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VOTING SUMMARY - SECY-06-0007

RECORDED VOTES
NOT
APRVD DISAPRVD ABSTAIN PARTICIP COMMENTS DATE
CHRM. DIAZ X X 2/1/06
COMR. McGAFFIGAN X X 3/1/06
COMR. MERRIFIELD X X 2/7/06
COMR. JACZKO X X 2/28/06
COMR. LYONS X X 2/24/06

COMMENT RESOLUTION

In their vote sheets, Chairman Diaz and Commissioners Merrifield and Lyons approved the
subject paper. Commissioners McGaffigan and Jaczko disapproved the paper. Subsequently,
the comments of a majority of the Commission were incorporated into the guidance to staff as
reflected in the SRM issued on March 22, 2006.



NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEET
TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: | CHAIRMAN DIAZ
SUBJECT: SECY-06-0007 - STAFF PLAN TO MAKE A RISK-

INFORMED AND PERFORMANCE-BASED REVISION
TO 10 CFR PART 50

w/comments and edits

Approved _ XX isapproved Abstain

Not Participatin

COMMENTS:
See attached.
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Chairman Diaz's Comments on SECY-06-0007

| approve the staff's recommendation in SECY 06-0007 to issue the ANPR on approaches for
making technical requirements for power reactors risk-informed, performance-based, and
technology neutral, subject to the comments below and edits attached. | also approve the
staff's recommendation to supplement the ANPR with new information as needed. The staff
should provide advance notice to the Commission offices of any significant changes to the

ANPR.

| believe the ANPR provides a good mechanism for obtaining early stakeholder participation in
this task. To facilitate stakeholder participation, the staff should hold public meetings and
workshops starting soon after the ANPR is issued. In addition, the staff should keep
stakeholders informed of progress throughout the public comment period. At the end of the
ANPR stage, the staff should provide, with its recommendation, a detailed summary of any

differing stakeholder views to ensure that the Commission has the benefit of these views when

deliberating on the recommendation.

| disagree with the staff's proposal to keep the public comment period for the ANPR open until
December 2007. The staff should complete the ANPR stage by December 2006 and provide its
recommendation on whether and, if so, how to proceed with rulemaking by March 2007. Efforts

- related to developing a technology neutral framework have been ongoing since at least 2002

and those for making regulations risk-informed and performance-based have been ongoing
since the Commission’s PRA Policy Statement was issued in 1995,

| am disappointed that the staff has not included in the ANPR any specific questions to solicit
stakeholder views on the technology neutral framework. The staff should ensure that an
appropriate list of questions is included in the section on the technology neutral framework prior
to publication of the ANPR in the Federal Register. In addition, the staff should place the latest
working draft of the technology neutral framework on the RuleForum website no later than the
date of publication of the ANPR. The staff should keep the Commission informed of significant

developmenti@
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DRAFT

[7590-01-P]

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR Parts 50 and 53

RIN 3150-AH81

Approaches to Risk-Inform and Performance-Base
Requirements for Nuclear Power Reactors

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
ACTION: Advance notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR)Q

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is considering ﬁwodifying its approach
to develop risk-informed and perforrﬁance-based requirements applicable to nuclear power
reactors. The NRC is considering an appreach that, in addition to the ongoing effort to revise
WMeka. thewes :
some specific regulations to £ risk-informed and performance-based, would establish a
comprehensive set of risk-informed and performance-based requirements applicable for all
nuclear power reactdr technologies as an alternative to current requirements. This new rule
would take advahtage of operating experience, lessons learned from the current rulemaking
activities, advahces in the use of risk-informed technology, and would focus NRC and industry
resources on the most risk-significant aspects of plant operations to better ensure public health

and safety. The set of new alternative requirements would be intended primarily for new power

reactors although they would be available to existing reactor licensees.
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At the conclusion of this ANPR phase and taking into consideration public comment, the
NRC will determine how to proceed regarding making the requirements for nuclear power
plants risk-informed and performance-based.
A, 2006,
DATES: The comment period expires December Z=488¥. This time period allows public

comment on the proposals in this ANPR.

Comments én the general proposzls in this ANPR would be most beneficial to the NRC
if submitted within 90 days of issuance of the ANPR. Comments on any periodic updates will
be most beneficial if subrhitted within 90 days of their respective issuance. Periodic updates
that are issued will be placed on the NRC's interactive rulemaking website, Ruleforum,
(hitp://ruleforum.llnl.gov), for information or comment. Supplements to this ANPR are
anticipated to be issued and will request additional public comments.

Comments received after the above date will be considered if it is practical to do so, but

the Commission is able to assure consideration only for comments received on or before the

above date.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments by any one of the following methods. Please
include the following number RIN 3150-AH81 in the subject line of your comments. Comments
on this ANPR submitted fn writing or in electronic form will be made available for public
inspection. Because your comments will not be edited to remove any identifying or contact
information, the NRC cautions you against including information such as social security

numbers and birth dates in your submission.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Joseph Birmingham, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001;
_telebhone (301) 415-2829, email: jlb4@nrc.gov; or Mary Droﬁin, Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research (RES), U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001;

telephone: (301) 415-6675, e-mail: mxd@nrc.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
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The Commission directed the NRC staff t "?e\/elop an ANPR, (}) incorporate in the

AC i
ANPR a formal program plan te risk-inforr;;\% CFR Part 50, as well a§ other related risk-

informed efforts, ane (@) integrate safety, securify. and prepareﬁess throughout the effort

@S‘Accessnon Numbers ML05129035_1,aad MLO052570433%). The-Cemmiesienralsq.

direeted-&heastaéﬂg'jnclude the effort to i!;velop }skaﬁ’ormed and performance-based
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AW ML052640492).

" The NRC has conducted public méétings ahd workshops to engage interested
stakeholders in dialogue on the me/rits of various approaches to risk-inform and performance-
base the requirements for nuclga/r/power reactors. In particular, the NRC conducted (1) a
workshop on March 14-18, 20/65,. to discuss the staff's work in development of technology-
neutral framework in su p4t of a regulatory structure for new plant licensing, and (2) a public
meeting on August25, 2005, to discuss plans for a risk-informed and performance-based

revision £9,1 CFR Part 50. Meeting minules were taken and are available to the public
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| (ADAMS Accession Numbers MLO50900045 and ML052500385, respectively). At the above
workshop and meeting, the NRC discussed the desirability of various approaches for risk-
informing the requirements for nuclear power reactors and particularly for new reactors of
diverse typés. The NRC.d'iscussed approaches such as (1) developing an integrated set of
risk-informed requirements using. a technology-neutral framework'as a basis for regulation, and

(2) continuing to risk-inform 10 CFR 50 on an issue-by-issue basis.

AThe NRC also plans to continue the ongoing efforts to revise specific regulations in 10
CFR Part 50 as described in SECY-98-300, “Options for Risk-Informed Reyisions to 10 CFR
Part 50 - Domestic Licensing of Produ_qﬁgns and Utilization Facilities” (ML992870048). The
Commission prbposes to focus resources in the near-term on combletion and subsequent
implementation bf the ongoing risk-informed ruiemaking efforts for current operating réactors
anci not to initiate new efforts to risk-inform and performance-base other regulations at this

time, unless specific regulations or guidan(:e documents are identified that could enhance the

efficiency and effectiveness of NRC reviews of near-term applfcations. However, the NRC is

e ———

requesting public comment in the ANPR on whether there are additional regulations in 10 CFR
Part 50 that should be risk-informed. Based on public comments received, the Commission will

decide whether to move forward regarding initiating any new revisions to the regulations in 10

CFR Part 50.

Although the NRC conducted the meetings discussed above to get a sense of
stakeholder interest and to ascertain the desired path forward, the NRC is issuing this ANPR to
obtain additional comment on the proposed approaches, to ensure that the Commission’s intent
is known to all stakeholders, and to allow the NRC to proceed to risk-inform the requirements

for power reactors in an open, integrated, and transparent manner.



Proposed Plan

The NRC has developed‘ a proposed plan to develop an integrated risk-informed and

A\ ke tantive_
performance-based rexisien to 10 CFR Part 50 that would cover power reactor applications

including non-LWR reactor designs. Laagomplish this goal /safety, security, and

! ny <

Yok b5 Brodibe
preparedness will be integrated lntg\one coheswe gtructure This structure will ensure that the
reactor regulations, and staff processes and programs are built on a unifi ed safety concept and
are properly integrated so that they complement one another. Based on the above, the overall
G\\"\ { w\,.-\- RV VA
objectives of a risk-informed and performance-based resision to 10 CFR Part 50 are to: (1)
enhance safety and security by focusing NRC and licensee resources in areas commensurate

\O\L v«&' eS
with their importance tg\health and safety, (2) provide NRC with ’ehe,n{ramework {emise nsk

information in an integrated manner MW (3) use risk

\A \ ot ‘it
information to provide flexibility in plant des ,ign and operatlon/whlcbseawvrésui%a‘;éeﬁg

. { o .
rgduet o cor mising-safety and security, (4) ensure that risk-informed activities are
coherently and properly ihtegrated such that they complement o.ne another and continue to
meet the 1995 Commission’s PRA Policy Statement, and (5) allow for different reactor

technologies in a manner that will pro'moté stability and predictabilify in the long term.

The approach addresses risk-informed power reactor activities and the associated -
guidance documents. Risk-informéd activities addressing non-power reactors, nuclear

materials and waste are not addressed.

The NRC's proposed aM&Eop a risk-informed and performance-b@;—

@; to 10 CFR Part 50fis to create an entire new Part in 10 CFR (referred to as “10 CFR

Part 53") that can be applied to any reactor technology and that is an alternative to 10 CFR Part



50. Two major tasks are proposed: (1) develop the technical basis for rulemaking for 10 CFR

Part 53, and (2) develop the regulations and associated guidance for 10 CFR Part 53.

Task 1: Development of Technical Basis

The objective of this task is to develop the technical basis for a risk-informed and

performance-based 10 CFR Part 53. The technical basis provides the criteria and guidelines

(ADAMS accession number ML043560093).

As the technical basis is developed and completed, it is anticipated that additional
issues will be identified for which stakeholder inpui is desired. Therefore, it is envisioned that
supplemental issues will be added to this ANPR over time. Consequently, the time period for

this ANPR is envisioned to be open until the technical basis for Part 53 is complete.

At the end of the ANPR phase, the Commission will decide whether to proceed to formal

rulemaking.
IfH Ugon Omeldon
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The objective of this task is to develop and issue the actual regulations for Part 53 A‘f’he -
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NRCwill follow its normal rule development processvpmmp&é#éﬁ?bﬁﬁe:’temwcahb’ams

A oty
The Centtrigsigrwlidirectthe,staff ta,geve'lop proposed rule text, interact with stakeholders in
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an appropriate forum (e.g., posting on web, workshops), and s=zt a proposed rule package to "(

the Commission for consideration, ifralemaking:is-underaken.



In development of the rulemaking, the necessary guidance documents to meet the

regulations in 10 CFR Part 53 will also be developed.
Specific Considerations

Before determining whether to develop a proposed rule, the NRC is seeking comments
on this matter from all interested persons. Spgaciﬁc areas on which the Commission is
requesting comments are discussed in the following sections. Comments, accompanied by

supporting reasons, are particularly requested on the questions contained in each section.

“A. Plan
. [ofoe *3- .
The NRC is seeking comments on 1he;_.\plan described above: : %
L S\ recneatrvan
1. Is the proposed plan to make a risk-informed and performance-based rewisian to 10

g

CFR Part 50 reasonable?§ there a better approach than to create an entire
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new Part 53 to achieve a risk-informed and performance-based/\weFK-Pﬁeg If yes, %M}w‘ .
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2. Are the objectives, as articulate% understandable and achievable? If not, why not?

Should there be additional objectives? If so, : ? _
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Looa\A . Asode Yu Fog ?h}?g\rb ?\WJ\ [ etion
Bees the approach describedaccomplish the objectlves? If not, why not¥® cuadh
UGS Smnisn By M meeimche ©o0a\d e llen HC
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Would exnstlng licensees be interested in using nsk-mformed and performance-based

alternative regulations to 10 CFR Part 50 as their licensing basis? T N, 00“\\/ Yok ?
N 50, ?\.rﬁ,fc- é\ SCuss '\.\\;_ waa (va, fatoa S S C)Q"*'a 3Q.

Should the alternative regulations be technology-neutral (i.e., applicable to all reactor
technologies, e.g., light water reactor or gas cooled reactor), or be technology-specific?

Q\aq}wﬂ. a"SCMQS '\'\'\L. {easons CO" V.)oua(‘ A S Coe
If technology-specific, which technologies?

When would alternative regulations and supporting documents need to be in place to be
of most benefit? Could supporting guidance be developed later than the alternative

regulations, e.g. phased in during plant licensing and construction?
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Rdustae sarticipatasin-the development of armﬂemahve—preeess-the}ﬂ c
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~steﬁ-fer—eens*demenﬂfhe proposed documents standards, and guidance would be
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A reviewed by NRC staff, and the NRC staff could endorse them, if appropriate.{To the

extent that any documents, standards, or guidance developed by the industry requnres
- further information or explanation, NRC staff could invite'industry repreéentatives toa
meeting for the purpose of having industry representatives provide additional

information and to present their individual views on the subject m specific
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B. Integration of Safety, Security and Emergency Preparedness

The Commission believes that safety, secuyity,and emergency preparedness should be
integrated in developinQ a risk-informed and performance-based set of requirements for nuclear
power reactors (i‘.e., in this context, Part §3). The NRC has proposed to establish security
performance standards for new reactors (see SECY—05-0120, ADAMS Accessfon Number
ML051100233). Under the proposed approach, nuclear plant désigners would analyze and
establish, at an. earlier stage of design, security design aspects such that there would be a
more robust and effective security posture and less reliance on operational (extrinsic) s_ecurity
programs (guns, guards and gates). This approach takes advantage of making plants more

secure by design rather than security components being added on after design.

As part of this approach, the NRC is seeking comment on the following issues:

l‘c?_:uvx\e:’tmy Fraene ot
8. In developmg the requirements for this alternative liesmsing=basis, how should safety,

security, and emergency preparedness be integrated? -

9. What specific princip[g's, conceptg, features or performance standards for security would

best achieve'an integrated safety and security approach?

120. The NRC s consndenng rulemaklng to require that safety and secunty be better

Ve,
integrated so t@\changes in one area would Qai-gaﬁyefsely:aﬁeet the other. How can
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the safety-security interface be better integrated in design and operational

requirements?
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preparedness requirements be modified to be better integrated with safety and security? 37~
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C. Level of Safety

The staff, in SECY-05-0130 (ADAMS Accession Number ML051670388), proposed
eatao) \'5\/\\\,\5- (=N _CC-%M.‘\Q{:QH/ Sd\'aw\sué. l(\\»:“ t;)bo\h \é-
options for iy iFi afetyfronrthestandpeintotrisicwhichrwould

Voo aQRid) dusian \\toms e
lmplemeaHhe-G%mm»ssq ee%e;t\ig%:nfgnhanceg safety for new plants fessexpressod-

Couscstands DN .
~the Commission’s policy statement for Regulation of Advanced Nuclear Power Plants'ﬁ Four

options were evaluated which included: (1) perform a case-by-case review, (2) use the
Quantitative Health Objectives (QHOSs) in the Commission's policy statement on “Safety Goals
for the Operation of Nuclear Power Plants” (ADAMS Accession Number ML051580401), (3)
develop other risk objectives, and (4) develop new QHOs. The NRC is soliciting stakeholder

views on these options.

Jﬁithfegafd-iefspeeifyiﬁg-ebmiﬁimttm%veke&safety-ﬁewthe-standpoimﬁfaiskr
. . L '\'o I'W\P\Cw\@vd‘ ‘\‘\\L (ovy.wy.ﬁ-i tpn's < Ceedarigm
5ubsrd|ary risk objectives could also be developeq\. Such subsidiary risk objectives could be a | FTEININ
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useful way to: _ 2 QA
Rt ¢
. : Cowd
. focus more on plant design, SlovatS e
. provide quantitative criteria for accident prevention and mitigation, and
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. provide top level goals to assist in establishing system and hardware

reliability and availability targets.

~ Currently, subsidiary risk objectives of 10°%/plant year and 10°%/plant year that could be
applicable to all reactor designs are being considered for accident prevention and accident

mitigation, respectively, where:
. accident prevention refers to preventing major fuel damage, and

. accident mitigation refers to preventing releases of radioactive material

offsite sufficient to cause one or more early fatalities.

Feedback is sought specifically on the following:

fZ12Z  Which of the options in SECY-05-0130 with respect to level of safety should be pursued

and why? Are there altemative options? % S, P\xase Jiscuss Mg
O\\“‘T.__(‘,/\\%\N . O.Q'L‘ ;0-‘\ 3 0V-~§ *\—\n.if‘ _ML \‘-LQQ:QK - X )

*‘VQ‘J:\\ \~g v"'ﬁ-ﬁ‘g \u(Swz.. Lcuc.\ o s\, SA\vSfé \u(V tsk 'ﬁ\_)y:'ciﬂw

1y B mm&mul anddre there other uses of ##& subsidiary risk

objectives that are not specified above? LF sOo, CIaed™ e ""wa?

~

[ 1% Are the subsidiary risk objectives.speciﬁed above reasonable surrogates for the QHOs

_ for all reactor designs? Sﬁeetﬁcaﬂy—shwuid-a-!p:emﬁtw&gea{-bmsomatedwﬂﬁhe
Whould the latent fatality QHO be met by preventive measures

fé /’a-l;ne without credit for mitigative measures, or is this too restnctlve}\Are there other

| ﬂubstdnary risk objectives applicable to all reactor designs that should be considered?
[

Al c "\‘\‘.eg/ “""3\ Q\‘\¢
What,\would be their basis?
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{8 5.  Should a mitigation goal be associated with the early fatality QHO or should it be set

19

Qo

without credit for preventive measures (i.e. assuming major fuel damage has occurred)?

16. Should other factors be considered in accident mitigation besides early fatalities, such
as latent fatalities, late containment failure, land contamination, and property damage?

If so, what should be the acceptance criteria and 5&8is?

#.  Would a level 3 Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) analysis still be needed if
~ subsidiary risk objectives can be developed? For a specific technology, can practical

subsidiary risk objectives be developed without the insights provided by level 3 PRAs?

D.l Integrated Risk

Peremien ) a@?\i'C*W*S :
For new plant licensing, semme~licensees have indicated tsair interest in locating new . .
Nedd m& (LJ o d & X Youi, Tdteu vl N AT AR va {—-é-zra}n-_}; \\m'."*w.u.-:).‘ PEVS

plants ajexisting sitesygEmultiple (or modular) reactor units at nev%gites. The NRCis \°C“:'““Z>

aMd exietiu

evaluating the issue of integrated risk. The staff, in SECY-05-0130, evaluated three options

which included: (1) no consideration of integrated risk; (2) quantification of integrated risk at the
oul P~ Crea Mé\ exveivgy
sitg,\from new reactorg; and (3) quantification of integrated site risk for all reactors/\at that site)}™—

—

Another aspect of thjs issue is the level of safety associated with the integrated risk. The NRC

Sedld e lesdioek,) Ay Somamt
is presently considering whether the integrated riskMWee—gﬁaej&ef

L be ovpined b o Stmle Ceactoc.
Eproposed-for-rew:plabls.- ﬁ this Bew approach were adopted, for an

entity who prgposed to add multiple reactors to an existing site, the integrated risk @Rtes
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3 0\ J\' \0 R\\Qvots SCS\
da%ﬁ‘é@g\‘excéed the level of safety expressed by the QHOs in the Commission's
Safety Goal Policy Statement. The NRC is soliciting stakeholder views on these or other

options.

Feedback is sought specifically on the following:

2\ 1& . Which of the options in SECY-05-0130 with respect to integrated risk should be pursued

and why? Are there alternative options? T so, SC SR, J*\wb?,

4 | Wy o6 ny wFT
24 8.  Should the integrated risk from muitiple reactors be considered; anesfsse, should the

e N
meet a minimum threshold specified in the reguIations"?,?f-'F»e&;’:vzbg?‘:fsra;!‘ai Srshesid-

5. “the-rislcbe-eensidered-omrarperreastor-basis-and:mest-azphinirrium-threshold-specified<in~ .
thesregulations?=ityesrwhy -
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E. ACRS Views on Level of Safety and Integrated Risk .

In a letter dated September 21, 2005, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

(ACRS) raised a number of questions related to new plant licensing. The ACRS discussed
oy

issues effreusinngmew e 47 vé%;aimmmenhanced safety and how the risk

from multiple reactors at a single site should be accounted for. The details of the ACRS
discussion are in the September 21, 20055 letter which is attached to this ANPR. The
Commission, in a September 14, 20055‘)’ SRM, directed the staff to consider ACRS comments in

developing a subsequent notation vote paper addressing these policy issues.
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Feedback is sought specifically on the following:

: e e e e e e s e e T
mhat are the merits of the questions and views raised by various members of the )/

Committee? - ' ‘ et

s S—.

o Yg, ACRS \aXFee amnd
au[ 2T, @Should the views raised,\by various members of the Committee be factored into the

resolution of the issues of level of safety and integrated risk? l,d»‘.;/ s C bi\«\a.y #uﬂ" ?

F. Containment Functional Performance Standard_s

A Ve :-L r&
The Commission has askard the staff to develop options for containment functional

performance requirements and criteria which take into account such features as core, fuel, and
cooling system design. In developing these options, the NRC is seeking stakeholder views on

the following aspects:

Q% -2, How should containment be deﬂned and what are its safety functions? Are the safety

* functions different for different designs? If so, how?
Tasec? 6

G —>

fe | :

=7 23.  What approach should be taken to develop technology-neutral containment
performance standards that would be applicable to all reactor designs and

technologies? Should containment performance be defined in terms of the integrated

performance capability of all mechznistic barriers to radiological release or in terms of
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the performance capability of a means of limiting or controlling radiological releases
>y
separate from the fuel and reactor pressure boundary barriers? /Should thg\functional

( a’«"r‘; v ‘“‘j'

Phova up
o e e ﬁ)erformance standards be design and technology-specific? sl=seshow?
- ] f

;{Q""-—V‘j\:z/ Nevwer=:

P - : |
BYr st o ' 9 el 45)(-{3
= 26 Wiy o€ Wi HeA

_2#.  What plant physical security functions should be associated with containment and what

(2=

should beé the related functional performance standards?

T

With respect to fission product retention, how should the functional performance - ‘\

réquirement and criterion for containment take into account such features as the fuy

core, and cooling system design? /—

How should PRA infbrmation and insights be combined with traditional deterministic

3
-

approaches é'fza’éfense in depth in establishing the proposed containment functional

performance requirements and criteria for controlling radiological releases?

C}).Oy . How should events in the range 10 to 107 be considered in developing the containment

functional performance requirements and criteria? Should events below 107 be

considered in developing the containment functional performance requirements and =~ —~—

a1 A s

- e A e At S

crite_rj@fs;lould postulated bounding events be considered in design conditions for

s

\ establishing containment functional performance requirements and criteria? /

o e e ot S

Dy

.
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( 28.  Should public confidence in nuclear plant safety play a role in evaluating options for J

-

TR . oo
AR ey 1y v

\ containment performance requirements and criteria’? Y.

G. Technology-Neutral Framework

In support of determining the requirements for these alternative regulatidns, the NRC is
developing a technology-neutral framework. This framework provides one approach in the form
of criteria and guidelines that could servé as the technical'basié for Part 53 that is technology-
neutrai, risk-informéd and performance-based. A working draft of this framework was issued
fér public review and comment in SECY-05-0006, dated January 7, 2005 (ML043560093). The

framework provides the criteria and guidelines for the following:

. Safety, security, and emergency preparedness expectations

. Defense-in-depth and treatment of ﬁncertainties’

. Licensing basis events identification and selection
E Safety classiﬁcation of structures, systems, and components
. PRA technical acceptability

The latest working draft of the framework will be placed on the Ruleforum website (PET?_,
- §

2006) for information and to solicit public comment. ,The. NRC will identify specific question-s for
stakeholder comment ét thét time. As the technical basis is further developed, this ANPR will

be supplemented to request additional stakeholder comment. -

Taal MWL TS s,&\;cw; sAa kol d e LD -% ‘e E-a\\u.ot;‘-\B
asq-e,cist

Sbcu-@% SRS SR T e ‘:uq«‘v:(é;»?;, [{:‘M,::;;:\:) "
o WD ‘\L.;/) Alem , J
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H. Defense-in-Depth

In SECY-03-0047 (ML030160002), the staff recommended that the Commission
approve the development of a policy statement or description (e.g., white paper) on defense-in-
depth for nuclear poWer plan{s to describe: the objectives of defense-in-depth (philosophy); the
scope of defense-in-depth (design, operation, .etc.); and the elements of defense-in-depth (high
level principles and guidelines). The policy statement or description would be technology-
neutral and risk-informed and would be useful in providing consxstem_:y in other regulatory
programs (e.g., Regulatory Analysis Guidelines). In the SRMTg\SECY-OB-OOﬂ, the K
Commission directed the 'staff to consider whether it can accomplish the}s.ame goals in a more
-efficient and effective manner by updating the Commission Policy Statement on Use of
Probabilistic Risk Assessment Methods in Nuclear Regulator;Activities to include a more
explicit discussion of defense-in-depth, risk-informed regulation, and performance-based

regulation. The NRC is interested in stakeholder comment on a policy statement on defense-

in-depth.

ke desceidieon «»&
%‘ 280 Would development of ?\neue;:ﬂatemzm defense-in-depth fer-ineorperationintethe

kCommnssnon s Policy Statementon P \”as=descﬂbed-ebewe be of any benefit? Why

OrWhynOt? TE 50 'Qil-tf‘,(_ &“Wf' \&M% %GC\-F~C- \Ow%

&7, IS YT 8 vw»b e Yo u‘f»lﬂ Rivey \od*ﬁ_ e settehvdn o4

"\_-/p,/m ellig LI ND TR % Q—@gec"'l\\/\g &

RANDL —~ /LM % ) 0\t (_ A o\_,v\_

eFlrcy et R frzoCPalda Al sy X ‘ o'{‘ Shonta J‘ bx Qrw‘é‘g

@' —Wotﬂd~a=pehey‘statemenhprewdsag.aaeemmlssmn-deﬁmnen-omdefeﬁseqn—depth-be \ A G
e} Segrea

-benefieialfto current operating plants, asdapubinto near-term designs, or future designs? Poliey
) 5'-4 cﬁ.‘-& -md.'.a%?
w7

Whatwould:be:the:nature:ofthe:benefil?"
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FmEns-10 medify-Regulatory-Guide-(RG)=1=1742=1f-se;-what-section-
nRGA:174 With regard-todefensesindepth-needs-te-be-revised?

2 332. RG 1.174 assumes that adequate defense-in-depth exists and provides guidance féc-:r
Shon
ensuring it is not sngnlf cantly degraded by a change to the licensing basis. ¥ RG 1 174

5 \¢r\q§: 4 \od*ﬂg e $C O, ‘Qérw«\, og Q_’\.}»\;WA-M‘@ 7?\3('\
wegerto be revised, fow should defense-in-depth B adaressed for new plants \mhane wL v, M{?

— i TS W X
. defensesm-de‘m - pthS:b.emgmcorpor ;tedqnte-the'd. es:gﬁ':?// / o St by Q ein
3"{0 \JQ SU%VJJNJ PSS d

@6 o Qo\ L Ly f"(.}cwh
K)~\3 o C

fur
~
2f X. ( r both near-term and long-term niew reactor designs, is revising the PRA Pohcy)\,c; Q/‘ 33_
s}

Statement the best path forward or development of a new pohcy statement? f@ﬁ’

bettec d.
Zada \é@hﬁk development of a pm“mépn,eé;fengé ‘lr'\-depth (y%ether asa

new,st‘atemenbe? a revision to the PRA policy statement’)\‘tcrﬁme-deveiopmem&aact ;‘ c.m

582 Why or why not? Jihahs,-rfq{-ie-deswabie-to-deveic{pﬁa"pohcy'statemenfon V’fv‘( s 1"
defensedniEptHWHEIFWE DRt bE Testeffective-tievatopthe policy staterment?

I Single Failure Criterion

in SECY-05-0138 (ML051950619), the staff forwarded to the Commission a draft report
entitled “Technical Reporf to Support Evaluation of a Broader Change to the Single Failure
Criterion” and recommended to the Commission that any followup activities to risk-inform the
Single Failure Criterion (SFC) should be included in the activities to risk-inform the

requirements of 10 CFR Part 50. The Commission directed the staff to seek additional
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—-U& S.‘!- ‘Q’\O\-""\ u\:a\'i‘i}-&s

stakeholder mvolvement The report prowdes altermativestothe=8EC: (1) maintain the SFC as
is, (2) risk-inform the SFC for design bases analyses, (3) risk-inform SFC based on safety
significance, and (4) replace SFC with risk and safety function reliability guidelines. The NRC is

soliciting stakeholder feedback with regard to the proposed alternatives.

AL -
¢ 3.  Arethe proposed g&anawes reasonable? If not, why not? ~
3L

7. Aoe thre odlu o?%w‘g P Yu\:-\b\?chww) %g:{? Lt So, Plee
wwewss "tleee ootwas e

25 ”5 .Which éﬁé&tﬁe, if any, should be considered? /gga-:l; argy changes to m T

Enon oC as e 0ok nll Ha fhor
-2 o é@n 10 CFR Part 50 be pursuedAopeheudat-beuQeo oF d—m—t?he-:e s . Jw ?gm:ﬁ

anew Part 537 Whyorwhynot? . e

J.  Continue Individual Rulemakings to Risk-Inform 10 CFR Part 50

Currentiyrt0-8FR-Par-b0-hasa o Fpre s ptve-anaHek-nformedrequire menrise—

The NRC has for some time been revising certain provisions of 10 CFR Part 50 to make them
more risk-informed and performancé-bésed. Examples are: (1) a revision to 10 CFR 50.65,
"Requirements for Monitoring the Effectiveness of Maintenance at Nuclear Power Plants;" (2) a -
revision of 10 CFR 50.48 to allow licensees to voluntarily adopt National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) Standard 805, “Performance-Based Standard for Fire Protection for Light
Water Reactor Electric Generating Plants, 2001 Edition,” (NFPA 805); and (3) issuance of

10 CFR 50.69, "Risk-Informed Categorization and Treatment of Structures, Systems, and

Components for Nuclear Power Reactors,” as a voluntary alternative set of requirements.
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These actions have been effective but required extensive NRC and industry efforts to develop
and implement.

The NRC plans to continue the current risk-informed rulemaking actions, e.g., 10 CFR
50.61 on pressurized thermal shock and 10 CFR 50.46 on redefinition of the emergency core

cooling system break size, that are ongoing, and would undertake new risk-informed _:__j""

rulemaking only on an as-needed basis. In the longer term, the NRC could evaluate 10 CFR ™

~ Part 50 in its entirety and conduct rulemaking for those areas that most readily add flexibility to /

Vi

! 10 CFR Part 50 requirements. e -
— e
The NRC is seeking comment on the following fssues:
' w\»@.

C[O 35.  Should the NRC continue with the origoing current rulemaking efforts\and not
undertake any effort to risk-inform other regulations in 10 CFR Part 50, or Saout b
“hdertake new risk-informed rulemakmg ona case-by-case priority basis?’: @hich )

L T T ——— . R J

,f"' regulations would be the most beneficial to revise? What would be the antncnpated.,l\\
e

P

g

'

(\.._ég_fgjy benefits?

. 1 “x
. TE “a rec coc Fr umdatnke Aol TisE— il Rhcmd (‘m\awa\e:{-.m&s}y

I
L{ 2_37. Inaddition to revising specific regulations, are there any particular regulations that do
‘ CaoSe.
not need to be revised, but te=r assiociated regulatory guidance documents, could be

revised to be more risk-informed-and performance-based? What are the safety benefits

associated with revising these guides? Which ones in particular are stakeholders

interested in having revisedt;“"«& ‘J”V ?
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cwmd /a(‘
Ly 88, If additional regulations a=d associated regulatory guidance documents were to be

Danrd e Al
revised, when &mmensestg initiate these efforts, e.g., |mmed|ately or after

having started implementation of current risk-informed 10 CFR Part 50 regulations?

At the end of the ANPR phase4, the NRC will assess whether to adjust its approach to

risk-inform the requirements for nuclear power reactors including existing and new plants.

List of Subjects
10 CFR Part 50

Classified ihformation, Criminal penalties, Fire protection, Intergovernmental relations,
" Nuclear power plants and reacfors, Radiation protection, Reactor siting criteria, Reporting and

recordkeeping requirements .

The aut}iority citation for this document fs 42 U.S.C. 2201.
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Commissioner McGaffigan’s Comments on SECY-06-0007

| disapprove the issuance of the proposed Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

NRC's search for a risk-informed performance-based technology-neutral framework for power
reactors has similarities to the faithful's search for the Holy Grail or physicists’ search for the
grand unified theory of all forces in nature. | do not dispute that we today do not have an
adequate regulatory framework for designs other than light water reactors (LWRs) and that one
of these days, perhaps soon, we might need one. Even a design as close to current designs as
Canada’s heavy water ACR-700 poses problems for our framework. Certainly, gas-cooled
reactors such as the pebble bed modular reactor or the next generation nuclear plant or the
possible research reactor at the University of Texas Permian Basin need their own detailed
regulatory framework. The same is true for liquid metal cooled reactors, such as TOSHIBA’s
4S reactor or DOE's proposed burner reactor under the global nuclear energy partnership.
Historically, we have done miserably at regulating non-light water power reactors (non-LWRs).

The way to get technology-specific frameworks in place is to work on them, define the design
basis accidents for each, define the general design criteria for each, etc. I start from the
premise that these frameworks are going to be about as detailed as the current Part 50 for
LWRs, and they are going to need as much back-up guidance, standard review plans, etc., as
exist for LWRs if non-LWRs are going to be deployed in large numbers at some point in the
future. We are not going to get where we need to be through fuzzy discussions of broad
ambiguous concepts, which the technology-neutral framework encourages. The analogy is to
an early twentieth century physicist knowledgeable about Einstein’s theory of gravitation trying
to formulate a grand unified theory without the knowledge of the electromagnetic, weak and
strong interactions developed later in the century.

In my view we need, within resource constraints (and on a schedule consistent with their likely
presentation to us for licensing), to develop detailed frameworks for each of the non-LWR
technologies. Once we truly understand how to license these technologies, NRC can then go
back to an attempt to develop a technology-neutral framework that covers the spectrum of
reactors. Or even then our successors long in the future might decide to forego that attempt.

This project currently consumes resources (7 FTE and $525,000 in contractor support in FY
2006, scaling up to 10 FTE and $625,000 in FY 2008) that can be better spent on other
advanced reactor priorities. If a majority of the Commission decides to approve the ANPR, |
would suggest additional questions for public comment along the lines of: “Is this effort
premature? Should the NRC instead be focusing on developing technology-specific
frameworks for non-LWRs? If so, what should be the priority for various non-LWR

. &«J &WM 3/1/06.

Edward McGaffigan, Jr.” V (Date)
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Commissioner Merrifield’s Comments on SECY-06-0007

| approve the staff recommendations to 1) issue the ANPR on a risk-informed and
performance-based revision to 10 CFR Part 50, subject to the edits attached, and 2) to
supplement the ANPR as needed when additional stakeholder input is sought.

Although | appreciate the fact that this task is a complicated one with many issues to be
deliberated, | support Chairman Diaz’s comment on moving the ANPR comment expiration date
to December 2006. The staff should then provide a recommendation to the Commission on
whether the NRC should proceed with rulemaking, and if applicable, the schedule for this
rulemaking effort. The staff should inform the Commission on the additional resources needed
to accelerate the schedule in the above manner.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATI.ON CONTACT: Joseph Birmingham, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation (NRR), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washihgton, DC 20555-0001 ; |
telebhone _(301) 415-2829, email: _jlb4@nrc.gov; or Mary Droﬁin. Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research (RES), U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commistsion,~ Washington, DC 20555-0001;

telephone: (301) 415-6675, e-mail: mxd@nrc.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

. The Commission directed 'the NRC staff to: (1) develop an ANPR, (2) incorporate in the
ANPR é, formal program plan to risk-inform 10 CFR Part 50, a§ well as other related risk-
informed efforts, and (3) integrate safgty, secturity, at"nd preparedness throughout the effort
(ADAMS Accession Numbers ML051290351 and ML052570437). The Commission also
directed the staff to include the effort to develop risk-informed and performance-based

- alternatives to the single failure criterion (ADAMS Accession-Number ML052640492).

Thé NRC has ponducted public meetings and workshops to engage interested
stakeholders in dialogue on the merits of various approaches to risk-inform and performance-
" base the requirements for nuclear power reactors. In particular, the NRC conducted (1) a
workshop on Ma_rch 14-16, 2005; to discuss the staff's work in developmént_ offtechnology- /(
neutral framework in support of a regulatory structure for nem) plant licensing, and (2) a public
meeting on August 25, 2005, to diécuss plans for a risk-informed and perforrnénce-baséd

revision to 10 CFR Part 50. Meeting minutes were taken and are available to the public



50. Two major tasks are proposed: ‘(1) develop the technical basis for rulemaking for 10 CFR

Part 53, and (2) develop the regulations and associated guidance for 10 CFR Part 53.

Task 1: Development of Technical Basis

The objective of this task is to develop the technical basis for a risk-informed and
pen'orma.nce-based 10 CFR Part 53. The technidal basis provides the criteria and guidelines
for development and implementation of the regulations to be included in Part 53. Current
activiti;as assdciated with d.eve!oping the technical basis are describ'e.d in SECY-05-006

(ADAMS accession number ML043560093).
being _ o _
As the technical basis isjdeveloped efd-completed, it is anticipated that additional - X

iséues will be identified for which stakeholder input is desired. Therefore, it is envisioned that
supplemental issues will be added to this ANPR over time. Consequently, the time period for
this ANPR is envisiqn'ed to be open until the tachnical basis for Part 53 is complete.

At the end of the ANPR phasé, the Com_miséion will decide whether to proceed to formal

rulemaking.

Task 2: Rule Develdpmeﬁt

“The objective of this task is to develoﬁ and issue thé _ egulat_idns for Part 53. The X
NRC will _follow its' n_b.rmél:ru]e development process upon completion of the technical. basis.

The Commission will direct the staff to develop pro.posed rule text, interact. with stakeholders iri

an appropriate forum (e.g., pdsting on web, workshops), a'n'c.l send a proposed rule package to

the Commission for consideration, if rulemaking is undertaken.



the safety-security interface be better.integrated in design and operational

requirements? -

sk - .q-l:ormod 2 Why er uzlrxg "
How .sheu\ cM‘rﬁen J P e;u,mmemfs

11.

preparedness requlf’ements be)modified to be better i'ntegrated with safety and security?

C. Level of Safety

The staff, in SECY—05-0130.(ADAMS Accession Number ML051670388), proposed

options for specifying a mlnimum level of safety from the standpoint of risk which would
implement the Commission's expectatlon of enhanced safety for new plante (as expressed in
the Commlss.lon's policy statement for Regulation of Advanced Nuclear Power Plants). Four
options were evaluated which included: (1) perform a case-by-case review, (2) use the
Quantitative Healt_h Obj_ecti_yee (QHOs) in the Commission’s policy. statement on "Safety Goals
for the Operation E_i l\luc:ﬁir E?r‘gﬁi 'l:la‘rlzz (ADAM'S Accesslon Nurr_lber MLO051580401), (3)

develop other risk objectivea and (4) develop new QHOs. - The NRC is soliciting stakeholder W

views on'these opﬁons.

~ With regard to spec1fy|ng the minimum level of safety from the standponnt of nsk
subsidiary nsk objectlves could also be developed Such subsndlary risk objectlves could be a

useful way to:
. focus more on plant design,

. provide quantitative criteriz for accident prevention and mitigation, and

12
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uipment
. - provide 1915 level goals to assistin establlshmg system and ba:dwlre

reliability and availability targets.

Currently, subsrdlary risk objectlves of 10°/plant year and 10°/plant year that could be
applicable to all reactor desrgns are being ccmSIdered for accident prevention and ac_cl_cient
_miti_gation, respectively, where: .

. accident prevention refers to preventing major fuel damage, and

. ~accident mitigation refers to preventing releases of radioactive material

offsite sufficient to calise one or more early fatalities.

Feedback is sought specifically on the following:

12.  Which of the options in SECY—OS-O130 with respect to level of safety should be pursued

and why? Are there alternative options?

13. Are subsidiary risk objediveé Lrseful, and are' there other u?sés of the subsidiary risk

~ objectives that are not specified above?

14, Are the sub5|d|ary risk objectlves specrf ied above reasonable surrogates for the QHOs
_ for all reactor designs? Specrf cally, should a preventxve goal be assocnated wrth the
Iatent fatality QHO, i.e., should the latent fatallty QHO be met by preventlve measures
~ alone without credit for mmgatrve measures, or is thus too restrictive? Are there other
subsidiary risk objectives applicable to all reactor desrgns that should be considered?

What would be their basis?

13



15.

16.

17.

‘Should a mitigation goal be associated_with the"early fatality QHO or should it be set

without credit for preventive measures (i.e. assuming major fuel damage has occurred)?

Shoufd other factors be considered in accident mitigation besides early fatalities, such

as latent fatalities, late containment fziilure, land contamination, and property damage?

If so, what should be the acceptance criteria and its basis?

(le one Hhat includes caleulatron

oC offsite healt\h and econemic
effects)
Would a leve! 3 Probabilistic Rlsk Assessment (PRA) anaiysis}stul be needed if

subsidiary risk objectives can be developed? For a specific technology, can practical

_subsidiary risk objectiveé be developed without the insights provided by level 3 PRAs?

Integrated Risk

For new plant licensing, some licensees have indicated their interest in locating new

plants at existing sites or multiple (or modular) reactor units at new sites. The NRC is

evaluatihg the issue of integrated risk. '_The staff, in SECY-05-0130, evaluated three options

which included: (1) no consideration of integ‘rated risk, (2) quantification of integrated risk at the

site from new reactors, and (3) quantification of integrated site risk (for all reactors at that site).

Ancther aspect of this issue is the level of safety assoéiated with the integrated risk. The NRC

is presently considering whether the integrated risk from the new plants should meet the level of

safety that the NRC has proposed for new plants. - If this new approach were adopted, for an

entity who proposed to add mtjltiple reactors to an existing site, the integrated risk of these new

14



24,

25.

26.

27.

the performance capability of a means of limiting or controlling radio!ogical releases
separate from the fuel and reactor pressure boundary barriers? Should the functional

performance standards be design and technology-specific? If so how?

What plant physical security functions should be associated with containment and what

should be the related functional performance standards?

With respect to fission product retention, how should the functional performance
requirement and criterion for containment take into account such features as the fuel,

core, and cooling system design?

: How should PRA mforrnatron and lnsrghts be comblned with tradltronal deterrmnrstrc

approaches to defense in depth in estabhshmg the proposed contarnment functlonal

performance requnrements and cntena for controlling radiological releases?

uencies
" ceance 29!

wruf2 ‘\\A oce
the f

r yeal '
How shouldjevents n the range 10" fo 10‘3/6epecon3|dered in developrng the con) inment
4}27»( enc-j
functronal performance requrrements and cntena? Should events belew 107 [

considered in developing the contalnment functronal performance requrrements and

criteria? Sheuw-pommmnmm@mndﬁmﬂer
eswmmmmew}emm&ma?
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Commissioner Jaczko Comments on SECY-06-0007
“Staff Plan to Make a Risk-Informed and Performance-Based Revision to 10CFR Part 50"

| disapprove of the staff's recommendation because it will unnecessarify consume resources
and detract from the agency'’s significant near term challenges at this time.

The landscape for new reactor licensing has changed substantially since | became a
Commissioner. When | first arrived, the agericy was preparing to process one or two
applications. At the April 2005 semiannual update on the status of new reactors, there were
three or four Combined Licenses (COLs) on the horizon. Subsequent to the August 8 Energy
Policy Act of 2005, interest increased such that at the November semiannual update there were
nine COLs on the horizon. To date, there are now at least eleven COLs anticipated in the near

term.

Clearly these applications will be processed under the existing framework using Part 52, which
the agency is also revising. Allocating substantial resources and agency focus to create a
parallel framework, which will not be ready in time to support the current proposed fleet of new
power reactors, will only drain resources from more critical safety and security actions.

If, as part of the administration’s Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP), the NRC needs to
license non-light water technology,. then a separate, focused, rulemaking can be undertaken
for each technology type to address the particular needs of those technologies.

This initiative contains a good deal of attributes that | embrace, notably the proposed integration
of safety, security, and emergency preparedness and revising the Commission’s Probabilistic
Risk Assessment Policy statement in an open, deliberative manner. The opportunity to develop
any meaningful changes for the coming generation of power reactors, however, is behind us.

(o 2{shs

@regory B. Jaczko  Date .




NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEET
TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: COMMISSIONER LYONS

SUBJECT: SECY-06-0007 - STAFF PLAN TO MAKE A RISK-
' INFORMED AND PERFORMANCE-BASED REVISION
TO 10 CFR PART 50

Approved ___ X Disapproved Abstain
Not Participating |

COMMENTS:

Approved with comments and edits.

Peter B. Lyor%@\//ép—-
7

SIGNATURE

2/3) 106
DATE

Entered on "STARS” Yes , No




Commissioner Lyons’ Comments on SECY-06-0007

Staff Plan to Make a Risk-Informed and Performance-Based Revision
to 10 CFR Part 50

| approve the staff's recommendation to issue the ANPR, and if needed to also allow
supplements to the ANPR to fully identify and solicit stakeholder input on additional issues.

I believe this ANPR will facilitate obtaining very useful stakeholder views on several
fundamental policy issues such as the use of Quantitative Health Objectives (QHOs) and the
appropriate regulatory treatment of integrated risk from multiple reactors. In addition, | will
particularly value stakeholder views on whether a new technology-neutral regulatory framework
can be conceived that would provide a consistent and coherent regulatory safety foundation
across the full spectrum of nuclear-related technologies of emerging interest as well as those
currently employed. For example, our increasing national interest in technologies for the
transmutation of nuclear wastes in fast reactors and for efficient hydrogen generation.by
advanced reactors gives added imperative to our consideration of a Part §3 technology-neutral
regulatory framework and the possible safety and regulatory benefits. Therefore, | strongly
support identifying specific questions on the technology-neutral framework for Section G, and |
join with the Chairman in asking that these important questions be made part of the initial
ANPR. Stakeholder responses to these questions would be particularly valuable to me in
understanding how a new Part 53 could best achieve the NRC safety mission.

Furthermore, | suggest soliciting stakeholder input on the definition of a "unified safety
concept,” which suggests a potential unification of the separate but complementary strengths of
both the deterministic and probabilistic frameworks for evaluating reactor safety. This ANPR
may be an appropriate vehicle for soliciting views on how a technology-neutral approach could
be related to a unified safety concept. At some point in the future, such a definition should be
completed to explain the coupling between these two complementary Commission approaches,
but if inclusion of this concept would significantly delay completion of a new Part 53, the task
could be deferred until later opportunities. In any case, stakeholder input now on this issue
might better enable staff to consider further refinements for incorporation in a revised Part 53 at

a later date.

I join the Chairman and Commissioner Merrifield in supporting a schedule that completes the
ANPR stage by December 2006 with staff recommendations to the Commission by March
2007, although | recognize the extraordinarily complex and interrelated policy issues that must
be addressed. Thus, the staff's recommendations may need to consider a broader range of
options than just whether to proceed to rulemaking.

| support the edits suggested by the Chalrman and Commissioner Merrifield and have mcluded

additional edits (attached).

PeterB Lyons -
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50. Two major tasks are proposed: (1) develop the technical basis for rulemaking for 10 CFR

Part 53, and (2) develop the regulations and associated guidance for 10 CFR Part 53.

Task 1: Development of Technical Basis

.' The objective of this task is to develop the technical basis for a risk-informed and
performance-bésed 10 CFR Part 53. The technical basis provides the criteria>and guidelines
for developmént and implementation of the 'regulations to be included in Part 53. Current
activities associated with developing the technical basis are described in SECY-05-006

(ADAMS accession number ML043560083).

As the technical basis is developed and completed, it is anticipated that additional

~ issues .will be identified for which stakeholder input is desired. Therefore, it is envisioned that

supplemental issues will be added to this ANFPR over time.-&onseqaenﬂ-yﬁhe—ﬁme-peﬁu&far‘

| AhisANRRIs omvisioned-to] S-the-tachnioet-besis forPark53. ot

At the end of the ANPR phase, the Commission will decide whether to proceed to formal

rulemaking.

Task 2: Rule Development

The objective of this task is to develop and issue the actqal regulations for Part 53. The
NRC will follow its normal rule development process upon completioﬁ of the technical basis.
The Commission will direct the staff to develop proposed rule text, interact with stakeholders in
an appropriate forurn (e.g., posting on web, workshops), and send a proposed rule package to

the Commission for consideration, if rulemaking is undertaken.
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B. - Integration of Safety, Security and Emergency Preparedness

The Commission believes that safety, security and emergency preparedness should be
integrated in deVeloping a risk-informed and performance-based set of requirements for nuclear
power reactors (i.e., in this context, Part §3). The NRC has proposed to establish security
performance standards for new reactors (see SECY-05-0120, ADAMS Accession Number
ML051100233). Under the proposed approach, nuclear plant designers would analyze and
estabhsh at an earlier stage of design, security design aspects such that there would be a
more robust and effef:t‘n‘;:l\;és:nt;%osture and less reliance on operatlonal (extrinsic) security .

programs (guns, guards and gates). ‘This approach takes advantage of making plants more

secure by design rather than security compc;hents being added on after design.

As part of this approach, the NRC is seeking comment on the following issues: '

8. In developing the requirements for this alternative licensing basis, how should safety,

security, and emergency preparedness be integrated?

S. What specific principles, concepts, features or performance standards for.security would

best achieve an integrated safety and security approach?

10. The NRC is considering rulemaking to require that safety and security be better

integrated so that changes in one area would not adversely affect the other. How can

11



. .provide top level goals to assist in establishing system and hardware

reliability and availability targets.

Currently, subsidiary risk objectives of 10°/plant year and 10®/plant year that could be

applicable to all reactor designs are being considered for accident prevention and accident

mitigation, respectively, where:

" 12

13.

14. -

. accident prevention refers to preventing major fuel damage, and

accident mitigation refers to preventing releases of radioactive material

L :
offsite mm early fatalities.o cccrr (':-2 . ﬁ?h%
redichion dose)

Feedback is sought specifically on the following:

Which of the options in SECY-05-0130 with respect to level of safety should be pursued

-and why? Are there alternative options?

Are subsidiary risk objectives useful, and are there other uses of the subsidiary risk

objectives that are not sbeciﬁed above?

Are the subsidiary risk objectives spacified above reasonable surrogates for the QHOs

. for all reactor designs? Specifically, Should a ‘preventive’ goal.be associated with the

latent fatality QHO, i.e., should the latent fatality QHO be xhet by preventive measures

" alone without credit for mitigative measures, or is this too restrictive? Are there other

subsidiary risk objectives applicable to all reactor designs that should be considered?

What would be their basis?
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