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PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE
300TH ACRS MEETING
APRIL 11-13, 1985
WASHINGTON, D.C.

The 300th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, held
at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., was convened by Chairman D. A.
Ward at 8:30 a.m., Thursday, April 11, 1985.

[Note: For a list of attendees, see Appendix 1.]

Chairman D. A. Ward noted that existence of the published agenda for
this meeting, and identified the items to be discussed. He noted that
the meeting was being held in conformance with the Federal Advisory
Committee Act and the Government in the Sunshine Act, Public Laws 92-463
and 94-40%, respectively. He also noted that a transcript of some of
the public portions of the meeting was being taken, and would be
available in the NRC's Public Document Room at 1717 H Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C.

[Note: Copies of the transcript taken at this meeting are also
available for purchase from Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc., 444 North
Capitol Street, Washington, D.C. 20001.]

1. Chairman's Report (Open)

[Note: R. F. Fraley was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

Chairman D. A. Ward identified the members of the panel that will
examine ACRS effectiveness. The Chairman of the panel is to be L.
Manning Muntzing of Doub and Muntzing. Other members cf the panel
are John F. Ahearne, Vice President, Resources for the Future, Myer
Bender, Querytech Inc., Herbert J. C. Kouts, Department of Nuclear
Energy at Brookhaven National Laboratory, Edson G. Case (former NRC
Staff member with the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research), Homer
J. Hagedorn, Arthur D. Little Inc. and John M. West, formerly with
Combustion Engineering Inc. They expect to have a final report by
August 1, 1585, He indicated that the proposed approach is to
develop a scenario for nuclear power to the year 2000, A list of
questions will be developed involving areas in which the ACRS
should function. The panel intends to interview a broad
. cross-section of individuals including current and past ACRS
members, NRC Commissioners, NRC Staff members, nuclear industry
representatives, representatives of the national Jlaboratories,
members of organized intervenor groups, and Congressional Staff.
He indicated that the panel is particularly interested in current
individual ACRS members' concepts of the role of the ACRS.

11. General Electric Company Standardized Safety Analysis (GESSAR 11)
!Q!osed)
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I11.

DELETION =

Nuclear Accident Source Term (Open)

[Note: 6. R. Quittschreiber was the Designated Federal Official
for this portion of the meeting.]

R. Wilson, Director of the American Physical Society (APS) Study
Group that was assigned the task of evaluating radionuclide
releases following a major accident in 2 nuclear power plant,
explained the difficulty his Group had in culling the important
information from a voluminous amount of reports and data. He
indicated that there appeared to be great confudion on the subject
of radionuclide source terms and the entire matter was also, of
course, in a state of flux. He thought that many of the
calculations were suspect. However, the APS Committee concluded in
the end that the source term was, fin general, smaller then
previously reported. The Study Group found that considerable
progress has been made since publication of the Reactor Safet{
Study in developing both the scientific basis and calculationa
basis for a particular source term. He pointed out that in a
number of cases new calculations indicate that the quantity of
radionuclides that could reach the envircmment are significantly
lower than that calculated in the Reactor Safety Study. This
reduction is due to three principal factors:

. Recognition that reactor containments are stronger than
assumed in the Reactor Safety Study

Inclusion in the updated model of previously neglected
physicai and chemical phenomena which lead to the retention of
fission products in the primary system and in the containment

" Recognition of the fact that radionuclides are trapped more
efficiently by supression pools or ice ccndenser systems than
previously assumed

He indicated that more realistic modeling of the chemical and
physical phenomena reduced the source term for most sequences from
that calculated in the Reactor Safety Study. For some segquences,
however, one mechanism that might increase the radionuclide release
above those calculated in the Reactor Safety Study would be release
of non-volatile radionuclides in core-concrete interaction. He
suggested that it is important to complete the experiments now
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underway in this critical area. He also pointed out that analyses
performed in recent severe accident studies have not treated all
types of reactors and all types of containments in equal detail.
The Study Group took no position on the desirability of changes in
emergency planning regulations. It was not in the scope of review
for the Study Group to make that recommendation.

R. Wilson stated that one may not assume that the source term would
always be a small fraction of that calculated in the Reactor Safety
Study. As an example, he cited calculations from Sandia for a Mark
I boiling water reactor that pointed to the release of lanthanum in
greater amounts than contained in the Reactor Safety Study. While
the ijodine release may be one to two percent of that previously
calculated, the critical amount for lanthanum, a rare earth
element, is about one-tenth of a percent because of its high dose
conversion factor. Until questions such as this are sorted out,
the Study Group cannot make explicit predictions of the amounts of
various radionuclides in the socurce term. R. Axtmann asked if the
APS Group considered the influence of radiation 1in aerosol
phenomena. The group's general conclusion was that radiation
effects would not alter significantly any of their conclusions. Dr.
Wiison indicated that the entire question of aerosol deposition
within containment was too confused for the Study Group to want to
comment very strongly about it. He mentioned the scenario where
aerosols deposited in the upper plenum might be shaken loose by the
mechanism of a steam explosion. While the Study Group thought that
the probability of a steam explosion 1ifting the reactor vessel or
breaking open the containment was quite sma 1, they believe that a
small steam explosion is not only possible but has a probability of
approximately unity. This would strongly influence the amount of
aeroso! deposition in the containment.

W. Kerr asked if the APS Study Group identified accident scenarios
in which the consequences are likely to be larger than the
consequences calculated in WASH 1400, R. Wilson indicated that the
Study Group is not willing to make an absolute statement on that
jssue. He indicated, for example, that the study group was unsure
of the consequences of core-concrete interaction in a BWR Mark I
containment with an early containment failure.

W. Kerr asked what the study group had identified as the most
crucial uncertainties and the most important unknowns. R. Wilson
cited that the most crucial one, core-concrete interaction may be
moot for most of the BWR Mark 11 and Mark 111 containments since
the molien core would fall into water if it melted through the
vessel. There is the need to investigate the shaking loose of
deposited aerosols, the effect of steam generator tube ruptures,
and subsequent releases to the environment.

M. W. Carbon asked if there are any containments or reactors for
which the Study Group can state with surety that the source term
will be significantly less than that 1n WASH 1400, R. Wilson
explained that the only containment for which such a statement can
be made is the large dry PWR containment and then only with some
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qualifications. M. W. Carbon asked how much lower the study group
thinks the source term might be against the WASH 1400 numbers. R.
Wilson indicated that the iodines might be on the order of one
percent. For the lanthanides the number could be about one-tenth
of one percent or a little less. For lanthanum it would be
somewhat below that. He cautioned that one must be sure that the
lanthanum is down to a tenth of one percent or less before one
makes the assumption that the source term will be a factor of 100
smaller since the amount of lanthanum present is crucial. M. W.
Carbon asked if there were other containments for which the Study
Group could not make firm statements. R. Wilson indicated that
they did not make firm statements about the BWR Mark | containment
because of lack of information. However, from information garnered
in the last six weeks it appears that the results for BWR Mark II
and Mark 111 containments are going to be very different from the
BWR Mark Is. He expressed cogcern regarding the sometimes claimed
decontamination factors of 107 for the suppression pool, believing
that it is too optimistic Suppression factors of 5-1C may te
supportable but not the 107 claimed by GE. He indicated that the
Study Group has found the possibility of significant quantities of
gas effectively bypassing the suppression pool. This was not
considered in the General Electric (GE) calculations.

R. Wilson indicated that there was no question that additional
experimentation needs to be undertaken to complete the source term
work so that a reascnable set of decisions might be made for the
next 20 years regarding the correct types of nuclear power plants
to build. W. Kerr asked how long it might take to get the kinds of
results thought appropriate by the Study Group. R. Wilson thought
that probably in the next two years there would be much data out on
the experiments now in progress and one would need an additional
year to digest and analyze the results of those experiments.

W. Kerr inquired as to the quality of information that one might
expect to get from computer codes in describing phencmona like the
core-concrete interaction and the details of core slumping. R.
wilson thought that the core slumping problem would not be soluble
through the use of computer codes. One has to take into account the
possibility of steam expiosions. The core-concrete interaction is
an endothermic reaction which requires a considerable amount of
available energy. It is very sensitive to temperature and there is
considerable uncertainty in past experiments regarding temperature.
Nevertheless, the Study Group 1s convinced that core-concrete
interacticns will take longer than previously predicted and can be
well defined in computer models. R. Wilson thought there has been
toc much emphasis on the outputs of computer codes and too little
emphasis on input data and assumptions. W. Kerr suggested that it
might be well to try to understand the experiments before one
inputs data into computer codes.

R. Wilson indicated that the core-concrete interaction problem
becomes moot in the case of BWR Mark Ils and Mark Ills because the
core melt is trapped in the suppression pool. There is concern,
however, regarding gases released in the core-concrete interaction
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Iv.

and the depcsition rates of aerosols. A principal question fis
whether the containment fails when the core melts through the
reactor vessel.

D. Okrent asked if the Study Group was able to determine which
accident initiators have the capability for producing early
containment failures. R. Wilson indicated that the Study Group had
satisfied itself that the double-ended guillotine break was
unlikely to lead to early containment failure. More likely are
simply failures to isolate the containment when the accident
cccurs. D. Okrent asked if seismically induced accidents were
considered. R. Wilson indicated that the Study Group did not take
up this matter, but thought that earthquakes and sabotage should be
considered.

NRC Vendor Inspection Program (Open)

[Note: R. F. Fraley was the Cesignated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

G. lech, NRC Vendor Program Branch, presented an historical summary
of the origin of the Vendor Program Branch (see Appendix V). He
indicated that the initial interest in this group occurred in the
late 1960's at the onset of concerns about certain quality
assurance problems. This led to a two year trial program involvin

several fabricators. Oyster Creek was one plant where many Qx
problems came to the attention of the Commissioners and the
industry and which resulted in the incorporation of quality
assurance regulations in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B. The two year
trial program was successful in that the number of defects was
decreasec. D. Oxrent asked what the construction permit holders
responsibility would be in this regard. 6. Zech indicated that
their responsibility is the ultimate responsibility through their
license and Appendix B, They are to do programmatic source
eviluations and implementation audits, although they may look at
the same things as the Vendor Inspection Program audit. D. Okrent
asked if the Appendix B standards had changed over the years. G.
Jech indicated that they are changing now in that ANSI N-45.2 and
its many daughter standards are being replaced by NQA-1, a quality
assurance standard that the Staff is reviewing and will endorse in
Regulatory Guide 1.268, D. Okrent noted and asked specifically why
there has been an increase in interest in quality assurance
practices since 1972, G. Zech explained that it is connected with
the arez of acceptable quality in concert with some level of
acceptable practices in the nuclear industry. 0f particular
concern is the possibility of the application of different concepts
for use in the next generation of nuclear plants and whether they
would be more effective,

G. Zech explained that the basic objective of the vendor inspection
program is to conduct inspertions of both vendors and licensees to
determine the adequacy of licensing controls over vendor suppliers.
The Branch is to determine the cause of known vendor inefficiencies
and to assess their generic implications.

TR
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G. Zech described the vendor programs inspection authority as
embodving a self-reporting requirement of corporate officials. This
is part of the Energy Reorganization Act and a 10 CFR Part 21
requirement where the Vendor Program Branch can go to a vendor
facility and issue a notice of violation. D. A. Ward asked if the
self-reporting extends to an Appendix K analysis. G. Zech
indicated that Appendix k analyses definitely fall under this
requirement. He added that it could be any analysis performed,
such as Appendix B type calculations, or any services provided to
the licersee of a safety-related nature. D. A. Ward asked if a
licensee's PRA is also covered under this regulation. G. Zech
indicated that he was unaware of any case where such an analysis
formed a basis for a licensing action. W. Kerr pointed out that
PRAs are not safety-related.

G. lech discussed the organization of the Vendor Program Branch.
He nentioned a Reactor Inspection Section that is irvolved with
materials manufacturers and suppliers and components anc egquipment
suppliers, and a Special Project Inspection Section that deals
with AEs and nuclear steam suppliers, fuel fabricators, and third
party inspection organizations. Also mentioned was an Equipment
Qualification Inspection Section that deals with testin
laboratories and facilities and licensee implementation of the E
50.45% rule. A Program Coordination Section coordinates interfaces
with other NRC organizations and also performs generic assessments
of inspection results. D. W, Moeller asked how the benefits of the
vendor inspection program are assessed. G. Zech mentioned a NUREG
called the “"White Book" issued quarterly in which vendors and
utilities provide feedback. This provides a gauge of how well the
issues are being addressed. He noted a generic letter B83-28 that
followed the Salem event which required all utilities to look at
safety-related equipment and to establish interaction with vendor
suppliers. He suggested that one true benefit could be realized if
the utilities establish a dialogue with their suppliers reqarding
NRC's vendor inspection results. o mentioned the screening ©
data on potential generic issues and certain interactions that have
been developed with AEOD and NRR,

C. Michelson asked if the Branch uses the screening activity of
others. G. Zech indicated that the Branch utilizes the tracking of
others when possible. C. Michelson asked what normally prompts the
Vendor Inspection Branch to perform an inspection. G. Zech
indicated that the EBranch studies all defects reported on a
vendor's product and looks at the cumulative effects. The
reporting of a number of deficiencies over a several month period
will probably be cause for the conduct of an inspection. C.
Michelson asked if the Branch is screening information on motor-
operated valves while awaiting for AEOD to signal that there is a
particular protlem. G. Zech indicated that the Vendor Inspection
Branch has an extensive file on MOVs and has conducted follow-up
inspections on deficiencies in addition to availing itself of the
’ berefits of AEOD studies performed in this area. C. Michelson
asked if the Branch is looking for the root cause of vendor

-6 -



MINUTES FOR THE 300TH ACRS MEETING APRIL 11-13, 1985

deficiencies. G. Zech pointed to the issuance of information
notices and bulletins when problems are found and also CEQ letters
and enforcement actions.

W. Kerr noted that many of the diesels used in nuclear plants are
manufactured by General Motors. G. Zech acknowledged that a number
are supplied by General Motors either directly or indirectly
through another diesel supplier. W. Kerr noticed that the Vendor
Inspection Branch does not inspect General Motors. He suggested
that, when one talks about a vendor, that does not always mean the
manufacturer, but an organization from which the utility buys
something. G. Zech admitted that there is a fine dividing line
between a company that provides equipment to commercial grade
procurement practices and one which is required to adhere to
Appendix B or Part 21 regulations. The Part 21 and Appendix B
safety-related procurement is one of the primary bases for going
into a vendor shop. He suggested that the company that procures
diesels from General! Motors should have requirements that
adequately test the diesel. W. Kerr suggested that it is therefore
unnecessary in the view of NRC to inspect a vendor as long as
someone does some testing and the Staff can inspect them. G. Zech
indicated that is basically true.

J. C. Ebersole brought up the case of Transamerica Delaval, Inc.
diese] problems at Shoreham. G. Zech indicated that this company
had been under investigation since 1978. In the most recent case
just prior to the Shoreham crankcase event, some serious quality
assurance problems were found during inspections. These involved
poor procedures, a number of training deficiencies, and
noncomp)iances with their own requirements. J. C. Ebersole noted
the efforts by that manufacturer to shave materials by cutting down
crankshaft sizes., G. Zech findicated that tests were conducted
before delivery as well as in the field. J. C. Eberscle suggestec
that something was wrong with the tests because the crankshafts
ccl'apsed afterward. C. J. Wylie suggested that what happened was
poor design and poor development in testing to prove that what they
were designing was correct. The Shoreham machine was an adaption
of a previous design that was upgraded by increasing the speed of
rctation of the shaft. Apparently, research was not done on the
tortional vibration under the {increased speed and the shaft was
over-stressed.

D. Okrent noted a number of problems in vendor-supplied pipe
snubbers. He asked if the Branch has done anything concerning
hardware quality in this area. G. Zech indicated that the snubber

roblem has been looked at in some depth by the Vender Inspection

rogram. There is some question, however, regarding whether the
vendors themselves are contributing to the problem or whether the
problem involves field installation problems. W. Kerr asked if the
Branch has made any assessment of the root cause of the snubber
problems, He asked if the protlem of snubbers has now been soived
in the view of the Vendor Inspection Br mch, G. Zech suggested
that there s still some work that needs to be done in the snubber
area by both the industry and the NRC, The Vendor Inspection
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Branch continues to conduct inspections and pass the results of
those inspections on to NRR. W. Kerr asked for a gauge on what
fraction of the difficulty with snubbers may be the cause of
manufacturing and what fraction is due © poor maintenance or
installation. G. Zech indicated that he would inquire as to the
cognizant Staff individual in NRR for resolution of the problems
with snubbers. D. Okrent speculated on whether it was the job of
the Vendor Inspection Branch to delve deeply intc the reasons for
design deficiencies. G. Zech indicated that the Vendor Inspection
Program is not charged to determine whether a design is adequate
but only to see if the specifications mandated are followed.

C. J. Wylie asked if the Staff hires experienced consultants to
assist in its inspection work. G. Zech indicated that it does. C.
J. Wylie suggested that the NRC accepts the GM diesel quality
without adequate proof. G. lech indicated that the NRC 1inspects
the generator manufacturer who assembles the diesel generator using
GM's machine. He indicated that his Branch inspects the quaility
assurance of Fairbanks Morse or Knudsen regarding their inspection
of GM's ciesel. C. Michelson thought it 11logical to inspect the
assembler when there is a supplier one tier back in the chain. Tre
Committee discussed the procedures used by the Vendor Inspection
Branch in dealing with sole source suppliers.

D. W. Moeller indicated that he needed the answer to a number of
points regarding the functioning of the Vendor Inspection Branch.

’ System of priorities for determining whom to inspect

" What is learned from inspections to fimprove the health and
safety of the pudblic (feedback loop)

. Measures or 4-dicators of the benefits of the Vendor
Inspection Program

G. Zech indicated that the priority juestion is a difficult one and
the Program Coordination Section has the responsibility for
screening inputs, assessing inspection findings, looking at issues
raised by other organizations within the agency, and ?roviding this
data as backup for potential decisfons. C. Micheison asked if
their is enough finformation available on valves to provide a
discussion at another meeting. G. Zeck findicated he would look
into that matter.

G. Zech mentioned follow-up of allegations regarding quality
assurance programs and materials problems. He indicated that there
has been increasing emphasis recently on outage management,
including the control of various vendors that the utilities use
during outages. He noted that the utilities are increasingly going
to commercial grade sources for replacement parts and that there
are few vendor suppliers available. G. A. Reed ashed for more
explanation of the Vendor Inspection Program's {nvolvement with
outage management., G. Zech indicated involvement with plants
making major modifications from the standpoint of checking
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contracting with cutside groups, providing specifications to their
practices for primary and sub-tier vendors, applying controls that
will be exe .ised during the outage, and procedures and checks that
will be performed to bring the plant back on line. G. A. Reed
cautioned about overlap in this particular activity with other
groups in NRC.

W. Kerr asked if the Vendor Inspection Program has a positive
cost-benefit regarding the worth of the resources devoted to fit.
6. Zech indicated thet he was optimistic regarding the
contributions of the P=ogram. W. Kerr asked 1f the NRC Staff
should have a QA program that determines the quality of the
licensing and regulatory process. G. Zech thought that there was 2
definite need for such a program, but also thai there was 2 need to
assure that there would not be overlapping respor-ibilities within
the Staff,

J. C. Ebersole noted that there appears to be a continuing need to
make products cost-effective. This may result in cheaper products.
He asked how the Vencor Inspection Program will assure 2 ainst the
diminution in quality. G. Zech indicated that the ranch 1is
looking at the commercial grade issue and attempting to identif
where such practices and reductions in quality result in an actua
problem in the field. J. C. Ebersole asked what effects
standardization will have on the Vendor Program. G. Zech thought
that if that point were reached it would be included in future
considerations regarding the placement of requirements on fc‘or
companies.

V. Discuss items for the meeting with the Commissioners (Open)

(Note: R, F, Fraley was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.) X

M. W. Lewis indicated that the ACRS' position regarding an NTSB-
type board wes stated in 1976 prior to the T™™1-2 accidert., He
explainegd thet if an accident were to ocCCur that was similar to
that at TMi-2, the ACRS reserved the perogative to underiake an
fnvestigation., He su? ested that he was now of a mind to se'ect 2
few everts and do “full-blown" fnvestigations. C. J. Wylie agreed

ith M. W. Lewis' position, A straw-man statement of the
Committee's position on its role in accident fnvestigat . .ns was
passed around the table (see Appendix Vi). G. A, Reed suggested
that the fact that previous investigations conducted by the NRC
have been less than satisfactory speaks in favor of setting up an
0ffice of Nuclear Safety as proposed by the Brookhaven National
Laboratory. F. J. Remick wondered {f the ACRS has a lega)
authority to go to an accident site to fnterview and to
fnvestigate. The Committee acknowledged that there were resource
grob\cms mitigating such an effort. H, W. Lewis cr stalized the
ommittee's position by stating that the ACRS sti11 has a mandate
to undertare an investigation but not the resources to perform a
“!i‘v. e,
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vi.

Meeting with the Commissioners (Open)

[Note: The Commissioners present were N. Palladino, Chairman, T.
Roberts, J. Asselstine, F. Bernthal and L. Zech]

H. W. Lewis summarized the ACRS' views as expressed in 1ts March
12, 1985 report regarding the new rule on plant-specific backfits.
He mentioned that development of the backfit rule was proceeding in
tandem with the writing of a ¢ aft Manual Chapter on the subject.
He thought that these should have been done serially because it is
difficult to implement a rule that has not yet been formalized or
promulgated. He pointed out that the Committee recommended in its
letter that the Commission issue the rule because it thought that
plant-specific backfittin? regulation can definitely be improved.
Althogh the new rule 1s in many ways little more than a statement
of the old rule 50.109, it would be constructive and useful. He
explained that the Committee was not able to conduct an in-depth
review of the draft Manual Chapter. On the other hand it found
from & cursory review that there were many things that needed to be
done to fix the language in the Manual Chapter.

M. W. Lewis indicated that the Committee's letter had several
comments which were worth mentioning:

’ There 15 a need for a mechanism to deal with Staff-generated
cost-benefit analyses which do not lead to clear-cut decisions

The Commission should consider going go back to the original
definition of backfitting, as published in the earlier version
of 10 CFR 50,109

The Committee has no position regarding inclusion of on-site
costs in cost-benefit analyses

" The test of a substantia) benefit to the health and safety of
the public should not be used to compromise defense-in-gepth

The Commission should encourage decision making at the higher
levels of NRC management

. A decision on the backfit question is fimpossible unless one
takes into account costs of all kinds, including onsite costs
to the utilities from loss of plant availability, etc.

Chairman Pallading mentioned the question of uncertainties in the
data and noted that analyses wouldn't always be conclusive, HMe
Su’?tit!d that the Staff always will use judgment and these
analytical tools as a guide. The analyses do not replace the
judgment that eventually has to be made. M. W. Lewis noted that
the analysis disciplines the judgment,

Commissioner Asselstine noted that the standard i1se1f drives one

away from giving proper consideration to uncertainties when the
Staff 1s forced to make a determination that there 1s substantial
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improvement in overall plant safety. H. W. Lewis pointed out that
the rules state that the cost-benefit analysis is not the
determinant of whether the backfit is fimposed. The rule states
that the cost-benefit analysis must be done before the Staff makes
its determination of substantial improvement in the health and
safety of the pudblic. Except in the rare case where the Staff
mandates a backfit, the cost-benefit analysis will be an important
piece of data in the determination. Chairman Palladino did not
want to see judgment carelessly overriding the benefit derived from
a carefully done cost-bemefit analysis. Commissioner Asselstine
thought that having to 97 the ama ysis added discipline to the
process and provided flexil‘lity in terms of how to use the
information from that anmalysis to make the technical judgment.
Chairmar Palladino thought it besi for the Commissioners to re-read
the proposed rule to see that proper analysis and the best
information available are required, ai.though Jjudgment in the end
will determine what is backfitted, Commissioner Zech thought that
the intent of the rule was to bring more discipline to the backfit
program although one would stil]l need flexibility since the
yltimate call will be largely based on ‘uognont. Chairman
Pallacing noted “hat uncertainty pervades the NRC's activities. Me
thought that ought to be taken into account when making judgments
but that 1t sheuld not throttle the decisfon making process.
Comrissioner Astelstine noted the ACRS' suggestion that the Staff
do a cost-benefit analysis for post-TMI chanjes to get a sense both
of what the cost and what the actua) safety improvement has been.
Me asked how this would assist the Commission in assessing the
value of the backfitting rule. J. C. Ebersole thought it would
show the Commission that cost estimates for most of the changes
were vastly over-inflated perhaps by & factor of S0, Commissioner
Rsselstine noted that industry argumants are that cost-estimates
are under-inflated, Commissioner Asselstine mentioned the
{ndustry's suggestion that the Commission consider a utility's out-
of-pocket expenses for downtime in cost-benefit analyses. HMe
theught that the Commissfon ought to include as @ benafit
protecting the asset of the plant ftself. M. W. Lewis indicated
that the ACRS was almost evenly split on that subject., F. J.
Remick in answer to Commissioner Asselstine's question indicated
trat considering averted cost as a berefit in the cost-benefit
analysis 1s not appropriate under the Atomic Energy Act where
public health and safety 1s the issue. It may be appropriate for
the EPA to consider 1t in its overall cost-benefit balance when
contemplating & major Federal action,

The Committes discussed the development of costs in a decision of
backfitting, M. W, Lewis of'ered to cite examples of
capriciousness in backfitting, Commissioner Asselstine expressed
interest in specific examples of capricfousness, C. J. Wylie
suggested fire protection as a glaring exs le. D. A, ward pointed
out that Appendix A, an appendix to a Branch Technical Position and
Apperdix R, an appendix to & rule, are treated as 1f they had the
same standing as requirements (regulations),

s 1l
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H. W. Lewis indicated that the ACRS position on the subject of an
NTSE type board is embodied in its letter dated March 13, 1985. He
indicated that the ACRS' involvement in this subject began in 1978
when it wrote a letter to the effect that there was no need for an
independent organization to review reactor accidents for several
reasons. Besides the fact that no large accidents had occurred,
except for Browns Ferry, the ACRS thought it had a mandate to make
a full investigation itself when considered appropriate. On April
11, 1984, however, the Committee wrote a letter recommending that
AEOD be elevated to the status of a Commission level office. That
recommendstion has been dropped in the context of our more recent
considerations. MHe mentioned the Authorization Act that led to the
Brookhaven National Laboratory Report on the advisability of an
incependent agency. The Brookhaven report recommended not that
there be a outside agency to investigate reactor accidents with the
broad charter of an NYS‘ fn transportation accidents, but that an
office be established within the agency named the 0ffice of Nuclear
Safety. He indicated that the AC S supports the Brookhaven study
in the final analysis. He suggested thet the key to the adbility of
such an Office to investigate an accident in depth is through use
of the "party” system currently employed by NTSB. These would be
outside individuals from the surrounding professional community
with expertise on the subjects involved in the accident, people
chosen for their expertise, not their fnstitutional affiliation,
He reviewed six independent ACRS comments noting that three members
believe that the current investigating mechanism needs improvement
but that there is no need for a new office, an office that would
impede the regulatory stability that is most desperately needed at
this time. Three other members agreed not only that a new office
{s neeced but that 1t should be thoroughly independent of NRC along
the 1ines of the NTSB.

0. A, Ward expressed concern whether the nuclear industry can
survive enother major perturbation in the licensing process. He
thought that, while there are some flaws in the functioning of
REOD, those could be fixed, He stressed that the re ulatory
process needs stability not another perturbation. Commissioner
Asselstine asked for any thoughts on what should be done to improve
the presert system 1f the system {s f{nadequate but 15 not going to
be modified along the lines recommended by the Brookhaven report.
D. A. ward thought that AEOD has been handicapped because o the
diversion of some of 1ts resources. It could also fimprove 1ts
focus and he thought use of the “party” system by AEOD would help
fn making 1t more vigorous and improving 1ts focus. Perhaps 1t
Just needs additional resources.

Commissioner Bernthal questioned whether there s an analog between
the NTSE and an organization that would be app!icable to nuclear
power. He wondered how they wou'ld function and what level of
misoperation wou'd they investigate., W, W, Lewis suggested that
they would fnvestigate nuclear incidents on @ selective basis.
They would have specific criteria and dea! with statistical data to
soms extent as would be their prerogative, Me indicated that the
NTSE gets to the root causes of an accident by using the "party”
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concept; it runs investigations and recruits expertise from outside
the organization through the party system. He suggested that AEQD
does not investigate accidents. He also i 1icated that he has not
been impressed by the ability or desire on the part of those who do
investigate acciderts such as 18E and NRR to get to the root cause
of the accident. The primary concern of NRC investigations 1s what
regulations have been violated in the course of the accident or as
an input to the accident, There 1is not a great deal of
determination to get to the technical or human causes of the
accident,

Chairman Palladino suggested that 1t was his impression that a
great deal of effort was expended in trying to get to the root
cause of the Browns Ferry fire. He thought that the NRC had gone
after the root cause but perhaps not in the most efficient way.

G. A, Reed indicated his support for a new organization basically
because of the conflict of interest within the NRC. He thought
there was no other way to attract the level of operational
expertise necessary for the evaluation of a severe accident for
root causes. MHe noted that the ACRS letter hinted at this when it
suggested that success or failure of the Office will depend heavily
on the quality of people attracted to serve in it. He suggested
that a nuclear NTSE could get much closer to real root causes of
sccidents with the competence and objectivity of experts in the
workplace such as modified FAA  designated representative
individuals., The industry would begin to experience better
operational and technical feedback and would move toward
realization of a party system, The maintenance of an up-to-date
competent organization for accident evaluation has to start with a
solid bate and the acquisition of quality people for the
appropriste checks and balances and disciplines necessary for the
time when an investigation is triggered.

Commissioner Asselstine asked C, Michelson, a former Director of
AEGD, 1f an interna) NRC office which reported to the Commitsion
directly could exercise the kind of {independence snd critical
review of operating events, accident percursors. and actua)
accident situations that 1s needed to get to root causes and to
pake recommendations for change., C. Michelson sujgested that 1t
would be possible to make such an organization work at any level in
the NRC. 1t would of course get more fmmediat: attention {f it
were 4t a higher level, He did agree with H. W. Lewis that 1t
would be quite important that any redefining of responsibilities be
done by & group of individusls who do not #lready have a vested
interest in the allocation of the responsibilities. He indicated
his support for elevating AEOD to give it additiona)l and
appropriate stature and independence. It would then be in & better
position to make 1ts resource ro’rircaonts known, He also
indicated his support for the present ACES letter, but thought that
any new organization should not be & separate agency of the
government, but within the NRC, He thought 1t would be very
difficult to create and staff as ar fndependent agency properly,
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concept; it runs investigations and recruits expertise from outside
the organization through the party system. He suggested that AEOD
does not investigate accidents, He also indicated that he has not
been impressed by the ability or desire on the part of those who do
investigate acciderts such as ISE and NRR to get to the root cause
of the accident. The primary concern of NRC investigations is what
regulations have been violated in the course of the accident or as
an input to the accident. There i{s not a great deal of
determination to get to the technical or human causes of the
accident,

Chairman Palladino suggested that 1t was his impression that a
great deal of effort was expended in trying to get to the root
cause of the Browns Ferry fire. He thought that the NRC had gonw
after the root cause but perhaps not in the most efficient way.
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