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The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is proposing
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(e) update the seismic siting and engineering
ne nuclear power plants to benefit from the rapid
the state of the art of earth sciences and the expe
in the application of the procedures and methods use

current regulation.

The criteria which govern the

power plants were issued in 1962 and
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that the size of the exclusion area
the accidental release into the reac
amount of radioactive materials and
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deferred the following year, howeve: O aw

1%

Safety Goal and improved research

Public comments on these pro
[ 1 ¢

and 100 of the Commiss
February 18, 1
the Commission,

20555, Attenti




UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE, $30C

US NRC-RES

DIV OF ENCINEERING
NL-007

WASHINGTON DC

20555




e ——

- —

{
!
)
b
’
{
{
{

Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 228 /| Wednesday, November 25, 1992 / Notices

Letter 9108, “Removal of Component
Lists from Technical Specifications,”

Date of issuance: October 29, 1992

Effective date: October 29, 1992

Amendment No. 44

Focility Operating License No. NPF.
58. This amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: August 19, 1962 (57 FR 37560)
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated October 28, 1992. No
significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: Perry Public Library, 3753 Main
Street, Perry, Ohio 44081

Wisconsin Electric Power Company,
Docket Nos. 56-26€ and 50-301, Point
Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Town of Two Crecks, Manitowoc
County, Wisconsin

Date of application for amendments:
September 10, 1992

Brief description of amendments: The
amendments revised Technical
Specifivat... Section 15.4.8, “Emergency
Pewer System Periodic Tests.”
Specification A.3 requires that each
diesel generator be given an inspection,
at least annually. For the curren!
inspection only, this amendment
authorized 18-montk interval since the
last inspection of diesel generator GO2.

Date of issuance: November 3, 1992

Effective date: November 3, 1992

Amendment Nos.: 135 and 139

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-
24 and DPR-27. Amendments revised the
Technical Specifications.

Nate of initial notice in Federal
Register: September 30, 1902 (57 FR
45091)The Commissic..'s related
evaluation of the amendments is
contained in & Safety Evaluation dated
November 3, 1992 No significant hazards
consideration comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Joseph P. Mann Library, 1518
Sixteenth Street, Two Rivers,
Wisconsin.

Yankee Atomic Electric Company,
Docket No. 50-028, Yankee Nuclear
PowerSiation, Franklin County,
Massachusetts

Date of application for amendm.ent:
August 27, 1992

Brief description of amendment:
Permits the licensee to move the
Radiological Technical Specifications
(TS) from the Facility TS to the Offsite
Dose Caloulation Manual or the Process
Control Program. In addition,
programmatic controls will be added to
the Administretive Controls section of

the TS in order to implement these
changes.

Date of issuance: November 5, 1992

Effective date: November 5, 1992

Amendment No.: 146Possession Only
License No. DPR-3: Amendment revised
the Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: September 16, 1992, (57 FR
42780). The Commission's related
evaluation of the amendment is
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated
November &, 1982. No significant
hazards consideration comments
received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: Greenfield Community College,
1 College Drive, Greenfield,
Massachusetts 01301,

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 18th dey
of November 1862,

For the Nuclear Regui. tory Commission
fuck W. Roe,
Director, Division of Reactor Propects - Ill/
IV/V, Office of Nuciear "eactor Regulation
{Doc. 82-28456 Filed 11 .4-82; 8:45 am)
BHLING CODE 7690-01F

Draft Guides ana Standard
Review lssuance, Avadability

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has issued for public comment drafts of
five regulatory guides for its Regulatory
Cuide Series and a related section of the
standard review plan (SRP). The
Regulatory Guide Series has been
developed to describe and make
available to the public such information
as methods acceptable to the NRC staff

for implementing specific parts of the
Commission's tions, techniques
used by the o in evalue‘ing specific
problems or postulated accidents, and
data needed by the staff in ite review of
applications for permits and licenses.
These draft regulatory guides are
being developed to provide guidance on
meeting regulations that deal
with nuclear r reactor siting,
including geo , seismic, and
earthquake engineering considerations
for future nuclear power plants. These
proposed regulations include
amendments to 10 CFR Part 100,
“Reactor Site Criteria,” and 10 CFR Part
50, “Domestic Licensing of Production
and Utilization Facilities”; & proposed
new appendix 1o 10 ﬁ Pm
Appendix 8, “Earthg eering
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants"; and
a proposed new appendix to 10 CFR Part
100, Appendix B, “Criteria for the
Seismic and Geologic Siting of Nuclear
Power Plants on or after [Effective Date
of this Regulation]” (see 57 FR 47802).
Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1018,
“Identifi~ation and Characterization of

Seismic Sources, Deterministic Source
Earthquakes, and Ground Motion," is
being developed to provide guidance
acceptable to the NRC staff on
procedures to identify and characterize
seismic sources, to detzrmine
deterministic source earthquakes and
controlling earthquakes, and to compare
the seismic hazard level to that at
operating plants,

Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1016, the
second Proposed Revision 2 to
Regulatory Guide 1.12, “Nuciear Power
Plant Instrumentation for Earthquakes,”
is being developed to describe seismic
h:ntr\lmtmuon acceptable 1o the NRC
stafl.

Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1017,
“Pre-Earthquake Planning and
Immediate Nuclear Power Plant
gt s e g

ing to
acceptable to the NRC staff for a timely
evaluation after an earthquake of the
recerded instrumentation date and for
determining plant shutdown
would be

Draft tory Guide DG-1018,
“Restart of & Nuclear Power Plant Shut
davdo:yod. ide pt:i;:c

o prov
acceptable te the NRC staff for

nuclear power plant equipment and
structures to restart of & plant that
has been shut down by a seismic event.

Draft tory Guide DG-4003, the
Proposed 2 to Regulatory
Guide 4.7, “General Site Suitability
Criteria for Nuclear Power Stations,” is
being developed to provide guidance on
the major site characteristir« related 10
public th and safety and
environmental issues that the NRC staff
considers in determining the suitability
of sites for light-water-cooled nuclear
power stations.

The draft standard review plan
section is section 2.5.2, “Vibratory
Ground Motion.” The draft describes
prooedures for assassing the ground
motion potential of seismic sources at a
nuclear power plant site and for
assessing the adequacy of the safe
shutdown earthquake.

These draft guides and the draft SRP
section are being issued to involve the
public in the early stages of the
development of tory positions in
these areas. They have not received
complete staff review and do not
represent official NRC staff positions.

Public comments are being solicited
on the guides and SRP section, and
comments should be sccompanied by
supporting data. Comments on the draft
guides and SRP section may be
combined and integrated with commen's
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on the proposed regulations Written
comments may be submitted to the
Regulatory Publications Branch,
Division of Freedom of Information and
Publications Services, Office of
Administration, US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555.
Copies of comments received may be
examined at the NRC Public Document
Room, 2120 L Street NW., Washington,
NC Comments will he most helpful if
received by March 24, 1993
Although & time limit is given for
comments on these drafts, comments
and suggestions in connection with (1)
items for inclusion in guides currently
being developed or (2) improvements in
all published guides are encouraged at
un{ time.
egulatory guides and SRPs are
available for inspection at the
Commission'e Public Document Koom,
2120 L Street NW., Washington, DC.
Requests for single copies of draft
guides (which may be reproduced) or for
lacement on an automatic gistnioution
ist for single copies of future draft
guides w cpecific divisions should be
r.ade in writing to .. U.S. Nuclon~
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, Attention: Distribution and
Mai! Services Section. Telephone
requests cannot be accommodated.
Regulatory guides are not copyrighted,
angd Commission approval is not
required to reproduce them.
Dated st Rockville, Maryland, thie 6th day
of November 1982.
For the Nuclesr Regulatory Commission.
Lawronce C. Shao,
Director, Division of Engineering, Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Research.
Warren Mic. s,
Director, Division of Safety Issue Resolution,
Office of Nuclear tory Rese.. -h.
[FR Doc. 82-28641 Filed 11-24-92: 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7500-01-4

New Standard Tecimcal
Specifications (Revision O)
Avaiabiry

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

AcTion: Notice of availablity.

sumMmMARY: The U8, Nuclear Regulatory
Commissivn (NRC) previously noticed
the availability of five sets of improved
Standard Technical Specifications (STS)
that were issued for proof and review in
july 31, 1992 {57 FR 33879]. Cubsequently
the NRC revised the improved STS to
incorporate additional comments,
received from the Nuclear Steam Supply
System (NSSS) owners groups, and
editorial corrections. The NRC issued
improved STS, Revision O for

imolementation by the volunteering

lead-plant licensees and placed copies

in the NRC public document room.
The STS for each NSSS vendor are as
follows:

NUREG-1430, “Standard Technical
Specifications, Baboock and Wilcox
Plante”

NUREG-1431, “Standard Technical
Syecifications, Westinghouse Plants”

NUREG-14%2, “Standard Technical
Specifications. Combustion Engineering
Plants

NUREG-1433, “Standard Technica!
Specifications, General Electric Plaats,
BWR/4"

NUREG-1434, “Standard Technical
Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/6"

The NRC staff has established an
electronic bulletin board system (BBS)
as a public service for anyone v ho
wishes to obtain copies of electronic
files of the STS. The NRC developed the
STS with WordPerfect, version 5.1,
software and placed the Revisi 1 0 of
the improved STS on the BBS iu:
compressed form using "'ZIP" data
compression software to reduce the time
required to downloed the files. The NRC
BBS may be reached by telephone at
(301) 504-1778. Access 1o the BBS is
available using a personal computer and
modem with any standard
communication software package. The
BBS operates 24 bours & day at up 1o
9600 baud with communication
parameters set at 8 bits, no parity, and 1
stop bit (8-N-1). The system operators
are Tom Dunning and Chrie Hoxie. They
can be reached by telephone (voice) at
(301 504-1189 and 504-3138,
respectively, if assistance is needed.

Copies of the 815 Kevision 0 are ulso
available for inspection or copying for a
fee in the NRC Public Document Room,
the Gelman Building—room LL6 (Lower
Level), 2120 L Street NW., Warhington
DC, 20656. Requests for copies may be
made by writing to the NRC Public
Document Room or by faceimile at
(202)}-834-3343, or by telephone (202)-
634-3273. Those requesting copies
should identify the STS by NUREG
number and title as noted above.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mark Reinhart, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commisgion, Washington, DC 20565,
Telephone (301) 504-1185.

Dated st Rackville, Marylund, this 19th day
of November 1982

For the Nuclear Regulatory Conimission
Christopber L Grimes.

Chief Techaical Specifications Broi

Division of Operating Reactor Support, Office
of Nuciear Reactor Reguiation

[FR Doc. 82-28639 Filed 11-24-92. B:45 am)
BILLING CODE 76800 «

POSTAL SERVICE
Privacy Act of 1974; System of
Records

AGENCY: Postal Service.

AcTION: Notice of altered system of
records.

sumMARY: The purpese of this document
is to publish notice of alterations to
existing system of records USPS 170.010
Statistical (Cost) Systems—Warkload
Reporting Records, herein renamed
USPS 170.010, Operations Data
Collection Systems— Workload/
Productivity Management Records.
Some of the workload ing systems
that prompted establishment of USPS
170.010 have been integrated or replaced
with enhanced systems that provide
management with additional tools to
ensure maximum productivity
performance and use of postal
resources. The changes to the system
description reflect those enhancements.
DATES: This p will become
effective further notice 60 days
from the date of this tion
(January 25, 1983) comments are
received on or before that date which
result in a contrary determination.
ADDNEESES: Comments may be mailed
to the RECORDS OFFICE., U S. POSTAL
SERVICE. 475 L'ENFANT PLAZA SW.,
RM 8141, WASHINGTON DC 20260
5010, or delivered to room 8141 at the
above sddress between 8715 e m. and
4:45 p.o. where they will Le available
for inspection during those hours.

FOR FURTHEN INFOMMATION CONTACT:
Betty Sheriff, Recor s Office (202) 268--
5158,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Existing
USPS 170.010 was established to cover
autometed and manua! data collected to
schedule workloads and staffinc and to
track time spent by an employee to
complete a particular project so that
management could determine project
costs for billing customers for services.
With improved technology and the
passage of time, some systems collecting
that date have been ced, combined,
or expanded. While these new
developments have not significantly
changed the general character of USPS
170.010, the categories of records have
been expanded to include additional
employee data aud the purpcse has
been expanded albeit along the same
lines. More specificelly, the revised
system ce'lects leave, lunch time, and
overtitne uuta about employees as well
&8 mail volume, equipment availability,
and other non-personal data about
operations. This data is integrated and
used for various production control
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ALL STATE LTAISON OFFICERS
ALL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONTACTS
ALL STATE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSIONERS

REACTOR SITE CRITERIA; INCLUDING SEISMIC AND EARTHQUAKE ENGINEERING CRITERIA
FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS AND PROPOSED DENIAL OF PETITION FOR RULEMAKING FROM
FREE ENVIRONMENT, INC. ET AL (SP-92-153)

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the subject Federal Register Notice
dated October 20, 1992. The proposed rule would allow the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) to benefit from experience gained in the
application of the procedures and methods set forth in the current regulation
and to incorporate the rapid advancements in the earth sciences and earthquak
engineering. The proposed rule primarily consists of two separate changes,
namely, the source term and dose considerations, and the seismic and
earthquake engineering considerations of reactor siting. The NRC is also
proposing to deny the remaining issue in the petition filed by Free
Environment, Inc. et al (FPRM-50-20).

Note that the comment period expires February 17, 1993. For further
information you may contact Dr. Andrew J. Murphy, Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research at 301/492-3860 concerning the seismic and earthquake engineering
aspects and Mr. Leonard Soffer, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research at
301/492-3916 concerning other siting aspects.

orginzl signed by Carlton Kammerer

Cariton Kammerer, Director
Office of State Programs

Enclosure:
As stated
Distribution:
DIR RF CKammerer
SLO File Rulemaking File
SASchwartz RVirgilio
VMiller SLIR Staff (4)
RSLOs (5) DZannoni
AJMurphy, RES LSoffer, RES
PDR SA RF
orc | 3 ! i
Py I - Eeain g ; S
,.".'15.-.:; .:; .......... .L ........... ..i. .............
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Proposed Rules

Fodacal Rag vtes
vq.w.mm

Tuesday, October 20, 1992

AGERCY: Nuckar Regulstory
Commissiom

ACTION: Propesed rule and proposed
denial of petition for ralemakmg from
Free Enviromment, boc. et sd

SuMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is proposing to
amend its regulations to update the
cnteria used i decisions regarding
power reactor siting, including geclogic,
seismic, and earthquake engmeering
considerations for futare nuclear power
plants. The proposed rule would allow
NEC to benefit from experience guined
in the application of the procedures and
methods set forth s the cusrent
regulation and to mcorporate the rapid
advancements in the earth sciences and
earthqnake engineering The

rule primarily consists of two separate
changes, namely, the source term and
dose considerations, and the setemic
and eartbquake eaginesring
considerations of reacior siting The
Commmmon w aleo proposing o deny
the remaining esug o petiticn (PRM-&8-
20) filed by Free Environment, inc. et al
DATES: Comment period expires
February 17, 1983. Cosaments reeeives
after Uus dete will be comnidered i it in
practicel 0 do so. bul the Comesiesion b
able to assure consideration onby fes
commeris received on oe befase this
date.

AD._mESSES: Mail written comments to:
Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commias.on. Washington, DC 20685,
Attention: Docketing end Service
Branch.

Deliver comments to 17555 Rock ville
Pike, Rockville, Muryisnd. between 7.95
am. and 415 p.m., Federal workdeys.

Copies of the regulatory analysis. the
envwonmen el assesement and fmding
of no sigmficant mpacs, and comments
received may be examined ot the NREC
Public Docemsen! Roam at 2128 L Street
NW. (Lower Level), Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
Dr. Andrew }. Murphy, Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, telephone (301) 492-3860,
concerning the seismic and earthquake
engineering aspects and Mr. Leanard
Saffer, Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washisgton, DC 20658,
telephone (301) 482-3916, cancerning
other siting aspects.

SUPPLEMENT ARY MOPQMMA TR

| Background.
Il Objectives.
[IL Gerens
IV. Alternatives.
V. Major
A Reactor Siing Critenia (Noneeismic).
B. Seismuc and Earthquake Engmeering
Crniteria.
VL Siting Pokicy Tusk Parce
Recommendations.
VI Relsted Regubetory Cuides and Standard
Review Mao Section.
VIIL Future Regulatory Actian.
[X Referemced Documents
X. Submission of Comments in Electramse
Format.
X1 Questions
A. Reactor Siting Criteria (Nanseiamic)
B Seismic and Earthquake Engineering

Cniterts.
XIL Finding of No Sigrificant Brvironmermal
Impact: Availabibty

xXur Recducten Act Stetewrent.
XIV. R
XV. Regulatory Flexibility Certificatims.
XVI Backis Ansiyse
1. Buckgronnd

The present reguls tich regasrding
reactor vile criteria (10 CFR pact 1004

was promulgated April 12, 1962 (27 FRB
3509). Staff guidance on exclusioo aree
and low population zone sincs ae well es
population denmity was issued is
Reguletory Cuide 4.7, "Gewezal Sise
Suitability Crierie for Nuckser Pewer
Statiane. " puiiished ks commant i
September 1974 Revision 1 to this guide
was issued in November 1975 On June
1, 1976, the Public Inter /4t Resesrch
Group (PIRC) filed a petition for

rulemaking (PRM-100-2) requesting that

the NRC incorporate mimimum exclusion
area and low population zone distances
and population density imits into the
regulations. On April 28, 1977, Free
Environmert, Inc. et al., filed a petition
for rulemaking (PRM-50-20). The
remaining issue of this petition requests
that the central lowa nuciear project
and other reactors be sited at least 40
miles from major population centers. In
Auguet 1978, the Commission directed
the NRC staff to develop a general
policy statement on nuclear power
reactor siting. The “Report of the Siting
Policy Task Force” (NUREG-0625) was
issued in August 1979 and provided
recommendations regarding siting of
future nuclear power reactors. In the
1380 Authorization Act for the NRC, the
Congress directed the NRC to decouple
siting from design and to specify
demographic criteria for siting. On July
29, 1980 (45 FR 50850). the NRC issued
an Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (ANPRM) regarding
revision of the reactar site criteria,
which discussed the recommendations
of the Siting Policy Task Force and
sought public comments. The proposed
rulemaking was deferred by the
Commission in December 1981 to await
development of a Safety Coal and
improved research on accident source
terms. On August 4. 1986 (51 FR 23044),
the NRC issued its Policy Statemen! on
Safety Goals that stated quantitative
health objectives with regard to both
prompt and latent cancer fatality nsks.
On December 14, 1988 (53 FR 50232), the
NRC denied PRM-100-2 on the hasis
that it would urmecessarily restrict
NRC's regulatory siting policies and
would not result in & substantial
increase in the overall protectioa of the
public health and safety. Because of
possibile renewed interest in power
reactor siting, the NRC is proceeding
with & rulemaking i» this area. Because
the propoeed regulations woukd include
population dersity criterts for future
nuclear pawaer reactor sites, the
Commission concludes that the
remaining issue in PRM-50-20 is being
addressed as part of this rulemaking
action.

Appendix A to 10 CFR part 108
"Seismic and Geologic Shting Criteria for
Nuclear Power Planis.” was originally
issued as & proposed regulation on
November 25, 1871 (36 FR 22601),
published as a final regulation on
November 13, 1973 (38 FR 31279), and
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became effective on December 13, 1973
There have been two amendments to 10
CFR part 100, appendix A. The first
amendment!. issued November 27, 1973
(38 FR 32575), corrected the final
regulation by adding the legend under
the diagram. The second amendment
resulted from & petition for ruler saking
(PRM 100-1) requesting that an opinion
be issued that would interpret and
clarify appendix A with respect to the
determination of the Safe Shutdown
Earthquake. A notice of filing of the
petition was published on May 14, 1975
(40 FR 20083). The substance of the
petitioner’s proposal was accepted and
published as an immediately effective
final regulation on January 10, 1077 (42
FR 2052)

Il. Objectives

The objectives of this proposed
regulatory action are to—

1. State the criteria for future sites
that, based upon experience and
importance to risk, have been shown as
key to protecting public health and
safety

2 Provide a stuble regulatory basis for
seismic and geologic siting and
applicable earthquake engineering
design of future nuclear powerplants
that will update and clarify regulatory
requirements and provide a flexible
structure to permit consideration of new
technical understandings: and

3. Relocate the requirements that
apply to plant design into 10 CFR part 50
thereby effectively decoupling siting
from plant design

Il Genesis

The proposed regulatory action
reflects changes that are intended to: (1)
Benefit from the experience gained in
applying the existing regulation and
irom research; (2] resolve interpretive
questions: (3) provide needed regulatory
flexibility to incorporate state-of-the-art
improvements in the geosciences and
earthquake engineering and (4) simplify
the language to a mors “plain English"
tex!

The proposed regulatory action would
apply to applicants who apply for a
construction permit. operating license
preliminary design spproval, final
design approval. manufacturing license
early site permit. design certification, or
combLined license on or after the
effective date of the final regulations

Criteria not sssocisted with the
selection of the site or establishment of
the Safe Shutdown Earthquake Ground
Motion (SSE) have been placed into 10
CFR part 50 This action is consistent
with the location of other design
requirements in 10 CFR part 50

Because the revised criteria presentad
in the proposed regulation would not be
appifed to existing plants, the licensing
bases for existing nuclear power ,lants
must remain part of the regulations.
Therefore, the p revised reactor
siting criteria d be added as
subpart B in 18 CFR part 100 and would
apply 10 site applications received on or
after the effective date of the final
regniations. The criteria on selsmic and
gevlogic siting would be added a3 & new
appendix B to 10 CFR part 100. The dose
calculations and the earthquake
engineering criteria will be located in 10
CFR part 50 (§ 50.34(s) and appendix S,
respectively). Because appendix 8 is not
sell executing, applicable sections of
part 50 (§ 50.34 and § 50.54) are revised
to reference appendix S. The proposed
regulation would also make conforming
amendments to 10 CFR parts 52 and 100
Sections 52.17(e){1){vi), and 100.20(c)(1)
would be amended to note appendix B
to part 100.

IV. Alierastives

The first alternative considered by the
Commission was o continve usi
current regulations for site suitability
determinations. This is not considered
&n acceptable altemeative. Accident
source terms and dose calculations
currently mfluence plant design
requirements rather than siting, It is
desirable to state directly those siting
criteria which, through importance to
risk, have been shown to be key to
assuring public heaith and safety
Further, significant advances in the
earth sciences and in earthquake
engineering have taken place since the
promulgation of the present regulation
and deserve to be rellected in the
regulations

The second alernative considered
was replacement of the existing
regulation with an entirely new
regulation. Thie is not an acceptable
alternative because the provisions of the
existing regulations form part of the
licensing bases for many of the
operating nuclear power plants and
others that are in various stages of
obtaining operating licenses. Therefore,
these provisions must remain in force
and effect

The epproach of establishing the
revised requirements in new sections
and an appendix to 10 CFR part 100 and
relocating plant design requirements to
10 CFR part 50 while retaining the
existing regulation was chosen as the
best altemative. The public will benefit
from & clearer, more uniform, and more
consistent licensing process thet
incorporates updated information and is
subject to fewer interpretations. The
NRC staff will benefit from temproved

regulatory implementation (both
technical and legal). fewer interpretive
debates, and {ncreased regulstory
flexibility. Applicants will derive the
same benefits in addition o avoiding
licensing delays caused by unclear
regulatory requirements.

V. Major Changes
A. Reactor Siting Crikeria (Nanseismic)

Since promulgation of the reactor site
criteria in 1962, the Commission has
epproved more than 75 sites for nuclear
power reactors and has had an
opportunity to review a number of
others. As a result of these reviews, a
great deal of experience has been
gained regarding the site factars that
infiuence risk and their range of
acceptability. Much of the experience
:nined by the NRC staff in these reviews

as been reflected in the issuance of
Regulatory Guide 4.7, "General Site
Suitability Criterie for Nuclear Power
Stations.” which was issued for
comment in 1874, and revired in 1975 It
also reflects the Commission's policy of
keeping reactors away from densely
populated centers. A review of the
Regulatory Guidelines implementation
has shown that its application is
expected to result in low risk to the
public while allowing a good selection
of potential reactor sites in all regions of
the nation.

The site criteria presented in the
proposed regulation are based on those
contained primarily in Regulatory Guide
4.7, and represent current NRC practice
In addition, numerous risk studies on
radioactive materia! releases to the
environment under severe accident
conditions have all confirmed that the
present siting practice is expected to
effectively limit risk to the public. These
studies include the early “Reactor
Safety Study” (WASH-1400), published
in 1875, many Probabilistic Risk
Assessment (PRA) studies conducted on
individua! plants as well as several
specialized studies, and the recent
“Severe Accident Risks: An Assessment
for Five U.S. Nuclear Power Plants "
(NUREG-1150), issued in 1990

The proposed criteria basically
decouple siting from accident source
term and dose calculations. Experience
has shown that these factors have
tended to influence plant design aspeciy
rather than siting Accident source term
and dose considerations are proposed to
be applied to plant design aspects and
would be relocated to part 50 The
Commission considers it appropriate
based on the extensive experience and
confirmatory studies noted above, to
state directly those site criteria that




aave been shown to be key to protecting
public health and safety. These reactor
site criteria are expected to be
independent of plant design and, as
such, are independent of the plant type
to be built at the site. The Commission
considers this appropriate because it
expects that future reactors licensed
under part 50 or part 52 will reflect,
through their design, construction, and
operstion, risk characteristics that are
equal to or better than existing plants.
Therefore, there would be an extremaly
low rrobabihty for accidents that could
result in release of significant quantities
of radioactive fission products. In
addition, the recommendations of the
Siting Policy Task Force were
considered in making these changes as
discussed in Section XIi of this proposed
rule.

Rationale for Individua! Criteria

1. Exclusion Area

An exclusion area surrounding the
immediate vicinity of the plant has been
a requirement [or siting power reactors
from the very beginning. This area
provides a high degree of protection to
the public from a variety of potential
plant accidents and also affords
protection to the plant from potential
man-related hazards.

The present regulation has no
numerical size requirement, in terms of
distance, for the exclusion area. The
present regulations assesses the
consequences of a postulated
radioactive fission product release
within containment, coupled with
assumptions regarding containment
leakage, performance of certain fission
product mitigation systems, and
atmospheric dispersion factors for a
hypothetical individual located at any
point on the exclusion area boundary.
The plant and site combination is
considered to be acceptable if the
calculated consequences do not exceed
the dose values given in the present
regulation. Regulatory Guide 4.7
suggests an exclusion area distance of
0.4 miles (640 meters). This distance has
been found, in conjuncti »n with typical
engineered safety features, to meet the
dose values in the existing regulation.
Future reactors would be expected to be
as good or better in meeting the dose
criteria at this distance.

The Commission considers an
exclusion area to be an essential feature
of a reactor sile and is retaining this
requirement for future reactors.
However, in keeping with the
recommendation of the Siting Policy
"ask Force to decouple site
requirements from reactor design, the
pruposed regulation would eliminate the

use of a postulated source term,
assumptions regarding mitigation
systems and dispersion factors, and the
calculation of radiologicel consequences
to determine the sizes of the exclusion
ares and low population zone. It would
instead require & minimum exclusion
area distance of 0.4 miles (640 meters)
for power reactors.

is distance, together with typical
engineered safety features previously
reviewed by the staff, has been found to
satisfy the dose guidelines in the present
regulation. An exclusion area of tg.h size
or larger is fairly common for most
g:wer reactors in the U.S, It has not

en unduly difficult for most
prospective a%pliuntl to find and
obtain a suitable site.

Finally, this distance has also been
found to readily satisfy the prompt
fatality quantitative health objective of
the Commission's Safety Boards Policy,
when coupled with plant designs as
reflected by those in NUREG-1150, and
for a reactor power level of 3800
Megawatts (thermal). Therefore, the
minimum exclusion area distance
proposed would assure a very low level
of risk to individuals, even for those
located v 1y close to the plant.

Although an exclusion area size of
about 0.4 miles is considered
appropriate for reactor power levels of
current design, the Commission is also
considering whether or not this size
unduly penalizes potential reactors that
have significantly lower power levels
and is therefore requesting comments on
this subject.

2. Low Population Zorn2

The present regulation requires that a
low population zone (LPZ) be defined
immediately beyond the exclusion area.
Residents are permitted in this area, but
the number and density must be such
that there is a reasonable probability
that appropriate protective measures
could be taken in their belief in the
event of a serious accident. In addition,
the nearest densely populat:4 center
containing more than about 25,000
residents must be located no closer than
one and one-third times the outer radius
of the LPZ. Finally, the dose to 8
hypothetical individual iucated at the
outer radius of the LPZ over the entire
course of the accident must not be in
excess of the dose values given in the
regulation. Regulatary Guide 4.7
suggests that an outer radius of ebout 3
miles (4.8 km) for the LPZ has been
found to satisfy the dose values in the
present regulation.

Several practical problems have
arisen in connection with the LYZ.
Before 1980, the LPZ generally defined
the distance over which public
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protective actions were contemplated i
the event of & serious accident. The
regulations in 10 CFR 50.47 now requires
plume exposure Emergency Planning
Zones (EPZ) of about 10 miles for each
plant.

The LPZ also places restrictions n
the proximity of the nearest densel,
populated center of 25,000 or mor .
residents. However, without nu~ ¢rical
requirements for the outer radius of the
LPZ, this requirement has little practical
effect. Typical LPZs for existing power
reactors have several thousand
residents. If Regulatory Guide 4.7 were
followed and a distance of 3 miles were
selected as the LPZ outer radius, a
maximum population within the LPZ at
the time of eite approval would be about
14,000 residents. Finally, the staff has
sometimes experienced difficulty in
defining a "densely populated center.”

The Commission considers that the
functions intended for the LPZ, namely,
a low density of residents and the
feasibility of taking prutective actions,
have been accomplished by other
regulatiom or can be accomplished by
other means. Protective action
requirements are defined via the use of
the EPZ, while restrictions on population
close to the plant can be assured via
proposed population density cr.teria. For
these reasons, the Commission is
proposing to eliminate the requirement
of an LPZ for future power reactor sites
for purposes of determining site
suitability.

3. Populatien Density Criteria

The present vegulation contains no
population density requirements other
than the requirement, noted above. that
the distance to the nearest population
center containing more than about
25,000 residents must be no closer than
one and one-third times the outer radius
of the LPZ. This was recognized as a
potential concern when the present
regulation was promulgated. As the
Commission noted in its Statement of
Considerations on April 12, 1962 (27 FR
3509), sccompanying the issuance of the
regulation, " * * * in some cases where
very iarge cities are involved, the
population center distance may have to
be greater than those suggested by these
guides.”

As a result of the significan!
experience gained in & siting of power
reactors, the staff issued Regulatory
Guide 4.7 in 1974. With respect to
population density this guide states as
follows:

“Areas of low populstion density are
preferred for nuclear power station sites
High populstion densities projected for any
time during the lifetime of a station are



Federsl Register / Vol. 57, No. 203 / Tuesday, October 20, 392 / Proposed Rules £7805

considered during both the NRC staff review
and the public bearing phases of the licensing
process. If the population density at the
proposed site it not mceeptably low, then the
apphicant will be reguired o give special
attention to alternative ates with lower
population densites

U the population density. iackading
weighted transien! population. projected at
the time of initia! operation of & nuclees
power station exceeds 500 persons per square
mile averaged over any rachal distance out to
30 miles (cumulative population at s distance
divided by the area a! tha! distance). or the
projected population density over the hfetime
of the facility exceeds 1000 persans per
square mile averaged over any radaal
distance out to 30 miles. specia! atlention
should be given to the consideration of
alternahve sites with lower popalstion
densities.”

The basis for this guide was that it
provided for reasonable separation of
reactor sites from large population
centers while also assuring an adequate
selection of sites in all regions of the
nation. However, no comnparisons with
explicit nsk criteria were provided at
that time

On Apnil 28,1977, Free Environment,
Inc et al. filed @ petition for rulemaking
(PRM-50-20) requesting among other
things that “the central lowa nuclear
project and other reactors be sited at
least 40 miles from major population
centers” The petitioner also stated that
“locating reactors in sparsely-populated
areas * * * has been endorsed in non-
binding NRC guidelines for reactor
siting " However, the petitioner did not
specify what constituted a major
population center. The only NRC
guidelines concerning population
density in regard to reactor siting are in
Regulatory Guide 4.7, issued in 1974, and
revised in 1975, prior to the date of the
petition. This guide provides population
density criteria out of a distance of 30
miies from the reactor, not 40 miles

An illustration of tne degree of
separation distance provided for in this
guide from population centers of various
sizes may be useful Under this guide, a
population center of about 25,000 or
more residents should be no closer than
4 mi.les (64 km) from a reactor because
a density of 500 persons per square mile
within this distance would yield a total
population of about 25,000 persons.
Simi.arly. a city of 100,000 or more
residents should be no closer than about
10 miles (16 km), e city of 500,009 ar
more persons shou!d be no closer than
aebout 20 miles (32 km). and a city of
1.000000 ar more persons should be no
closer than about 30 miles (50 km) fram
the reactor

The Commission has examined these
puidelines with regard to the Safety
Cual The Safety Goal quantitative

heaith objective in regard to latent
cancer fatality states that, within a
distance of ten miles (26 km) fram the
reactor, the risk to the population of
latent cancer fatality from nuclear
powes ptant operation, including
accidenta, should not exceed one-tenth
of ome percent of the tikelihood of latent
cancer fatalities from all other cauvses. In
addition to the risks of latent cancer
fatalities, the Commission has also
Investigated the likelihood and extent of
lana contamination arising from the
retleese of long-lived radioactive species,
such as cesium-137, in the event of &
severe reactor eccident.

The results of these analyses indicate
that the latent cancer fatality
quantitative health objective noted
above is met for current plant designs
From analysis done in support of this

d change in regulation, the
ikelihood of land contamination from a
severe acciden! sufficient to require long

term condemnation of land beyond %0
miles (50 kin) is very low. Other
analyses indicate that population
density restrictions out to 40 miles could
make it difficult to obtain suitable
reactor sites in some regions of the
nation

Because the population density values
of Regulatory Guide 4.7 have been in use
since 1975, and these values afford en
adequate supply of potential reactor
sites in every region of the nation while
providing assurance of low risk of latent
cancer fatality as well s land
contamination, the Commission
considers it prudent to maintain these
population density values for future
power reactor sites. The Caommission
wishes to emphasize. however, that
nuclear power plants meeting current
safety standards could be salely located
at siles mignificantly more dense than
500 peopie per square mile

For these reasons, the Commission is
proposing that, at the tume of initial site
approval or early site permit renewal,
population density values of no more
than 500 people per square mile
averaged over any radial dstance out to
30 miles be used for judging the
acceptability of future nuclear power
plant sites. Similarly, in keeping with
Regulatory Guide 4.7, the projected
population density 40 years after initial
site approval should ;w! exceed 1000

eople square mile
i Myuhpr:rurd to the petition by Free
Environment, Inc. (PRM-50-20), the
Commission concludes that the cnteria
in Regulatory Guide 4.7 provide a
ressanable degree of separation for &
range of population centers. including
“major’ popultion centers, depending
upon their size. Furtber, codifying the
population density criteria of this gukie

i sxpecied tv enswre & low level of riek.
inchading the risk of latent camcer
fatakty as well as lomg-term land
cotanination. Pioally, the Commission
conchedes that granting of the
petitioner's request to specify population
criteria out to 40 miles rather than 30
miles would not substantially reduce the
risks to the public. but could
significantly incresse the difficulty of
obtaining suitable reactor sites in some
regions of the nation. For these reasons.
the Commission is proposing not to
adop! the proposal by Free
Environment, Incorporated.

An important point regarding
population projections and their
application should be made. Because the
uﬂdity and reliability of population
projections, particularly for relatively
small regions, decreases markedly &s
the projection time period increases,
population projections for the purpose of
assessing site suitability are to be
limited to 40 years. Population
projections beyond this time period
become unreliable and speculative. The
40 year period for population projections
is to be distinguished from the 60 year or
more plant lifetime

Because analyses bave shown tha!
current plan designs can mee! the
Commission's Safety Goals and that
other risks can be kept at & very low
level at sites that have sagnificantly
higher population densities than those
being proposed. the Commission wishes
to emphasize that these populstion
density levels do not indicate the upper
limits of acceptability. These levels
represent preferred values, that. if
exceeded, require that an spplicant
provide justification ar not locating &
reactor at an aliernative site having a
lower population density. Therefore, the
population density limits proposed in
the regulation are intended to be used
anly in the siting decision process to be
applied at the time of initial site
approval or early site permi! renewal to
detarmine whether uiternative sites that
have bower population densities should
be considered. The Commission does
not intend to consider hicense conditions
or operating restnictions upon an
opersting resctor solely upon the basis
that the population density aromnd it
may reach ar exceed the proposed siting
decision values given above during the
plant lifetime. Because of the poasibility
for comfusion resalting from mamerical
values being cited in the reguiaton, the
Comen.ssion is aleo requesting
commentes on whether )
population denaity vabees shoukd be
cited in the regulation or whether theee

should be stated in & reguletory guide
only The Commission is also requesting
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comments on whether the velues of 500
and 1000 persons per square mile are
appropriate, and whether population
density criteria need be ed out to
30 miles, or whether another distance is
more appropriate.

4. Meteorological Factors

Radiological doses that incorporate
site meteorological data need ro longer
be calculated for the purpose of
determining site suitability.
Meteorological data will stili be needed
for safety analysis and for assessing the
adequacy of certain plant features, as
well as to determine plant adequacy in
regard to meteorological extremes, such
as tornados and maximum probable
precipitation. Therefore, the proposed
regulation maintains the requirement to
collect and characterize meteorological
data representative of the site.

The Commission has examined the
variations in site meteorology that have
influenced dose calculations in past
licensing reviews. Individ 1l site
meteorology characteristics have been
used primarily to determine atmospheric
dispersion or dilution factors in order to
evaluate does to hypothetical
individuals at the exclusion area and
LPZ outer radius. The degree of dilution
increases with increasing distance
between the release point and any
hypothetically exposed individual, but it
also is affected by other factors,
including the time of day. In this regard,
the dispersion factor could vary
significantly at a given site and show &
pronounced diurnal variation. However,
when the time-averaged dispersion
factor of a given site i1s compare with
that of other sites, the variation between
one site and another is much less.
Analyses reported in NUREG /CR-2239,
“Technical Guidance for Siting Criteria
Development,” dated December 1982, for
example, show that calculated average
individual consequences for an identical
postulated release of radioactivity to the
environment using data from weather
stations throughcut the United States
yielded results that varied only by about
a factor of twa. Based upon these
considerations, the Commission has
determined that the average
meteorological characteristics between
one site and another are sufficiently
similar that characterization of
individual site meteorology is not a
significant discriminator in det
site suitability when compared to the
uncertainties in other areas of the
determination of risk to the health and
safety to the public. However, site
metearological characteri.tics are
needed in safety analysis and for
assessing the sdequacy of certain plant
design features.

5. Hydrological Factors

These factors are important in
establishing the magnitude of external
hazards from ground-water
contamination, such as by containment
basemat melt through, which could
contaminate aquifers and thereby affect
large populations. The proposed
regulation adds or modifies existing
requirements for obtaining information
to characterize hydrological factors at @
site important to risk. information
will be reviewed by the staff and used
as interface criteria in matching a
proposed design to the site.

6. Nearby Industrial and Transportation
Facilities

This area of review would be
incorporated into the regulations for
determining site suitability. This area of
review has, in fact, been a part of the
NRC review for many years. The
proposed regulation involves no
substantive changes in thig area and
merely codifies what has been NRC
practice for a number of years.

7. Feasibility of Carrying out Protective
Actions

The proposed regulation would
require that important site factors such
as population distribution, topography,
and transportation routes be considered
and examined in order to determine
whether there are any site
characteristics that could pose a
eignificant impediment to the
development of an emergency plan.

Planning for emergencies is part of the
Commission's defense-in-depth
approach. The Comm ssion has
concluded that site characteristics that
may represent an impediment to the
development of adeguate emergency
plans, such as limitations of access or
egress in the immediaie vicinity of a
nuclear power plant, should be
identified at the site approval phase.
This is consistent with the approach the
Commission has taken in early site
reviews under 10 CFR pari 52.

8. Periodic Reporting of Man-Related
Activities

Conditions around a site may change
and significant changes in the nature of
the industrial, military, and
transportation facilities may occur,
Early identification of activities or
facilities that are potentially hazardous
could permit timely changes in the
procedures or &'hnt features to minimize
the in the risk to the health and
safety of the public. Man-related
activities potentially hazardous to &
plant are major industrial or
transport facilities such es major

highways, large pipelines, major
alrports, etc. Relatively minor changes
in industrial activity have been shown
to be of little concern.

The Commission is considering
whether periodic reporting of significant
offsite activities should be required and
is requesting comments on whether
significant offsite facilities within five
miles of the reactor should be
periodically updated every five years.

Interim Change to 10 CFR Part 50

The proposed change to 10 CFR part
50 would simply relocate from 10 CFR
part 100 the requirements for each
applicant to calculate a whole body and
a thyroid dose at specified distances.
Because these requirements affect
reactor design rather then siting, they
are more appropriately located 1n 10
CFR part 50. For this proposed revision,
the source term and methodology for
performing the dose calculations would
remain unchanged from the current
requirements.

These requirements would continue to
apply to future applicants for a
construction permit, design certification,
or an operating license, but are intended
to be interim requirements until such
time as more specific requirements are
developed regarding revised accident
source terms and severe accident
insights.

B. Seismic and Earthquake Engineering
Criteria

The following major changes in the
proposed revision to appendix A,
“Seismic and Geclogic Siting Criteria for
Nuclear Power Plants,” to part 100, are
associated with the proposed seismic
and earthquake engineering criteria
rulemaking:

1. Separate Siting from Design

Criteria not associated with site
suitability or establishment of the Safe
Shutdown Earthquake Ground Motion
(SSE) have been placed into 10 CFR part
50. This action is consistent with the
location of other design requirements in
10 CFR part 50. Because the revised
criteria presented in the proposed
regulation will not be applied to existing
plants, the licensing basis for existing
nuclear power plants must remain part
of the regulations. The criteria on
seismic and geologic siting would be
designated as & new appendix B,
“Criteria for the Seismic and Geologic
Siting of Nuclear Power Plants on or
After [Effective Date of this
Reguletion).” to 10 CFR part 100. Criteris
on uake engineering would be

designated as & new appendix S,




Faderal Register / Vol. 57, No. 208 / Tuesday, October 20, 1982 / Proposed Rules

47807

“Earthquake Engineering Criteria for
Nuclear Power Plants,” to CFR part 50.

2 Remove Detailed Guidance from the
Regulation

The current regulation contains both
requiremenis and guidance on how to
satisfy the requirements. For example,
section IV, "Required Investigations,” of
appendix A, states that investigations
are required “ur viu. o 'u. ), qround
motion, s face faulting, ana seismicully
induced 1.00ds and water waves.
Appendix A then provides detailed
guidance on what constitutes an
acceptable investigation. A similar
situation exists in Section V., “Seismic
and Geologic Design Bases,” of
appendix A

Geoscience assessments require
considerable latitude in judgment. This
latitude in judgment is needed because
of limitations in data and the state-of-
the-art of geologic and seismic analyses
and because of the rapid evolution
taking place in the geosciences in terms
of accumulating knowledge and in
modifying concepts. This need apprars
to have been recognized when the
existing regulation was developer.. The
existing regulation states that it is based
on limited geophysica! and geological
information and will be revised ge
necessary when more complete
information becomes available

However, having geoscience
assessments detailed and cast in a
regulation has created difficulty for
applicants and the staff in terms of
inhibiting the use of needed latitude in
judgment. Also, it has inhibited
flexibility in applying basic principles to
new situations and the use of evolving
methods of analyses (for instance,
probabilistic) in the licensing process.

The level of detail presented in the
proposed regulatior would be reduced
considerably. The proposed regulation
would identify and establish basic
requirements. Detailed guidance, that is,
the procedures acceptable to the NRC
for meeting the requirements, would be
contained in & draft regulatory guide to
he issued for public comment as Draft
Regulatory Guide. D105
“ldentification and Characterization of
Seiemic Sources. Deterministic Source
Farthquakes, snd Ground Motion.”

3 Us¢ of Both Determinustic and
Probabilistic Evaluations

The proposed regulation would
require the use of hoth probabilistic and
deterministic evaluationes The existing
anproach for dete=mining 8 Safe
Shutdown Earthouske Ground Motion
(SSF) for & nuclear reactor site,
embodied in appendix A 1o 10 CFR part
100, relies on a “deterministic”

approach. Using this deterministic
approach. an t develops e gingle
set of sources, develops for
each source & postulated earthquake to
be used as the source of ground motion
that can affect the site, locates the
postulcted earthquake a to
prescribed rules, and then calculates
ground motions at the site. Although this
approach has worked reasonably well
for the past two decades, in the sense
that SSEs for plants sited with this
approach are judged to be suitably
con, wlﬁmmuh has not
explhcitly ized uncertainty in
geoscience parameter. Because 0 little
is known about earthquake phenomena
{especially in the eastern 1 'nited States).
there have elways been differences of
opinion among experts as to how the
Lreocrlbod process in Appendix A is to
carried out. Experts often delineate
very different estimates of the largest
earthquakes to be considered l:?e
different ground-motion modeis.

Over the past decade, analysis
methods for encompassing these
differences have been developed and
used. These “probabilistic” methods
have been designed to allow explicit
incorporation of different models for
zonation, earthquake size, ground
motion, and other parameters. The
advantage of uoi.n,g these probabilistic
methods (s thelr ability to not only
incorporate different models and
different dats sets, but also to weight
them using judgments as to the validity
of the different models and data sets,
and thereby to provide a- explicit
expression for the overall uncertainty in
the ground motion estimates and a
means of assessing sensitivity to various
input parameters.

Probabilistic methods have been used
by many groups, not only in the seismic-
hazerd area but in many other areas. In
the seismic-hazard area, many of the
practitioners participeted in either the
NRC-Lawrence Livermore National
Laboretory (LLNL) or the Electric Power
Research Institute (EPRI) seismic-hazard
projects over the past decade.

The advantages of these probabilistic
methode ere manifest. However. their
limitations are important too. In the
seismic-hezard area, the most important
limitation (s that the “bottom-line”
results from these analyses tend to be
dominated by the tails rather than the
central tendencies of the distributions of
knowledge and expert opinion.

For these reasons, the propesed
revigion of appendix A to 10 CFR part
100 has adopted an epproach using both
probabilistic and deterministic
evaluations. The staff proposes to use
both the detertainistic (currently being
used) and the probabilistic eveluations

together and compare the results of each
to provide insights unavailable if either
method were used alone. The principal
limitations of the deterministic
evaluation—its ability to incorporate
only one mode! and one datz set at a
time and its inability to allow weighted
incorporation of numerous models—can
be assessed by comparing its results
with the results of a probabilistic
evaluation accomplished in parallel.
Similarly, the princtpal limitation of the
probabilistic evaluation—its tendency to
allow its results to be dominated by the
talls rather than the central tendency of
distributions of uncertain knowledge or
expert opinion—can be assessed by
comparing its results with the results of
one or more deterministic evaluations

The NRC believes that taken together,
this approach can allow more informed
judgments as to what the appropriate
Safe Shutdown Barthguake Grousd
Motion should be for a given site Both
the applicant's judgments and those of
the NRC will be improved. Therefore,
the NRC believes that this approach is
the bes! way to accomplish the objective
of this aspect of the revised regulation
and arrive, through analysis, at a site-
specific ground motion that
appropriately captures what is known
ebout the seismic regime. Using both
probabilistic and deterministic
evaluations to complement each other
should lead to a more stable and
predictable licensing process than in the
past.

In order to implement this approach.
the NRC has proposed a requirement
that the annual probability of exceeding
the Safe Shutdown Earthquake Ground
Motion at e site be lower than the
median annual probability of
exceedance computed for the current
population of the operating plents. This
requirement assures that the design
levels at new sites will be comparable to
those at many existing sites, particularly
inore recently licensed sites. This
criterion is also used to identify
significant seismic sources, in terms of
magnitude and distance, affecting the
estimates of ground motions at a site

The Commission ie specifically
requesting comments on the questions
contained in section X1.B pertaining to
the use of probabilistic seismic hazard
analysis and the balance between the
deterministic and probabilistic
evaluations. The position(s) stated in the
fina! regulation, supporting regulatory
guide and Standard Review Plan Section
will be based on Comunission
consideration of responses to these
questions end comments on all aspects
of this rulemsking
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4 Safe Shutdown Eartbguake

The existing ragulation (160 CFR part
100, appendix A, section V(a1 ){iv)}
states “The maximum vibratory
accelerations of the Safe Shutdown
Earthquake at each of the various
foundation locations of the nuciear
power plant structures at & given site
shall be determined * * *". The location
of the seismic ixpwt motion control patot
as stated m the existing regulstion bas
led to confrontations with many
applicants that believe this stipuletion is
inconsstent with good engineering

The proposed regulation would move
the location of the seismic input motion
control point from the foundation-level
to free-field, at the free ground surface
or hypothetical rock outcrog, as
appropriate. The 1875 version of the
Standard Review Plan placed the
control motion in the free-field The
proposed regulation is also consistent
with the resolution of Unresolved Safety
Issue (USI) A-40, "Seismic Design
Criteria” (August 1989), that resulted in
tne revision of Standard Review Plan
sections 25.2,3.7.1,3.7.2, and 3.7.3.
However, the proposed regulation
requires that at a minimum, the
horizontal Safe Shutdown Earthquake
Ground Motion at the foundation level
of the structures must be an appropriate
respcnse spectrum with 8 peak ground
acceleration of at least 0.1g

5. Value of the Operating Basie
Earthquake Ground Motion (OBE) and
Required OBE Analyses

The existing regulation (10 CFR,
appendix A, section V(a)(2)) states that
the maximum vibratory ground motion
of the CBE is one-balf the maximam
vibratory ground motion of the Safe
Shutdown Earthquake ground motion.
Also, the existing regulation (10 CFR,
appendix A, section VI(a)(2)) states that
the engineering me:hod used to insure
that structures, systems, and
components are capable of withstanding
the effects of the OBE shall involve the
use of either a suitable dynamic analysis
or @ suitable qualification lest. In some
cases, for instance piping, these muiti-
facets of the OBE in the existing
regulation made it possible for the OBE
10 have mare design significance than
the SSE. A decoupling of the OBE and
SSE has been suggested in several
documents. For instance, the NRC stafl
SECY-78-300, suggesied tha! design for
a single limiting event and inspection
and evaluation for earthquakes in
excess of some specified limit may be
the mos! sound regulatory approach.
NUREG-1081, “Report of the LS.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Piping

Review Committee,” Vol. 5, Aprid 16886,
(Table 30.1) ranked » decouphing of the
OBE and SGE as third out of six high
priority changes. b SECY-90-018,
“"Evolutionary Light Waler Rerctor
(U:VR) Certfication umm
Relationship to Carrent tory
Requirements.” the NRC staff states that
it agrees thet the OBE shoald not control
the design of safety systems. For the
evolutionary reactors, the NRC will
consider requests 1o decouple the OBE
from the SSE on & design-specific basis.

Activities equivalest to OBE-SSE ®
decoupling ere also being done in
foreign countries. For instance, in
Germany their new design standard
requires ordy one dewign basis
earthquake (equivalent to the SSE).
They require an mspection-level
earthquake (for shutdown] of 0.4 SSE.
This ievel was set 80 that the vibratory
ground metion should not induce
stresses exceeding the allowable stregs
limits originally required for the OBE
design.

The proposed regulation would allow
the value of the OBE to be set at: (i)
One-third or less of the SSE, where OBE
requirements are satisfied without an
explicit response or design analyses
being performed. or (i) a value greater
than one-third of the SSE, where
analysis and design are required. There
are two issues the applicant should
consider in selecting the value of the
OBE. first, plant shutdown is required if
vibratory ground motion exceeding that
of the OBE occurs {discussed below in
Item 8, Required Plant Shutdown), and
second, the amount of analyses
associated with the OBE. An applicant
may determine that at ore-third of the
SSE level, the probability of exceeding
the OBE vibratory ground motian is too
high, snd the cost associated with plant
shutdown for inspections and testing of
equipment and structures prior to
restarting the plant is unacceptable.
Therefare, the spplicant may valuntarily
select an OBE value at some higher
fraction of the SSE 1o avoid plant
shutdowns. However, if an applicant
selects an OBE value at a fraction of the
SSE higher than one-third, & suitable
analysis shall be performed to
demonstrate that the requirements
associated with the OBE are satisfied.
The design shall take into account soil-
structu