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Mr. Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations
U.S. fluclear Regulatory Commission
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 National Academy of Sciences' study on the
risks of the uranium fuel cycle, the risk contributed by the use of
light-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 LLIR nuclear power plants now operating or expected
to be operational before 1905, which . constitute, with their support
facilities, the apparent near-term primary cause of risk from nuclear
power in the United States.

'

\. When the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) began reviewing ,

environmental impact statements on nuclear power plants, in particular'

'the Oconce fiuclear Power Station, a series of meetings were held to
discuss the content of environmental impact statements, the issues ,

involved and the appropriate ' treatment of the issues in the environ-
mental statements. These meetings began in December 1971 and were
attended by representatives of the Council on Envircumcatal Quality,
in addition to staff from the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) and
EPA.

:
In these meetings, it was agreed by the EPA and flRC staff that I*

.

certain aspects, including transportation of radioactive materials,
consequences of accidents, and the rest of the fuel cycle were
expected to be generally Sinilar for the maiority of light water
nucicar power plants. Thus, these issues 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 AEC that it was moving todard such an assessment. .

It was further understood that eventually a generic determination of
{the acceptability of the risk would be made. ,,
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Consequently, environwntal state.Muts have treated these issues ,.,

on a generic hasis, with continual refinenent as better information
becono available. EPA's review conments on these issues have also
.bcen primarily generic, although questions have been raised when
site-specific conditions cppeared to be outside the rango of averagc-
conditions. In general LpA has concluded that, pending compittion of
our review of the Reactor Safety Study, there was sufficient assurance
that no undue risks would occur due to the individual licensing
actions being taken.

'

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

Therefore, we believe that with a valua of the risk at hand, it
is tir.e to proceed to the next logical step, i .e., to make a detor- .

mination of a level of risk which will serve as a criterfon of
,

acceptability for nuclear power reactor safety. This, we believe, F

would be amenable to resolution via a generic environmental statement.

Detennination of the acceptability of the risk is inherent in the
-

function of licensing these. facilities. This has been done, and we
believe should continue to be done, on an individual plant basis; for
example, as provided in the Addendum to the Final Environmental
Statement for the Operation of the Diablo Cany~on iluclear Plant Units 1
iiid 2, daTe~d May Tytc~, shicTi states, "the ri.st of TeciBental racffstGii '

exposure has been addressed in depth in the Commission's Reactor(
Safety Study (WASH-1400, NUREG-75/014) and found to be acceptably low." '

While we have provided the flRC a separato letter on this individual
plant licensing action, wo believe that it is essential to make such a
determination on a generic basis, prior to making statements on
individual actions. In our opinion, it is difficult to justify such f.

a determination at this tine since the basis of the determination has,'

-

not been fully examined and accepted. ;
a,

We further note that there is at least one indication that the ff'

NPC bn already begun tn movn toward establishment of a criterion of ,,. |

acceptable risk for nuclear power. This is the use of a required
maximum probability of failure for the reactor protection systems in ,

BWR's, in essence a determination of " safe enough" for this important I
i

|

reactor protection system.
. .

>

This proposed generic evaluation of risk acceptability is not a
question of the acceptability of the use of nuclear power, but a j t

J

determination of whether the present generation of light-water reactors, ;.

which a're already in place or expected to be in place in the near f
'

future, are safe enough or whether further requirements on safety are
needed.
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'*A generic environiaental impact stateront requires a cost-benefit
analysis, which in this case, would inost litely censider the cost of ,

increased cugineered safeguards, siting alternatives, and upgrading
of cmcrgency response capability. That is, once the lovel of acceptobic f

risks has been detemined it should be possible to deterritne whether.-

it is necessory to nate reactor licensing requircrents and siting
practicos rore stringent to reduce the risks, and whether improvements
in cincrgency preparedness planning and it.pletrentation are neccisary.

1!c belicyc this is an appropriate titue for a determination of
acceptability and that such a determination should be made on a >

generic basis by input frors a broad spectrun of our societal interests.
Preparation of a generic linpact statement would be an appropriate
neans of implementation and participation of various societal interests.

Uc will be pleased to discuss this catter with you at yotir con-
.

venience,
l'.

Sincerely yours , 0

. 'S /'

11. D. Rowe, Ph.D.
Deputy Assistant Administrator
for psdiction Programs (All-453)
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W. D. Rowe, Ph.D.
Deputy Assistant Administrator ,

rfor Radiation Programs
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, D. C. 20460 |

'
Dear Dr. Rowe:

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

f. ,r
SThe assessments of accident risks currently presented in Environmental Impact

Statements on individual cases are intended to convey the results of our m'
analysis of an applicant's efforts to comply with HRC's safety regulations ,

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 t

I
safety of the public is associated with any UfR licensed by the NRC. The )

| staff's accident assessments in impact statements have reflected this. y
| These assessments are not intended as a substitute for other staff reviews %of the acceptability of the application from a safety standpoint that we W

perform pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act.
IT T

The Reactor Safety Study indicates that the approach to safety as set forth "rj .

in the Comission's regulations has been 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 program of confirmatory research .) '

will permit progressively greater exactitude in estimating nuclear risks. , 4 |

One area which we believe is relevant and was not addressed in your letter h' .
f-is the risks associated with alternative sources of energy generation.
k].".~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 i
t

with each available option. Similarly, risk assessments of one concept should | ,j' )1

be viewed in the light of other risks. As I am sure you are aware, the ability f
'

um |to quantify risks is dependent on the availability of applicable data, and the
definition of acceptable levels of risks on a quantitative basis is a new field i

I*

that will require significant study, b j
.,
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W. D. Rowe - 2 - ,

As a first step, we believe that a consolidation of the results of the last
few years of environmental assessments should be undertaken and this base used !

'

to help identify those far. tors, or range of plant and site features, which are
of significance from an overall risk standpoint. We 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 he pleased to meet with you to further discuss
your views on this 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. -

.

Si ncerely , ,
,

/( :/
Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations -
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11r. l.ee V. Cossick *

Executivn hirector for Operations
11.5. !!uclear D.caulatory Corrission
Washinnton, D.C. 205Z

..., Dear Mr. Gossick:
,

-[ I have received your letter of I'nver6er 10,1976, concerning the
assessent of the risks associated with light-water cooled nucicar

Unfortunately, your response did not directly address,

powcr plants.'

the r'.atn point of ny letter -- the need for an ar.scstnent of the levelt,'c helieva. that it is L
of acceptable risl:s of nuclear pouer reactors, hnecessery to dnvelop a plan to treat this issue, resulting in a ganeric btuch anenviron'tntal irract statenant, or a rulcrat in9 froceeding.
effort will undoubtedly tal:e several years involving several steps
as outlined by ifr. Rusche in our recent nceting. Identification of all
risks in the fuel cyclo as specified by Mr. pusche is an important first

l'ouever, neither it nor the llecctor Safaty Study can by them-step.
selvt.r. arldress the prob 1rni of acceptable levels of risk.'

In any ovant, we believa the determination of levels of acceptabic ;
risk rnust include early and conplete participation by a broad!!e recognize t' rat this is
cross-section of our societal interests.
a cor. plex and difficult task, l'ut un are convinced that it is
essential that such, an opportunit) he provided for the ultimate accept-
ance of nuclear power as an essential component for rv'eting our

For our part. ec will be glad to provide assistance inenergy needs.
plannino for a public evaluation of acceptable icvels of risk and

. .

in carrying out the effort.
Uc believe that the Peactor Safety Study has provided a reasonable f

,,

esticate, within a define:i rango of uncertainty. of the riskt of larre
My staff has been worFinn with S.wl Levine's staffaccidants in Li'i!s.

to resolve soon of the differences of oniniran en have had concarning
-

the results of the fenctur Sef.ety Study. l'c believe that when we
co7picte our effort; on the stut'y, un will be in r.nch closer agracrnnt
reperding the pose,151c crror bnnd than un previously initiented in our '

cor.3nents on the final reort (Junc 11,197f.).,
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As we previously inlicated in our comnts en the 4ent: tor Sarcty '

Study (June 11,197r.), we f elieve, as the study indicated, that it
|

', '

Is important. to examine plant-specific dr sign anif site differences to
quantify the applicability of thn results in the Acactor Safetyfly staff has undertalen a preliminarye',

-

Study to other nuclear plants.,

analysis of the accident analysis data prepnred for individual LWR
'

Un have found that apparently the prirnary factor ** * -'environenntal statempts.' 'C

which inpacts on tho level of the consequences given in the environ-
mental state'wnts is population (density and distribution). Other
significant variables, of course, are plant size and ncteorology,The 'lRC hasinalnly as related to the olnir;u'1 site liouridary distance.
utilized typical parameters in r:rding the realistic accident analyses
which do not reflect differences in plant-engineered safety features

Thus, the risk rr:sults in environmentalnor site specific raeteorology.
statermnts cannot provide extensive new infonration without further

-

site-specific analyses. In the past, we have considered this accident*'
Uc aro nowanalysis data in anticipation of a generic trertnent.

concerned, based on these neuer analyses, that our present rnifanen ,

on a generic treatnent of design bests accidents in environmental 3

statements nav no lonner be applicable. As we proceed to review
y

i

this natter further, including norn detailed analyses of the results
of our study, it would be appropriate for the llRC to develop a plan
for incorporating, in environmental staterents, consideration of
site and-plant specific parreters in assessing the risks at indi-
vidual nuclear facilities.

In your lettar, you nddressed the.need for a quantification
of thn risks associated with alternative sourcer, of ganerating : jUc agree that corparison of rists fron nucirarelec trici ty. 1frAplants to the various alternatives is an important to,L. fhas a research program which ulli contribute to the quantifica-..

tion of risks fron the alternatives to nuclear power.
,,

In surr.ary, I understood fron ny t'ecting with tir. posche on
|

Septerter 7 that a plan would bo developed with the goal of I

achieving quantification of acceptable levels of risk for nuclear .

Once thase levels are dctormined it should be I,, poner reactors.
pos'sible to deterrine if a need for risk reduction exists and. |

'
if needed, roans of risk reduction on a cost-ef fective basis.
The time is nroner to undertale this task. Thorr for? , m would

|
'

-

like to know your plans for this errort. I?e will be gimi to
|work uith you to develop such a plan. l

Sincarely yours, ,

..Orintnni signed by I"
W. D. Hofo V b |

M. D. Rowe, ph.D.
-

pcputy Assistant Mninistrator f
for Radiation prograns (AW-450)
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