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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: If we could come to order.
The Commission meets this morning for further discussion
on the Lewis Report on WASH-1400 and the general subject
of the use of WASH-1400, the results, methodology,

et cetera, Commission statements on the same.

We have a number of late running papers
connected with the subject, enough in fact so that
Commissioner Kennedy thought it more efficient

alm

to remain in his office and read then than to come here

and discuss papers he hasn't seen.

The fact that there are several recent distributiong
suggests to me that althcugh I expect this morning's
discussion to be useful, that I do not expect it to lead

to conclusions.

But let us see.

We have had for a couple cf days at any rate
the current staff paper, 78-637. What we might do is
go ahead. And there is a briefing prepared on the basis
of that. It seems to me that may provide us as gocd a
framework as any as a basis for discussicn, and we can
see where it leads us.
Lee, why don't you go ahead. !
MR. GOSSICX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
. |
As you indicated, ameng the papers before vou is !
|
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the December l2th paper that gives the.Commission the
revised statement that was prepared by NRR working
with the NMSS and IE on research.

Also in that paper is the result cof the
summary or the review of the uses of the WASH-1400 that
you directed us to do.

There is a separate paper that addresses the
budget impact, also asked by the Commission to be reviewed;
and as indicated, the effects primarily show up in the
proposais by the research office.

And then thirdly, there arz comments that have
been provided on this most recent draft statement by

IME and MPE and some additicnal comments oy NMSS. I

suspect you will get some additiconal comments from the

ir

staff, It is still in the process of being circulated

0

by the office directors to their staff for those people

who wish to make separate comments on it.

We do have a presentation this morning and unless

there are gquestions, we will just preoceed.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Before you take off on that,
is the budget t.ing in 6372

MR. GOSSICK: Nu, that's a separate paper, 638

dated September l2th. You may not have yet the paper that

"

came down vesterday that provided the comments that

indicated.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE:

MR. GOSSICK:
638.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes
and I had not seen that before,

MR. GOSSICK:

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:
this paper come down last night a
day or two ago?

MR. GOSSICK: The draf
was distributed on the l2th. 637
get to you., I don't know when it
COMMISSIONER GILINERY:

{a

I see the memo to you is dated th

MR. GOSSICK: Well, it

the same day, didn't it, Don?

MR.

i

HM: !X
day we got it.
MR. GOSSICK: I

is in distribution.

VOICE TWO:

()

think yo

o'clock on Friday.

MR. GOSSICK: 1I did leo
I remember now.

Is it ckay to proceed?

Well,

but I do have 637,

637-A 1I've got.

Well, mine addresses the budgets,

, John just gave me that,

§37=A.

637=-A must be the comments.

Could I ask why did

8 opposed to, say, a
t paper actually came down
, it probably d4id not
got to you.
2 got it last night.

e 8th.

came down

00

u got it about 5:

over the weekeand.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes, why don't you go 7 ead.

MR. BUNCH: Could I have the first slide, please?

(§lide.)

Since we last met, the staff has had basically
two activities: one, to try to crystalize our thinking
for you, identify a little more crisply just what were the
principal issues that we thought ought to be in any
statement regarding reactor safety study review group
report and to try to clarify more directly just what
range of views there were on that kind of argument.

What I'm going to do this morning is very
briefly walk you through the principal arguments in the
proposed NRR statement and by discussing a few slected
topics or issues indicate the range of views that surfaced
during the staff's attempt to ccme up with a consensus

document.

L ]

And finally, will quickly summarize the
results of the various cffice reviews of correspondents,
licensing actions where the reactor safety study might
have played a role.

(8lide.)

The next chart is a busy chart and attempted
to show only one thing, that the reactor safety study

rovers virtually every subject in cne form or another that

is addressed in reactor licensing, whether it is reactor

S

§ i smmama
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vessel toughness or whether it's the health effects
associated with ionizing radiation.

It is a very large document. There have been a
tremendous number of comments on it; all of this points
to the fact that there are a considerable number of
papers including the number of papers you've seen now,
including Commission papers on the reactor safety
study and on comments on the reactor safety study.

(Slide.)

The next slide basically will describe what
has transpired since ocur last meeting. As I have indicated,
the scope of the reactor safety study basically covers
the area from the cradle to the grave and ig each
technical area we have found a diversity of views regardin
the technical validity, if you would, the adequacy of
coverage of the reactor safety study.

Similarly, there has teen considerakble
diversity of views about the review group report, what
it means, what its significance is, what implications it
might have to the licensing process.

At this point I would like to just reiterate
a view that the review group is not an independent
group in the sense that they have never been asscciated
with the reactor safety study before. It was comprised

of individuals who ranged from ardent supporters to very
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passionate critics of the reactor safety study. It did
not include any NRC staff members.

To the extent that the review group contains
a number of recommendations and conclusions, I think the
fact is that it doesn't present much new information. It
presents findings and conclusions that are the consensus
of that group, but the fact is that there are ranging
views about what the review group says and what the
emphasis cught to be placed o1 the review group findings.

COMMISSIONER AHEARMNE: Would you care to or
would you please expand a little bit on what vou mean by
the comment that it was not an independent group, number
one.

And number two, you seem to make a heavy point,
taat i1t was c-mposed of pecple whe were either critics or
supporters; and number three, that there were no
NRC staff members on it.

What significance do you attribute to those
statements, and what is the message you are trying to get
across because I'm not sure I got it.

MR. BUNCH: Well, I was gcing %o zet tothe
conclusions or the implications of that in a moment, but
basically the message I was trying to convey by an
independent group is as follows: after the issuance of

the reactor safety study, there continued to be a lot o

th
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commentary on the accuracy of various elements of that
study and regarding the use of that study or conclusions
drawn from that study.

They haven't abated. Some of the critics include,
for example, Dr. von Hippel, who was a member of the
review group; some of the people who found considerable
merit in various parts of the reactor safety study were
also on that group, such as Professor Rasmussen.

The point is not to imply =-

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Excuse me. Rasmussen
wasn't a member.

MR. BUNCH: Excuse me, that was Dr. Kouts
who had been assocdiated with the study.

The point is not that there was any bias in
the deliberations of the review group, but rather that
i% did fairly include a broad range of opinion on the study,
that it had developed prior to the fiormation of the group.

And the diversity of the members of the review
group was sufficiently great that one would not really have
expected a new finding to come cut, but rather a
consclidation and a consensus.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What I'm still struggling
with, I'm not sure you're making that comment s a factual
statement. We also certainly know the compositicn ~f the

review group. We know the reascns they were chosen weie 0
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provide a spectrum and to try to find at least somewhat
knowledgeable pecple. Or are you trying to say that that
is a point in favor or a peoint in criticism or it?

MR. BUNCH: Not a point in criticism; let's
see if I can capture this.

One of the problems that the staff has
had in developing a statement that we could all share and
warmly endorse has been that we could not reach
agreement on what the review group said. ifferent
people have had within the staff different views about
the reactor safety study.

Those views have rangei just about as broadly
as the views of what the Lewis Committee said. And to
some extent, pecple read into the report or appear to have
read into the repcrt the views that they themselves have

held, and there have been shades of emphasis that have
resulted.

Well, what we tried to do in develcping this
last version was to avoid some of tae problems that have

been identified before, namely an abundance of bureaucratic

language and a lack of specificity.

-

We reviewed past Cocmmission and stafi statements.

We attempted to consider all of the documentation that we
had available as a result of the staff review of the use cf

the reactor safety study in the licensing process.

pum——.
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We tried to identify positions that should be
taken in the statement and basically what you see in
SECY 637 is an 8 page document that supports the
findings and recommendations of the review group.

That concludes that there has been some misuse
of the reactor safety study, but also concludes that the
reactor safety study can serve as a useful and helpful
tool for the staff. It recommends continued support of
the use of the reactor safety study, gualitativ fault
tr-e and event tree methodology:;in the methedology,
but c¢onsistent with the Lewis Committee, urges that care
cont.nue to be given of any use in the licensing process
of the RSS.

And finally, it provides for a number of
specific measures to try to help assure against any
misuse of how the reactor safety study -- and to try to

point the direction towards improv

1)
3

me

i A a ) 3
18 1n the developmental

.

stage of the reactor safety study.

(8lide.)

What I would like to turn to now is a preliminary
introduction to the main body of this presentaticn, which
is: what are the points where we think your attention ought

to be focused in your review of our

il

aper and your review o

O

the comments that you'll see on the

'a

aper that was

develcoped?
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And I will go into certain of these ina littl
more detail.

One has been: to what extent should the
statement deal directly with certain comments that have
been offered by the staff and by the Commission in the
past on the reactor safety study? Should we go through
rote and list names of here's a piece of correspondence
that said such~and-so, and here's our present view
regarding that kind of posture.

The proposed statement dces not do that. We
thought it preferable not to dwell on the p. .. But it was
to try to indicate what we have learned from the past and
set a course for the future.

Another comment that was made was that we had
downplayed the findings of the review group report and
certain of the findings, particularly some of the more
negative findings, deserved considerably more expansicn
in the text.

And I referred, for example, to such matters
as the review group's comments on the statistical treatment
in the reactor safety study where they had found scme
very poor handling of statistical methods.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That is a little starker
than poor.

MR. BUNCH: Yes, sir.
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What we have done is attempted to again
indicate agreement with the review group findings and
describe only generally the corrective measures that would
need to be taken and point out that in the conclusion what
measures are developed, what guidelines are developed will
be available for public inspection.

The next one, a view, for example, cited in the
Union of Concerned Scientists' recommendation on the
policy statement, would be a view that the reactor
safety study is a discredited document.

I think generally a majority of the staff
at least does not agree with that view and finds that there
is considerable merit to the reactor safety study, although
we have continued to recognize that there are scome
significant limitations to those analyses.

There is no prohibition. There is no directive
that would constrain the use of the numerical estimates
in the reactor safety study.

Rather, as has been the case for the last
several years, there is reliance on more general
prescription for care -~

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I have nct gene back in
the transcript, but I thought certainly from OPE's summary,
it seemed to bear ocut what I thought Lewis had said when

he was here, namely that the uncertiin bands arcund th
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quantitative aspects on the numbers were so great that
they could not be used either ahsolutely or relatively.

And I thought what you had just summarized
was a statement that you could ==

MR. BUNCH: I would like to deal with that at
the end of the discussion when we talk about the use and
the reactor s;fety study methodology. It is a point
where there is some disagreement.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Fine.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Disagreement within
the report or disagreement about what the report said?

MR. BUNCH: About what the report intends, yes,
sir.

I think what is happening is that different
reople are reading the language to have different meanings.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I understood jal Lewis
to be saying that you could not make any statements about

MR. BUNCH: Some would extend that to say vou

can make no use of any of the numerical estimates within

the reactor safety study unless they have been independently

preverified; not just statements abcut what is the chance cof

a4 core melt, but anything. What is the probability of

fv

large lcss accident to any specific number?

I think it is a matter of degree rather than
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kind.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But you will get to that?

MR, BUNCH: Yes, sir, I will.

The UCS has recommended through a chain of
logic that if you discredit the reactor safety study and
you agree with the premise that the reactor safety
study is a linch pin for the Commizsion's determination
that reactors are safe, that you must necessarily go to
rule making.

We have tried in our proposed statement to
more clearly state what was the intended purpose of the
reactor safety study and to clarify its intended role in
the licensing process.

Again, there have been some suggesticns in
terms of how much specificity ought to exist in this
particular statement in terms of the specific actions
that are included at the end of the paper, whether or not
there should be specific milestones as well as just the
statements of what actions would be taken.

(Slide.)

At this point I weuld like to turn to each of
the principal topics and deal with them shortly.

Now, you will see, unfortunately, these are
rather long charts, and I will just only capsulize them.

Qur review of the correspondence, which has been provided to
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you, I believe, in Mr. Peders=zi.'s letter on the review
of Commission correspondence and staff correspondence,
indicates that the range of ccmmentary on the executive
gminary -= most notably there is one comment which is cited
here, which is a statement to the effect that the
executive summaries are a fair and accurate explanation
in laymen's terms of the full study.

The review group comment which is stated below
has a different tone. And the problem again is a matter
of intent and a fair reading of the language. What we
have done =-

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It is not really a tone;
at least what Hal Lewis said was that the executive
summary is not a summary of the report.

-

MR. BUNCH: Yes, sir.

(9

OMMISSICNER AHEARNE: I mean, that is not really

That is a straight statement.

MR, BUNCH: It is a straight statement.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: He went on to say it
should not be attached to the report or described as part
of 1%,

MR. BUNCH: What i have tried to put here 1is
to contrast the raview of at least some correspondence to

that review group finding.

PP
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I was just trying to ==

at least I thought that I picked up an implication that

there was a difference of tone of what the review

group's pesition was with respect to the executive

summary.

MR. BUNCH: With respect to that specific

statement, I think there could not be a bigger contrast.

There are quite a number of other references to the

executive summary, not all of which take this form.

I am not in my own mind sure that the

8.4 9
TUld

body of that every says the summary reflects the study,

but rather it says here is a summary which has a purpcse.
The purpose is one of public conveyance of
information to the public, which may or may nc¢t contain the
details of the study.
I think what the position statement dces is
basically consistent with the pa

- ’J d -
- aQlscussed

that was

0
O
pes
o

0

about a month ago; try to correct the view that

axecutive summary does fairly present what is in

main report and try to clearly indicate that the

summary has teen misued.
And for example, there is a recommendation
that any report on followon RSS programs,

where they have

an executive summary, should try to aveid the

I el U
pitfalls

that have been pointed out in the review group.
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we ought to do about the current situation? What dces

your policy statement say we ought to be doing with that?
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MR. BUNCH: It says basically thait the current report

ou ht to be accompanied by the Review Group findings.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What does it say we cught to
do about the current executive summary?

MR. BUNCH: It says nothing, sir.

The point being, there, is: It does exist, and it
is on the record, and positions taken would comment on it, but
not try to repeal it, revoke it, or otherwise revise it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: What comment dces your posi-
tion statement make on it?

MR. BUNCH: If I might turn to that, I can quote
specifically what it says. That is indicated as page 5 of the
statement. The bottom of page 5, to the top of page 6. In fact,
as T see the words, they are at the top of page 6.

You will see a statement --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:

(]

-
-

[N

see a statement, an

In
i

w
u
r
i
it
(U]
3
(19
o
ot

| not the executive summary.

24 |
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MR. BUNCH: Yes, sir; that is correct. The executive
summary was prepared by the Reactor Safety Study Group.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So your preoposed position
statement generally agrees with the Review Group?

MR. BUNCH: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: The Review Group saying it

wasn't a summary, it doesn't indicate the conseguences -~
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Lewis' statement that it shouldn't have been attached; and your

view of the general agreement is to criticize Commission and
staff statements.

MR, BUNCH: 8ir, what I think I'm trying to convey
here is the statement -- the executive summary was prepared py=--
was not prepared by the AEC or NRC. It was not. It was
prepared by the Reactor Safety Study Group.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And the people who wrote that
study were not employed by the AEC or the NRC? Are you sure of
that?

MR. BUNCH: Well, perhaps Mr. Levine would care to
respond, but there were some members on detail from this agency.

The point I think the position statement herein

advanced is: It represented whatever views thcse individuals

120

, it was

B |

there was any misuse on the part of the agenc:

.

in how we tock to regard that summary.

MR. GOSSICK: I think, if you would turn to page 7,
item one, it does say that this statement will be distributed to
all subjects of the executive summary. It doesn't say we're
going to revise it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And I can't find any statament
in this proposed policy that criticizes the executive summary.

MR. BUNCH: Well, that is the point of this discus-
sion, sir. 1In our own minéd, what we had done was say that ziae

misuse that needed to be corrected was our characterization of
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the study; and that it served whatever purpose it served. And

some have felt -- apparently as you do -- that we ought to go

ifarther and to actually physically comment on the document
itself.
And with that, I would like to move on to Topic
Number 2.

i (Slide.)

Topic Number 2 basically describes one of the other

major areas of contention, not necessarily within the staff, but

certainly others have found this to be a very great problem.
: There have been a number of comments made by the
staff in its review of environmen+al -~ excuse me, in its review

of ccuments on environmental impact stacements; in responding to

iipublic ingquiries, there have been cther statements cover the
signatures of certain Commissioners where we have talked tc the
meaning of the Reactor Safety Study results in terms of the
acceptability of nuclear power plants, for instance.

: Now the most common one is an abstraction from some
of the results of the Reactor Safety Study to the effect that
the risks associated with LWR accidents are low compared to the
| risks asscciated with such things as meteorites, airplane

crashes, and other manmade hazards.

There have been 8 few statements =-- cone of which I

have included -- to the effect that the report confirms the

Commission's convictions that the plants satisfying our

-
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regulations are safe.

The Review Group, as is noted in this slide, stated
that there have been instances in which the Reactor Safety
Study has been misused as a vehicle to judge ~-- or improperly,
I would imply =-- improperly used as a vehicle to judge the
acceptability of reactor risks; and that this may have been
premature a£ the time the Reactor Safety Study was initiated.

As the position statement would indicate, the
ability to make some sort of conclusive statement about accident
risk was regarded as rather a hope, rather than scmething that
clearly was going to come out of this effort.

The proposed positicon statement agrees with the
Review Group, and it cautions against use of the Reactor

Safety Study to reach an unqualified statement about accident

risks.

(Slide.)

Other pecple have argued on this topic, that this
statement doces not go far enough; that specifically, the

| Commission should respond to the comment made in the letter of

October 29th, 1975; and that we should make some sort of an
equivocal statement about the acceptability of accident risks.
I believe, in Mr., Pederson's recent memo to you, he

has posed one related gquestion. To wit: Has the Review Group

| altered the Commission's view about the acceptability of the

safety of current lightwater reactors?
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Now this positicn statement basically would have a

discussion of the Reactor Safety Study and its role in the
licensing process, but would not in fact deal with the safety
of current lightwater reactors. That would be some other sub-
ject, if that subject need be faced.

What we have tried to do is separate the role between
the licensing process and the Reactor Safety Study, and
characterized the Reactor Safety Study as an activity of an
overall longer term development of probabilistic methods.

As I said, there are scme corrective measures which
are proposed that would avoid further such problems, but there
are some who would like to see a little stronger statement made
that we thought appropriate.

If I might turn to the third viewgraph --

(slide.)

-= on the matter of peer review, there have been

quite a number of comments over the last four or five years

| about the inadequate peer review, or at least the inadequate

treatment of peer review comments on the Reactor Safety Study
in going from the draft to the final statement.

The Review Group concensus supported those concerns
and made a number of statements about the inadequate treatment

£ legitimate concerns and technical problems in the

i

inal

74 document.

om-Fecergl Reporters, nc,

The proposed statement again endorses the Review Group
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findings. It delineates some specific actions to improve the

| peer review group process, one of which I would note would be

*»

5 the call for a second round of review when there has been con-
siderable controversy on the major documents such as the

s | Reactor Safety Study.

6 There has been no attempt to retract the Anders to
7f Nader memo, which does describe the extent to which the peer

a comments were considered -- although many would read the Review
9 Group as suggesting that that was necessary. And it does not
10 explicitly deal with the treatment, or adequacy of treatment,

11 | ©of staff-peer comments.

12 As I indicated at the outset, there have been and

13 continue to be a diversity of comments within the staff, and

,41 views within the staff, about how good the Reactor Safety Study

is. I think the s-aff generally believes it has egqual technical

capabilities to the community ocutside, and it should be accorded
17 | the same peer status.
And there are many who have quite a bit of problem

with the Reactor Safety Study analyses. There are many who

20 find that the benefits to be gained from this study substantially

outweigh the deficiencies of the study.

1
"
| g : . & il
27 | So we have this diversity of views.
|
| . : ; .
A Mr. Pederson did point out the Eisenhut report, as

24 'he called it, which was a very brief report that followed the

\cu-~egeral Recorrers Inc.

28

-

finalization of the fizal draft report. And I think Mr. Denton

|
|
i
:
@
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\ce-Fegersl Reoorters, Inc.

a3

would like to add a comment on that.

MR. DENTON: Maybe it would be well to describe what
the role of the staff members were in the preparation, and by
staff members =-- I mean the Licensing Staff members were, in
the preparation and comment on the Reactor Safety Study.

I have been able to identify four phases of comments.

The first phase was that some individuals from the
staff did look at draft versions of the draft statement an
commented as individuals == not of the Reactor Safety Study ==
individual members with expertise in various areas were asked

to look at draft versions of the original draft of WASH-1400.

856 that 48 not what T would eall & "statf effore." It wasn't

run through the staff in a coordinated fashion, but individuals

| were selected.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: There, you're talking about
the 1974 version?

MR, DENSON: 1I'm talking abcocut the draft. So =hey

' commented on a drafts of the drafet.

And then after the draft was issued, the staff d.d
do what I would characterize as a “"staff review" of the draf:.
This resulted in approximately five statements or comments on
the draft statement.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Is that a coordinated

0
(13
o1
O
ey

comments?

MR. DENTON: That is what ramembea

L]
&
(s}
[ ot
’ -
{ &
0
f
'._a
bs
i

]

fv
us

1]
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‘glit, it did go through each of the individual licensing disci-

{

2,%plines in the staff, and was coordinated. And I think it would

be fair to characterize that as a staff review of the draft.

(%)

4 MR. BUNCH: I have a copy of that here, if you would

5 like to see it.

s MR, DENTON: The next phase ==

7. COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: When was that?

- MR. DENTON: That was while the draft was out for

9 %comment.

10 ; COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That would have been, I guess,

MR. BUNCH: In the fall of '74.

" |sometime in '747?
| MR. DENTON: They were voluminous comments, and th
:
|

18
14 | Licensing organizaticn did participate fully across-the-poard.
15 | And then the next interface was right at the final

s

14  Btages of the preparation of the final report, while various

1

19 | 8@cticns were being pulled off th

@

press.
The Commission did pull together several individuals

-

19 | £xrom the staff, and several outsiders, to comment on this

|
]
|
20 lsaction. And this is what is referred to as the "Eisenhut
'

Report.”
21 1
|
9 | Now I have present in the audience Darrel Eisenhut.
I i T ¢ ; { .
21 ;dhy don't I let him explain the actions that took place during

|

\cn-Feceral Peporters, Inc.
28 MR. EISENHUT: 1In OQOctober, or a little before October,
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1l ia '75, as Mr. Denton just mentioned, several members of the

2/l staff got together and we were forming what was called a little

«w

bit of a "task group." And we had been asked, after discussion

4| with the Commission at that time, to take a quick look at the

5 | final report while it was already being essentially in the galley
46| proof stage, ready to go to press.

7| That is, we all didn't want to be caught with, all of

8| @ sudden, the report going on the street without knewing

9 | basically what's in it. It was an independent look at the

10 !report, in the sense :ha: there was no feedback from what we
|

11"we:e doing back into the report as it was being develcped by

12 | Saul Levine's pecple.

The report that we put together, our study group,

or task force, «r whatever you want to call it, basically looked

15'| at four different areas.

It was acommenting on the overall responsiveness

O
(3 1)

17 | the £inal draft to the comments that were received,
18 || It was to look and see whether we cnould not say

something about the methodology:

20 To look and see whether we couldn't make some ccmments
|
|
|
[
|

4 And actually, there was a fifth area: which was the
ioe-#eceral Recorrers, Inc. |

25 | development of a position statement for use of WASH-1400's final

about the consequence model;
And to look at the overall report for the general

substance of the report and the tone its had.
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‘i‘report in the licensing process.
|

: Since we were doing this exercise actually before

| the final WASH-1400 report was complete, we did not have the

i

benefit of all of the actual completed pieces of the final
g | report that went out as WASH-1400.
Fis We did not have the summary, for example. We did

not have any of the details on the consequence model. Therefore,

~4

g il by definition, we couldn't really "comment" on the consequence

s | model teoo much.

10 | Secondly, we also defined our report as being a two-
i

" iweek review effort. The five people, or the several people

9 | that were mentioned, performed basically a two-week review on

13 ‘those pieces of the document.

14i We put together sort of a draft of our report, and

13 :we came down and discussed it with the Commission, I believe,

| 4n laze COctober of '78.

‘e MR. DENTON: That is what I referred to as "Phase
gl 322"
19 | MR. EISENHUT: Yes. That was scrt of the Phase III

in the comment process.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That +then led to the October

*
il

' 28¢h report?

(]
=]

e |

21 MR, EISENHUT: Yes, sir. That report had contained

24 | 4n it a draft statement of policy as one of the secticns i

\ce-Feceral Recorters !nc,
28 | report.
-

n the
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After discussion and a meeting with the Commission,
| we went back and finalized the report, and issued the report

1
i

2 gwhich is later dated =--
{

4 COMMISSIONER AHTARNE: November 1l5th?

5 MR. EISENHUT: November l5th.

6; You will notice also it does not contain a general
, | statement of policy. That had been removed. It was basically

|removed because we just had not gotten tc that point in the

|
o | Process where people, as I recall, felt we could comment on an
0 1overall policy statement based upon a two-week, limited review

of a draft of the final report, where we did not even see

various sections of the report.

12

,3! We put together that report and issued it November
" %lSth, and I understand that report has been made public.

]5; That is basically a very short summary of what we

16 | 444 at that time.
i COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Darrel, since it was a two-

15 | week effort, and the Draft October 28th talks abou

it

this as a

19 | result of the two-week effort, would it be fair to conclude

that there were very minimal changes between the October 28th
and November l5th ==

22 | MR. EISENHUT: As I recall, essentially ncne. I have
57 | DOt gone back and made a point-by-point compariscen. The on
24 fma;or change would be the deleticon of the section on the policy

\ou-~eceral Recorters, Inc. |
25 | statement.



| 30
‘i COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And Martin Walsh's name?

MR. EISENHUT: And Martin 'alsh's name, who was a

(=]

contributor on the policy statement. That was the area he was

“>

working on, therefore the final report =-- Marty's name has been

5‘ eliminated.

P CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: The section got ditched.

7 MR. EISENHUT: In other words, we sort of scratched
3 it.

9 MR. LEVINE: Mr. Chairman, just to clarify the

19 | record, I think Harold Denton misspoke slightly. The original
11 | review that involved staff members was on a preliminary draft
12 of the entire WASH-1400. I don't recall whether it had an

13; executive summary, but there was an entire report, and it was

14 ireviewed by about a dozen people =-- mostly NRC staffers, and

P4

| can recall one outside, Harold Etheringten, and maybe one or

L

|4 | two others. But I don't recall who was involved in it.
9 This was prior to the publication of the draf:
|3 | Teport.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So this was in '74?

|
20} MR, LEVINE: The summer of '74.
|
21} MR. DENTON: My comment was that we had seen sec-
H
|

tions of it referred to my participation in reviewing the final

)7 One. And there, as I recall, we did not have the entire report

1

| before us at that time.

‘o Feceral Reportery, nc,

|
|

2 | COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: The consequence mcdel was
}



" waived?

97 MR. DENTON: We did not have the executive sumrary.

5 | We had very few of the comments themselves, because they had not

4 | been published in the raport.

p CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Dell?

éi MR. BUNCH: Okay. I think the point there was:

7‘ There was a concern expressed about the extent to which this

3 review might have colored the Commissicn Staff's statements on

3 | the Reactor Ssafety Study, and how valid they were, and what

kind of spectrum of comments, and what kind of endorsement it
had now received by the staff.

I think, if you will read the November l3th thing,

3

13| you will £ind in it considerable cautionary remarks. Since the
14i Reactor Safety Study has been issued, the staff has continued
15 | €O interact -~ the Licensing Staff has continued to interact
14 | With Research on the RSS follow=-on programs.

- We have provided comments to the Lewis Committee.

8 We have provided comments to Research regarding various

U
u
L3}
of
w

19 | of the Reactor Safety Study models and analyses, in our mu

o
[ &
o
.J

20‘ attempts to improve that effort.

.
2:i And we have, again, a spectrum of views. Many have
27 ibeen gquite == and continue to be quite -~ critical about some
of the models in the Reactor Safety Study.

24 | COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: For some ¢f the people who

ace-Feceral Recorters Inc,

25 | may not have had an opportunity to review that Eisenhut Reporet,



2=14 jwb
|
l

. ' |

32
11 which you have just characterized as being "properly cautionary,"

2;§lot me just read the findings - aethodology.
2 "We have concluded that the overall methodology is
41 appropriate and was correctly applied. The data base used,

5 although sometimes sparse, was used :n an efrective manner in

6! order to properly determine risk assessments.

,} "Although the Safety Study attempted to calculate a

. | realistic estimate of the probability of core melt, it neces-
\;

9 | sarily made conservative assumptions that may have resulted in

1o | somewhat high predictions of this probability.
1 "We are convinced, however, that the Study's objec-
12| tive == that is, making a realistic assessment ¢f risk ~- has

13 | been fulfilled as reasonably as possible within the framework

14 | ©f the Study." Close quote.

15 ; MR. BUNCH: Yes, sir.

16 | think what I was referring to ==

17 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Let me just talk about the

13 | Fesponsivenesas of comments.

COMMISSIONER AHZARNE: Yes. These were the ones

19% COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: You were reading from the?
20! COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Findings.
2]i COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: Yes, but that is the October
22 EFindings?

|

!

s

24 { :Ahat b
wn-F- ral Reoorters, Inc.

-g | COMMISSIONER BRADFCRD: 3But by November ==

-
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: We'wve been told there was

| very little change.

COMMISSIONER BRADFORD: By November, that "as
reasonably as possible" had been deleted.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It was a little difficult for

i me to view this as really very cautionary. I thought it tracked

very well with the policy statement that the Commission put out
after receiving this.

MR. BUNCH: It may well have, sir.

What I was trying to indicate is that, first, I'm
not sure that if the entirety of the staff, in any event,
would have supported all of the findings here.

Second, there were several comments in here to the
effect that it would be a very short, brief study. Only a few
months before, there had been this document, specific comments,

and I'm : 7e it was not simply possible to review the accem=-

| modation of each of those.

33

2¢ | in the responses provided by the Study."

<on-Feceral Recorrers, Inc,

end 32

25

There was a statement I would also like to read
with regard to the responsiveness of comments, which wasn't
included with Mr. Pederson's comments, to the effect that ==
in terms of how well the RSS accommodated comments: "Some
negative reaction is to be expected, and in part will be war-

ranted" -- I emphasize =-- "because of weaknesses and deficienciess

Again, there is a diversity of comments ir this

thing here.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Since you talk about

responsive comments, [ will read entirely the findings that

"the safety study had a monumental task iIn examining about 300

pages of comments received on the draft regort.

"In general, it appears that this study has Deen
responsive in addressing the principal technical concerns
expressed and received comments.

"He fyrther belisve that the approach used by the
study in responding to the comments was aporooriate for
dealing with such voluminocus comments. Ne believe there may
be criticisms, however, concerning the manner i{n which the
commants were utilized by the study. Only the essenre of
significant comments {s clearly {dentified and answered In
Appencdix 1! of the study.

"As such, many contributors may conclude that thel

comments ~ere not adjequately 2ddressed.”

pased. And we nave attempted {n our propised statement to
indicate that clearly and try to avoid that happening in the

€11
.-

r

ure.
I would 1ike to turn now to
related matter.

(31ide.)

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERSs INC, (202)347-3700
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$sn | 1 understand that there was some impetus toward

no

publication of the reactor safety study in late 1979, 1n

3 part, due to the imminence of action oy the Congress on

B Price=-Anderson extansion.

s There have been —=- we though it appropriate to

6 indicate something that wasn“t treated in any of the position

7 statements you have seen to date, but which has been a

3 subject of considerable interest. And [ would just note in

7 the NRC Statements that there have been 3 lot of correspondence
10 about the relationship of the study to Price-Anderson, and

11 it 18 not all the same,

12 I[f you look at the record, some say that there is
13 a relationships: some say ther2 i{s not. The review group does
ia not mention i{t. [t does comment on the consegquence model,

- as | indicated here, the proposed position statement.

14 COMMISSIONER CILINSKY: When you say there (s a

P relationship, what do you m:2an?

13 MR. SUNCH: Well,

[N

f you will turn to 637, ~e have
7 included a very short, terse chronolojy of the last 2 or so

years of the development of the reactor safety study. And

21 my understanding of the history of this thing stems from

22 the aborted attempt to update NASH=740, 2 subsecuent

23 agrsemant bDetween Senator Gravel and the AEC to undertake 2
24 new study that would provide more realistic consequence

25 estimates than WASH=740 had, and which subsequently grew (nto

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS» INC. (202)347-3700
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¢sh I the reactor safety stucdy.

2 That is a ~onnection since WASH=740 clearly was

3 ysed to helo support the Prics=Ancerson leglislation in the

- ’830s. And in view of the connection tetween the extension

% activities on Price-Anderson, ! tnhink, personally, it was a

8 legitimate inquiry to whether or not thec reactor safaty study
7 results indicated a change in our thinking about the

8 implication of a large accident, and what relationsnip it

? might have to the lavels of indemnity that would be proviced
12 oy Price=Anderson.

N MR. KELLEY: 3ut at a minimum, the declsion was

12 transmitted tc the joint committee.

{3 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYS As [ remember, they needed
14 to have a rule. The last day for a rule was something like
13 Novembar 3rd, or something, and this was sent on (Octopger

14 30th, or something lLike that,

| 7 CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs I think [ remember some testimony.
i3 MR. KSLLZY: Rasmussen himself testified.

| 9 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs There/s no guestion that
20 there was some xind of leglislative deadline at the time and
el the schedule for the report was tied to that,
22 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE® | guess that could be viewed
23 as one of the definite opinlons.
24 MR. BUNCH: ! think the point [ would be interested
23 in making here 1s thnat It (s not clear to what extent tnat

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS, INC. (202)347-3700



186.23.4 37
gsh ! pressure for timeliness affected our ability to respond to

2 all the comments and take corrective action on the comments.

3

COMMISSIONER CILINSKYs WNell, that s a separate

- question. But I think even Bingham refers to it as a factor.

U

MR. SBUNCHS Yes, sir. That i{s correct.

5 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And of course, the early

~3

letter that you gquote in “72 to Pastore makes it clear that
3 that (s the reascn for doing the study.

YR. BUNCH: That’s corrasct. But [ thought {t was

Lo

(]

worthwhile to try to bring this point out.

I 1 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: [ have been puzzled at times

12 myself about whether it was incidental to or caused by. And
13 I must say [’m not sure wnen [ g2t all through, aside from

|4 noting the several {tems of correspondence from various

9 chairmen, which don’t give an {dantical view over time,

14 That {s interesting, and [ guess | would finally say,

4 s0 what?

3 MR« SUNCHt [t did not seem to me to De a pig 1ssue.

L 8

I CHAIRMAN H4ENDRIEt [t is simply a point on

@®
3
O
s
@
wn
-

29 4R. DENTONt This is probaoly a good place to

2! mention == [ would jump ahead just a bit = (n reviewing the
22 use of 1400, we did find that, and mempers of the staff

23 testified regarding the constitutionality of th

c4 Price=Henderson Act in 1978, and the lower court overruled tne
ed staf? and the Supreme Court usneld the staff position.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERSs INC. (202)347-3700
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In checking on the role of 1400 on that, [ have oeen

informed thnat the Supreme Court decision did mot desend only

on the verbal estimates of 1400, This use is discussed on

page 331 {n the enclosed attachment.

MR, KELLEYs You will recall that we sent a short
statement and concluded that (t was not fair to say that the
government relied on Price-Andersoen in its support of

CHAIQUAN HENDRIE: Why don”’t we dash ahead to Toplc

\

No.

wn
3

(Slide.)

MR. BUNCH: Topic No. 5 has to do with perhaps the
greatest area of difficulty in our achieving a resolution,
Nhat | have done in the NRC stataments column is basically
track through a few pleces of correspondence indicating the
last information, at least that [/m aware of, regarding
commentary from the commissicn in the use of the r2actor
safety study in tarms of guidance to the staff. [ have
quoted it therein, the body of (%t at any rate.

The review group comment basically

@®

ndorsed the
use of quantitative fault tree of entry methcdology and

as you know, they had quite a number of very critical

e
wy
v
>
8]
"
-

the

comments in certain parts of the asplication o

And they refer to avoiding uncritical use of the rea

O
it
O
-

safaty study in the licensing orocess.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS» INC., (202)347-3700
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The proponsed statement basically describes the commission
solicy as one of cautious andorsement of the Reactor 3Safety
Study and a sort of deliberative extension of its use 3s
our ability to handle the tecnhnology, develops, and 3s we
learn more about it and improve the methodology, that (s the
no undue reliance aspect of it.

[t also refers to the reviaw of the staff evaluation of
past licensing applications of the Reactor Safsty Study and
notes that the staff conclucded that there has Deen no undaue
relliance in the Reactor Safety Study. here is not a long,
lengthy dissertation on just the various kinds of use of
the Reactor Safety Study, other than to note i{ts role,
orincipally, as one that is suoplementary rather than bteing

a lineh pin, or a major element In licensing decisions.’

w

o it {3 supplementary use.

COMMISSIONER AMZARNE: Can you comment on how you

feael the stand the 2olicy statement takes? Can you comment
on that and the differing views as raised by somes mempders

MR BUNCH: [ will try to characterize the <ind of
discussions that have taken place over time., Lot me see |{f
[ can g0 to & back=up viewgrapn here.

[f | could have back=up viawgraph 14, glease,

(Slide.,)

(ine of the things that has haspened (s, as [ mentioned 2

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS» INC, (202)347-3700
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little while ago, the staff, some of the staff have said
the statistical proolems identified by the review groupo and
others are so profound that it calls Into gquestion the
validity of the final results.

If you use poor data, {f you use a poor analytical method
in developing a risk estimate, wnat kind of confidence can
you have in the fimal product? And that (s a very legitimate
concern. | don’t think there’s any doubt about it.

And the reviaw group seems %to susport that general oremis

Our review of the application of the Reactor Safety Study
in the licensing process, our review of the various sta
arguments, what | refer to as speeches, staff supmittals to
the commission in terms of what we {ntended to do, have
continually exhorted the neéd for caution and care in
del iberations.

[t 18 my own view that we just simply have not seen much
on cost 1issues of the Reactor Safety Study, and that where
the study has deen invokad, tnere has Deen more tnan 2
casual awareness of the limitatisns of any of the numerical
sstimates.

Now we can/t say that there naven/t been scme {solatd

examples where somebody has imoroperly used them, 3ut viewing

ot

the record as a whole, we don’t see 2ny indication at all
that pecols haven’t been awarz of the limitations that have

peen talked apout.

ACE-FEDERAL REPORTERS» INC., (202)347-3700
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Now with resard to tne final issue = that s, can you
use any of the estimates at all == the statement basically
argues that you zan. [t is the Dest estimate In town if
you would, as ! have heard it expressad, it does represent
their HDest estimate., [t is clear that the uncertainty
bounds ==

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: WNhose statement?
WR. BUNCH: The Reactor Sarfety Study estimates

were the bDest estimates they were 2ble %9 do at the time,

[t is clear that the range of uncertainty that is identified
{n the Reactor Safety Study has been understated. The

review group has said that, and | think the staff agrees
with that, clrarly agrees with that.
Nhere these seems to be a divergence of view is that in

the face of the statistical faults can you regard the

ot
O

ol in the face

~—

reactor safety study as basically & useful

of its deficiencies, or co you simply have to say (t can’t

And [ guess [ would characterize MPA’s commentary to say
you ought not to use it until you have reval (dated all of
tﬂe-principal iagredients of the reactor safety study. And
our view, as | would characterize it, s exercising cue
caution, 1t is not only able to be used, but it should be

rovides.

et
O

-~

used opecausa of the additional perspective

.

| had indicated an thls viswgraoh, one thing [ would point

ACE-FEDERAL REFORTERS» INC. (202)347-3700
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gsh ! to you in the findings, and [ will read it to you, one of
2 the findings of the risk assessment review groug is as
3 #5llowst "The achisvements of NASH=1400 {n ldentifying tne
- relative importance of various accident classes has oceen
5 inadequately reflected in iRC’s nollcles.
5 "For example, WASH=1400 concluded that transients, small
T LOCA., and human errors are important contributors to overall
3 risk. Yet, theilr studv is not adequately reflected in the
- arisrities of either the research or regulatory grougs."
19 Mow you can“t make that conclusion {f yecu don‘t celisve
I that the numerical estimates of a small LOCA probability, a
12 small transient probapcility and numan errors nave some small
13 validity. If you don’t pellieve any of the numbers, you can‘t
14 make the kind of distinctions that the grour made.
13 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY! [ understood Hal Lewis to
14 be saying that you could say somathing about the relative
importance of the effacts, and also that parts of {(t were
13 supported by data and were, in sffect, useful and could De
|2 used. But that taksn as a whole, you ¢could not attach
29 significance to the summary numbers or the final numers.
el MR. BUNCH: Too much precision, yes, sir.
22 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY® I thought he was saying thas
e3 you could not say anything acout those numbers.
24 MR. BUNCH: WNell, as [ said, I’m not sure that
“y svervobody that nas read this report comes away with the same

ACE-FEDERAL REFORTERS» INC. (202)347-3700
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serception. #What we have triesd te convey in the statement
{s our pest Jjudgment of what the posture ougnt to ce. [f your
view is, as you have just descrioed it, that if a fair
reading of the Lewils committee says, Jdon“t place any
reliance on the numoers, personally, [ would n<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>