO: One of the reasons for the staff
implementation plan being so heavily into core melt is
the most likely item of discussion in a case-specific
forum is core m2lt, system reliability, core melt
likelihood or core melt frequency.

MR, MARK: I perceivedi that when I read it. I
thought this is great, that is where we should have
startei.

MR. OKRENT: Questiosn U4 on page S.
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MR. ERNST: I think the answer to the first
part would be yes, if you evaluated a certain seguence
ani it looke2d lik2 it was a dominant sejuence ani that
propesed improvement would also improve other sequences,
yes.

MR. OKRENT: All right. Question 5.

MR. ERNST: Well, I had two notes down here,
both of which I guess you will have other guestions.

On2 is good QA, and the other is prescriptive guidance.
I think it is recognized that you can tak2 dominant
sequences and split them up enough so that you could
have enough letters after the sesgquence so that you coulid
make them non-dominant. I think the Staff would just
nave to b2 awar2 2f this possibility.

MR. OKRENT: It is not an unreal gquestion.

MR. ERNSTs That is true, but in the next
breath I think you would have to give the Staff analysts
crzdit that if th2y thought they saw a1 dominant sequence
or a bad sequence, they would be able to sharpen the
pencil the other way and figure out it was bigger than
i O 10-5.

MR. OKRENT: Question 6.

MR. ERNSTs I guess the answer is no,
certainly aot at this time. The 10-6. 10-7 really

is a screening kind of criterion rather than what we are
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talking about in the safaty goal. I wouldn't anticipate
any change at the present time.

R. MATTSON:; That doesn't mean there might
not be other scre2ning criteria invented while the
safety goal is under discussion. For example, in PTS
thare is aadther scre2niny criterion being discussed,
and the number that seems to be bandied about today is
10-5.

MR. OKRENT: For what?

MR. MATTSON: Pressure vass2l failure. When
you begin to look at plant-specific =--

MR. BERNEROs A crazk in the prassure vessel.

MR. MATTSON: I am not trying to tell you the
final answer on PIS today. I am trying to tell you that
although we say 13-6, 13-7 may not chang2 in the way
it is applied in the current standard reviawv plan, new
scre2eningy criteria being discussed today may be more
influenced by the safety goal. Whereas in the past they
night have been 10-6, 10-7, today they would
probably zome up somewhat because of the 10-“.

¥R. OKRENT: Now, that is an example of where
the contaiament criteriosn is relevant becausa you would
be talking about a scenario that would give you trouble

with a containment performance criteria, and it is, 1

think, well worth your while to be cautious in that
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MR. BERNERO: Thank goodness all PWR are in
relatively large containments, with a few exceptions.

MR. OKRENT: Well, but you had better know
what the likelihood is of different releases. You don't
ne2d seven catejories. Three categories are sufficient,
like SST-1, 2 and 3. Given the vessel failure, it seems
to me in adopting criteria and also what confidence you
have to have in the number, t> som2 extent this guestion
is raised with that in mind as well as other things.

MR. SPEIS: We had that in aind wvhen we talk
about numbers like that, simultaneously loocking at the
potential releas2 catzgories becaus2 it could be unique
categories because of the failure cof the vessel in some
pezuliar way. So we are thinking of that. We are
covering this type of thought.

¥R. SIESS: So the 10.5 on the scenario
vould';ot be an absolute. If that scenario did not lead
to a high release category, you might -- or is it not =--
back to question 4. You know, if one scenario
contributes more than 10 percent -- or is that 10
percent to tha risk, risk of core melt? Right. That
might be one percent of the risk to the public or it

might b2 40 par=2nt of the risk to the public or

something like that, depending on what release category
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MR. FRNST: I think you woull have to consider
thate I don't think the factor of 10 applies only to
core melt. You wdould have to consider the risk of the
sajuence,

MR. SIESS: The way it was stated, though, it
says core aelt frequency -- right? -- without regard to
the particular kind of melt.

MR. OKRENT: You know, ther2 ar2 some fairly
najor policy guestions related to this number you just
mentioned in connection with pressurized thermal shock,
and it is the sort of thing that when you arrive at a
jezision, in my opinion, it should be carefully
documented. The reasons given for why it is acceptable,
it should be well publicized, and I would provide ample
time.

MR. MATTSON: This wasn't an attempt to spring
a number 5n you s> you couldn't comment on it. The
people developing that decision aren't even here today.
It was an attempt not to5 bliniside you by answering
10 or 10-7 would cemain unchanged, that you would
keep seeing 13-6 or 10-7 on all the da2cisions the
Staff wvas making. You will not. You will see other
nuabers.

¥R, OKZENT: I have already seen other
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nunbers. I could 192k at the standard review plan for
aux feedwatar ani if I wvant to derive a nuxzber a little
bigger than 10—6. right?

MR. MATTSON: N5, that is suppos2ily based on
10-6.

MR. OKRENT: You can jet a littl2 bigger than
10 .

-5

Y¥R. SIESS: But 10 on a crack in the
vessel as compared to 10‘6 on an initiator, they are
not all that far apart, are they? I mean a crack in the
vessel doesn't necessarily mean a core melt.

MR. SPEIS: You can discriminate it, but wve
are talking about a crack that is supposedly with an RS,
but still there is a1 discrimination between that.

5 MR. SIES5:¢ But mor2 or less means what, goes
all the way arouni, 360 d=23re2s this way? That would be
1 core melt. I would buy that.

MR. SPEIS: Not alwvays.

MR. SIESS: I had it going circumferentially
across the vessel.

MR, BERNERO: Whichaver way the wveld goes.

MR. MATTSON: I think you are getting a long
way into this without the people who know about it being

here. I think you are probably making a record you don't

want.
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MR. OKRENT: I would also like to see how you
keap it c2>1.

Why don't we go on to the next guestions?

¥R, ERNST: Tha 10 percent discount factor is
supposed to be a real discount factor without any
inflation built in.

MR. OKRENT: Now, there is a paper by Stripp

which says that 4 par-ent 41iscount is the r2al discount

rate. Hava you seen that? It was done with NRC funding.

MR. ERNST: VYes, I have seen 4. As a matter
of fact, w2 will have shortly the first draft coming out
on prioritization of generic safety issues that uses S.
I don't tgink that 10 is hard and fast. I think the 10
came basically from our environmental kinfolk who have
be2n using 10 perzent in environmental statements. The
OME guidance is 10 percent. I do= 't know how hard and
fast w2 ar2 with that 10 percent.

KR. SIESS:s A 10 percent discount and a 5.4
parcent inflation.

MR. BEINERD: And there is also the issue of
whather on2 apolia2s 3 1iscount factdor to future health
effects bzcause on latent effects you cain make the
future vanish that wvay.

MR. OKRENT: I am aware of that. If the

Commission is going to discount future health effects at
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this rate or keep them at 4 percent, I am not sura why
they are going through all of the trouble they are on
high level waste storage.

MR. ERNST: The costs are discounted in this
proposal, not the benefits. The health effects are not
discounted at all.

MR. OKRENT:; But the economic costs would be?

¥%. EINST: Yes.

MR. OKRENT: But they end up being a trade-off
with health effects. If you try to reduce the health
effects, you can incur larger economic costs and
vice-versa. 355 I am not sure =--

YR. SIESS: Does that provide a regulatory
bias by discounting one and ndot the other?

MR. ERNST: It would provide some bias.

¥R. SIESS: In that direction.

MR. ERNST: It might be a factor of 2,
something like that, over a 30-year lifetime if ycu used
a 4 percent, 10 percent, something greater than that.

YR. OKRENT: So you are saying that the 10
parcent is something you are still thinking about?

MR. ERN3T: Well, it is in the paper. I anm
ju=t saying that in the paper we have coming out, we are
using S. The only reason 10 is there is the OME

guidance, and I am not sure whether it should stay there
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or not. I have n> strong feelings about it. Actually
personally I have some feeling that it should be lowver.
I don't think that represents the tru2 expa2cta2d return
on money nowadays.

¥R. OKRENT: Why don't we go on.

MR. ERNST: Whose PRA results have we used? I
don't know, do you?

MR. SIESS: I thought it was obvious you used
the Staff's.

MR. ERNST: We will use yours.

[Laughtar.)

¥R. UKRENT: It is a fairly essential question.

MR. SIESSs There is quite a range there
between the Staff and et cetera.

MR. MATISON: If that becomas a source of
unwarranted burden, everyone will abandon PRA and safety
goals as an appr2ach to rejulation. If it isn't a
source of difficulty, people will do it.

MR. SIESSs Roger, if you made a PRA right now
and industry made one independently of NRC, how much do
you think you would diffec?

¥R. KATTSON: We2ll, the only test I have that
is currant is Indian Point. They mads one and our
contractor made one, and I don't know -- I know what our

contractor did superficially and I know what the Indian
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Point folks did, and I guess at the moment T believe the

Indian Point people more than the contractor.

MR. SIESS: How much 1id thay differ?

MR. MATTSON: A factor of 4 on final.

MR. SIESS: Were they independent in the NRC
use of the word?

¥R. MATISONs: Now you are over my head. I
have to turn to someone else.

MR. E8NSTs I don't think the contractor went
in and second gu2ssed the systems analysis work.

MR. BERNERO: Excuss me. ToOo my knowledose, the
first benchmark w2 have of independent PRAs is Browns
Ferry vhere the Staff/contractor PRA is now published
and the industry owner PRA is soon to be published, and
that is thes Browns Ferry plant where we did an IREP
study, internal events only, simultaneocusly with the
swner and nis contractor 1oing a Pickard lLowe
Gerrick =-- whatever it is -- internal plus external
event, and that is the first benchmark where we have -~

MR. SIE3S: Do you have it or you will have it?

MR. BERNEROs: W2 have ours out. They haven't
come out with their publication but they have been kept
separate to> be iniependent. They are also diverse in

methodology.

MR. SIESS: Can you separate the internal
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avants in theirs for comparison?

MR. BERNERO: Yes. Traditionally ve expect we
will be able to because the Pickard, Lcwe and Cerrick
reports so far published make it easy to separate the
avants.

¥R. SIESSs Suppose NRDC d4id one. Do you have
any id=2a, #oulil that b2 as clos=2? Of course, they would
probably have to get someone to dec it.

MR. BERNERO: The closest we have come to a
public interest jroup doing one is selected scenario
calculations or consequence analyses that have
dccasionally come upe. Theré is no sijn w2 have ever
seen of a full-scale PRA.

MR, MATISON: But lat’s say that we aren't
doing plant-specific ones because that doesn't seem the
¥ay we ar2 heade2d. We are not doing licensing case
PRA. Instead, we concentrate on generic PRAs to make
generic decisions somehow. I am not sure what a generic
PRA is.

MR. SIESS: 1Independent of safety goals.

YR. MATISON: But we published one and used it
as a basis to issue a new requirement. It goes out for
public comment, and the AIF publishes one that says wve
should do less. And the Union of Concerned Scientists

publish2s 2ne ani says w#we should 315 more. Do2sn’t that
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difference of opinion and range of uncertainties help
you undarstani what the things are that you should
concentrate on in making the decision? You don't rely
on any of them in making the decisicn.

MR. SIESS: You are separating PRAs now from
safety goals completely.

MR. MATISON: I am? Why?

MR. SIESS: Well, in a safety goal I have a
number to meet, and the fact that someone is higher than
I and somedne lowver doesn't help me decide whether I
me2t the naabar.

SR. MATTSON: But I lock at the scurces of the
iiffer2nc2s, mak2 J2cisions whethar I 40 or don't.

MR. SIESS: You are answering the guestion
assentially as I 1id. You us2 the Staff's rate.

MR. MATTSON: Not if the Staff made a mistake
and someon2 point24 it out.

MR. SIESS: I am not talking about a mistake.
How much 1i1 the Indian Point surveys diff2r in terms of
certainties?

MR. BERNERO: They aren't different PRAs.

Nhat they are is the owner did an extensive PRA and the
Staff and its contractor up-raised that PRA and came up
with alternate figures by way of incorporating

corrections they deemed necessarye.
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MR. SIESS: Was ther2 any alternate figures on
the uncertainty level?

MR. EERNERO: I don°'t knowe I 3idn°'t read
tha‘. much of the report.

MR. SPEIS: Supposeily they cam2 up with best
estimate figures, not certainties, whatever that means.
Let me giv2 you an example. For hurricanes, the Staff
versus Indian Point differed by a factor of 20 on
hurricanes. Overall it i- a factor of 3, both internal
anl external, for Indian Point 2. There are numbers all
dver the place. The bottom line doesn't seem that much
differsnt between what Indian Point d4id and Sandia did.

¥R. SIESS: The external events will be a big
source of difference, and if they dominate, they would
affect the bottom line.

MR. MATTSON: Ch2t, if you are interested in
understanding differing points of view as you go about
13aking up your miad 2n some ra2quirsment, then you don't
vant the PRAs and the analysis to necessarily agree.

You want differiny viewpoints. You want to be able to
examine th2 uncertainty as measured by different
interpretations of the same informatiocn. Why do we want
them to all come out the same?

MR. OKRENT: T deon't think there is a

suggestion that we 20 want them all t5> com2 out the same.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

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



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

MR. SIESSs The guestion was which one do you
gse when they don't?

fR. MATTSON: The one you believe.

MR+ BERINERD: The on2 you trust.

MR. SIESS:¢ O©6h, that puts me on the syot. I
don't believe any of thenm.

[Laughter.]

MR. ERNST: I guess in a half-kilding way I
have said sometimes we will believe the Staff numbers on
risk and the industry numbers on cost, and the ALARA
ought to come out pretty close.

[Laughtar.]

MR. OKRENT: Let's 30 on to item 2.

MR. ERNSTs Just thoughts of the top of the
head. There is a QA =-- maybe quality assurance isn't
th2 proper word, ani I forgot what the right vord is --
in the PRA manual, but that is part of it. I think
there clearly will be industry interface to ccmment on
vhatever we do, and our contractors to comment on
whatever the industry does. I would anticipate that any
NER-sponsocred revisws would b2 given a QA review by
Research -- stop me if I am wrong -- and eventually it
has to go for some kind of decisional process.

As I best understani EDO's position right now,

hovever it comes out, we don‘'t know, but the EDO's
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position is befor2 you take any action on the basis of a
PRA and safety goal of any substance, anywiay, it would
come to the Commission®s attention for guidance.

¥R. SIE3SS: Oh, boy.

¥R. OKRENT: If I were to think back to
WASH-1400, which I will call a Staff documa2nt or a Staff
PRA, and if I try to think of the comments that came in
from industry, I think they tended to lie on one side of
the spectrum 2f comments. I don't think you got many,
if any, fcrom iniustry that wer2 like the kind youv got,
let's say, from the American Physical Society on the
first 4dcaft or you esvan got from the UCLAR on seismic and
so forth.

What I am getting at is the following. If the
only peers that raview it are the industry, you will jet
a valuable set of comments but it will be only half, and
if there is no mechanism for getting the other half, you
will have had an imbalance in the peer review, and T
suggest you think on that.

MR. SIESS: But you will know which half it is.

MR. OKRENT: You will know which half,

MR. ERNST: Again, that emphasizes the point.
I ion't know how you 1o it in the plan. It probably
isn't that large. But perhaps we should really pay more

heed to what comes o2ut of the PRAs in the way of
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segjuences in comparison to past ra2sults, with a little
less emphasis on the bottom line.

MR. OKRENT: I use th2 t2rm "PRA"™ or sometimes
I change it and say "reliability analysis" to mean
things in addition to the full-scope PRA, anl the Staff
fraquently has informed and will frequently have this
kind of mini-PPA or reliability analysis done for it,
and it seems to m2 you need to have a process set up for
providing the appropriate review of it. Sometimes it
io2sn't taka too auch.

If I think of what was done for the SEP
plants, th2 way it was used, it was only
semi-qu;ntitative. at best, so it didn't take tco much.
On the other hand, if we are hinging a lot on the
calculation =-- for example, Sandia was doing on filtered
vented containment but they didn't include external
events =-- it would have been a major oversight, let's
say, to have arrived at the conclusion without the
benefit of a critigue. But this could be changed
ralically by 2xtzrnal evants, okay?

¥KR. MATTSON: But would you suggest that the
implementation plan for safety ought t> be so
prascriptive as t> get clear iown into the mix of people
involved in a peer review? Isn't that kind of standard

knowledge if you are going for a peer reviesw, to get the
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right mix?

MR. OKRENT: No, T would say that the word
"peer review" is ill defined now. It is used loosely.

MR. MATTSON: Do you think it is possible to
agree on all of those details in the implementation plan?

MR. OKRENTs: No. Right now it is hard to find
in the implemenation plan a statement that the Staff
#il1l accomplish or will try t> accomplish some kind of
iniepenient review or whatever it is and a process will
be set up which is commensurate with the importance of
what it is being reviewed. I 3don't think you will find
that statement.

MR. MATISON: It is hard to argue that that
specific statement shouldn®t be in there or even
elaborated on wien you look at one.

BR. OKRENT: But it is not in there, I don't
think.

YR. MATTSON: Probably not, but in trying to
unierstani the j2neral thrust of your comments on this
so I can understand some of your comments on 82-1A too,
you say it has a2 short paragraph, the implementation
plan, on the process, and nov I am bejinnij to
understand more what you mean by that. These are very
specific 2xamplas of what might b2 involved in how you

review and use the various pieces of the safety gocal
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decision process, marching it through the agency up to
tha ultimate decision-maker, who has what 1ays for
zomment ani who sends what memo to whom and what element
of the Staff --

YR. OKRENTs: I think the process in the end is
the way i which you are going to apply it and the wvay
in which it is going to be used by the outsidz and so
fo-th, and really it warrants thought.

dne othar comment in that area. I zan easily
foresee a two-year trial period where hardly any of what

I will =3all th2 hari problems were tested.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

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

202




10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

As son25n2 2arlier said, we will be looking at

generic problems where it will not be too crucial to
have very 35od nuanbers and so forth. I think there are
going t> be som2 jeneric problems which exactly fit that
category. But if you restrict yourself to that kind cf
problem, you will not really have tasted PRAs in the
street, as it were, and you will have done a disservice,
in effect, to the whole thing because it will only be
after the 2 years that the gory issues come up.

MR. SIESS: I think it is very important that
you commit yourself at least to establishing the
credibility of the process of the PRA. And I guess when
you think about credibility, you have got to think about
credibility to whom. There is the public, which I think
is probably the main target. There may be as the public
-- although it represents them, there are public
interest groups whd may or may not represent the public,
and I think you may even have problems with the
Commission or some fraction of thenm.

So that how you establish credibility for that
2-year period, unless it is factored into it, may not
get you anywhere.

MR. OKRENT: Do2s that h2lp clarify what we
are getting at?

MR, EENST: (Nods affirmatively.)
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MR. MARKX: There is reference in the
implementation plan to reguire PRAs presumably done by
the applicant undar circumstances of high-population
sites which are not in this document defined. If you
just leave them and say, here is my PRA, do not assess
it, or get it ass2scei, or have a mechanism for it, it
may be the kind of thing you are used to seeing from the
applicant, lo2k, I 10 not want to follow this up, but
thzre is 2 need for some statement in here as to there
is a means and we will use it to ectablish the
credibility or somnethinge.

MR. OKRENT: We are at the top of page 6, I
supnose.

MR. ERNSTs The fifth quastion, T guess the
answer is, namber one, it is not beiny required, it not
proposed to> be, and the present EDO position 1s that it
would not be in the licensing process unless carefully
supervised by the Commission.

MR. OKRENT: So it is expected that unless the
Commission so rul2d, the PRAs not only would not be used
by th Staff but reports ~ould not bring them in either,
as it w=2r2, b2caus2 th2 rules of the Tommission would
say othervise?

MR. MATTSON: There are practical gquestions

one might ask, given this is the recommendation cf the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

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



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

205

EDO, like, what 15 you 152 about those boaris who have
already asked for the results and broucht them into the
hearint process, does the CTommission talk to those
boards and tell them to stop that or use them in
particular ways? Because there are exumples when that
is going on. There are other erxamples of where the
Commission is fairly well in control 2f what they wvant
the board to> do.

YR. ERNST: I am not so sur2 how that sorts
osout., I am not a lawywer, but I do not think a policy
statement has the force of law. It could guide the
board and it could guide the Staff. But an intervenor
== I am just postulating now =-- an intervenor or
lizensee could bring a PRA in and make a substantive
argument under our rulecs.

YR. SIESS:s As I think a lawyer told us this
mocning, aanyone can sue you on arything.,.

SR. ERN3Ts: The Action Plan wvas reviewed by
the legal departmant, ani we 1id get a3 legal sign-off.

HR. OKRENT: Okay. 7.

MR. FENST: To never hava? That is a long
time. I think what we are talking about is a 2-year
trial pericsd, what happens after a 2-year trial period I
think is a separate gquestion.

MR. OKRENT: The INREP program, now.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY M
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MR. SIESS: Dave, how many plants are in that
sategory?

YR. OKRENT: Have we seen a paper, by the way,
in which th2re is a d2finition of what the INREP program
would be accordiny to the Staff's recommendation? I anm
trying to recall whether T have seen it and forgotten
it, should have s2:n ite.

MR. BERNERO: It was suppressed, Dave.

(Laughter.)

MR. ERNST: It would have been nice to have
seen it, but you have not.

ME  OKRENT: Okay.

YR. MATISON: And neither have the rest of us.

MR. ERNST: And alss> it would be nice to see,
but I have not either.

(Laughter.)

I think the current schedul2 for some kind of
an interim paper is in the order of the fall or some
time.

YR. OKRENT: Is there an INREP guide as to
wh:t will be includizd in it?

MR. ERNSTs Thare has been a draft of an INREP
guide, whizh we have revievwed. Aziain, it is anticipated
to have a iraft juide out on the street by toward the

end of this fiscal year or early next fiscal year.

ALDERSON FEPORTING COMPA,Y, INC

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

206



10

"

13

14

16

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR. MATTSON: I do not think you should attach

any connection between the way this is being decoupled
from the safety goals. There is nothing nefarious

afoot. It was decided it would really complicate the
safaty 323l to tcy to 32t an TINREP decision in there.

It would also complicate 82-1A to get an INREP decision
in there. Besides, they were being slow in their
specifications anyhow. So they have just been decoupled.

HRe SIESS: The INREP guide you mentioned, is
that the guide that came out in a loose! 2af form for
some meeting you vere having?

MR. MATISON: No.

MR. SIESS: What was that?

MR. OKRENT: That was an IREP -- I am sorry,
IEEE.

“Re SIESS: Noj; I have a biz blue res3.

MR. BERNEROs: There is a two-volume
NUREG/CR-2300 entitled "PRA Procedurecs Guide.™ It came
out under the IEEE NAS forum.

YR+ SIESS: Noj; I got a blue thing. It is one
volume. It has the holss punch24 in it. And it was
issued for zomment prior to the second meeting on INREP.

MPR. BERNERO: NUREG-2300.

Y8. SIESS: You said twd volumes.

MR. BERNERO: You could fit it into one big
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binder, but it actually came in two parts. There is
also a NUREG/CR called the "IREP Procedures Cuide,” if
you were 32ing to do another IREP, here is how you
should do it. And then there is what Mel is talking
about, the INREP Procedures Guide, which would
synthesize from those, what prescription for an INREP
PRA thare should be. There ware three different things
there.

MR. OKRENT: Let us see, vhile we ae on the
subject, l2t me issue a request that when it is
practical we get a copy of a draft "INREP Procedures
Guide,”™ ani1 als> what your plan is for INREP in time so
that if the committee wants to make comments, it can
before you have made perpetual plans.

MR. SIESS: Before you cast it in concrete.

MR. ERNSTs Yes. Clearly, the first step in
our procedures is to get through CRGR and then after
RRAL  we

Y¥R. SIESS: After that, the ACRS is easy.

MR. OKRENT: And while I am asking, I was Jjust
vondering, have ve gotten from the Staff copies of all
2>f the 4documents they had recsived with regard to -~

MR. BERNERD: It is my understanding you are
separat2ly jettiny from international programs copies ve

are getting; that is, the preconstruction safety report,
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th2 desiyn raport, the statema2nt of of cas2, the nuclear
inspector. There is a whole catalog of things.,

MR. OKRENT: Would it be fair for me to ask
that you check with Dr. Griesmeyer to see if what you
have is what we have?

MR. BERNERO: All right.

MR. OKRENT: And if not, we can get copies
from you.

MR, BERNERO: The only thing we are lacking
now is the main PRA analysis and two ~ripheral reports.

MR. OKRENT: The Westinghouse report?

KR. BERNERO: Yes. It is not in yet. I was
assuréi this morning it is on the track or something.

MK. OKRENT: Maybe you could check with Dr.
Sriesmeyer this week.

MR. ERNST: The first question under "Other
Specific Issues,” I think it has probably been answerad
during the day, but clearly, Staff already has CRGR and
its guidance of the implemesntation plan. Neither the
implementation plan or the safety goal imposes new
regquirements or new processes. 1 think that is the
simple answer.

Item S on page 7 =-- oh, that is the 10.5
sejuence 1iscussion. I read item 5 on page 7, and I 1o

not see =-- maybe I need more explanation of how that
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3ijht prejudzzs th2 outcom2. T think it might establish
some general ground rules for considering severe

accident. But since basically, severe accident is -- at
l2ast one part of it is -- aimed at standardized plants,

-S

tha 10 sagu2nz2, it would not apply to thate.

w
i

MR. OKRENT: Let me see, let me try to
reconstruct what zcould be int2ndel by the juestion. On
page 7 it says: “The ALAEKA principle will be followed
for any future aijitional risk reiuction m=2asures
considered for newv plants; however, further
risk~reduction design measures beyond those alrealy
approved will not be required for operating plants if
thare is r2asonable confidence the design objectives
have been met.”

Now, let us leave the rest of it aside. Then
let us rer2ad the guestion. Does item 5 prejudge the
outcome of any severe-accident rulemaking? Might there
not be a 12fens2-in-12pth basis for a philosophical
iecision that cperating licenses should include
containment as practical and not too cost-ineffective,
consideringy all of th2 uncertiaintias 2ven if the design
objectives have been met, particularly when they are to
be met by mnedian valuas of an incomplete PRA.

Does that mike sense now?

HR. ERNST: I should let Roger answer, because
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you have two parts: the OR operating reactors and the
standardiz2d plants. But I think an overlay on this
thing is I do not think the safety ¢coal should preempt
anything. It is a1gain another consideration.

MR . BERYEROs: Yes. Perhaps if I “se an
illustrative 2xampla of what we would expect as a
possible, not necessarily the outcome, but a possible
outcome of severe-accident considerations. Laying out
generic PRAs -- that is, surr>3ate plant PRAs --
suitably analyzed to be reasonable surrogates for
classes of plants, you zould look at large dry
containments anl numerically calculate that you are
below safety-goal levels; in other words, that the plant
is safe endsughe.

Then the Staff might look at that display and
say, when I calculate the cost-effectivenss of the
filtered-vant containmnent system, I come out below the
line, not far below the line, but below the line,
acceptable; however, I have substanti2l uncertainty in
ths following areas, and enumerate some of the
common-cause failures that haunt us, such as sabotage,
seismic, wind, and they have the characteristic of
substantially increasiny the likelihood of slow
overpressure failure of containment for which a

filter2i-vant =-2ntainmnsnt system has unigue benefit.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

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



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

212

Fhe Staff in those circumstances might
conclude, and recommend to the Commission as part of a
severe-accident ruale, that in order t> 123l with the
iemonstrated value 2t this containment cystem or
containment system addition and its potential of
reducing other 2svents for which wve do not hav2 goeod
anialyses, 10 not have good probabilities, that we
recommend that as a matter of rule or policy we
incorporate this feature in all such containments.

YR+ OKRENT: And you would say that what you
have just indicata2d, it would not be in contradiction to
the first two sentences on paragraph 5?

MR. BERNEROs No. I think if you go back there
it used ths expressions "uncertainties and other
factors” -- I cannot remember the words.

MR. OKRENT: It says, "However, further
risk-reduction 4e2s3ign measures beyond those already
improved will not be reguired for operatiny plants if
there is r2asonable confidence the design objectives
have been met."”

MR. BERNERO: Yes. "Reasonable confidence.”
If one says, I was r=2asonably confident of this simple
numerical calculation, I would go home happy.

MR. MATISON: There is an inverse to that.

And that is, the plant that does not meet the safety
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32al, lik2 a lot will not on first blush, what 82-1A
says is tha2re are n2t any big-ticket items for making
plants come into conforeance with safety goals.

There are desijn or operational nuances that
can bring them into conformance. You see that happening
in the Indian Point decision making by tha Staff today.
It comes in in excess of 10—“. What are the reasons
it comes in in excess? Well, maybe the dirt is not
plowed the right way outside of containment.

Maybe it ought to meet Appendix R a little
faster, and 1o and behold, it meets the safety goal.
Well, that costs them money. That costs several
millions d51lars, let us say. Was it right to have
spent the money in prevention fixes of that sort,
presuming that the PRA wvas complete and you really knew
all of the2 things you n22ded to do to come into true
conformance with the safety goal?

Or woull it b2 a better judgment to ;ay, gee,
those are some examples, I bet there are some others T
have not thought of; I will spend that money on a
filtered vant because they all seem to be sources of
slov overpressure vescel failure in the containment.

Those acr2 hariar choices to make. It is human
nature to jump to the guick fix and presume it is

conpletea. I 40 nd>t know how the implementaticn plan is.
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MR. OKRENT: Ar2 th2re other guestions for HNr.
Ernst on the draft actiosn plan for implementation at
this tine?

(Ko response.)

MR. CKRENT: I guess not. We have two
alternatives now. We are supposed to meet for what I
hope is not too 1lon3y with somz representatives from the
Staff. PFut I would propose w2 do that at the end of the
day. Whenever we do, it would be in closed session. We
414 not go through the entire list of guestions with
Roger. We could do that, though in principle tomorrow
ve meet with th2 full committee.

MR. MATTSON: It would be a lot easier to do
todzy bescause a number of these things have already been
talked about. And to make the record complete, we could
just refer to where they have been talked about
othervise. The whole thing on the containment
criterion, I think we have already answvered.

MR. OKRENT: Would you like to try to go
through these gquickly today?

MR. MATTSON: I would.

MR. OKRENT: Let us start and see how the
subcommittae bears up.

MR. MATTSON: I am referring to your

Fraley-to-Dircks memorandum of August 26, 1982. It is
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four pages long and has 15 questions on it.

MR. OKRENT: And I guess you inharited a view
from someone else's?

MR. MATISON: I do have those marked. If you
remember when we get there, I will go through those.

MR. OKRENTs: All right.

HR. MATTSON: You say we are drawing important
conclusions as to the existing level of risk compared to
some set of assumed safety goals. And then you say ve
ar2 drawiny conclusions, important conclusions, about
ths efficacy of existing containments and the
benefit-cost efficacy of various possible design
inprovements. Th2n you 3o on t> ask is there a detailed
backup and so forth. Let me break it into two pieces.

We are trying to drav a planning conclusion,
not a final conclusion, but a planning conclusion, about
the existing level of risk. Now, there are probaltly a
lot of ways to state that. Let me try to paraphrase in
a little lass formal language what I think we are saying
in 82-1A.

We are saying, insofar as ve know how to do
generically to>day ope2rating r2actors are siafe enough
pending the outcome of further research on severe
accidents. Given what we know today, we do not know

anything t> reguire generically of operating reactors
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for accidents beyond the desijgn basis.

Now, in individual PRAs, like Indian Point, we
may find things we may want them to do. But
Jenerically, in the savere-accident rulemaking context,
they are as safe as we know how to make them ~-- I am
sorry, they are as safe as they need to be today, aiven
our understandiing of the currant technology. That is a
planning assumption. That is how we will conduct
ourselves for the next 2 years while we go about
assimilating information from individual PRAs,
individual licensing actions, and several large
programs, sne IDCOR and the other our own research
program.

It is a planning conclusion, not a final
conclusion. We say over and over it is not a final
conclusion. We o2ance contemplated making it a final
conclusion, and everyone said, and ve agreed, you cannot
make it a final conclusion yet, you have not written a
technical basis for it. The research is not in. And
that is true. So it is not a final conclasion.

MR. OKRENT: 1Is it a planning assumption or a
tentative conclusion? Those are not the same to me.

MR. MATTSON: They are the same to me. Which
4o2ld you rather call it?

MR. OKRENT: As it is worded, it sounds like a
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tentative conclusion. If you said, this is a planning

assumption -~

MR. MATITSON: I am willing t> call it a
planning assumption if those are better words for you.

MR. BERNERO: A prognosis?

MR. SIESS: A hope?

MR. MATISON: That is more like "tentative
conclusion”™ to me. That is a little stronger. A
planning assumption is what I m2an by it.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I guess, in fact, our
2xperianz2 has b22n that 2ach time a PRA is done, more
often than not we find something that tends to go
against the conclusion in the sense that there are
things that are iaportant enough to be fixead.

¥R. MATTSON: Not generically. On that plant.

YR« OKRENT: I do not know what this term "not
generically"” means. Yes, "on that plant,”™ but it is
only individual plants that cause risk. It is not
Jeneric plants that are unreal.

MR. MATTSON: My statement is wrong. There
are some times generic implications for these things.

YR. OKRENT: There are generic implications
for many individual plant findings.

8ut I will repeat, 2ach time we 120k at a

plant there are so>me things, in fact, usually there are
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sone thinys fix21 in the procass of doing the PRA. I
vonder if there have been any PRAs that do not fall in
that category. And then there are some things you want
to look at hard in addition to the things included in
the PRA which are unresolved issues; they are issues but
labeled "unresolvad.”

I myself do not know how the Staff can arrive
at any I will use the t2rm "guantitative juigment™ on
risk. I think the Staff and the committee have been
saying we think these plants can be operated without
undue risks to th2 public, vhatever that m2ans. But we
ar2 moving into a somevhat different era, and you are
n’kinq statements now not in the old context, it seems
to me, but in a new context, and I guess I find that
these are, in fact, really strong tentative conclusions.

Some of them have already been put in a bit of
disarray, like whether or not when you include external
avants, sone features are useful. For example, there is
an implication here that for large containments filter
vents are a5t vary useful. For external events they may
be, and in some othe: events they may be.

So I must say I have a rather strong problenm,
speaking 231ly for mys21f, with th2 way this thing is

wvorded and the tentative conclusion drawn here.
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If T anierstani your woris, you wouldn't
disagree with a planning assuaption that says for now
there is no undue risk to public health and safety by
not making decisioncs on severe accident measures until
more information is available.

MR. OKRENT: I guess the Commission has
proposed the schedule, which I think, if they vere to
follow through, might 1231 to decisionmaking in '84,
maybe early °'84, If in fact they are going to act on
that kind 2f time scale, I would myself say that seenms
to be an acceptable time scale in which to do it.

But in reading 82-1A, there is a suggestion
that upgraiing th2 plants might not b2 looked at in this
context.

MR. MATTSON: How can you? Where?

MR. OKRENT: Where do you get the flavor of
that, operating plarts would be looked at and a decision
will de made? The flavor I get is that they are all
okay.

MR. OKRENT: Maybe it is a misca2ading.

MR. MATISON: That is the intent of the words
in section 7, beginning on page 12, entitled “"Further
Research »a Accidsnts.” As you go along, it is supposed
to lay out a decisionmaking process based upon the

research sn severe accidents coupled to the things that
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:ome in from IDCJO3, giving some prognosis about how we
think they are going to go, and then alluding to a final
cta2julatory 1e2c-ision on savere accidents tarjeted for
early 1984,

That's final decisions on operating reactors.
It doesn't say "operating reactors,”™ I will jrant you.
"The Commission has considered the question of whether
an additional rejulation shoull b2 issued at this time
to require more capability to mitigats the consequences
of severe accidents in operating reactors and plants
under constructisn. Although there are larje progranms
preseutly ongoing which will provide information related
to this guasstion. They have not yet producedl
significant insight.”

MR. SPEIS: What page is that?

MR. MATTSON: That is on page 17,

R. SPEISs The last paragraph there.

MR. BENDERs 1Is IDCOR doing everything that
needs to be done?

MR. MATTSON: No, I don't believe so. They
are not doing any experiments or any fundamental model
development.

MR. BENDER: If I re2ad that literally, they
are doing what needs to be done.

MR. MATTSON: They are do9inj what they think
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ne2ds to be done in their judgment.

MR. BENDER: What ab-at your judgment? When
will you make a decision about what else should be
ione?

Y¥R. MATTSON: We promise in this policy
statem2nt 2arcly ‘B4,

¥R. BENDER: And thereafter what happens?

ME. MATTSON: In the research program?

MR. BENDER: In '84 you are going to decide
what else neeis t> be don2?

SR. MATTSON: VYes.

MR. BENDERs: And then what happ2ns?

MR. FATISON: Here we go, at the bottom of
pajge 20.

MR. BENDER: I don't have it.

MR. MATTSON: I'm sorry, let me come back to
your guestion. Th2 Commission will conduct an annual
reviev. It goes on to say, the Commission expects to
conduct its annual review twice, the first in the sprinzs
of '82, the second one year later, finally resolving
this matter for operating plants and plants under
sonstru=tiosn by mid-1984.,

Now, your question was, where does it say we
are going to decide the issue for operating plants, and

ny answer is right there.
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MR. OKRENT: Yes, but the flavor of the thing,
the whole flavor is that you have a basis for concluding
for the operating plants that there may be no need, or
at the mom2nt ynu see no need for improvement. And by
mid-1984 you will not have good PRA's on most cof the
Jparating plants.

So I am not sure on what basis you will know
in fact what the risk level will be for the operating
plants. T don't know how well you will have 2valuated
containment performance for some of the operating
plants. You may d2 in the early round of looking at
that by than, and --

MR. MATTSON: Your statements aren't right.

YR. OKRENT: Correct me.

MR. MATTSON: I will have better and better
PRA*'s. 1Indian Point and Zion are better than those that
preceded them.

¥R. OKRENT: I saiq you w#2n't have thes for
most of thes operatiug plantse.

MR. MAI"SON: Bat I will have tham for
representativz: oparating plants. There are
representative plants in the research program. There
are representicive plants in the IDCOR program. There
ar2 othar plants that ar2 doing PRA's as part of the

industry-sponsored work ocutside of IDCOR. And I will
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have pett~r, not the best ever, but better PPA's in 1584
than I 40 today, and I will have research results of a
specified nature.

MR. OKRENT: Let's look at what you will have
by 1984 if you follow your own plan, if and when you get
the INREP plan goinge.

MR. MATTSON: I wvon't have anything from INREP
in '84. This couats on nothing from INREP.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I must say I would be
reluctant to assume that the PRA's that have been done
assess the risks for all of the individual plants or
that you haven't -- you will not have fallen into, not
an identical but a similar problem to that which
WASH-1400 3id when -~

MR. MATISON: My knowledge will be incomplete
in *84, but it will b2 batter than tolay. And if I put
tha right thinags in the research program to anticipate
that industry will leave things out, like they did at
Indian Point, Zion, and other plants before them, I can
influence how well I fill in those gaps in knowledge
between now and ‘84,

But none of us expect it to be a perfect state
of knowledge. But the goal is to have a sufficient
state of knowledjy2 to maka final decisions on severe

accident measures. That is the drum we are trying to
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beat to get everyboiy marzhiny to the same step. Here
is the goal, here is the time you are supposed to finish
your program, Tell us what the ansver is. Whatever you
need to know between now and then, tell us nov so we can
spend the money to get it.

Those of you who review what we think we need
to> know by then, what have we left out. That is all
this is trying t»> say. Schedule a time fcr making a
dacision.

People said in the first version wve left out
oparating reactors, so we said, all right, wve will
adiress it, we will do operating reactors. Here's the
process, here's the schedule. We'll couple it to the
research program by specifyiny the guestions for which
there are no answars, that ve need ansvers t> by '84,

MR. OKRENT: The bulk of the research program
hasn't changed, unless it's in this latest draft
report. W2 havae not yet received the latest report that
vas mentioned on severe acclidents.

I don*'t wvant to belabor this any more. Maybe
¥r. Benisr will.

MR. BENDER: Can I pursue the point I wvas
trying to make 2arclier?

¥R. MATISON: Please.

MR. BENDER: In 1984 you will have the IDCOCR
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information.

MR. MATTSON: '83, actually.

MR. BENDER: Well, whenever. And at that time
you will do what, decide whether there is addi’ .onal
experimental work t> be 4one?

MR. MATTSON: No.

MR. BASSETT:s If I could respond to that, the
IDCOR report will be in in less than a year from now,
next Julye.

MR. MATTSON: The idea is, the IDCOFR program
ani our research program will be measuring how safe are
our existing plants. They will also be looking at ways
t> increas2 the safaty, Jiven an understanding ¢f what
the dominant contributors of risk are for the various
classes of plant -- how would you fix the dominant
contributor in this class, that class, ani the other
cliss.

They ar2 also looking at the cost of those
things. Simultaneously, the Commission is moving
forward with a safety goal. Somehow they are going to
t2ll us, how safes must they be.

MR. BENDER: Heold off for a moment. Let's
just stop with what IDCOR is 1oin3y ani what you are. I
asked the guestion earlier. Maybe you didn't respond

th2 way yo>u intani21 to. You said you weren't sure that
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IDCOR was doing all that needed to be done and you
wouldn®t kanow until they got done what else you needed
them to do.

#R. MATTSON: Let me try to put more meat on
those bones.

MR. BENDER: All :ight.

¥MR. MATISON: We meeot with IDCOR. We meet
with them 2very couple of months at a management level
for coordisating the programs. We ar2 me2ting with thenm
in technical forums to discuss technical areas of mutual
interest.

IDCOR has a very siaple approach. They take
four typical reactors and they look at the risk from
those four reactors, and I don't know whether they look
for alternative wvays to reduce those risks or not.

MR. BERNERO: They claim thay will. They
haven't yet.

MR. MATTSON: That's essentially the same
approach we will be taking in the research progranm
between now and ‘84,

YR. BENDER: The PRA part of the research
program.

MR. MATTSON: Yos. W21l, but th2 PRA part of
the research program is the funnel into which all

information floss. If the PRA people say, I anm
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uncertain about how the debris bed is cooled or hcow the
hydrogen burn affacts containment or how penetrations
f£3ail or absut how radisnuclides move and those are
important uncertainties that have to be removed before I
can mak2 any 32cision on the basis of this PRA, then
elsewvhere in the research program they put that item

in.

YR. BENDER: AR1ll right. I am with you so
far.

MR. MATISON: IDCOR isn't sponscring any basic
re2searche. They ac2 3%in3 with today's understaading of
iebris bed coolability, containment responcse, gas
explosions, whatever, and attempting to do the analysis,
with whatever uncertainty that yiells, to say what the
current state of risk is from four typical plants,
typical of all sp2ratinjy plants.

Now, I may have overstated something earlier
when I saii they are going with a predilection that
current safety levels can be justifiei. I don't mean to
imply that if they show through legitimate analysis that
there are problems of a specific nature that they won't
bring them forward. Of course they will. But I would
be more inclined to think that the IDCCK program will
show what they think is an accentable leva2l of safety in

existing plants.
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MR, BENDER: Now, your program complements
that program?

MR. BERNERO: To a very great extent, we are
in parallel. We are doing more. We are spending more
money. We have more resources in our pragram. We do
have substantial physical research to validate, if you
can use that term, to validate the risk codes. We are
lookirg at all of the PRA's, and in particular we have
started out with the reactor safety study and the four
risk plants. We started out with six plants.

MR. MATISON: But h2 has big things in there
>f a funianental nature, like source term, the whole
source term program between now and ‘84,

MR. BERNERO: Just as one example, the IDCOR
program, because of a shortage of resources, chose to
jevelop an alternate code to MARCH, but not an alternate
to MATADOR. They are just waiting for MATADOR to use it
along with their MAP code, which is an alternate of the
MARCH c212.

MR. BENDER: That's okay. I am just trying to
get some kind of logic into this thiny without going
into a lot of details.

MR. BERNERO: Okay.

MR, BENDER: Given the twvo programs parallel

ea~h other and praobably complement each oth2r to some
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. 1 degree, thay will come togeth=sr at some point, which

N

right now is the 2nd of next year or =--

. 3 MR. BERNERO: The end of next year.

4 YR. BENDER: And you will be prepared to make
5 some decisions at that time.

8 MR. BERNERO: VYes.

7 MR. MATTSON: We will then proceed to =-- let

8 =me think 5ut loui -- write a report that says, IDCOR

9 tells us that the risk is X and that wvays to reduce that
10 risk are A, B and {, ani their costs ar2 s> much per
11 alternative, and recommendations are. Our own research
12 t2lls us that the risk is, and wvays to reiuce that risk
13 are, and their costs are.

14 In parallel there is a safety goal that tells
15 us where our aiming point should be.

16 ¥R. BENDER: Okay.

17 YR. MATISON: Based on that, we will either

18 recommend a1 policy statement o>r rule for Commission

19 ction to either reguire chanje of the regulatory

20 requirements or endorse the status quo as adequate for
21 severe accilents.

22 ¥R, BENDER: How much is this work dependent

24 the contaiament, Xnowing the way in which dedbris bdeds

|
23 updn knowiag the way in which ths zor2 ma2lts penetrate
25 have to be cooled, knowing the rate at which the core
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melt penetrates the support stracture, knowiny the way
in which the containments themselves may fail? How much
of that go=2s into this probabilistic analysis and how
much of it do you have to have in order to come to these
conclusions you are talking about?

MR. MATTSON: The anount we neel is in
NUREG-0800 item by item. As far as we have been able to
specify them today, that's th: very question [ said
earlier needs more attention, to make sure we're not
32ing too far in som2 ar=2as and not far enough in other
irz2as.

MR. BENDER: And you are going to make that
judigment probabilistically or deterministically or some
combination thereof?

ME. MATTSON: About how far we 32 in each
area?

MR. BENDER: Y2s, wha2thar you ar2 d4oing the
right work at the right pace to get the right answer.

¥R. MATTSON: That's very judgmental, because
we have long arduous arguments over why are you spending
211 this money in the vessel, why don't you spend more
money on the floor, with this molten core, th2 same kind
of discussion you've haid.

MR. BENDER: I don't have any question like

thate. I wint to know why you're spendiing the money,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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

230



10

1

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

23

24

25

231

period.

MR. BERNEERO: If you wished, you could go Lack
to the molz2ls we had in #ASH-1400 and just make all of
the decisions, using those models without improvement.
Th2 ACRS for one -- Dr. Karr is nowv absent =--
participata2d heavily in the critique of the MARCH code.
The first version of it was more or less what wau used
in WASH-1400,

You are going to have flawed judgments, flawved
conclusions, if you take that crude model, that first
attempt. We are trying to draw a program up and conduct
1 program that gets us to a reasonable level of
development with which t» make sound decisions.

MR. BENDER¢ I'm trying to discover in my own
mind why the experiments you are performing will sharpen
up the MARCH code enocugh to give you this superior
corfidence that you seem to be displaying.

MR. BERNERO: What does the MARCH code
1escribe? It describes how cores heat up, melt, slump,
react in the bottom of the vessel.

MR. MATTSON: I 4don't undsrstand “superior
confidence." RAll wve are saying is we will have looked
at a2 representativz sampla of plants by 'B4. We can't
say we've done that tcday.

MR, BENDER: 1I'm trying to relate it to the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC

400 VIRGIN'A AVE , SW , WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) . 54-2343

L B SRR B .. e N I S R



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

232

experimental work ysu've got under way.

MR. MATISON: The experimental work will be
that werk necessary to do to look at a representative
sanple >f plants to> remove what we see today to be the
disabling uncertainty in those analyses.

MR. BENDER: I hear the words, but I'm not
sure I'm confortable with the term "that work," because
I'm not sure that you know what "that work" is.

MR. BASSETT:s W2'r2 ndot cartain 2ither, but it
is the truth. So if ve're going to predict performance
by code, it's nic2 to know what the parforwance is so we
can check it.

MR. BENDER: If the word wvere definitive
enough and you spent enough money at the right pace, you
might ¢ome up with the right answer. But I would put a
nunber of gualifications on wnether you can do it or
not .

MR, MATISON: And you will probably come to us
in twe years and tell us you were right.

MR. BENDER: You ne2d to juige those things
vhen you are presenting a program, and I haven't heard
muczh judgma2nt about it up to now. That is about the end
5f my speech.

¥R. MATTSON: Where wvere ve?

YR. OKRENT: Well, we were on onee.
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HR. SIESS: I thought we at least got to twvo,
didn't we?

¥R. MATTSON: The second part ot one was
wvhether we are making decisions about the 2fficacy of
possible design iaprovements. We didn‘'t intend to. We
may have overstat2d on PWR's the case 3gainst filtered
vents ard perhaps a mudification of that is in order.

You als> imply we are making some decisions
vithout a technical basis. We will try to punll together
a summary status report on what technical basis we have
for tod1ay's und2rstaniing of possible design
improvements. Just to list where some of that
information is, NUREG-0850 of course had a fair amount,
but it will be uplated in testimony by the staff in the
Indian Point hearing, the Sandia reports that NRC has
2aid for 1lookinj at filtared voents, for example, other
recent contractar reports. There are some from UCLA
looking at the guestion of venting as a useful tool for
seismic melt.

We will try to> pull together in one place sonme
statement o5f what our basis is. But I think you have to
understand, we didn't draw any conclusions in 82-1A
about any 5f these things. We said all of them that wve
addressed had to be considered in new standari plant

applications and all of them will be considered by the
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staff in 1ts adirassing of design possibilities for
operating reactors.

MR. OKRENT: I guess Dr. Kerr and I both got
the wrong impression when ve read 82-1A.

MR. MATTSON: I don't know how you could draw
the wrong conclusion on that, because on every one of
them it says it shall be considered. There isn't any
room for that. These preliminary conclusions ne2d to be
addressed and final conclusions reached for new design
before they are applied to future plants, should te
examined for future CP applications, hydrogen control
systems, r2liatle containment heat removal. The cost
effectivensss of this alternative should be considered
in the design of plants for new CP's.

MR. OKRENT:; In any event, it seems to me it
is relevant for the staff to devote some effort to
trying to develop a technical backup position as they
think they can today or certainly by the time you have
the IDCOR report in hand, and also toc know where in your
opinion th2r2 ar2 weaknesses in this position, what the
uncertainties are. If we don't know that, we will be
ill prepar2d1 to raview what the industry submits.

YR. MATISON: But that is exactly what is in
the ressarch pr2jranm,

MR. BEINYERDs That is going on, and some of
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' 1 the ACRS staff has had the opportunity to participate in
2 some of the mesetings. And you were in Chicago, I

. 3 believe. You have heard some of the results.,
4 We are marking up the decision process of next
5 year this year. We are trying to go through in order to
6 make thes2 decisionss: What information and with what
7 gaps in it are we going to face?
8 YRe MATISON: Would that be the first
9 opportunity for an ACRS Subcoamittee to review the
10 progress toward that 12cision by both IDCOR and the
11 research program?
12 MR. OKRENT: Let me say again to some people,
13 maybe I should put it that vay. When they read

’ 14 SECY-82-1A and similarly when they read what the staff
15 has prepar2d for the Committes2 on the safety of nuclear
16 installations, t*ere is a flavor of a conclusion rather
17 than a plaaning assuaption.
18 I am saying, if you have tentative conclusions
19 you shouldi be abls to document them. Now, if you're not
20 prepared to make those conclusions you should make sure
21 it's not r2adable that way. Let me leave it that way.
22 MR. MATTSON: All right, ve accept that
23 criticism. PBut in defense, I will encourage you to note
24 that the planning assumption, as I gusss I would prefer

25 to call it today, is in the Commission paper as a policy
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1iscussion pursuant to the issuance of a policy
statement.

It isn*t in the policy statement. The policy
statement is, givan that planning assumption, how do wve
comport ourselves in the management of this research
program, the manajement of the hearing process, the
management of the standardization approaches for the
next two years while we are holding on this decision.

MR. OKRENT: Let's see. I think we better set
1 targat that by 8300 o'clock by hook or crook we will
close the meeting, if not before.

MR. MATISON: The sa2cond gquestion goes to the
;oint of, there are large uncertainties.

MR. OKRENT: Excuse me. "Close" means we will
go into closed session.

By the way, I think with regard to the meeting
vith Kelber, which has to be in closed session, many of
the things of particular interest relate directly to
what is in SECY 82-1A.

Go ahead.

MR. MATTSON: You talk in gquestion 2 about the
large uncertainties in PRA on the one hand, but the
gquantitative conclusions about the level of risk or the
efficacy of improvement for plants on the other hand.

How is there a dichotomy between these two positions?
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Even in th2 face »f uncertainty, my answer is, one must
adopt certain planning assumptions and that is what we
intended them to be.

YR« OKRENT: We have a new term. G5c ahead.

MR. MATTSON:s Item three. The staff appears
to have concluded that the risk is not only compatible,
but only msdest, if any changes are likely to be needed
for future LWR's. The Eurcopeans have done something
different than that.

I guess the bast exampla2s ar2 th2 greater AC
capability in filtered vented containment systems and
more ECCS trains and sabotage protection and so forth.
We could get int> a debate about whether oc not the
backifit of filter2d vented containment systems or gas
turbines or bunkered ECCS are major or mindor chanjes.

MR. OKRENT: Did you say a bunker dedicated
shutdown systam wis modest?

MR. MATTSON: It's a modest change in the
sense that it costs a lot of money, but is it a
fundamental change to the basic design of the plant?
No. It's using the same technology we have today and

adding another one, making it harder to have access to.

It is a significant change in terms of monetary value of

th2 thing, but is it a2 significant change in the

fundamental design concept? No.
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MR. OKRENTs I suspect the same wvords mean
different things to you and some other readers.

MR. MATTSON: They nmust.

MR. OKEENT: I must say, I have to assunme,
based upon what I've read about the possible cost of
such a system, as well as thinking about some of the
problems with building it, connecting it up, and so
forth, that it would not be a modest thing to add to an
opa2rating reactor.

MR. MATTSON: In terms of costs and difficulty
of adding it, absd>lutely it would not be. I think that
is the r2luctance to doing it.

MR. OKRENT: A moment ago you said you would
=lassify that in the soiest are2a, I thouzht, because it
didn't imply some fundamental new technology.

MR. MATTSON: Right. ©So we are using the tern
"modest”™ differently. Let's presume I showed a need for
su-h a thing. Is that a fundamental change in the
reactor today? I don't think it is.

MR. OKRENT: Okay.

MR. MATTSON: It‘'s a big ticket item in terms
of costs.

You imply in this question we've made
decisions. We haven't made decisions. That is the

differenc2 betwe2n 1 planning assumption and a decision,
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I guess.

MR. OKRENT;:; By the way, 40 you expect that
wvhatever decision you recommend to the Commission in
1984 following this schedule that is listed here, that
you will iaclude in this decisionmaking some discussion
of what other ccuntries are doing, an evaluation of it?

MR. MATTSON: I don't think we should wait
until 1984. I think your questions today are very
germane. ®e must und2rstand better what thsy are doing
and why they are doing it. There is no excuse for
vaiting.

YR. OKRENT: I have something from Dr. Minogue
telling me you were already up to 4ate on all of this.

MR. MATTSON: I don't know. Dr. Ross has been
in to s22 us. Dr. Sp2is is going with him to another
one.

MR, BERNERO¢ Much more is being done.

KER. MATTSON: We are learning more. I don't
think anysae has tol4 you we know 2nouzh h2re. There's
something going on. We need to find out more about it.
If several countriss in Europe choose to make LER's -~
sn the last sentence on guestion 3, if they have a basis
that we'r2 cognizant of, it's obvious we need to find
out what it is. It may have implications in our

planning d2cisions ani wve may have missed something.
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¥MR. BENDER: Lot me ask abcut one specific
country. The British have announced what they are doing
in the press, or a1t least Nr. Marshall has written a
couple of reports on it, and I have been trying to make
up my own mind over whether what they are proposing to
1o represeats a substantially different position than
the United States has with regard to the safety of
dater-co551231 oow2r reactors.

Does the NRC staff have a position on British,

the state 2f British improvements?
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Speaking for myself, I haven't seen thenm.

MR. BENDER: You are awvare of thenm.

MR. BERNERO: We are not completely aware of
them. We are just receiving the last of the documents
which explain the differences they have, and in general
they have three areas of differences in rejuirements.
Basically, they are talking about a U.S. plant that is
not yet licensed ani what modifications they would have
in order to use it in Britain.

MR. BENDER: They are referring it to SNUPPE.
That is a licensed plant.

MR. BERNERO: Yes, it is a modified SNUPPS,
and they make changes, A, because they did a PRA and did
show that to meet their safety goal they should make it
more reliable in some respect or another, and that is
consistent with what 8212 says ve want to do in future
plants her2, to have PRA as part of the d2sign
refinement process.

Secondly, they have some changes they have
done apparently for engineering judgment reasons, like
improving the accumulator capacity for LOCA response.
Thirdly, they have chang2s related to industrial
practice, weldin3y codes, concrete, things like that. We
ar2 tryiny to go through the documentation. They have

to understand what they have changed and what
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spacifics. It is not so simple as the safety gcal
alone.

MR. BENDER: Who is doing that?

MR. BERYERD: We are trying to organize that
rizht now. We ar2 just gettingy the documents in. It is
just not completely planned yet.

MR. FENDER: Am I incorrect in believing that
we could get the same information about what the French
ar2 doing?

MR. PERNERO: Not s> well documentel and so
thoroughly on a4 U.S. plant, which is a beautiful
opportunity.

¥R. BENDPER: And how about the nesw concepts
thit GE is developing with th2 Japanese ani Westinghouse
is developing with the Japanese? Do we have access to
those?

MR. MATIONS: Westinghouse, yes. I guess I anm
not certain about General Electric.

MR. KELBER: May I -ommesnt on thit? We did
have a meeting with General Electric to review the
proprietary safety research that th2y are 1oing, and at
our request asked them if there was any work on the
aivanced plant. At that time they toll us -- while they
idiidn’t 3o throuzh the general features of the plant,

they told us they did not consider any of the design
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features they vere studying then to have significant new
safety implications, and I must say from what they said
I think that that statement was probably corract.

MR. MATTSON: But I don't understand
sonething, Charii2. 1In the cise of Westinghouse, their
advanced design is partly theirs and partly the
Japanese., It is being done in concert. So I know when
ve see Westinghouse we see Mitsubishi. In the case of
General Flectric, is GESSAR II, the 238 nuclear island
that we have uaniac review, th2 sam2 plant that they are
developing with the Japanese?

MR. KELBER: There are, I believe, some
changes, but I think from just a cursory review that was
given to us that they are probably correct, they do not
have major safety iaplications.

MR. BENDER: It wouldn't have hurt if Mr.
Minogue had answvered the guestion somewhat that way
instead of sendiny us a litany of contacts that had been
nale batw22n the NRC and other countries, because it was
irrelevant to the guestion.

MR. MATISON: I guess I haven't seen the
gquestion or the response. But in my judgment, we need
¢d> do mar2 to unizrstand these things that are g¢going con,
and we will.

If I understand Question 4 in 821A, it says
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that external eveants have to be consiierel for these
future design approvals, and the rulemaking is
substituted for the g2neric rulemaking.

¥R. OKRENT: How about for the operating
plants?

MR. MATTSON: I don't see how we can respond
thait it is not being factored into the research progranm,
given all of the things.

MR. BFRNERO: I just a little while ago
postulatel a scenario. I don't guarantee that is the
outcome, but that is the mechanism by which we intend to
trzat it ia the op2rating plant assessment.

¥R. MATTSCN: That alsoc is the source of our
looking again at Page 24 of 821A, wher2in wve had a
statement. I will try to read slower. For dry
containments, othar studiess inlicats thess filtered
vented containment systems may be of value. I am sorry,
I misread it. The implication here is that filtered
vent is of more interest to us for pressure suppression
containments than for large dry, and you can read in
here a dismissing of further study. W2 should not have
said that., We didin°'t intend it in the first place. But
factoring in the seismic thing. one might change it to
read, some recent information indicates these systenas

may not be cost effective for large dry containments.
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That wvould be our input into the Indian Point hearing
ourselves. While other studies indicate that they may
be of valu2 if th2 risk is domninat2d1 by large seismic
events or for some pressure suppression containments.

MR. OKRENTs 1In the French case, where I
believe they have in mind going this route, I think part
of the logic and maybe an important part relates to this
Juestion of societal resources as much, if not more than
health effects, because it is with the assumption that
these are slow pr2ssure buildups compared to ours, which
in general means that you have a reasonable chance of
12ing 31 92241 job don evacuation unless you live in an
area where the wind is alvays changing and there is no
way of predicting.

50, the contamination gquestion is, I think,
stated, and the Swedes also state that, but I don‘'t find
that thought at all here.

YR. MATTSON: I wvould respond that that is
kind of a 12tail. TIf I turn to my colleague and ask him
in looking at the cost benefit of design modifications,
and the research program for the '84 decisions, do ve
include 1and contamination?

MR. BERNERO: Yes, we have even told the
Coamission, recojnizing t'at the present draft of the

Commission's safety policy statement doesn't include
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way to tell the Commission we are nevertheless
calculating those terms and displaying them as available
for the cost benefit analysis, because they can change
the outcome dramatically.

MR. MATTSON: The n2xt question goes to the
point of sabotage.

MR. CKRENT: As an example.

¥R. MATTSON: Let me talk about sabotage for a
monent, ani se2e if we can gen2ralizs it. B821A doesn't
speak to sabotage for operating plants. B821A does speak
to sabotazy2 for an2w 12sijyn, 2and it reguirss that in
proposing a new design, the applicant must show howv he
has considered saboutage in the design, and we will
review it and do the right thing, is the best I can
offer.

¥R. OKRENT: This is raised as an example for
nev plants. If you talk about design it seems to me it
is hard to chang2 an existing plant with regard to
sabotage except for some very specific issues. If yon
ar2 going to wait for the designer to come in with this
document and at that point try toc review it from the
point of view of design for sabotage, and you are going
to try t> complet2 this process in two years, and if you

have some thoughts different from what he has done which
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involve moiifications of design approaches and have a
fair shot of looking at it.

MR. MATTSON: I wish we vwere so smart that we
hai an orzanizatisn that had people sat aside to 4o
that. We don't have any thoughts on design for sabotage
other than the stidies Michaelson 1id a1t Sandia years
ago. The staff hasn't since then looked at design
meisures for sabotage.

MR. OKRENTs Michaelson didn't 45 them. I
think he 1o0ked at then.

MR. MATTSON: He was part of the advisory
Jroup that ovarsaw tham. T am sorry.

MR. OKRENT: 1In fact, there needs to be better
zoamunication within the staff, because other parts of
the staff have told us that they think there may be
almost enough information to develop a proposed rule or
a standari.

HR. BERNERO: You are talking about the
safeguards people?

YR. CKRENT1: ¥r. Geoller told the subcommittee
this once. But the point I want to make is the
following. If you are going to really think about
sabotage in design, you can‘'t think about it in
isolation. In fact, it could be affected by wvhether you

use a two-train or a three-train or a four-train
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example.

It also obviously impacts on certain things
that affect your flexibility in operation, what the
operator can do, and so forth. I can't see how in a

meaningful way the staff would address it if it waits

until it has a proposal in hand. It in effect means you

have t2 tac¢e whatavar is presented to you or reject the
whole thin3y, if I understand the nature of the problen.
Even on the question of a dedicated bunker shutdown, 1if
you are really serious about it, you don't add it after
people come to you and they have done their drawings of
th2 plant and say, 2h, by the way.

MR. MATTSON: Not all of the future looking
j2signs will be of the sort you describe. You are
describing the sort where we are in with General
Electric, who have taken the position that with small
change their current design meets these current
concerns, and they will be attempting to justify that.

In the -ase of Westinghouse, it is different.
They are coming in with a full year of meetings and a
long agania with gjusstions to consider. What do they
think? What do we think? What can we mutually agree
should be factored into the design, with a PDA

submission not oczurring until 19€4. That is what
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starts this next week, this year-long series of meetings
on an identified agenda of issues to jet our thinking in
befcre the design is undertaken.

MR. OKRENT: The point I am trying to make is,
I find it hard to see how the review of the FDA, unless
somehow you are lucky, the Westinghouse one, you can get
approaches developed to questions like sabotage and some
others in anything that resembles an orderly wvay,
orierly in th2 s2nse of factoring things together in an
integrated way and trying to not do things that hurt
what you are trying to help and so forth and so on.

[t seems to me it is a fundamental guestion
concerning the approach proposed in 82-1A, which is to
#ait unti! you hav2 iniiviiual proposils and try to do
the decision-making in terms of it's attractive to try
to look at what ys2u call real reactors. I can
understand the appeal of that, but I wonder if you can
do that instead of making some policy decision. I
sorder if it is not some kind of a combination that you
really need vhere there are certain things wvhich are
ieveloped by polizy and cartain things that are in terms
of real r2actors. Is my concern clear?

MR. MATISON: Your concern is clear. I don't
know how t> do {it.

MR. BFRNERO: If we could go to what we are
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have a risk analysis brought up to cats on an existing
plant and for virtvally avery existing plaat tolay there
is 3 fault tree based vital area study waich is some
seacure of its safejuardis vulnerability in a complex
way, 201 what you cugjest is something perhaps by way of
tradeoff studiss, what combinations and permutations of
5f£stems, systems iccanjeama2nts, ani compactmantalization
would optimize bath 1 he safeguardability of the plant
ani the safety of the plant in the conventional sense.

MR, OKBRTNT: And +he reliability.

MR. BERNTRO: Yes. It is a very complicated
thing. I ~an understand how to do it concevtually, but
I +hink i1t would take a vecry long t¢ime, and be very hard
to do. It would be to design the optimux plant, or what
ve would best identify as (ne optimum plant.

¥%. MATTSON: You asked, are there other
design aspzcts related to prevention or mitigacion of
severe cor= damage that have tze potential for beiang
diffi~ult to deal with at the CP stage. Well, any that
jzsend upoa final 12sign decails. Most of the peorle
that talk about this standardization ruvlemaking
con=ideatisn of severe accidents are talking about
advanced d2sign details., Certainly GESSAR II is of that

SOt
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Westingnous2 has proposed a two-step process
with a PDA and an FCA for their new design, but in
iiscucssions with them, I think wve understand that that
might all kind of flow together as the design is
finalizesd, because if their concept works correctly they
will be moving guickly towards final design detail.

Most of the scope is within that proposal. Most of the
plants are within the scope of that proposal. So our
traditional understaniing of the CP lsvel of detail may
not be the right understanding in this case. CESSAR, of
=ourse, is alr=23iy a1t final design.

Question 6.

MR. BENDER: Excuse me, Roger. The fact that
CESSAR ani GESSAR are both designs which, as I
understand it, are not developed through the balance of
th2 plant stage, I have to question whether they present
the whole picture.

MR. SIESS: Which ones did you say?

ER. BENDER: CESSAR and GESSAR.

MR. SIESS: GESSAR is a nuclear island.

MR. BENDER: It is a nuclear island, but it is
pretty restricted in what it covers.

MR. MATTSON: GE is convinced they can do it.
We are comamitted to reviewing their attempt. There are

differing opinicns about whether you can write suitable
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tisk type2 intarface critaria betwean 2 nuclear island
and’ the rest of that plant or CESSAR and the balance of
plant. CE hasn't filed anything yet. They think they
caa do it. We will have to lo0ok. The policy paper
recognizes the point you are making. It encourages as
complete a design both in terms of finaliz24 4design ani
the scope of supply as possible. The only other
industry spok2smen we have talked to are the folks from
Bechtel, who have come in very recently, in the last
weak, to> talk about what they would like to do with
extending their design experience in the future, and
they also understand the importance of getting as much
of a plan as possible and are kind of up in the air as
to how to couple up with an N3SS. It is a somewhat
fresh view from Bechtel, incidentally, on the guestion
of standariization.

¥R. SIESS: What is missing in GESSAR and
destinghouse? There is an ultimate heat sink at one
end. What about the curve?

MR. MATTSON: Most of Westinghous2, most of
the plant is there. I can't tell you where the line
ise.

¥R. STIESS: Is the turbine there, the turbine
generator?

MR. MATTSON: I beliesve it is. They
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assentially replaced the architect engineer.

MR, SIESS: They still have to stop short of
th= ultimate heat sink unless they are going to make
that a standard, too.

MR. MATTSON: There are site specifics, like
the ultimate heat sink and the foundation.

MR. SIESS: What is GE short other than the
turbinc buildiny and the heat sink?

MR. MATTSON: I am sorry, Chet. I am not
prepar2d to> uddress it.

MR. SIESS: I thought they were pretty
conplete. They had some safety ejuipn2nt in the turbins
building, so we had to look at it.

MR. MATTSON: There are diffarances of opinion
on how much of it you need. That has to be true,
because w2 are willing to consider everything from
CESSAR to the Westinghouse approach and there is gquite a
large diffarence between the scope of supply between the
two, and both manufacturers think this approach will
vork even though there is a PRA required before
lizensing.

The Gerrick point in Question Number 6 about
strict separation of two-train systems may have negative
effects on reliability. I am told by my staff and

others they are avare of this. They are watching it. I
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have hearl what Ga2rrick is saving. I 40 know that in a
couple of 2xamples of trying to increase the reliability
of aux fesiwater systems, ve are seeing the license
applicants come in and propose cross-connections in lieu
of third pumps as a means of increasing reliability. 1In
one case, cross-connections of a powe~ supply and in
another case cross-connections of pipes.

But the point is well taken. The bottom lire
of your question is, why do ve believe the review
approach wdould be effective. MNaybe I missed the
Juestion., Yocu 3o the ba2st you can with yocur
understanding of the state of the design art at the time
you mak2 1 decision, and if we have learned that strict
separation isn®t always good, I am sure we will apply
that in the review process. What otLher answer can there
be to this juestion?

MR. OKRENT: I guess I had a couple of reasons
for raising the guestion. In the first place, I thought
it was an interesting cbservation, even if it is a
possibility not n2cessacily correct. It 102s to my mind
sujgest an interaction with the sabotage thing, and I
alluded to it earlier. You don't necessarily have two
trains and you cross-connect. Maybe what you do is go
for, well, the Garman approach was four at 50 percent,

and if these are separated, that may in the first place
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get rid of the guestion of interconnection, or at least
its being this important, and it may halp on sabotage,
and it may also facilitate maintenance without putting
pr2ssurz on getting things fix2d in a hurry, and so on
anl so forth. 39, sometires when you go back and look
at something, I don't know what they had in mind when
they picke2] four at S0 percent complet2ly, but I can see
if it is 1aid out a certain way that it could have some
aivantajes. The British have gone to four at 100
percent on some systems rather than tour at S0.

HR. SIESS: Isn't that what Westinghouse has
done, too?

MR. MATTSON: Four at 50.

MR. OKRENT: You wouild want to know is thers 2a
biy advantage and what is the differeace in cost in
going to four at 100 percent, but it seems to me you
can't wait until the people come in with a design plan
whare they have liid things out and sized it, because
you wvant to have guite a bit of knowledge when you start
raising these qguestions for the first time. Okay? So
thare are 1 couple of reasons for raising the point.
That is one of the reasons why I am concerned about just
41itin3 t> get th2 FDA ani th2n starting to decide using
just a PEA plus some judgment.

MR, MATTSON: But the real world is nmore

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPAIY INC

400 VIRGINIA AVE , S W, WASHINGTON 0.C 20024 (202) 554-2345

255



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

256

practical than that. I mean, I already have an FDA
application, anl T am starting to consider another. Are
you suggesting that the purpose of these gquestions is to
modify 82-1A or to sensitize us to some things that you
think might ba of interest which ought to be factored
into onr thinking? If it is the latter, it has already
oczurred. Is the former necessary in order to get the
ACRS to support the approach in 82-1A?

MR. OKRENT: I can't speak for the ACRS. I
can speak for myself. I have the kinds of concerns
about 82-1A that I have tried to indicate, and as I say,
on2 of tha2m is th2 doubts as to the practicality of
being able to do a good job without having certain kinds
of policy decisions to guide the designer before he
comes in t> you. If you have some things already on
stream, I doubt that they are going to meet the kinds of
standards I expect T would want in 1985 aftar looking at
what the British are doing, what the French are doing,
ani understanding it, not necessarily copying it, but
thinking these various guestions through and trying to
develcp a nore nearly optimum integrated approach.

MR MATISON: I think I was almost up to 7 on
Page 3. What is meant by the existing severe accident
rulemaking is unfocused. Well, we are trying to

contrast in the paper focused on real reactors versus
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are trying to force the decision to be more practical
faced with real designs than faced with hypothetical
1esigns.

I have to admit that the difference may not be
important becius2 we have to make a decision on
operating reactors by *84, which has a lot of the
generic difficulties with it. How would appropriate
consistency amonj the various d2cision-making processes
be obtained?

MR. SIESS: BRefore you move away from that,
what you said about real versus hypothetical, in going
bazk to Dava's gua2stions about the bulk of the trains,
for example, is it your feeling that you can't do a
meaningful PRA until you actually have the details of
the design that ysu couldn't 4c a conceptual one on four
at 50 percent trains, four 100's versus two 100's? Or
three 50°'s? 1Inzludiny such things as sabotage, fire,
conmon mola2 failures?

MR. MATTSON: I think you can do what you
called conceptual PRA's to look at the influence of risk
on conceptual options. I suppose Bob has done more
thinking 22 that than I, but this process depends upon
being able to do that.

MR. SIESS:s Bescause it is r2ally r2liability
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you are lonking at when you look at systems and not
ciske.

MR. MATTSON: But you have to know whether
that r21li3sility is important to the dominant sources of
risk in that design.

MR. SIESS: We have a lot of rules and
policies now bLased upon a single failure criterion which
is a rather crude reliability approach. Do you think
th2 new stindari plants are encugh different fronm
anything we have got so that you can't tell whether
anything is an important risk once you establish its
reliability level and decide what reliability level is
appropriate for that system in comparison to risk?

MR. MATISON: No, I don't think they are that
much different. SESSAR, I know, isn't that much
1ifferent.

MR. BERNERO: GESSAR and Grand Gulf aren't all
that different.

MR. MATTSON: I just licensed Grand Gulf. I
know what that looks like.

MR. SIESS: So if it were a question of two
trains versus four, you could determin2 what that
reliability is and determine whether it is worthwhile in
tecms of risk, coulin't you?

MR. MATTSGN: In the sense of, do I have a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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9024 PRA bace for d4oing that, if that PRA base is

influenced by a F3R nf Grand Sulf or similar design,
yes, that is easy. If it is something new like
Westinghouse, then I may have to find a conceptual PRA
ground to make decisions between now and wvhenever they
come up with a ti1.-" design.

MR. SIESS: Westinghous2 has a aumber of
systems that are i1ifferert.

MR. MATISON: Yes.

MR. STESSs And you wouldn't know their
relative effects on risk until you tried to put them all
tojethear.

MR. MATTSON: Yes, I think that's true. Bob?

MR. BERNERO: Yes, and ther2 is certainly fronm
previous PRA wvork on subsystems, if you want to call
tham that, th2 hijh prz2ssure injection systems or
auxiliary feedwvatcr systems, cooling water systems, you
can in what you call a conceptual PRA, you can identify
missing parts, reliability, a likely or achievable
reliability for missing elements, but when you get into
very substantial chanjes like four at 50 percent systams
which we haven't analyzed before in this country, it
takes a fair amount of work t> do something like a
conceptual PRA, to at least get a first cut at what sort

of overall reliability you might achizsve.
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¥R. OKRENT: FKoger, wve have to finish this
topic within the next five minutes. Let me throw you
one more curve ball and just mention it to your thinking
and you can pick up whatever guestion or two you want to
deal within the remaining tvec minutes.

It seens to m2 anothar kind of zuestions which
could arise for future plans is should the seismic
design basis not be uniform across the plant or all
systems that are "seismic category 17" My intuition
tells me to get an optimal risk reduction per dollar.
That is th2 way to jo0.

If one were t> try to think that through, it
would take some studies and so forth. It would be
factored ia partly the d2sign, partly the jualification.
I guess there woild be some things qualified in a
iifferent way higher than thay now ars., For example,
some things might be designed for even less.

MR. SIESS: The Japanese have a 1A and a 1,
don't they?

MR. OKRENT: But to give you an example of
something that would involve, when one looks at the
seismic risk guestion -~

YR+ MATISON: You all have jood ideas for
future design. It is too bad you cannot find a wvay for

influencingy those future designs to have an input.
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These are jreat ideas.

MR. SIESS: I 40 not think the Commissions
have had much influence on future design.

MR, MATISON: They are trying to through
82-1A.

MR. SIESS: But they are already here. When
you talk about "future", are you talking about something
beyond the Westinghouse and the GESSAR?

YR. MATTSON: But those pa2ople who are
proposing those designs are d>ing so because they wvant
the Commission to speak on what the Commission wants in
future Jlesigns. They are forcing the issue. It is good
they force the issu2. Th2 Commission is saying jee, ve
would like to do that and use standardization and
consider the things the Staff tells us are important to
consider.

And the Staff is influenced on wvhat wve tell
tham is important to consider by your input. We ought
to find a way t5 32t that into a document -- 82-1B or
vhatever.

¥R SIESS: Ocr C or D?

YR. OKRENT: Would you believe 847

YR. MATTSON: I 4o not think there is anything
2lse on this list of questions we have not already

talked about. The decision process for CPs you have to
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give full consideration to severe accidents. I do not

know how t> say it any more clearly than was in 82-12.

For OLs, NTOLs and OPs, it is what is in
NUREG-0900 ani th2 r2s2arch program m2asur2s how safe
they are, how you can improve it and whether it is cost
effective, bounce it off a safety goal and decide what
to do.

Containment. We have talked about Question
11. Stron3ly containments. I am not sur2 the ACEKS and
the Commission ares telling us the same thing about
strong containments., You sawv their letter on strong
containments, but I doubt that you attendeil cr read the
transcript of the meeting they had with General Electric
to talk about what strony meant for Mark ITIs, and sonme
signals we think ve received from the Commission in the
=5ntext of that m22ting abtout the integral performance

of containment.

So I think what we have written is fairly
zlose to what th2 Commission 2xpects to see.

MR. OKRENT: I deliberately put "strong®™ in
judotes.

fR. SIESS; Strong in type is better.

MR. MATISON: Significant safety improvements
mandated by studiss at TYI has been accomplished.

Obviously, we ar2 not saying that. You are reading it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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wrong. I read it again. It is right the way it is

érittens You could read it ajain, but vou would have to
think I was crazy to say I implemented all of those
things.

I did -- how many did we do this year? 1,700
OR actions we implemented in the division this year, and
thzre are that many more next year. We ain't done yet.

MR. OKRENT: Okay. Why don't we finish this?
Thank y>u vary auch, Rojar. I am sur2 th2 subject will
come up again tomorrow.

MR. MATTSU.* Could I get some guidance on how
to approach this with tn= full Committee? I would
propose to use the same five summary slides and see what
that eatices.,

MR. OKRENT: That is a good point. If I could
get the attention of the Subcommittee members --

MR. BENDER: They are listening intently or
attentatively. What is it?

MR. OKRENT: Mr. Ward and Mr. Siess, we have
been asked by Dr. Mattson how we think it would be best
to arrange the portion of the meeting tcmorrow when we
n22t with him on SETY 82-1A. It is a more general
question, actually.

There are f>ur subjects on the agenda

tonorrow. The first osne is with OPE on safety goalse.
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There I have a suggestion which I want to try cut on
you, namely that ¢hen w2 me2et with OPE we 3¢ through
that list of gquestions that was sent to the Commission
and ask tham thinjys about these gquestions.

KR. WARD: Do you mean the juestions CPE
sent?

MR. MARK: Those yellow things?

MR. OKRENT: OPE plus the Staff's and a set of
gquestions to the Commission. It has been suggested from
th2 Commission that if we have comments on these
questions, even though we may have coannented on some of
the subjects before, we should get that to them. So I
propose that for the meeting with the OPE tomorrow that
is what ve concentrate on as far as the full Committee
is concern21, to jive it 2 focus.

Then, I think the next meeting would be with
the Staff on the implementation plan. Fortunately, MNr.
Ernest is anot her2, so we have in principle until
tomorrow morning to think about how that should be
orzanized €for the full Committes. But it is 2a
non-trivial guestion. The total time allowed --

MR. STESS: The first item is what?

MR. OKRENT: Safety goals. There are two
hours allotted. The second item is implemantation.

There are two hours, if you allow for the break.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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MR. SIESS: I would put them in the other
drder.

MR. OKRENT: W=2l1ll, then after lunch,
backfitting is shown for two hours. I think that is, in
a vay, th2 most simpl2 on2, since the subj2ct is
somewhat confined. And then from 4:00 to 6:00 we meet
¢ith tha Staff on s2ver2 acciients ani the regulatory
process, 82-1A.

MR. SIESS: I think Foger ought to start off
on SECY 82-1A, t2lling us what he intended tc have in
it, rather than what is in it, since he has devoted a
fair amount of tine today saying this is not really what
we meant. We gave the wrong signal.

I think the Committ2e certainly needs =--

MR. OKRENT: Or it could have been read by
somebody -~

MR. BERNARO: With a dark mind.

¥R. SIESS: It probably was read by somebody,
but I do not think the Committee will be all that
up-to-1ate on SECY B82-1R, so if Roger could paraphrase
it and hit the high spots without worrying about what he
is changiny from what is in it -- la2t's say the intent.
That is what I meant.

MR. OKRENT: All right. Ten or fifteen

minutes on the major intent of it, Roger. I mean, I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

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



10

1

12

13

14

18

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

think you have 3 feeling for the kinds of questions.

MR. MATISOR: The Commissioan postponed its
session so it could get a reaction from you. T think it
is October 6, which is about the time you are back in
town again.

YR+ OKRENT: W2 are meeting with the
Commission on Friday.

YR. BERNARO: No. They are meeting the
Staff. Their meeting with Staff is postponed.

MR MATTSON: You will have some 3ialcgue with
them on Friday and with us tomorrow. What is your goal,
to write a lettar on 82-1A?

MR. OKRENT: 1If the Committee can make up its
mind, wve will try t> write a letter at this meetiny. I
do not know if we will do that.

MR. SIESS: We 4o not have any other wvay of
communicating with the Commission.

MR. MATTSON: Well, you can write a letter.
You can communicate with them Friday. I do not know
wviat good it will 4o, but you can resurface this
question of working together in a small group to try to
refine the language so that if it says tentative
co2aclusion ani oujht to say planniny conclusion and it
is either acceptable to us to say either and it makes

you fe2]1 battar t5 say the formar -- those sorts of
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changes we should find a way not to bother thenm.

MR. OKRENT: In any event, the suggestion for
you is that you try to have ten or fifteen minutes in
which you give what you think is the essence cf what you
are trying toc do there and, as Siess said, your intent,
so that wve do not have to rely on somebody possibly
misinterpr2ting the words.

KR. MATTSON: I will do that.

MR. SIESS: I will propose we now g3 into
closed session for fifteen or twenty minutes with
Charii=z K21b2r ani, if so, wve will finish on the agenda,
vhich says we finish at 8330,

MR. BENDER: I canndot believe it.

(Whereupon, at 8:00 o'clock pems, the meeting

recesssd, to reconvene immediately in closed session.)
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7

USE OF SAFETY GOALS AND PRA IN IMDIVIDUAL PLANT
LICERSING REVIEWS AND HEARINGS

LACK OF CLEAR ESTABLISHMENT OF BURDEN OF PROOF FOR
JUSTIFYING CHANGES TO EXISTING REQUIREMENTS

UNDUE EMPHASIS ON CORE MELT FREQUENCY

STAFF INTENT TO FURTHER DISAGGREGATE GOALS

STAFF INTENT TO INCLUDE PLANT AND OFFSITE ECOMOMIC
DAMAGE IN COST-BENEFIT PROCESS

EXCESSIVE STRINGENCY IN 0.1X INDIVIDUAL RISK GUIDELINE

RE-DEFINITION OF PLANT PERFORMANCE SUIDELINE TO ENCOMPASS
“LOSS OF PROTECTIVE FEATWWES® LEADING TO CORE MELT



FioTerep VENTED CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS:
HisTorY/BACKGROUND

0 FVCSs HAVE BEEN STUDIED AND MADE PART OF CONTAINMENT DESIGNS OVER
THE PAST TEN YEARS. [HE FOLLOWING ARE EXAMPLES OF REACTORS/REACTOR
DESIGNS THAT INCLUDE FVCS:

Zero Power Prutomium ReacTor FAcCILITY

GerMan SNR - 300 protoTyPe LMFBR

Fast Frux Test Facrormy (FFTF)

CLincH River BREEDER REACTOR

SwepisH BWR's (iniTiALLY BARSE BACK)

FRENCH PWRs (NEW REQUIREMENT: NO DETAILS)

! | | I |

>—7J
N
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FILTERED VENTED CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS:
HisTory/BACKGROUND

(CONTINUED)

0 FVCS HAVE BEEN STUDIED AND CONTINUE TO BE STUDIED BOTH WITHIN NRC
AND ELSEWHERE,

- SINcE 1978 PES HAS SPONSORED A PROGRAM STUDYING FVCSs ror LWRs,

- SINCE 1979 NRR HAS BEEN APPLYING THE FVCS RESEARCH TO LICENSING
APPLICATIONS,

- INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENTS HAVE BEEN PERFORMED, E.G., BY UCLA (1975);
By THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY Commission (1978); EPRI (1981); anp By
ComMONWEALTH EDISON FOR THE Z1oN ProBaBILISTIC SAFETY Stupy (1981).



FiLTerep VENTED CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS STATUS

0 ConcepTuALLY FVCSS CAN BE BUILT AND, IF NECESSARY, BACKFIT INTO
PRESENT REACTOR DESIGNS, SO THAT OVERPRESSURIZATION FAILURE OF
CONTAINMENT BUILDINGS CAN BE PREVENTED BY VENTING THE CONTAINMENT
ATMOSPHERE AND RESULTING RADIONUCLIDE RELEASES KEPT LOW THROUGH
FILTER SYSTEMS,

0 FVCSs ARe EXPENSIVE. ESTIMATES RANGE FROM 10 MILLION DOLLARS TO
50 M1LL1oN (COSTS ARE- CONSIDERABLY LESS FOR SOME BWR DESI1GNS WHERE

THE SUPPRESSION POOL IS THE FILTERING MEDIUM),




NoTE :

FiLTerep VENTED CONTAINMENT SysTems STATUS
(CONTINUED)
0 EsTIMATES OF RIsk REDUCTION VARY GREATLY (RATIOS VARY FROM
1 (NO REDUCTION) TO HUNDREDS) DEPENDING ON A NUMBER OF FACTORS :
- DOMINANT CORE-MELT ACCIDENT SEQUENCES
- CONSIDERATION OF EX{ERNAL EVENTS
- TYPE OF REACTOR/CONTAINMENT SYSTEM STUDIED
~ COMPETING AND ATTENDANT RISKS
- TYPE OF CONTAINMENT ANALYSIS PERFORMED
- TYPE OF RISK MEASURE USED (E.G., EARLY FATALITIES VS. LATENT EFFECTS)
- HOW FVCS 1S INTEGRATED INTO AN OVERALL MITIGATION/PREVENTION STRATEGY

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT RISK REDUCTION VALUES GENERATED IN MANY OF THE RES
PROGRAMS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE DEFINITIVE VALUES OF RISK REDUCTION ACHIEVED WITH A
GIVEN SYSTEM, BUT RATHER VALUES 70 AID IN ADVANCING A METHODOLOGY UEVELOPMENT,

E.C., FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF VALUE IMPACT METHODOLOGIES FOR MITIGATION FEATURES.



ConsiDERATIONS OF OpTions 1O FV(CSs

WHY CONSIDER QPTIONS?
0 PRUDENT APPROACH TO THE STUDY OF MITIGATION FEATURES IN GENERAL

0 IF FVCSs PROVE TO BE RELATIVELY EXPENSIVE, LESS EXPENSIVE ALTERNATIVES

ARE EVEN MORE IMPORTANT TO CONSIDER

WHAT OPTI1ONS ARE BEING CONSIDERED?
0 PASSIVE CONTAINMENT HEAT REMOVAL, E.G., HEAT PIPES
0 INDEPENDENT AUXILLIARY CONTAINMENT SPRAY SYSTEM



ExampLES oF Risk RepucTion
VaLues ror FVCSs
SNL stupy or FVCSs For MARk-I11 TYPE CONTAINMENT:
- RISK REDUCTIONS RANGE FROM 2 TO 3 FOR STAND ALONE FVCSs wiTH
LOW vOLUME VENTS, upP To 80 10 90 wHeN A FVCS 1S INCLUDED IN AN
OVERALL MITIGATION/PREVENTION STRATEGY (WHICH INCLUDES AN ATWS Fix)
SNL stupy of FVYCSs For Ice-CoNDENSER PLANT:
- R1SK REDUCTIONS RANGE FROM 2 TO 3 FOR ADDING oN A FVCS (AsSsuMiING
EFFECTIVE HYDROGEN CONTROL)
SNL stupy oF FVCSs ForR MARK-] TYPE CONTAINMENT:
- SIGNIFICANT (-10) RISK REDUCTION IF FVCS 1S PART OF A MITIGATION/
PREVENTION STRATEGY
Starr sTupy ofF Z1oN/INDIAN PoINT (LARGE DRy CONTAINMENTS) :
- WHEN ONLY INTERNAL EVENTS ARE CONSIDERED, RISK REDUCTION IS SMALL
(LESS THAN 3)
- WHEN EXTERNAL EVENTS ARE INCLUDED, POTENTIAL RISK REDUCTION IS LARGE

(GREATER THAN 20) AssuMinG FVYCSs CAN BE BUILT TO WITHSTAND EXTERNAL
EVENTS



DeGrADED CoRE vs. MoLTeN CORE:
THE CAPACITY FuR RECOVERY

IN PAST PRAS, LITTLE OR NO CREDIT IS GIVEN FOR RECOVERY, THAT IS,
DEGRADED CORES ARE ASSUMED TO LEAD TO CORE MELT.

THERE EXISTS A WINDOW OF TIME DURING WHICH RECOVERY 1S POSSIBLE.
DEPENDING ON REACTOR TYPE AND SEQUENCE CONSIDERED, THIS WINDOW CAN
RANGE FROM TENS OF MINUTES TO MANY HOURS, |

THERE APPEARS TO BE A TREND THAT THOSE ACCIDENTS WHICH ARE THE MAJOR
CONTRIBUTORS TO RISK ARE ALSO THOSE FOR WHICH RECOVERY 1S LESS LIKELY.
THIS IS ESPECIALLY TRUE WHEN EXTERNAL EVENTS ARE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT,



SECY 82-1A

PROPOSED COMMISSION POLICY STATEMENT ON
SEVERE ACCIDENTS AND RELATED VIEWS ON
NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

ACRS DISCUSSION OF SEVERE ACCIDENT POLICY STATEMENT

SEPTEMBER 8, 1982

R. J. MATTSON



PROPOSED POLICY STATEMENT ON SEVERE ACCIDENTS AND RELATED VIEWS
N NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION (SFCY 82-1A)

SUMMARIZES THE POST-TMI DEVELOPMENTS IN RULES ANP LICENCING PRACTICES RELATED
T0 SEVERE ACCIDENTS

REPLACES THE LONG-TERM SENERIC RULFMAKING WITH SEVERE ACCIDENT RULEMAKINGS DESIGNED
10 CERTIFY SPECITIC_STANDARD PLANT DESIGNS FOR REFERENCE ifi TUTHRE CP APPLICATIONS

SCHEDULES A SEVERE ACCIDENT DECISION FOR GRs IN EARLY 1984
SPECIFIES TREATMENT OF SEVERE ACCIDENTS ON ONGOING LICENSING PROCEEDINGS

PROVIDES COUPLING AMONG RELATED POLICIES, E.G., STANDARDIZATION. SAFETY GOALS
AND USE OF PRA






SPECIFIC STANDARD
PLANT RULEMAKINGS

o GESSAR Il - FDA REVIEW UNDERWAY

o WESTINGHOUSE - PDA APPLICATION 1984

¢ CESSAR - FDA APPLICATION 1983



NRC Severe Phase | . Phase 11
Accident Research Decision Basis A Confirmatory A
1pCoR
CP Rule -'H
First il, Rule R £ |
p 0 Legend :
Second I, Rule P - Proposed Policy Statement or Rule
2 A P
F - Final Policy Statement or Rule
CE - Combustion Engineering
Saféty Goal [ Zg ‘%i GE - General Clectric
W - Westinghouse
Severe Accident p f
Policy Statement A a
Severe Accident ) P F
Decision: ORs ' a )
Ist Grod onti e t
SEPTTT/NREP Q“"‘Q‘—TLQM‘A’“‘SML”—*- 19897
Rulemaking CE
on FDAs n ’GA[ K
(Completion)
| l | 2 R 8
1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984|1985 TeRe T Yaar

CALENDAR YEAR

Figure 1--Proposed Schedules for Programmatic Activities of NRC and the Nuclear Industry as Related
To Severe Accident Policy Development, Regulatory Declisicns and Rulemaking.




r@TMENT OF SEVERE ACCIDENTS IN ONGU@NG LICENSING PROCEEDINGS L]
e NO ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS ON SEVERE ACCIDENTS REQUIRED NOW, BECAUSE NO SIGNIFICANT NEW
INSIGHTS INTO CONSEQUENCE MITIGATION FEATURES SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT FURTHER REGULATOCRY
CHANGES, NOR INDICATION FOR CLEAR NEED TO ADD SUCH FEATURES

o WE NOW HAVE: -
e ONE FINAL AND ONE PROPOSED RULE ON HYDROGEN CONTROL (DEGRADED CORE ACCIDENTS)
AND RELATED MATTERS (46 FR 58484, 12/2/1981 & 46 FR 62281, 12/23/1981)
e ONE FINAL RULE FOR PENDING CPs, I.E., THE CP/ML RULE (47 FR 2286, 1/15/1982)

o PROGRAM(S) TO OBTAIN SUFFICIENT INFORMATION IN ~~2 YRS. TO COMPLETE POLICY DEVELOPMENT
AND DECISTON MAKING ON SEVERE ACCIDENTS FOR ALL CLASSES OF PLANTS
o RESEARCH ON SEVERE ACCIDENTS (NRC/IDCOR)
o REVIEWS OF PRAs ON 1.P., ZION, LIMERICK, GESSAR-11, ETC,
o STAFF STUDIES OF "“CONTAINMENT FAILURE MODES FOR A REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF
OPERATING PLANTS AND PLAMTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND FOR ALL FUTURE DESICNS
o CLOSE INTERACTION WITH ACRS AS TECHNICAL INFORMATION BECOMES AVAILABLE

o INDIVIDUAL LTCENSING PROCEEDINGS NOT APPROPRIATE FORUMS FOR BROAD EXAMINATION OF SEVERE
ACCIDENT REQUIREMENTS



IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES FOR SEVERE ACCIDENT POLICY

(CONDITIONS FOR STANDARD DESIGNS FOR REFERENCE IN FUTURE CP APPLICATIONS)

COMPLIANCE WITH CURRENT COMMISSION REGULATIONS, INCLUDING TMI REQUIREMENTS IN 10 CFR 50,34

COMPLETION OF A PRA BEFORE SD APPROVAL THROUGH RULEMAKING AND COMMITMENT TO MEFT THE
REGUIREMENTS FOR DESIGN FEATURES FOR PREVENTION, MANAGEMENT, OR MITIGATION OF SEVERE
ACCIDENTS SHOWN TO BE COST-EFFECTIVE IN THE COURSE OF THAT RULEMAKING

USE OF UPDATED VERSION OF SRP (NUREG-0800)
CONSIDERATION OF ALL APPLICABLE USIs

COMPLIANCE WITH CP RULE REQUIREMENTS




