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UNITED STATES OF aMERICA

MUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

THE AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

ON THE STATE OF NUCLEAR POWER SAFETY

Room 10486

1717 H Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C

Friday, May 21, 1935

The AD HOC Subcoammittee on The State of Nuclear

Power Safety for the NRC of the Advisory Committee on React.

Safeguards convened, pursuant to notizce, at 3:45 a.m., William

Keer, Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding.
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PRESENT :

William Kerr, Chairman

Harold W. Lewis, Member

Glenn A Reed, Member
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Anthony J. Cappucci, Jr
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DR. KERPR: Good morning

tao order .

EEDI NGS

)

The meeting will now come

This is a meeting of the Advisory Committee on

Reactor Safeguards Ad Hoc Subcommittee on State of Muclear

Power Safety. This is the second meeting of

the subcommittee. It faollows an effort to collect from
members of the committee, safety concerns which will form ga: ¢
of our discussion today You should have a listing of those,

as has been prepared by Mr.

Cappucci, | think probably a copy

af the memorandum, froem various members of the committee

| am Bi!l Kerr, Subcommittee Chairman. The other

ACRE Members in attendance are Dr .

The purpose of th

Lewis and Mr Read .

is meeting is to discuss important

safety issues identified by ACRS Members at the request of

the SONPS Chairman

Anthony Cappucci

for this meeting

The rules for participation

is the cagnizant ACRS Staff Member

in today’s meeting have

been announced as part of the notice of this meeting

previously published in the

10, 1925

A transcript of the meeting

be made available as stated

Federal Register on Friday, May

in the Federal

is being kept and will

Register Notice.
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certainly you feel that there is more health, that something
is more vibrant, that something is better and | think that |
could see in their structuring and what they do, some of the
reasons for a more healthy scene and probably a more safe
scene because of health

|l guess if you are in healthy condition, you can
walk right down the road without stumbling, and therefore you
are more safe.

o, what can we draw from what we saw there, ar -

does it apply to what | think is some health problems here in
the USA?

I think we could all agree on one right away; that
the people seem less involved in ~~ thase involved in the
effort seem less harassed, burdened and more motivated Could

we agree on that?

DR. KERR: I don’t know we are necessarily here to

get agreement today Why don’t you go ahead. It is an

observation

MR REED: All right

I think another thing that we ocught to do is, they

are convinced that what they are doing from a design point of

view is pretty good

In the meantime, we seem to think we have a lot of

problems I think we do have one aor two design problems.

They seem to standardize and so something about it,
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example -~ | know | am talking too much -- bBut an example that
crossed my desk, in the pile of mail that | found this week
was ¢ iping, Histarical Seismic Piping Re rt

And the Histaorical Seismic Piping Report discovers,
to no one’s surprise, that earthquakes occur, the piping that
survives is flexible piping, and the piping that breaks is
rigid piping.

Now, many peocple have been saying that to NRC for a
long, long time But, there is a very pondercous program in
place to discuss how one can license the flexibility of piping
and how one can go into the slightly inelastic domain with
piping

The fact is, the evidence is there that the cu 45 1
regulations, which are for extraordinarily rigid piping for
licensability reasons, is not the way to make the piping safe
from 2arthquakes. Everyone has known this, but nathing has
happened about it. Now there is a histarical review that
varifies something everyone has known, and still nothing will
happen about it

That is where | see the problems Not in making a
list, the difficulty of addressing issues in terms of their
relevance to safety, rather than treir amenability to
regulation

I knmow it is hard to quantify that comment . But, if

we come up with anything in that direction, | think it will
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probably be better than another ordered list, or an unordered
list

MR. REED: This is nat too much different, than if
you go to root cause, | think, than my third point, that
requlatory structuring has a problem.

Hal is saying, well, it ought to lean on less paper

and more understanding it, more wise and this kind of thing

I think that is what it is saying. I think there is a problem
with regulatory structure, too. | agree with you

I might point out something in this issue, in
our considaerations today I think we aught to keep in our
minds this recent Commission release, that it is likely that
we will have one mare major TMI type accident between now and
the yvear 2000 Now, that is a release.

It seems to me if we are going to assess the state
of nuclear powar safety, we have to reflect on that arnd decide
what steps along the art of the possible, what concrete things
can back that prediction down.

DR. LEWIS: Glern, | wouldn’'t take the number .S
that the Commission supplied to Mr Markey all that
seriousiy You saw how 1t was calculated It differs by a
factor of 3 from the ACRS estimate of essentially the same
thing

Baoth numbers have enormous uncertainties associated

with it In both cases ~~ | hate to say it -~ people used the
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I am going to lay it right out here A control system failure
on a B&W plant -- and | will say it is level contral system
failure on a BAW plant -~ can lead to perhaps another Three
Mile Island. All right.

Now, what a2re we going to recommend? What is a
stop, or what is a cure, or what is something? A hard
decision. What is a cure to take care of that?

Im my opinion, it is blowdowr off the top of the
candy cane.

DR. LEWIS: Ve are being very helpful to youw, ar.
we, Mr. Subcommittes Chairman

PR. KERR: Yes . You are, in the sense that if the
NRC looked at wus, | think they could make some of the same

criticisms

DR. LEWIZ | agree with that.

DR KERR: I dorn’t disagree, for example, that we
aught to make some statement that means something And that
is the statement, in my view, we are convinced that the state

of nuclear power safety is great, that would say something
And that somebody would immediately ask, well, why do you
think that? And we could be coy and say, that is because we
are a wise, prestigious, ossified group. But, that wouldn'’t
be very convincing.

DR. LEWIS: The ossified wouldn’t, but the

prestigious surely would.
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DR KERR S0, ) think cne of the things we aught to
try to think about is, in what form should a statement be?

Is it simply going to be a paragraph or so that said
we have looked at this carefully and we are convinced that
things are lousy, they are in good shape, they are in good

shape but they could be impraved, they are great. and, |

think we are trying to produce something that will be useful
to someboady . It may be useful to the NRC since we are
supposed to be advisaory to it, and | think should therefo:r

given sort ~nf a first consideration.

Mow, as far as the |lists are concerned, we both have
had experience with groups like this in our professional
caraers, and the reason, as far as | am concerned, you

circulate a mema asking for comments is because if you don’t
and you go ahead and do something, people will say, but you

didn’t ask me

Mow, we have asked "me"” and here is what we got We
have taken care of that problem And what we do with the list
is up to us But that is the principal purpcse as far as | am

concerned of that first effart.

We have asked people. Now, 1t seems (o me, we acught
to look at least at the memos, because it is possible that
there is some seed of wisdom somewhere in one of those memos.

The cppressive thing to me about them was that there

was no general agreement on one specific problem, or two
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1 purpose in the future to use that as a base and not to go on

rn

trying to improve them

0y

That was a fairly direct statement without really

4 much support. And it gat a ot of criticism.

5 DR . KERR: Well, to cur credit or shame, | would

(5] remind you that the ACRS is on record as having endorsed that
7 statement, and the Commission is not. The Commission has not
3 yvet adopted that statement . S0, whatever --

aQ DR. LEWIS: | was going to go on and say | seem ' -
10 even recall the ACRSE endorsing that comment, but | didn’t - ..
1 the Commission had not yet

12 DR KERR I thirk | am right. The Conmission has
13 not yvet adopted farmally the policy statement on severe

14 accidents

15 MR. CAPRPPUCCI Mo, not that | know of .

16 VO ICE : They scheduled it yesterday, and they

17 postponed it

13 DR. LEWIS: But in any case we have endorsed that.
19 So, presumably we had some basis for believing that to be

20 true.

21 I blush once again to say | have fargotten what we
22 gave as a justification But, | think a thing |like that is in

w

the correct direction if it is done in a not aof fhand way,
24 because it provides -- and this was the reason why it was in

29 the proposed severe policy statement -- it provides a basis
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for a regulatory philosophy, without which you can’t function,
without which you tilt at every windmill on the road, instead
of the ones that happen to be beating -- let me not push the
analogy too far o, it is in that sense.

We always say that this business is full of
uncertainty We carn’t change that, but, you know, we don’t
have to ~- everything we do in life is based on uncertainty
and we still have to make our best effort to guide the
regulatory process, not to prevent accidents, but to reduce
their probability to a tolerable level .

And that probability which is tolerable, may or may
not include a reasonable projection for another TMI type
accident before the end of this century. There is nothing
magic about the end of the century either.

S0, | have naot been a great supporter of the effort
to set quantitative safety goals by the Commission, because |
think it has not been done well It has been done with a kind
of specious regulatory philosophy. But, safety goals set in
a somewhat less rigid form based on wisdom, would be helpful .

MR . REED Let me ask about our genaeral plan of
action

The purpose of this ad hoc committee, | guess, s
the state of nuclear power safety And, | don’'t know that it
I8 supposed to erclude any foreign impressions, or whatever we

draw from that, or import.
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‘ 1 It seems to me somewhere,an ad hoc committee is

ra

supposed to exist for a time, ard then disappear, right? So,

2 we ought to have arn action plan related to our steps or phases
4 where we are gaoing, and what we are going to do.
S Dne of the things | think we have to do, in
S cancluding this committee, is we have to address that hard
7 issue of the state of safety, and whether we agree with what
3 has been published recently aor not. I do not know.
@ Anather thing is ~- you made mention that we didn’t
10 get any agreement on the priority lists that were submitted.
1 Well, maybe that is because we don’'t have encugh
. 12 input Mow, we are plarnning to bring guests in to talk, and
. 13 maybe we can get input from those guests I think we shaou!d
14 not ignore the French-German, what | thought was scme input.
18 And so, we need all this input to see if we can come to
16 prioritizing or picking out something that m ght be a kay to
17 improvement of rnuclear power safety
13 I thought that | detected a key from the German
19 comments ~-- of course, that again is |limited to one positi-n
20 == but, | detected a kay from their crne B&W plant response,
21 that perhaps they faelt a primary blowdown was important to
22 EWRs, some BWRs
a2 DR. LEWIS: | agree with Glenn that we have to know
. 24 where we are going before we can tell the rest of the world

as where it ought to be going.
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And | believe, if my memory is correct, that this
subcommittee was set up in response to the suggestion, however
foalish it may have been, that ACRS ocught to produce an annual
or biennial shaort letter that describes the state of rnuclear
powar safety. A kind of "state-of-the~-union letter " I have
always believed that that would be a good idea, and still
think so.

And, if we could direct ourselves towards making
one input towards a regulatory philosophy for the agency, and
indeed for curselves and also an object that would be u-
as a public document, that tries to lay as succinctly
President does for the whole United States each year ~- rather
mare succinctly | hape -- a statement that we think accidents
are very praobable, impraobable, that everything is just great,
ar that NRC ought to be abaolished. as one of my good
antinuclear friends believes NRC should be abolished, because
= well, without giving reasons. But, somathing that does rnaot
contain a plan for action, but simply a state of mind, a
document reflecting a view about where we are

1f we could do that in a meaningful and thoughtful

way, | think it would be a real contribution | don't know if
we can

DR KERR Well, something of the kind to which you
refer would say, | assume, if one uses what we have got as

input so far, we see no major crisis in the immediate future
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. 1 But, there are certain areas that we think deserve further

2 consideration, and hare they are, and here is why we think

3 thay desaerve further consideration.

4 OR. LEWI®: Bill, if we could make that first

- statement, if we had a collegial view on that first statemernt,
(5] I think it would be a very useful thing ‘o put into the

7 record

= DR. KERR: What | was saying was, that | would draw
b a conclus -n either that there are about 20 major issues fraom
10 this list, cr that there isn’t any one that everybody would
1 immediately pick aut and say here is what we will be working

. 12 o tomor row I didn’t see that sort of thing from the |ist.

12 DR. LEWIS That's right That didn’'t appear from
14 the list

15 ' DR KERR: The list is incomplete, because | think
16 we have responses from what, s35i» members of the sixteen

17 possible

15 DR. LEWIS There was zertainly nothing that came
19 in, and | haven’'t heard from anyona even in private

20 conversations, a statement to the effect that | would be
a1 comfortable about the present state of reactor safety, were it
a2 not for the dreadful failure record of the widget on the

ra
0,

doo ) igger Nobody has said that kind of thing to me either

‘ 24 privately or publicly

-4 Aand (f that is a collegial view that there is really
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things that come closest to being in that category are such

and such, that is a different statement from saying that |

bel ieve such and such is an important question

I don’t know i f there is any collegiality on it or

rnot, a consensus on a comment of that sort

MR. REED: Well, |, obviously, was not very

convincing in my paper given in France and Germany, to my

fellow ACRS people But, | have to think that what | have in

the record with respect to decay heat removal reliability,

sort of says that for my opinion, | agree with Dr. Kerr, if

you polled the menbers you would get almost every member to

say that ke had cne thing that was very important, he

considered, that was urgent with respect to purswing in

interest of rnuclear reactor safety

I think the record shows what my feeling is

DR. KERR Let me try to approach what | think is at

least part of this question, from a slightly different

perspective

In some sort of ideal world, one might expect that

after a certain interval, one might reach a point at which one

would say, things are okay now, we don’'t have to do any more,

except at least keep pecple alert, make certain that

maintenance is well done, and that a present level is

maintained

| see no evidence that we are close to that yet
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string of titles is, | don’'t s3ea it as saying the design of
automobiles needs to be changed drastically

What it does mastly is to look for things that

develop after the automobile has been put on the street and to

say, aha, the brakes in car X are a safety problem. But,
doesn’t say we need to redesign all the brakes on ail
automabiles . It just says, experierce indicates that this
particular set is causing problems. Or, that another widget

is causing overheating in the engine or somathing of this
sort

In a sense, therefore, it seems to me we have
accepted the current state of automcbile safety as adequate.
That doesn’'t mean we don’t do anything about spacific models
of automaobiles, or if a problem turns up, we don’'t try to fix
it But, we don’t have a great national concern, at least
from my point of view, about the safety of automobiles, even
though we know that the operation is naot very safe

New, you are right, we have a nation of critics
There are peocple whao criticize automobile safety and ather
facets of automobiles, but there is not any groundswel !l of
coppos ition to autamob i les because they are unsafe.

s it likely that we wil)l reach the same state with
reactors? Should we expect that?

MR REED You have interested me so much with this

automobile compar ison, because | use the same thing.






instantanecus achievement of the opt imum.

I am willing ta accept that is not going ta happen
I wauld like to give nuclear Fifty years It is a pratty
complicated thing, anyway How many years has it had? UWell,*

it has had thirty from beginning to now

I think part of cour job is to push it on to this
aptimum that you have drawn as a paraliel of the autcmobile
industry

Now, | happen to have some feelings that we have
both pecple pushers that we have to make structured pec,
and a few parts, a few locations of maybe say whether the
angine is in the rear or the engine is in the front.

DR LEWIS: H'm not so sure -~ | don’'t know whethar
the analogy with automabiles in general is good or bad But,
it is true that ACRS has a public record for each reactor that
is out there, as saying that it can be operated without undue
risk ta the health and safety of the public

We are on record as saying that We, and our
pradecessars, going back into the mists of time

H'm not sure whether wa could get a collegial
comment aut of the committee saying that about the assemb!lage
of reactors, although we say it about each onae. It would be
an interesting exercise to see if we can

But, what | have in mind Is, is an effort to do

that And, if we can’'t get it, to find cut why Because that
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is not a statement that thare are not important issues
remaining It isn’'t a statement that there will never again
be another accident It is just a statement that reactor can

be coperated without undue risk

Clviously, it begs the question what risk is due tha
public You mentioned General Mators. I had a coarrespondence
with a good friend who works there, not long ago And | wrote

a letter and put a P2 on it and said, by the way, how safe is

safe encough?

And he answered ~-- and | have to apolagize to

transcript, but | have to be accurate in my reporting -- he

said safe enough is safe encugh when pecple stop bitching.

And, in a certain sense, that is your comment about

the automaobile. There are violent critics of the automcbile

industry just as there are violent critics of the nuclear

industry, who contend that automobiles are not safe

enaugh Aand, in fact, from time they get the upper hand whan

something happens

But certainly it is true, that by and large we have

accepted 40~ or 50,000 deaths per year from automobiles, in

return for the benafits they provide I think we wouldn’t

accept it if there were rnot benefits.

Yo speak about the French People averseas make

Jjokes about how in love Americans are with their cars., But,

the fact is when given the chance, they also fell in Iove with
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their cars. There is something tnat makes for an affair
there, and it i3 not just wtility, it provides aother benefits
that peaople have written humorous articles about

But those are the things that made us somehew accept

the death toll for cars

S0, there is a social issue as everyorne knows, in
terms 2f what i35 acceptable We L.e not the ones to make
those sccial judgments In a3 cartain sense, the commant “"when
people stop bitching” is the carract commant . It sart of

measses the fact that society has accepted whatever ria

there 13

The nuclear case is really different in many ways

bacause nobaody in the public knows what the risk |s. Yo
know, many palls have shown that . It is because the risk s
configured as very rare, very damaging accidents. Whereas in

cars, youw can do the statistics, yvou know -~ and they are
always done wrong Pecple always quote hiw many peocple get
killed aon the Memor ial Day weekend, and it turns out because
it is wusually a three-day weekend, it turns out to be S0
percant more than are killed on the norma! weekend.

The rate really docesn’'t go up very much, but there
is a lot of publicity about it.

in the nuclear case it is even worse, because there
rasn’t been a lethal accident, and vet the risk is there.

So, 1t 15 harder for the public to make the



. 1 reasonable judgment, and that is why we do have an aobligaticn
< to try to do 1 t, presumably being wiser tham that But in the
2 end what we have to do is produce something far -- cr | think
A we have to produce a reasonably forilhright comment in arder to
S elicit a2 saocietal reaction to it, which may be favcrable or
B unfavaorable, that measures whether the society is willing to
i accept the ~isk of reactors. I think scciety is
=] We have a small number of ~- really a small number
Q == of e tremely active and articulate antinuclear people who
10 would never be satisfied But, | don’'t think that is ¢!

1" measure of whether the technolaogy is acceptable The measur «
12 s whetther the broad mass of the public or the Congress accept
14 I think it would be useful four ACRS to make a

15 reasonably understarndable comment that would then be u-«-

16 elicit a response fr the peacple to whom we are responsible
17 I don’'t know how to do it

12 DR. KERR: 'nn owr effort to assess the state of

nuc lear power safety, how ' wuch of an ingredient should
acceptability, ocur perception of acceptability, enter tr -

assessment”?

DR. LEWIS: | persconailly thi 1t is essentia I
know people always say that that is not job . But, urless
you have a measure of that as an ingred ro what you

do, you are running wild There is no way of knowing how to
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I'm one of the few people who believes it was a3
terrible mistake to break up the AEC into NRC and ERDA,
because | believe it is possible to regulate while promat ing

I know that is an offersive statement to some
pecple, but the FRA, which has the dual responsibility of
regulating aviation and of promating civil aviation, has at
least within the same housing, the responsibility to Zonsider
the effect of what it does on the health of the industry.

The critics of the nuclear business say that NRC
shaould not consider the health of the industry at all, it
sheuld just requlate away And that is so open ended v ¢
makes it impossible to have a corporate philosophy, whio
the thing | see missing in NRC

But that 1s not the job of this subcommittee, |
don’'t think Mavbe it is

DR. KERR: Well, from our del iberations so far, |
would conclude that we propose to the committee at some poirnt
a letter which would say something like the following:

We have looked at our previous letters and have
concluded from the closing sentence, that the committee is
convinced that each operating reactaor out there can be
cperated without undue risk to the health and safety .§ the
public And that therefore, for this time, reactors are

appropriately safe
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However , we think improvements can be made without

excessive expenditures of resources Here are some
DR. LEWIS I think one could try such a thing.
Eut, if | were your opponent, | would instantly point out that

the letters say that the reactor can be operated without undue
risk to the health and safety of the public at the time that
it was written And, such a leotter was, of course, written
for TMI Unit 2 by ACRS, and events --

DR . KERR One, | think, would have to arque that
TMI-2, up to now, has been operating without undue risk te the
health and safety of the public, if one took that approach .

DR. LEWIS: Yes . I think it would be interesting to
try out such a sentence on ACRS

MR . REED: Let me add a phrase to the sentence ar
say, without undue risk ~- and your proaf is in the TMI-2
thing ~- without undue risk to the health and safety aof the
public, but not without financial risk to the cwners

DR. LEWIS: I would be reluctant to ask ACRS to say
& = My concern about the ponderocusness, rigidity and all
thaose things | said earlier of NRC really don’t have to do
with the financial damage to the utilities who own the
reactors. I am not a stockhalder in any reactor or anything
like that, but with the fact that it makes the NRC really not
direct its effaorts in support of safety.

Peaople have said -- | know | have aften said that
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NRC has as its furnction, regulation, almost independent |y - -

or sees its function as regulation almost independently of

safety, and it is very inadequate in relating what it dces to

the assurance of safety of reactors

That is a philesophical commernt that | could
document with examples. | gave piping as an example
Noew, it is true that all the snubbers and supports

that were the subject of so much controversy at Diable Canyon

cast PGAE, and inferentially the rate pavers of California

bundle of money. But, that is in a sense secondary, in my
v aw

What | fear is that if there is an earthquake there,
we will discaover just as historical experience shows, that all

thaose damn snubbers and rigidifying to make the plant
analyzable, will make it more vulnerable to earthquake. It is
that kind of philosophical issue that --

MR . REED: Let me make a point When | said that
phrase “"financial risk to the owners,” we must recognize from
financial risk comes an indirect threat to safety of

operation.

Now, how does it come about? Well, it comes about
because if a utility’s finances are jeocpardized, then their
ability to attract or hold appropriate perscrnnel, or to

function to do other things that they should do, that is also

Jeopardized
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1 happens

& s it conceivabie, for example, that a Commission

[ with the responsibility for the safety of nuclear reactors,

a when an issue really comes to a head, the first thing it does

“

i to erect a barrier between itself and its staff, who are

5 the repositaory of all the technical infarmation about the

7 subject at hand”®

3 It makes on the face of it, no sense at all . and,
Q it is not even required by law, in my view, as a documented
10 amateuwr lawyer

1" There are a lat of things like that.

12 DR. KERR. Glenn, | am not sure that you would go
12 along with that as a first priority

14 MR. REED: I guess the first pricority -- | guess |
15 was sart of drifting off in a thought kare -~ is that your
15 suggestion is structuring, regulatory structuring. Is that
17 it? DOr, motivation? Or interfacirg?

12 DR. KERR Concerns about the way in which the NRC
19 operates to do good, structured --

20 MR. REED: | protected myself, you see, by making
ol | many lists, and coming up number cne on the latest list --
ee and | had to think long and hard -~ | put motivation of

23 licensing skilled personnel in the workplace.

24 Well, that really directly relates to how well

a8 the NRC is corganized to efficiently, and without undue
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adversarialism, do its job

| guess, although it is said

on

ten

the

IS number one aon my

differently

DR . KERR Why den’t we,

this strenuaus discuss ion

“minuyte break

(Recess)

(WUhareuporn, at 9:40 a m.

conference was conc luded

since we have been carrying

for about an houwur, take a

)

the recorded session
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