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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

MEETING OF THE ACRS WITH NRC COMMISSIONERS
PUBLIC MEETING

Nuclear HRegulatory Commission
Room 1130

1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C.

Friday, September 10, 1982
The joint meeting convened, pursuant to
notice, at 2:03 p.nm.
BEFORE:

VICTOR GILINSKY, Commissioner
THOMAS ROBERTS, Commissioner

STAFF AND PRESENTERS SEATED AT COMMISSION TABLE:

P. SHEWNON
Je RAY

De MOELLER
C. SIESS

C. MARK

He ETHERINGTON
De. WARD

F. L. REMICK
¥. CARBON

M. BENDER

R« AXTMAN

J. EBERSOLE
D. OKRENT
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DISCLAIMER

This is an uncfficial transcript of a meeting of the United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission held on _September 10, 1982 in the
Cormission's offices at 1717 H Street, N. id.. Washington, D. . The
meeting was open to public attendance and observation. This transcriot
has not been reviewed, corrected, cr edited, and it may contain inaccuracies.

The transcript is intended solely for general informational purpcses.
As provided by 10 CFR 9.103, it is not part of the formal or informal
record of decision of the matters discussed. xpressions of opinion in
" +nis transcript do not necessarily reflect final determinaticns or
beliefs. Ho pleading or other paper may be filed with the Commission in
any proceeding 2s the result of or addressed to any statement or argument
- contained herein, except as the Commission may authorize.
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CONMISSIONER GILINSKY: Why don't ve start?

As you can see, we are a little shorthanded on
our side. We have got a skeleton crev. Joe, as you
knov, is combatting a bout of pneumonia, and that is wvhy
the Comaissioner couldn't be here. And despite that, I
think Tom and I cover the entire spectrum of Commission
vievs.

(General laughter.)

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: We will be able to
hold up our owne.

The meeting is to be about three sibjects.
One of theam is tha proposed NRC polic} regariing severe
accidents and related views on nuclear reactor
regulaticr.

The sscond is proposed safety goals for
nuclear power plans and the rs2lated action plan for
implementation of these goals.

And the third is proposed chang2s in NRC
backfitting rule.

And at this point l2t me turn it over to you,
¥r. Shewmon, and have you take it from there.

MR. SHEWMON: Thank you.

I von't introduce our nev member to you.

Othervise I might., We are pleased to have him on

ALDERSON REFORTING COMPANY, INC,
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board.

The first item on severe accident Dave Okrent
vill handle, and vhy don't we go ahead.

MR. OKRENT: Okay.

Well, I guess we have all recognized this is a
fairly complicated subject, and the Committes has tried
to look at vhat was being proposed in SLCY 82-1A to see
vhether, as it was proposad, or parhaps in some
alternate approach, one might better address what the
staff is trying to do there.

We are still in the process of developing our
thoughts. I am going to have to be speculative, and at
least much of the time it will be me and nst the
Committee that you hear, okay, because I don't want to
have committed the Committee in any sense.

Jne of the guestions that comes to mind in
reading SECY 82-1A is whether for plants to be designed,
if one prozeeis along the route proposed, and if T can
paraphrase it, have an applicant submit a design, a
request for an FDA, and do a PRA in connection with
this, have this reviewed by the staff, he would have
been required to consider the unresolved safety issues
and the other topics as a part of this; than to have the
decisions on features for prevention, litigation,

management of severe accidents made in the course of the

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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rulemaking on the basis of whether they are cost
effective,

I think I, for one, and the Committee, may
have guestions as to whether if you try to do this on
more than one application and in what I will call a
fairly limited time, let's say on the order of two
years, vhather that is likely to be the best procedure.

One guestion is is it really going to be
practical to make ",uch decision using cost-benefit
analysis? Is it good ensugh, and are the uncertainties
going to permit you toi do it? And a second guestion is
is that th2 %ime to include those features in the design
if the decision is made, or might the design be better,
if it vere possible to have the designer consider these
things at the b2ginning when he is doing the design, or
at least during the preliminary conceptual phase vhen he
can go from one thing to another and he hasn't got
pretty much a detailed design in hand.

I think that is at least one of the guestions
ve are vrestling wvith, and unfortunately, it is not
straightforvard. It is just other than the
alternative; * mnight be letter.

» ternative that might be better, if one
~ould 4¢ it, is if the Commission over the next ccupe of

years could develop what you wvould call at least general

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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policy guidance on at least some of the aspects that
enter into this sort of thing so there wasn't a large
part of it, very much of it left for this rulemaking, so
that it could be factored into the design while it is
still in a flexible stage, at least I think and the
Committee may think that if that could be done, that
might be an improved approach.

I think that in a sense is perhaps the
principal comment, and there may be members that want to
add or correct whatever I have said.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: It seems to me that
underlying this proposal was the notion that not much
vill be required of future plans beyond what is required
of existing plans. That seem2d to be --

MR. SHEWMON: You mean the proposal of SECY
82-1A?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes, and one has to
iecide whathar 2n2 accepts that rather than Jjust
adjusting it at the margin, or wvhether deeper, more
thoroughgoing changes may be required or be desirable or
wvhatever, and devising some mechanism for Zoming to, Yyou
know, a conclusion about that.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I think your reaiing is the
same as mine, and I guess I for one, and the Committee,

may question wvhethar for future plants gquite that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,




decision can be made now that there won't be some kinds
of design changes that are not just rather simple things
to put in, let's say, at the =2nd of a rulemaking
stages. Sometimes they could be things that interact
among diffesrent safety issues, and let me just give one
example of the kind of thing wve have been talking about,
of how it may be better to think about some of these
things in the b23yinning.

In some of the current reviews that are being
made in existing plants, at least the pecple doing the
PRAs find that the approach in the newver plants where

they have two 100 percent trains completely separated,

no cross-conna2ctiosns, is not nocossarily more reliable

than an older plant that has two 100 percent trains with
interconnections.

Now, the answer -- it is not clearly, wvell,
let's go back to interconnection, because in fact the
staff does have concerns about commdn caus2 OC
interconnected failures and so forth, but there are
other things that entar. One of the problems that
exists is when you have maintenance, how much time is it
skay to be running with only one train available? There
are tech spec things that sometimes there are problems
in operating a plant in this regard. And then vhen you

think about sabotage considerations, you may say., vell,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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I would prefer to have three separated areas, if I
could, rather than two.

And aftar thinking about things like this, one
might well decide that there are advantages to combine
these things and include the ra2liability of the systea
itself. It may be, for example, four 50 percent trains,
vhich the Germans have, vell separated and not
interconnected, give advantages in several directions
rather than, say, using two 100 percent trains. That is
the kind of, in the end, combined judgrent and could be
a question of p . licy. In fact, I think the Chairman has
a policy like that, you know, whether to have gon¢ in
for 100 percent in other areas for some reason.

What I am trying to indicate is this is the
kind of da2-ision that in fact on the face of it is not a
major change in the overall capability of the plant, and
yet it is something to do at the beginning. It is haxd
to go from a two train to a four train layout.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let's see if anybody
else has any thoughts on this.

MR. REMICK: I have comment, Commissioner
Gilinsky. I don't guite read 82-1A as narrowly to be
there would be no additional features. That is a plus
outcome. But 82-1A does indicate that the licensees

vould have to address the gquestions of containment and
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base mat and things like this, and it is possible it
might be required they would also have to address how
they are going to handle USIs. And I don't see that
necessarily those wculd be pracluded.

So I don*t think that you can say that the
outcome would be no additional features. It is
possibdla.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I didn't mean to
preclude it, but that wvas the direction ! sensed the
paper to be edging toward, that not a great deal vas
going to bs addad. Maybe in the end it would be the
right thing to do. I am just commenting on ay
imprescions.

MR. REMICK: Cartainly at this point iun time
there is no indication it would be required. I think it
is a possible requirement, depending on th2 outcome at
the time.

MR. OKRENT: Excuse uve. If I could add one
point that I feel is going to be relevant to the
commission's thinking, that is at least for new plants
you will have to be fairly conversant with what it is,
let's say, the British are doing and why, what the
French are deoing and vhy, what the Japanese are doing
and why. They are making changes from existing LWRs.

And som2 of them in fact, I guess you could classify, at

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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least I would classify as not just refinements of design

which the staff alludes to as the most likely kinds of

things to b2 e2xpec-ted for the futures.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The area I was
interested in was containment, but before -- 3o ahead.

MR. BENDER: I haven't developed all of my
thoughts, either. No matter what position w2 take on
the so-called severe accident mitigative features, ve
have to krow a lot more about how they can be
implemented. I think it 1s fairly easy to deal with the
kinds of things that Dave has described that the foreign
countries are doing to improve their safety features.
They are not too sophisticated in the sense of knowing
what they are, but as you go into the d2velopment of
concepts that involve very complex behavioral mechanisms
that are very far down the road as far as accident
circumstances are concerned, the understanding becomes
less and less clear. The liability questions become
less and l2ss cla2ar. The cost of implementing them
becomes very much more complicated, and a costing basis
may not even exist, and finally, the guestion of what
kinds of maiantenance and control has t2 be exa2rcised
over these devices that are not likely to be used in
many cases. And so ysu cannot test tham under operating

conditions, and that has to be taken into account also.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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T think we tend to deal with the problem as
though they are the kinds of things wve are thinking
about or the kinds of things that some of the European
countries are doing now, or perhaps some Japanese are
doing. But there is another school of thought that has
to do with devizes of a different character, and I
believe in putting out the rule for consideration you
need to give some thought really on wvhat devices really
might have to be covered by the rule.

That's all I have to say.

COMMSSIONER GILINSKY: Well, let me ask you
this.

What is your sense that, as wve go down the
roads and newv plants are ordered, are we going to vant
important changes in those plants as compared with
current plants, or will they be refinements of current
designs?

MR. BENDER: I can only give you a personal
opinion that is not even representative of the whole
“ommittee or some large fraction of the Committee, and
that is in most cases you cannot show a benefit from
doing much more than we have done. And if I vere to
state my preferences, in some places we have probably
overdone it.

COMMISSTONER ROBERTS: Are there others that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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share that same view?

MR. BENDER: I don't know if in this roonm
there are, but I could find that schcol of thought.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: How about at this
table?

MR. SHEWMON: I don't know about the
overdoing, but I think many of us probably have -- wvell,
let me speak again. I think that you have learned a
lot, and you can see that simply by changing what wvas in
the plants that the SEP has taken and to what they are
ioing nowe I think that has been a constructive
evolution. And so I personally would not feel unhappy
if ve 1id 40 small adiitional changes and feel some
concern at intimations that what we have nov is not safe
and substantial. Changes are going to be needed.

There cartainly are things that one could do
better, and it is worth looking at, but I don't think ve
are in bai shape whera we are.

One of the other things the Japanese are
looking at a fair amount is what can you do to ease
maintenance and inspection, and I think one of the
things that doesn't get much look at, 2t least in the
NRC, or at least in the ACRS, is the things you could do
in that direction.

Hopefully the utilities will push the vendors

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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12
into doing things of this sort, but I see less evidence
of it here.

COMMISSIONER GILINSXY: Well, that has to do
vith a lot of little things that make a plant generally
more maintainable.

YR. SHEWMON: And they ar2 making it easier to
do0 them wvhen you 30 in so it is not a big production to
take them in and to do an inspection. Therefore you
will do it without waiting for a shutdown or burning
somebody up because yosu have jot to ra2move a ton of
steel which is there for some extremely unlikely
accident. Therefore he can't get in to see whether he
has got a leak in that weld, or he can't see it by
walking past it; he has to make a big production out of
it.

CCH¥MISSIONER GILINSKY: Just to pursue this
point, I take it the Committee as a whole do0es not see
important changes down the road that it would recommend
or feel would be useful to put in place, that what are
needed are a lot of refinements or perhaps refinements
in both directions?

MR. EBERSOLE: I can't help but think we might
be on the verge of overdocing the fragments and
underdoing the integral, and th»t is the nature of the

vay ve do our work. We will pick up the electrical

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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13
system, as ve dii the other d4ay, and we will beat it to
a pulp. We will pick up the fire protection and beat it
to a pulp. We will go to another place. And yet wve
miss lots >f the central points of what constitutes
safety: can ve shut it down and keep it cool, which is
an integral question. And I don't think we approach it
in an integral fashion. W¥e approach it piecemeal. We
design the pieces of the plant and fit them together.
This has always bugged me a bit.

I am for integral shutdown, dedicated systenms,
go to the core of the problem, not work on a piece of
it, bludgeon it to death.

Fir2 protaction is 1 case in point. We will
absolutely overdo ourselves to do anything to keep it
from burning up, but there are only a fev small
functions that ne2d to be fail free, the real havoc in
an integral contest of shape.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Will those fall into
the category of major design changes?

MR. EBERSOLE: Major conceptual changes you
ought to start out with and start licensing on line as
they evolve. I think it is terrible to wait until
something is locked up in stone or paper, which is as
bad as stone.

MR. BENDER: I tend to support Jesse's view in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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14
a fesd areas, at least., Fire protection is a good one.
This business of the double-encded pipe break that wve
have engineered plants for has created all sorts of
large, complicated pisces of s2quipment that probably are
not usable for the types of accidents that wve are going
to see.

Now, you can argue that you might have those
accidents, but whether it makes any sense to engineer
for them is still a macter of Jjudgment. And I think
everybody agrees now that these very complicated pipe
vhip restraints and some of the soisnic'restraints are
doing more harm than good.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Well, we are looking
into that one.

MR. BENDER: But I think it is just a patter
of judgment whethar that is a big change or a small
change. For the guy that has spent ten years and $100
aillion, it is a3 pretty big chang2. To a guy that sees
it as just a small tail, maybe it isn’t.

MR. OKRENT: I think a bankered, dedicated
shutdown heat removal system with a small LOCA
capability I wvouli consider not to be a refinement in
the existing plants. We kncw how to do it in principle
because it is already being done elsevhere, but that is

a kind of policy 1ecision I think, and if you ares going

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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to do it, I don't think you would do it during the
rulemaking on some kind of a cost-benefit basis. I
think there are other areas where certainly in France
and in England changes are being made that I would not
classify as refinaments only, and I anticipate myself if
not in the next two years within the next ten years it
is going to> be difficult for the U.S. to not to have
gone at least much of the wvay if not pretty much as far
as really is done there.

COMNISSIONER GILINSKY: You say thay are going
further than we are in various respets.

¥%. OKRENT: Ya2s, they are, sometimes in the
same way, sometimes in other vays.

Wall, l2t m2 l2ave it at that.

I am not in favor of radical changes in the
vhole desizn of the LWR, the PWR, but I think one is
talking abosut things that are not just refinements or
things that are easily added at the time you are
granting the CP.

XR. EBERSOLE: I think it is fair to say that
ir you look at th2 history of these things over the last
25 years, shutting the plant down after it has tripped
ani keepiny it co921 has almcst turned out to be an
afterthought. Let's see if wve can do that aiter ve have

got all this other stuff here. Can ve use it to do

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY_ INC,
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this?

It was not put in place to dc that in the
first place. It has been a finding almost after the
fzct: by GCeorg2, we can, or we can with modifications
do this critical thing.

MR. SHEWMON: Any other comma2nts?

MR. MOELLER: I think some of the designs the
Coamittee has heard about in terms of future thinking of
the various vendors offer opportunities for real
progress. So I think in the future we hopefully will
see safer plants. It leaves no doubt in my mind.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Are there any
particular items that leap to mind?

MR. MOELLER: I don't think we can really talk
too much about them because most of them wvere given to
us in closa2d session.

MR. SHEWMON: One thing that comes to my mind,
the NRC has had a res2arch program, and some of us heard
a review of it out at Sandia, on the susceptibility to
sabotage, and that is cne of the things we usually don't
talk about in polite company because you have to go into
closed session and this and that, but I came awvay from
that meeting feeling that people who =-- the vandors wvere
looking at it carefully, and the NRC had sonme

contractors who were looking at it carefully. We tried

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,

Wy = AN ANIDOIALA AVUE C Wi MUACSMINICSTANM BN "ONY24 (909 READAR



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

24

25

17
to take a jylobal approach at it and narrow it down to
wvhat would be the best options for a saboteur, or
inversaly, what would be the best, the danger points you
ought to protect against, and there I think the best
generation will have an appreciably better thinking
factored into it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In terms of reduced
valnerability?

YR. SHEWMON: Pardon? YeS.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I think it certainly
would be nice to reduce the vulnerabilties of the plants
so they don't have to be armed caaps with 21ll the
physical security paraphernalia and sc on.

MR. SHEWMON: Whether it will go that far ve
will leave for you to predict, but I think with regard
to the technizal basis for that, or plants from the
ground up vere thought of with that in mind, that there
wvill be real improvements.

¥R. RAY: I have a feeling of confidence in
existing plants in that they are substantially safe and
that perhaps the most vulnerable area of accidents is in
the human factor zone, the operators. I am sure there
ar2 going to be changa2s, physical changes, as Jesse
indicates he feels he needs and as David says he would

anticipate. I think these would be gradual, and should

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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reflect the experiences we have had rather than they
would be nice things to have, and from this pocint some
of them might be very marginal vhen you consider the
cost-benefits of them.

But I feel myself that the great area of
vulnerability is in the operations of the plants. And I
have seen evidence, as we have revieved applicants’
stories for OLs, that this message is getting through to
them, and that they are trying to organize and manage
plants 2n a more structured basis and a more logical
basis than the hit and miss that I think characterized
many of the earlier plants.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But there isn't an
absolutely clean line between the human side and the
hardvar2 siia. Y>u know, they are in touch, and some
ar2 more difficult to cope with than others.

MR. BAY: There is an interface there that is
a difficult problem, there is no doubt about it, but it
is getting attention now and therefore probably that
area of vulnerabiilty will be properly prescribed to
correct it.

MR. REMICK: I have one additional comment.
Your earlier gquestion about we have a feeling that ve
have overr2acted in some areas -- this is a personal

view == I 10 think the physical security area is one

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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wvhere the Commission has overreacted. I think the
Commission staff has had an opportunity to do QA audits
vith operators, and they are highly demoralized because
2f what th2y consider excessive physical security
requirements and inability to get ready access to the
plants.

So that is an area in response to your
question, have we overdone it? I personally think wve
have.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In Jhat years was that
because I think there was certainly a feeling like that
vhen the rules came in.

MR. REMICK: This was post-TMI.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: My impression is that
in many of the plants people have learned to live with
physical securit rules and accommodate them much more

easily nowv than they have in the past.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY INC,
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MR. REMICK: I think there is a tranmsition
period, that it is particularly hard for older operators
who were used t> having ready access t> all parts of the
plant, but there is no question about it. As I say, the
operatiosn 5£f QA audits or the opportunity with
management encouragement and sometimes to sit dowr and
talk to oparators and see what their problems vere and
their training and so forth, and I found that wvas a
predominant concern, where we even have individual
speratars that I knew back when they were trained where
ve took trzining programs at Penn State who told me that
it vas their first chance to jet oit of th2 business and
they vere going to get out, and these were experienced
SRO's.

It made an impression on me, and the thing
that they complained about primarily was the increased
physical sa2zurity which was affecting their ability to
do the job.

COMMISSIONER CILINSXY: I must say I have been
concerned about the lack of =-- well, the variocus access
~ontrols andi whather we might have gons to the point in
some cases wvhere we are affecting safety functions or wve
have got some people looking into it, and we are trying
to find ways to parmit easier access for carrying out of

safety responsibilities without, ve hope, reducing the
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security of the plant. Perhaps wve oujht to move to the
next subject.

MR. SHEWMON: This is the safety goals. Here,
Dave will present the main points, and Mike Bender has
some adiitional points on PRA primarily.

HR. OKRENT: Mike has an easier job than I
10.

MR. BENDERs: Well, I know what my position is,
at least.

MR. OKRENT: We are trying to prepare comments
on the staff iraft action plan to implement safety
goals, and ve are trying to prepare comments on the 15
questions that the staff posed for the Commission. I
don't know. I guess I would say the odds are a little
better than S0 percent we will accomplish that at this
meeting.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Are you preparing
ansvers, oc what?

MR. OKRENT: No, no, no, Jjust our comments on
th2 gquastions. And in fact in connection with the
comments we will probably take the opportunity to
provide scome comments that are only related to the
original juestion.

¥R. SIESS: I think if you would like two sets

we can praobably provide them.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I hope this is not a
take home.

MR. OKRENT: No, no quiz. If I tried to think
of the implementation plan, I thiuk one of the
committees' comments was likely to be that there is not
anough there about ths process that will be followed in
implementation. In other words, theres is sort of an
outline of how one might use safety goals for operating
plants and for CP's and so forth, but if you are really
going to do PRA's and reliability analyses and cost
benefit analyses, ve don't have an existing single
methcdology and set of data.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Before you get into
implementation, I wonder if I could ask you a question
here on tha2 Committee's letter. The latter seems to say
on the one2 hand the Committee would like to see more
explicit gquantitative statements. On the other hand, it
juastions the us2 of various juantitative technigues,
and I'm not sure where that leaves us.

¥R. RAY: When you get an ansver, let us know.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I wonder if you could
tell us wvhat the Committee means by that.

MR. OKRENT: Well, of course, it is alwvays
hard to know wvhat the =--

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Somebody was

ALDERSON REPCORTING COMPANY, INC,
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cresponsible for one paragraph, and somebody else for
ano ther?

MR. OKRENT: No, what 10 or 15 people have in
mind vhen they agree to a statad position, it is easier
for those who appand their individual thoughts in that
case, but I will try to give you a personal opinion
vhich may reflect the situation. I think the PRA
technigue is a potentially very valuable technigue, and
ve should try to use it in as many vays as seem to make
sense. On the other hand, I am convinced that there not
only are large uncertainties, but that that is going to
remain th2 case for the foreseseable future, and one is
going to be faced with opiniocas nf different experts, if
you want to call it that, although sometimes it will be
only the end of a long series of calculations, but there
is expert judgment in the input to these calculations
ani so forth, and there is no right ansver most of the
time, if not all the time.

So it is a technigue that one has to use
cautiously, and while some of the time it will be sort
of straightforwvard, the realm of uncertainties will be
such that you can see things ara2 ok:y or something needs
to be ione.

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: Could you say

something about the uncertainties, the source of the
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MR. OKRENT: There are many sources of
uncertainties. It almost depends on -- One of his
problems is Jjust that.

¥R. BENDER: It may be the fundaaental
problea, but unless you have real statistics for the
things that you are trying to evaluate, you are only
speculating on vhat the likelihood is that some piece of
hardvare cr some 2vent will occur, and in fact ve have
very fav events to use as a basis for experience.

I will just cite a few pieces of hardvare they
ara talking about. We have got several thousand valves
in these plants, and maybe a few hundred of them are
pratty important, but in fact wvhen you get iown to try
and figure out how much information we have on the
likelihood that these valves will work the way they are
supposed t> work indec the circumstancas that are
specified, ve are not basing it on any operational
experisnca. We are basing it on the judgment of the
people that have engineered the valves and a fewv tests.

Now, I can be very hardnosed about it and say
that is no: enough information to make a judgment on its
reliability, because I don't have any actuarial
experianca2. Instead, what I usually 3¢ is say, I trust

my judgment well enough to be able to decide that for
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this application that is good enough, but if I have to
pin it down in 2 wvay that says, look, I need to show
that this thing will work every time if ~<alled upon for
a thousand operations, and give you some lavel of
certainty associated with it. I probably cannot make a
case for knowiny that it will work twice out of every
three times based orn what I really know.

Now, if I try to c¢o it in a numerical sense
and I use those kinds of numbers, the chances are I
would convince myself those valves are no good for that
application, because 2 numerical analysis won't stand
up, so I an really basing my judgment not so much on
wvhat I know about statistics as just vhat my engineering
judgment says about it. You can go through the whole
selection of hardware that ve have and do that sanme
axarcise. There are only a few pieces of hardware to
look at wvhere we really have the numbers to> Jjustify the
reliability.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is that really the
basic problem, the lack of data on reliability?

YR. BENDER: That is absoluta2ly the problem.
So what do people do in order to get away from the fact
that they don't have hard numbers? They put wide
uncertainty bands on them, and then somebody says, vell,

look, it is not 32in3 to be as bad as the worst or as
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good as the best, so we will come to somewvhere in the
middle, and they would like to use the median, and
somebody eise would like to use the mean.

MR. OKRENT: That is inverted.

MR. BENDERs I am sorry, but it doesn't make
any differ2nca. We don't know the shape of the
distribution between these two extremes, and so I am not
sure it makes any difference whether it isr mean or
median. W2 don't know where tS draw the lire. And so
vhen you start to do numerical analysis, you wind up
with just a bunch of numbers, and wvhen you take those
nuabers wvith large uncertainties and multiply them
together, or add them as exponents, before you know it,
the uncartaintias zompound thamselves, and you don't
know where you are.

Now, I don't trust that kind of business. I
think it is nice to d> the logical anilysis of the
hardware just because it enables you to see vhere the
veaknesses are, bat to put any faith in th2 numbers as a
basis for saying scmething will surely not damage the
public at some fraquency because of these numbers is, I
think, putting faith in a numerical analysis that
doesn't have that kiid of substance behind it. That is
really what my problem with the safety goal business is.

1 think the staff, by the way in which it is
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functioninjy and th2 industry hHy the way in which it is
going through these PRA exercises is setting itself all
vrapped up in the numbers. The public doesn’'t
understand the nuabers. The p2ople that work o2n thenm
don't understand the numbers, and the people that
understand the harivare 3ion’'t know how tha numbers are
being used.

Now, that is a bad situation, and I would
mistrust a safety goal which us2s thos2 nuabers as a
basis for telling the public that the plants are safe,
andi that is the end of my message.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, let me just
follov my juestion up with this. How do you feel about
the way the calculations model the plant? Are you
comfortable with that aspect of it?

¥R. BENDER: Not very well.

MR. SHEWMON: Are you talking about fault
trees, event trees, that scrt of thing?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You are taking very
complicat21 objects and modeling their interactions in a
very simple way.

MR. BENDER: I am sur2 I am not alone in this
reviev that says you can model a fairly narrow aspect.
fou can take a few events and combine them, but if you

take a lonj sequence of events and combine them, the
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number of variabl2s in the saquence and the number of
things you might omit or deal with incorrectly becomes
such an extensive sequence of things to consider that
you would certainly be uncomfortable with whether the
thing you would start to analyze would actually have any
meaning wha2n you jot to the end of the computation.

HR. SHEWMON: I think some of the comments on
that struck a cori. Carson?

MR. MARX: I wvanted to mention, and you would
be very well awar2 of it, in addition to the date which
we vere mainly pointing out, there is the logical
question of completeness, and it was absoclutely
impossible to tak2 the pisition I hava covarel
evarything. This has the effect that probably PRA can
be used to show that soma2thiny is not accaptable because
you found a track which could exist and which is
unacceptable. You can perhaps ask yourself is it in
principle possible to prove that something is acceptable
if I have the chance, vhatever it may be, but I forgot
to cover some oth2a2r track.

MR. WARD: I would like to say a word in
respons2 t> your juestion about what the Committee meant
by vanting more explicit data compartments. I think
some of us, at least, like to -- would like to see acre

of a distinction drawvn between a safety goal, let's say,
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even in quantitative, health risk terams for which the
safety goal is expressed to> the public, ani raquirements
that are placed on the licensees to enforce the safety
goal.

One the one hand, I think the public has a
right to ask the Commission to what risk it is being
exposed by operation of the nuclear pover industrcy in
general, and perhaps even at particular plants, so a
safety goal of thz bottom linz health risk type and
quantity in terms as has been expressed is appropriate
for doing that, and we ask you to recognize that it is
very, very inexact, for all tLe reasons that Mike has
mentioned, but it is very inexact, or how to do it when
Yyou are tryiny to taka a responsible position and doing
the best you can.

On the other hand, I don't think you can ask
2ach licensee to compare the risk his plant is offering
against tha* safety qo;l, because you are inveolving all
license2s in this morass of uncertainty inveolved in
that. So, I think the position the Commission should
take is that it is going to hold the bag on translating
from this bottom lin2 public aealth risk into workable,
practical quantiative goals for the place on the
licensee f>r the operation of the plant, and many of

those just might be in the very traditional form of
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regulations, quantitative, perhaps some just
deterministic, perhaps it will evolve that some will Dbe
more real liability and probabilistic based on
iistribution.

COMMISSIONER SILINSKYs Could you give us an
axample, without j3iving the number?

MR. WARD: Yes. For instance, I don't think
the Comaission should be telliny a given licensee that
he has to conform with this kind of -- well, with, say,
a safety goal as expressed, but I think the Commission
staff should develop over the years from the PRA
information that is available a set of requirements to
be placed on clients in order tc enforce the safety
goal. I m=2an, system reliability requiremants, one that
you have already talked about is an acceptable
probability of core melt freguency. Well, maybe that is
a little tco broad. I don't know. People are
struggling with a similar concept for containment
reliability, but some sort of numbers, possibly on a
probabilistic basa at a system level that are as
unambiguous as can be made, or perhaps it would be in
more deterministic terms, like insisting that there will
be four trains of decay heat removal systems, but I
don't think you can ask the licensees to compare the

risks of their plant with a safety goal.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That is something that
is just one level of generality higher than current
rejuirements.

MR. WARD: Possibly. I think the PRA may be
up to doing that in the near future.

MR. SHEWEON: I don't understand what you Jjust
asked him. Would you just tell me what you think you
got for an answer? What was one level more?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I thought what
Mr. Ward vas saying was, imposing system requirements,
numerical systen requirements, we vould in a sense
collect groups of regquirements and impose certain
pecformanc2 staniaris for larger entities or subentities
of the reactor.

MR. SHEWMON: Ckay. As long as they are
subentities, because to get it to the wvhole plant is a
problem, and to relate that to hov many people would --

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Right. I take it to
mean performance of various subsystems. I think core
aclt is going a littls furthec, perhapse.

MR. WARD: That is right. That is perhaps
more general than can bhe made int> an unambijuous
requirement relatively, I think.

MR. SHEWMON: Di4 you point get covered?

MR. SIESS: I'm not quite -- Carson mentioned
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completeness is irrelevant, and certainly the degree of
completeness, but I think I should mention that built
iato the iaplama2ntation plan is a specified
incompleteness, by ignoring or choosing to igncre
external events as an initiator or sabotage as an
initiator. If the argument is, wve don't include them
because ve don't know how to do it, I would have to sy
that ve doa't know how important they are, 2ither, so if
ve get down to th2 bottom line on the safety goal, ve
hav nothing. We have an incompleteness that ve know is
there with no uncr *tainty about it except how big it
is.

MR. SHEwWMONs That is what he meant by saying
the Commission has to stay holding the bag, I think.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The Commission alvays
holds the bag.

MR. BENDER: I would just like to add one
point to what has been said. We tend to overlook a
number of features o>f these plants that really do not
lend themselves to probabilistic analysis at all. The
structures can only be evaluated deterministically. One
=an't 1efine any set of statistics that will tell you
vhether something would fail or not for those features
under some operating conditions. Consequently, there is

a vhole collection of features that are ocutside the
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probabilistic analysis area, and when ve begin to
discuss probabilities we are really only talking about a
fev kinds of hardware, a few kinds 2f elements of the

system that are being analyzed, and the other aspect of

§ it is the phenomenological area. Ke don't really know

6 how the events progressed. We are just speculating.

7 Ani sc, being abla to put an certainty cn hov the events
8 progressed is, I think, maybe totally in the realm of

9 speculation, We really can't apply numerical analysis
10 to it.

1 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is the state of
12 your conversations with the NRC staff on this subject?
13 Do you find yourself in agreement or degree of agreement?
14 MR. BENDER: Yes and no. We agree on places
15 where the methodology can apply, but I wvould guecs that
16 in the set of conversations w2 have had, w2 usually find
17 divergence of opinion on how good their analytical

18 methods ara2, vhether they are using them properly,

19 vhether they can back them up with experimental

20 evidence.

21 MR. SHEWMON: Divergence or convergence?

MR. RENDER: Divergence. Now, particularly in

5]

23 the areas of phenomenological events. Now, whether that
24 will come back together again, I don't know.

25 YR. SHEWION: Jess?
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¥MR. EBERSOLE: I think it would be appropriate
to say som2thing 3ibout PTS in this context, and MNike
vould be the best man to say something.

CONMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is the PTS?

¥R. SHEWMON: Let me add one comment on
pressurized thermal shock, vhich adds another to his
list of uncertainties which seem to be more mechanical.
There is the juestion of what are yo>u goinjy to assume
the operator is going to do in pressurized thermal shock
that coios through in speeds, because the largest
uncertainty is, can ve assume the operator will know
vhat to do and do it within 15 minutes or half an hour
or no. Ani I woulil guess, speculating as an individual,
that is likely to remain one of the largest
uncertainties when the staff comes up and we say vhat
is your basis for that.

MR. MARK: Could I try to correct an
impression which I don't think Mr. Bender meant to
leave? Because a structure isn't amenable to PPA
doesn't m2an that we are consa23uently ignocant of the
features >f the structure.

¥R. BENDER: No, I said ve do it
deterministically, but wvhether I can put a this wvon't
fail more than so many times under certain kinds of

circumstan~-es number on it, I guess chances are I
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vouldn®‘t be able to do it with any sense of knowing what
I vas talking aboat.

COEMISSIONER GILINSKY: Where does this leave
us then on what you think about the Commission's
statement? There are all these qualifications and
1ifficultiess.

MR. OKRENT: Well, I think myself the idea of
developing tentative Juantitative design objectives and
testing them ~ut fairly syStesatically may be using
alternate measures. In fact, alternate measures pernaps
in the orizinal design objectives as well as alternate
measures of how you met them is really worth doing. It
is probably the ba2st game in town, as it wvere, from the
point of viewv of learning just what the potential for
going more quantitative is, and if you don't do it,
people are going to be using the methodology anyvay, and
probably misusing it more than if you somehow control
its use, than have good guality and always have good
documentation as possible, and alvays have someone to
give an iniepenient review, and this sort of thing.

So, I myself would favor trying to test this
out, as I said, on a non-binding basis, but rather
thoroughly and carefully and systematically, and maybe
deliberately picking some things that are hard and

making sura that you have examples that involve big
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ancertainties, and 1if you vere going to do a cost

benefit decision at the rulemaking, you know, would you

be able to, and s> forth? This is my jen2ral impression.
I wouldn't, in other words, throw it awvay. On

the other hani, I wouldn't adopt it as the thing to

start using for real.
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MR. BENDER: It seems to me you neai to tell
us -- and I mean the Commissioners need to tell us and
the public -- what are yoau going to uses the 3oals for?
Vic, you raised this guestion yourself. But no matter
what, the Staff is not clear, I think, what the goals
vould be used for.

My discomfort with them stems irom the fact
that I think they will be usei for the wrong purpose and
that is vhy I am concetned about them. Dave is
optimistic that if you put them out in some sort of
controlled fashion and work with them for a wvhile you
vill find a way to make them helpful to you =-- and that
is probably a legitimata position too.

Bur if you do not tell the people that you are
presenting the goals to how they are going to be applied
and vhat they are going to be used for ~-- particularly
vhen they get into> the legal processes =-- you are likely
to create chaos and I think we are seeing a little bit
of chaos nov as people are beginning to try to test what
they think will be the goals policy against some of the
regulatory practices.

M. AXTMANN: As I recall, the Committee vas
inclinea to - ‘nk there would be goals. Can't ve tell
them how t> use them and vhy?

YR. B YDER: No. Some people saii that ve
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had, but T do not happen to be in that camp.

MR. RAY: Bob, I 40 not think the Committee
said they should be used universally.

MR. SIESS: Well, Jack, I think the position,
after listening t> my colleagues over a pariod of
several months on this and listening to the Staff, I
think I can say that ve think safety goals are a good
idea. We think PRA is a jood idea, but wve have got
serious reservations about how they go together.

(Laughtar.)

MR. SHEWMOK: That may be as good a
valedictory on that point as wve have.

All right, the remaining topic is the
backfitting rule and if vou would like we could briefly
summarize <hat v2 think v2 will say on that for your
possible comments.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Please do.

MR. SIESS: First, I believe I am not speaking
just for ayself. The Committee has a position on this,
am I correzt, and I can give you that position in four
vords or 150 woris.

COMMISSIONER GTLINSKY: I think we can stand
150 woris. Our sa2cretary will start counting.

¥R. STESS: I believe we agree the Staff'’s

approach to backfitting in individual cases should be
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more restrained and more disciplined, but we do not
understand why the Commission should have to change its
rules in order to enforce this kind of discipline on the
Staff. Now we believe that all that is needed is to
4evelop criteria for backfittingy ani to implement those
criteria under existing rules.

In addition, we have a problem with the
proposed rules that would make it unna2cessarily
difficult for the Staff to obtain the information it
neads to examine the safety issues. We think there must
be some flexibility in obtaining information from
licensees and from CP holders and that if the Staff
exhibits unnecesssary zeal in seeking such information
ve think this could and should be controlled by
m>nageuent direction and oversight.

Inr other vords, in the four words, ve do not
like it. |

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me ask you what
you think about the way backfitting has been carried
on. Now I was going to ask you is that it was sort of
across-the-board. There has been too much backfitting
or that it was in-onsista2.t, or what, or not enough of
1t?

MR. SIESS: I am not sure wvhether anybody

knovs, whether they have ever made a study of all of the
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individual backfits that have been made. It must range
from very minor t> relatively large and have been done
over a period of years, of plants of various

vintages.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I must say ay own
feeling is, if I zan inject my own thoughts, that of all
the areas where more Commission guidance is needed and
vould be helpful, this is, tc my mind, number one, and
that th2 Commission ought to be clearsr about what it
vants to happen, that it is not so much a matter of
vording of particular rules. It is really the
Commission's philosophy on Lackfitting.

MR. SIESS: ©Well, you have taken a major step
in generic backfitting -- generic requirements -- CRGR.
At another level, not necessarily another extreme but
again in individual cases, we have be2n looking at the

application of the systematic evaluation program at some

.af the older reactors.

Nov we have not gotten back to the real old
ones. We started out with the two most recent -- or the
Staff did -- and thers there has been some very
selective backfitting based on some judgments and not
just on bdlind adherence to the requirements of
aodern-day plants.

Now I am sure there are many reviewers who
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look at the staniard reviev plan and say this plant does
not meet it. How can I make him do it, because if the
standard reviewv plan says it is necessary, that is
probably the way it ought to be. EBut I do not know what
the extent it.

But we have heard that noboiy has ever used
50.109, the backfitting rule, to get around it.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: My impression is that
ve get around it because if wve use it that does not
imply it is necessary for the backfit.

MR. SIESS: No. To use it they would have to
justify the backfit. That is vhat I would. It is a lot
easier to tell somebody to do it under 50.54.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, the
justification would involve you in basically admitting,
or at least by implication, that the situation had not
bean satisfactory up to then, and this gets you in one
of these regulatory logical traps, that, in order to
avoid it, pecople go a different wvay.

MR. SIE3S: Here we get into an argument. I
vould lik2 to avoid arguments.

MR . SHEAMON: Be reasonable; do it my vay.

MR. SIESS: Or else. No, I am not saying that
backfitting is bad, but it has been undisciplined.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Would it be useful to
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take a look at the extent of backfitting, make some sort
of an assessment? Is that doable?

MR. SIESS: Don't ask m:; ask =-- FHarold Denton
sould probably tell you, but I just doubt if you could
do it. Somebody would have to> look at amendaents or
orders, if you have got them on the computer.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: This is certainly one
of the points about which one hears the most complaints,
and the Commission is alvays committing itself to more
predictability and so on.

Well, l2t's see. Where 4o you come down,
then? You do not like this rule?

MR. SIESS: We do not like it. ©We think it
can be dc=e by management.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs: Is it being done at
the present time, do you think?

MR. SIESS: Everything that we hear is that it
is not, that nobody has told people that they should use
50.109 and justify backfits and not do other things.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: What is your sense of
th2 operation of tha CRGR?

¥MR. SIESSs That is for generic items. This
is for indiviiual actions.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you have any sense

for how many =-- if you take a mass of backfits how many
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fall in one category or the other? Would they not
mostly fall into the generic category?

¥R. SIESS: (Nods in tPo negativa.)

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: You think not?

MR. SIESS: (Nods in the negative.)

COMNMNISSIONER GILINSKY: Mostly individual?

MR. SIESS: I do not know -- not most. There
must be a great many more individual actions than there
are generic actions, but the generic actions involve a
1ot mor2 plants and usually involve bigger items. I 4o
not have a feel for the statistics.

MR. BENDERs Almost certainly fifty percent of
them or more are associated with seismic requirements
that have changed with time, and another substantial
fraction of them has to do with cur favorite discussions
about fire protection.

MR. SIESS: Those w2re jeoneric.

MR. BENDER: Well, they are generic in the
sense that they cover one subject, but they are
different for every plant.

YR. SIESS: But they vere generic orders and
they would have gone through CRGR if there had been a
CRGR.

MR. BENDER: And then there is a category of

things that were involved in the reevaluation of the
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single failure criterion. I think they are the places
where the Staff probably has 2xercisei mor2 individual
judgment than in any other place, and I think those
vould be the placas I would 1look.

MR. CARBON: With all due respect to Mike's
ansver, I personally do not know if anyone has a good
handle on how much backfitting there has been and how
much it has broken down, and it seems to me a desirable
thing to d> to try and get a handle on those two to
really get an appreciation of what is involved.

MR. SHEWMON: Any thoughts about those,
Forest? You used to run an office that did these kinds
of stuiies.

MR. REMICK: No, I do not think I do. I would
juess that certainly the Staff would have 3 better
feeling of how this would be done and hov regionally it
could be done. From my respect, I do not think I could
indicate one way or the other how much of a job it is or
how long it would take.

MR. SIESS: VYou could get some individual
ansvers if you asked the utilities if they vere --

MR. RAY: I an sure they would all say there
have been too many and they have not been justified.

¥R. SHEWMON: But part of his guastion was not

a value juigment. It was how many. That should be
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slightly more mutual and definable.

MR. CARBCN: That would seem like it could be
done fairly readily by going to utilities -- not the
value judgment but hov many; what are they and so on.

YR. MARK:s Under the backfitting rule you
might ba able to ask the question.

MR. BENDER: You have to know more than how
many. You have t> know how extensive their a2ffects vere
on the plant. Some things are guite trivial and if they
are trivial it is hardly worth our trying to buck them
up to this table.

COMNISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, certainly you
vant to categorize them in some wvay.

MR. EBERSOLE: May I comment on that since ve
have another topic later in the day wvhich takes up
regionalization, one of the great, popular things of
this Aiministration? I think this sort of thing is =--

COMMISSICNER GILINSKY: That is the Dircks
Adainistration?

MR. EBERSOLE: There is a great
iezentralization, that we do not know in any simple
context what is going on and there is probably no
aniforaity in vhatever prac’ice there is. So it is one
of the ill effects. Of course, there are some good ones

of decentralization, but I think really this is an
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activity that shows one of tha other 2ffects of
decentralization.

COMMISSIONER SILINSKY: How do you connect
decentralization?

MR. EBERSOLE: I gather that vhat happens is
an individual operator is told by even an individual in
th2 field that he hys got to change this and change
that.

MR. SIESS: It was suggested, for example,
that on a reload review, which comes up every year or 18
months, Staff revievers will sometimes take that as an
spportunity to upyrade a plant to the currant
requirement -- simply say this wvwill expedite our
reviev.

Now T #as toli1 that., I 40 not know it for a
fact, but it was a fairly high level source, somebody
that ought to knovw.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, it is certainly
true that at times vhen approvals are required or a
plant has to come back up it is, so to speak, more
vulnerable from the regulatory point of view and
requests gat more attention and go beyond fair. But 1
think it is true that a lot of the business is done at
that time.

YR. SIESS: You asked how much of this is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, IV
100 VIRGINIA AVE.. S W., WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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has it done and if it had been done under 50.109 or

something like that where somebody had to make an

evaluation as to whether this backfit would improve
safety, I would like to know that more than the other.
If these were all isprovements that contribute to safety
and we do not know whether we are below or above a

safety goal which we have not got yet, then I could not

get excited about people doing things through the back
docr, as long as it wvas improving safety.

COMMISSIONER GiLINSKY: Well, certainly it
mnust be the judgment of the persons on the Staff that it
does improve safety. They are not doing it
frivolously.

MR. SIESS: Well, it could simply be the
judgment it is in the standard reviewv plan now.
Therefore, it must improve safety. Let me give you an
example -- general design criteria 55, 56, and S7.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Improve safety and be
woerth doing.

MR. SIESS:s For exaaple, GDC S5, 56, and 576
relate to having isclation valves on pipes going through
sontainment, two valves -- one inside, one outside, one
check valve, one astor-operatad. It is very specific --

probably the most prescriptive criteria we have got.
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When the Staff looked at this in connection
vith a systematic evaluation program, it loocked at some
PRAs that had been done. It turned out that the number
of the valves and vhether they were inside or outside
containment was nd> contribution to safety at all. The
unr2liability was simply dominatnd by the probability
that the valve wvould not close.

And all of thes2 othar sracific criteria made
no significant on risk, so they did not backfit it. But
if they hai not gone through that review, is this really
vorthwhile? We know it is going to cost money. They
vould have said that is not in the standard review
plan. That is in the rules. They havs 3ot t> Jet an
exception to the rule and not backfit, if you decide to
backfit.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I think it might be
usa2ful for the Committee to vatch how the process is
vorking now -- there have been some management changes
in the Staff -- and see what you think about it. The
systee is only a few months old, if that, and you might
keep an eye on it.

MR. WARD: I think you brought up an
interesting point. It vas nev to me -- backfitting =--
that you si1id maybe the Staff has been reluctant to use

50.109 because it gets them into a logical regulatory

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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trap. I think our response to the new rule -- I had not
heard that argument. We did not hear that argument at
all -- only that 50.109 was not used because there vere
easier, wnore eoffective vays to> get the thing done.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, that is the wvay
it vas explained to nme.

MR. WARD: Well, I am kind of wvondering about
the ansver to the letter which we have tentatively
prepared bacause ve have not heard that argument at
all.

BR. SIESS: VWe did not hear much from the
Staff an,vay.

\R, SHEWMON: I think that is all ve have.

KR, SIESS: I 10 not zare how it is done. I
just think ve need to change the rules to have people do
it right, The rules are there.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Do you think further
guidance is useful?

MR. SHEWMON: Yes, nc question.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: In the contaext of the
rule. Does that pretty vell exhaust the three
subjects? Is there anything 2lse that you would like to
bring up in the r2maining few moments which we do not
have to take. But if anyone has something he would like

to liberate himself of --
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MR. MOELLER: One comment I think is
appropriats, and that is because of the close
interrelation of these various items one would expect
that the proposad safaty zoals, the plan for their
implementation, the backfitting policy and the severe
rulemaking policy or policy statement would be closely
integrated and would follow some coherent, systematic
philosophy.

Aand I 40 not believe that we found that to be
the case.

MR. STESS: We had a different Staff spokesman
for each itenm.

MR. SHEWMON: The integration will be a
management exercise or challenge.

MR. MOELLER: And some Staff, in presenting
any pacticular one of these four iteas, for example, has
implied that they wvere anticipating what decisions would
be mada regarding the other aspects.

MR. MARK: I have a question which perhaps
does not bslong hare, but it is easy to throw out. In
formulating the safety goal, which is one-tenth of one
peccent of some backgrouni health effact, wvas it
supposail that the person referred to this average person
who wanders averagely around the circuit, was tied in

there, >r wvas he free to jump on his bicycle and get the
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heck out, in which the chances of his being hurt vere
zaro?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I 4> not know. Tonm,
vhat do you think? My name is not attached to that
document.

(Laughter,)

YR MABK: I am not sure I got an answver.

MR. SHEWMON: I am not sure you will get an
ansver.

MR. MARK: It depends a little bit, you know,
enough credit is not given to vhat you can do by
evacuation, Maybe you can leave all the pumps alcne.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I am not sure they got
to that level of detail.

MR, SHEWNON: Carson wvas discussing some
dedicated school buses with which we coull get everybody
out.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKXY: ¥r. Etherington, do
you have any thoughts?

MR. ETHERINGTON: I have no comments.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKXY: Tom, any closing
thoughts?

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: No.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, thank you very

auch, g2ntlemen. I certainly enjoyed the discussion. I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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1 am sure the Chairman will enjoy reading the transcript.

2 Thank you.
3 (Nhereupon, at 3:18 o'clock p.m., the meeting

4 adjourned.)
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SUBJECT: MEETING OF ACRS WITH NRC COMMISSIONERS, SEPTEMBER 10, 1982

A meeting of the ACRS with the NRC Commissioners has bzen scheduled on
September 10, 1982 from 2:00 P.M. to 3:30 P.M. in Room 1130.

Topics scheduled for discussion are:

1. Proposed NRC Policy Regarding Severe Accidents and Related Views
on Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Members of the Committee have requested an opportunity to discuss
their initial reaction to.the proposed NRC policy statement re-
garding consideration of severe accidents in the design and opera-
tion of nuclear power plants.

2. Proposed NRC Sa‘ery Goals for Nuclear Power Plants and the Related
Action Plan fo- Implementation of these Goals

Mempers of the Committee have requested an opportunity to discuss
their reaction to the proposed safety goals and related implementa-
tion plan,

3. Proposed Changes in NRC Backfitting Rule

This topic is related to the proposed NRC safety goals and members
have expressed a desire to discuss their initial reactions with
the Commissioners. N
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