
Dennig, Robert

From: Fuller, Edward j•"C2
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 10:35 AM
To: Dennig, Robert; Stutzke, Martin; Basu, Sudhamay; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz,

Robert; Ruland, William; Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron
Cc: Lee, Richard
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

All,

Regarding option 4, I don't think that the performance criteria need to be risk-based, but do need to be risk-
informed. For example, Bill mentions using DF as a possible performance measure. Such a quantity is based
on doing deterministic analyses of severe accident progression and possible filter performance (if required to
meet the DF measure). Another performance measure, which gets to the heart of the issue of whether or not
filters should be required, is the maximum allowed land area (such as 10 square kilometers) contaminated to a
level in excess of a pre-determined value (such as 15 micro-curies per square meter). The supporting MACCS
analyses provide us with insights on what "acceptable" land contamination might be. The MACCS results also
provide risk-informed information with regard to prompt and latent fatalities surrounding the Peach Bottom site.
Whatever measures are chosen, it would be necessary for the utility to include uncertainty estimates including,
perhaps, 50th and 95th percentile at, perhaps, 95th percent confidence.

The EPRI work used a DF criterion of 1000, without use of an external filter. If we were to prescribe a
minimum allowable DF, or a maximum allowable contamination area, the burden would be on us to assure the
public that it would be adequately protected before putting the requirements in place. with respect to It would
be industry's ongoing burden to confirm that the requirements would be met as additional information becomes
available over time, such that the expected prompt and latent fatalities would not exceed our safety goals.

Ed

---- Original Message -----
From: Dennig, Robert ,-
Sent: Friday, October 12 2"12 10:04 AM
To: Stutzke, Martin; Basu, Sudhamay; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William;
Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron
Cc: Fuller, Edward; Lee, Richard
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

I always leave out steps in my logic. Try again...

Since to get anywhere, Option 4 would have to be risk-based rather than risk-informed, and since this is bad, it
follows that Option 4 is bad, a non-starter.

----- Original Message -----
From: Dennig, Robert
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 9:49 AM
To: Stutzke, Martin; Basu, Sudhamay; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William;
Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron
Cc: Fuller, Edward; Lee, Richard
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

I do mean "risk-based," in the sense that the NTTF said (I think) that we've become risk-based, despite our
efforts to be risk-informed. Not good. k I

---- Original Message -----
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From: Stutzke, Martin I ýý
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 9:37 AM
To: Dennig, Robert; Basu, Sudhamay; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William;
Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron
Cc: Fuller, Edward; Lee, Richard
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

The proper term is "risk-informed;" being "risk-based" is truly a leap of faith.

Marty

----- Original Message----
From: Dennig, Robert
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 9:30 AM
To: Basu, Sudhamay; Stutzke, Martin; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William;
Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron
Cc: Fuller, Edward; Lee, Richard
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

Going from Option 1 to Option 3, capability increases step-wise, uncertainty in capability decreases step-wise.
In my personal opinion, Option 4 must be risk-based (leap of faith) to be considered at all, because the
uncertainty can never be adequately addressed.

----- O riginal M essage - ----
From: Basu, Sudhamay (
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2012 8:39 AM
To: Stutzke, Martin; Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William; Dennig, Robert;
Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron
Cc: Fuller, Edward; Lee, Richard
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

Agree with Marty on the need to address PRA technical adequacy. The latter subject came up in the context
of "advanced reactor" work. Mary Drouin looked into it. I wonder if that work has any bearing. I was looking at
Option 4 from a slightly different angle. That is, if by performance based we only mean specifying a DF for a
given plant at a given site, how it is so different from Option 3 where we may end up also specifying a target
DF for filtered vent. I have a couple of other minor comments. In defining/describing Option 1 (Base Case),
there appears to be an over-emphasis on significant uncertainties associated with this option related to
technical analysis and consequence evaluations. And the examples provided are: core damage frequency,
hydrogen generation, and containment damage from high pressure as well as efficiency of the suppression
pool, sprays, and other systems. In my mind, with the exception of containment damage from high pressure
(because we are bottling up the system), all other examples apply to other options as well. So, the argument
against Option 1 based on these examples appear to be bit "soft." Also, in defining Option 4, reference is
made to proceeding with "Option 1" and .... making the venting system severe accident capable. I am
wondering if you meant proceeding with "Option 2."

From: Stutzke, Martin
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 4:55 PM
To: Reckley, William; Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William; Dennig, Robert; Collins, Timothy;
Bettle, Jerome; Szabo, Aaron; Basu, Sudhamay
Subject: RE: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

I've made a quick pass through your enclosure. As I understand the performance-based option (Option 4),
licensees would conduct the cost-benefit analysis which implies that they would need a full-scope (internal and
external hazards) Level 3 PRA. Most licensees will argue that they already have one (the model used for
SAMA analysis); however, most of these do not include external hazards and none are subject to the PRA
technical adequacy guidance provided in RG 1.200. Industry has already complained about the burden
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9-I

imposed by RIS 07-06 concerning the implementation of RG 1.200. Further. there's a spirited debate going on
among the staff about PRA technical acceptability for Rec. 2.1 (seismic). So, it occurs to me that Option 4 will
escalate issues about PRA technical adequacy; in fact, the need to address PRA technical adequacy may
make Option 4 untenable.
Marty ••
From: Reckley, William I

Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 2:02 PM
To: Monninger, John; Fretz, Robert; Ruland, William; Dennig, Robert; Collins, Timothy; Bettle, Jerome; Szabo,
Aaron; Basu, Sudhamay; Stutzke, Martin
Subject: Enclosure on Evaluation of Options

This is the latest draft of the evaluation of options enclosure - providing a summary of the reg analysis,
discussion of the performance based approach and discussion of the qualitative factors. Realize that this is a
homework assignment for tonight - but it would be useful to provide this to the Steering Committee tomorrow
with our material for the meeting next week. The timeline is getting very short here in terms of interactions with
the Steering Committee and ACRS. This evaluation of options enclosure should provide - taking from the
other enclosures - the justification for our recommendation. If we need to make any corrections or add some
additional information either pro or con for any of the factors, it would be best to try to do that tomorrow
morning.

I will have the SECY paper itself ready by tomorrow morning - and hopefully everyone can do a quick read and
we can provide that as well as this enclosure.

William D. Reckley
Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate william.reckley@nrc.gov
(301) 415-7490

26


