Mr. Lee V. Gossick

Executive Director for Operations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Gossick:

With the completion of the Reactor Safety Study, which provides
an initial assessment of the risk from nuclear power and the expected
" completion in 1977 of the ilational Academy of Sciences' study on the
risks of the uranium fuel cycle, the risk contributed by the use of
1ight-water reactors for the generation of electrical power will be
quantitated, at least within a defined range of uncertainty. Although
the safety of nuclear power is under continual development, there is
a large group of LUR nuclear power plants now operating or expected
to be operational before 1985, which constitute, with their support
facilities, the apparent near-term primary cause of risk from nuclear
pover in the United States.

When the Environmental Protectfon Agency (LPA) began reviewing
environmental impact statements on nuclear power plants, in particular
the Oconce luclear Power Statfon, a series of meetings were held te
discuss the content of environmental impact statements, the issues
fnvolved and the appropriate treatment of the fssuce in the environ-
mental statements. These meetings began in December 1971 and were
attended by representatives of the Council on Lnvircnmental Quality,
in addition to staff from the Atomic Encrgy Comnission {ACC) and
EPA.

In these meetings, 1t was agreed by the CPA and NRC staff that
certain aspects, including transportation of radfoactive materials,
consequences of accidents, and the rest of the fuel cycle were
expocted to he aencorally sinmflar for the majority of liaoht-water
nuclear power plants. Thus, these 1ssucs could be treated most
effectively on a generic basis. In addition, LPA urged that a generic
assessment be made of the risk of accidents at nuclear power plants,

and was assured by the ATC that 1t was moving toward such an assessient,

It was further understood that cventually a gencric determination of
the acceptability of the risk would be made.
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Consequently, environmental statoaonts have treated these issues
on a generic basis, with continual refincient as better information
became available. TPA's review comments on these 1ssues hove also
been primarily gencric, although questions have been raised when
site-specific conditions appeaced to be outside the range of averagc
conditions. In general, LPA has concluded that, pending completion of
our review of the Reactor Safety Study, there was sufficient assurance
that no undue risks would occur duc to the individual licensing

actions being taken.

From our recently completed review of the Reactor Safety Study, we
have concluded that, within a defined range of uncertainty, the study
has indeed provided a quantitative estinate of tho risk from severe
accidents at contemporary U.S. nuclear power plants.

Therefore, wa believe that with a value of the risk at hand, it
{s tine to proceed to the next logical step, {f.c., to make a detor-
mination of & level of risk which will serve as a criterion of
acceptability for nuclear power reactor safety. This, we belfeve,
would be amenable to resolution via a neneric environmental statement.

Determination of the acceptability of the risk 1s inherent in the
function of licensing these facilitics. This has been done, and we
believe should continue to be done, on an {ndividual plant basis; for
exanple, as provided in the Addendum to the Final Environmental
Statement for the Operation of the Diablo Canyon iluclear Plant Units 1
and 2, dated May 1976, which states, Mhe visk of accidental rodiatfon
exposure has been addressed in depth in the Commission's Reactor
Safety Study (WASH-1400, NUREG-75/014) and found to be acceptably Tow."
While we have provided the NRC a separate letter on this individual
plant 1icensing action, we believe that 1t 1s essential to make such a
determination on a generic basis, prior to making statements on
{ndividual actions. In our opinion, 1t 45 difficult to Justify such
a determination at this time since the basis of the determination has,
not been fully examined and accepted. '

We further note that there 1s at least one indication that the
NPC has alveady heaun to move toward establishment of a criterion of
scceptable risk for nuclear power. This s the use of a required
maximum probability of fatiure for the reactor protection systems in
BWR's, 1n essence a determination of "safe enough” for this important

reactor protection system,

This proposed generic evaluation of risk acceptability 1s not a
question of the acceptability of the use of nuclear power, but a
determination of whether the present generation of light-vater reactors,
which aie already in place or expected to be 4n place in the near
future, are safe enough or whether further requirements on safety are

needed.,
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A generic environmental fepact staterent requires a cost-benefit
analysis, vhich in this case, vould most 1kely considor the cost of
{ncreased cngineered safeguards, siting alternstives, and upgrading
of emergency response capabilfty. That {s, once the lavel of acceptable
risks has been determined, 1t should be possible to deterrine vhether

it s necessory to riale reactor 1censing requirerents and siting
practicns rorc strinnent to reduce the risks, and vhether fiprovenents
in emergency preparcdness planning and {uplerentation are necessary.

o belfeve this is an appropriate tise for a deternination of

" acceptability and that such a determination should be made on a

generic basis by fnput fron a broad spectrun of our socictal interests.
Preparatfon of 2 generic impact statement would be en appropriate
reans of implerentation and participation of varfous societal interests.

te v411 be pleased to discuss this ratter with you at your con-
venience.

Sincerely yours,

‘e
:)/

t!. D. ROW@, PhoOo
Deputy Assistant Administrator
for Madiation Proqrams (AN-450)
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W. D, Rowe, Ph.D,
Deputy Assistant Administrator
for Radiation Progqrams
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, D. C. 20460

Dear Dr. Rowe:

Your letter of July 2, 1976 sugaests that it is timely to consider
undertaking further studies of nuclear accident risks. We have been
considering an effort along similar 1ines as you suqgested. Your meeting
with Mr. Rusche on September 7 was of considerable benefit to us in
developing a better understanding of your views.

The assessments of accident risks currently presented in Environmental Impact
Statements on individual cases are intended to convey the results of our
analysis of an applicant's efforts to comply with NRC's safety requlations
and practices. These regulations and practices have, from the outset, been
developed with an aim towards assuring that no undue risk to the health and
safety of the public is associated with any LWR licensed by the NRC. The
staff's accident assessments in impact statements nave reflected this,

These assessments are not intended as a substitute for other staff reviews

of the acceptability of the application from a safety standpoint that we
perform pursuant to the Atomic Ereray Act.

The Reactor Safety Study indicates that the apnroach to safety as set forth
in the Commission's reaulations has heen successful and that the safety and
environmental risks from accidents are lower than the risks from most other
natural and man-caused events. Our continuing proaram of confirmatory research
will permit progressively greater exactitude in estimating nuclear risks, -

One area which we believe is relevant and was not addressed in your letter

ie the risks associated with alterna ive sources of eneray generation,

As you know, our environmental assessments include economic comparison of
alternate means of electric generation. Optimally, comparisons of alternatives
should be made with the benefit of full knowledge of all impacts associated
with each available option. Similarly, risk assessments of one concept should
be viewed in the 1ight of other risks. As 1 am surc you are aware, the ability
to quantify risks i1s dependent on the availability of applicable data, and the
definition of acceptable levels of risks on a quantitative basis is a new field
that will require significant study,
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As a first step, we helieve that a consolidation of the results of the last

few years of cnvironmental assessments should be undertaken and this base used
to help identify those factors, or ranqc of plant and site features, which are
of significance from an overall risk standpoint. Me believe it is appropriate
to approach this subject on a step-by-step basis with the most detailed planning
devoted to near-term activities and more general plans developed for later steps.

As we develop our plans, we would be pleased to meet with you to further discuss
your views on tnis subject, and to have the benefit of your comments before

we finalize our program. We appreciate your cooperation and suggestions and
look forward to a continued dialogue on this subject.

Sincerely,

A

" Lee V., Gossick
Executive Director for Operations
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Mr. Lee V., Cossick
[xecutiyve NMrector for Morations
11.S. Muclear Raqulatory Torrission
Mashinaton, D.C, 20000

Dear Hr. Gossick:

I have received your letter of loverher 19, 1976, toncerning the
assngsment of the risks associated with 11ght-water-cooled nuclear
power plants, Unfortunately, your rcesponse did not directly address
the main point of my lotter -~ the neod far an assessment of the leval
of accoptalle risks of nuclear pover reactors. te helfeve that it is
necessary to deyalop a plan fo trnat this 1ssue, resulting in 2 aencric
environental frpact staternt, or a rulemat ing proceeding,  Such an
effort vi11 undoubtadly talte several years fnvolving several steps
»s outlined by Mr. Rusche in our rocont meeting. Identification of all
risks in the fuel cycle as specified by tr. Pusche is an foportant first
sten, lowover, neither 1t nor the penctor Safety Study can by them-
salwes arddress the problen of acceptable levels of risk,

tplf{ove the dntornination of levels of acceptahle
risk must fnclude early and cornlote participation by a bhroad
cross-scction of our societal interests. ‘e rrcoqnize that this 13

o corploey and difficult task, but we ove convinced that it 1s

essentfal that such an opportunity he provided for the ultimate accept-
ance of nuclear pover 35 20 cesontial componant for peeting our

enerqgy needs, For our part, ve will ha glad to provide assistance in
plannina for a putlic evaluation of accentable levels of risk. and

in carrying out the effort.

In any event, we

Yo beliave that the Meactnr Safety Study has provided a rensonablo
estirate, within a Adefined ranne of uncertainty, of the risks of laree
accidents in LVis, iy staff has been worl4nn with Sanl Levina's staff
to resolve sorw af the Al€foreners of oninfon vo have had concerning
the results of the Teactor afnty Study. \'e tinlinye that when we
1ats our offarts on the study, v will he in rmuch closer anrecrant

COTprad
reaarding the possihle crvor band than ve previoisly tndiented {0 our
coiments on the finai rojort (June 11, 1970).
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As wo previonsly inticated in our corronts on the floactar Safety
Study (June 11, 1070), we telleve, as the ctudy Indicated, that it
{s {mportant to examine plant-spectfie destan and site difforoncas to
quantify the applicability of the results {n the Neactor Safety
Study to other nuclaar plants. My staff hes undertaken & prelininary
analysis of the accident gnalysis data preparad for fndividual) LN

‘environ=antal statermnts. Mo have faound that apparently the primary factor «*

which fmpacts on the level of Lha consoquences given in the environ-
montal staterents 1s nopulation (density and distrilution), Other
significont yariahles, of course, are plant ¢ize and meteorology,
mainly as related to the rinirun $1te boundary distance, The MRC has
utilized tynical nararcters in ret ing the realistic accident analyses
which do not reflect differencas in plant-engineered safety features
nor site-specific reteoroloay. Thus, the risk results in environmental
statermnts cannot provide extonsive new fnformation without further
sito-spocific analyses. 1In the past, wr have considered this accident
analysis cata in anticipation of a genaric trertment. Ve are nnv
concerned. hased on these newer aralvses, that our prasent rrlfance

on 2 qeneric trratrent of dosian tasis accidents in environmental
staterents may no lonoer he applicahle. As ve proceed to jevied

this mattor further, including nore dotatled analyses of the results
of our study, 1t would lLe anpropriste for the NRC to develop a plan
for incorporating, in environrental statements, tonsideration of
sito-and-plant spacific parameters in assessing the risks at indi-

vidual nuclear facilities.

In your letter, you ntdressed the need for o quantification
of the risks associatnd vilh alternative sources of acnarating
clectricity, Ve 2nrce that corparison of risks fronm nuclear
plants to the various elternatives 15 2n important tosk, reA
has a rescarch progran which w111 contribute to the quantifica-
tion of risks fron the alternatives to nuclear power,

In sweary, 1 understeod from ny meating with Mr. Pusche on
Sapterber 7 that o plan vould ba developed with the aodl of
echievine quantification of acceptatle levels of risk for nucliear
power reactors. Mnce these lovels are detarmined 4t should be
possible to deterrine 1f a nend for risk reduction ruists and,
1f nroded, moans of risk reduction on A cost-offrctive basis,

The tims {s nroner to undortale this task., Therefor:, we would
11ke to kuow your plans fer this offort. ¥e will be nlad to
work with you to develap such a plan,

Sincerely yours,

pripinnl sigued bY
W. D. Rowgs™"
W, D. Rowe, M.D.
Neputy Psaistant Adeinistrator
for Nadiation Proqrams (AY-458)
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