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MEMORANDUM FOR: Victor Stelle, Deputy Executive Director for Regiona)
Operations and Generic Requiraments -t

FROM: Harold R. Denton, Director, Office of Kuclear
Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: POSITION ON USE OF PROBABILISTIC RISK ASSESSMEKT
IN TORNADO MISSILE PROTECTIOH LICERSING ACTIONS

Ve have been reviewing probabiifstsc risk assessment (PRA) analyses subnitted
by WNP-2, Palo Yerde, Midland and Déonee 1-3 as & basis for meeting the require-
ments of Genera) Design Criteria 2 and 4 with respect to plant protection
sgifnst tornaco generated missiles.. This epprosch has been elected by these
utilities 4n ldeu of providing positive tornado gissile protection for certadn
specific plant features required for shutdown or prevention of unacceptable
radiologica) release, In the case of WNP-2, we hive iccepted the applicant's
probabilistic argument regarding the unprotected iesel generator exhaust -
openings based on our current {nterpretation of existing Standerd Review Plan
guidance. Our evalustion for WNP-Z may be found n @ pemorandun dated Fetruary
&, 1583 {copy attached).

We believe we have developed in this cise &n acceptadle application of the
Genera) Desfgn Criteria, Regulatory Guides and Standard Review Flan (SRP) with
respect to the acceptance criterfon to be vsed for review of PRA based analysis
cffered by the utilities dealing with tarnado and other high wind missile
protection. CRGR may wish to review this gatter since we intend to use the
criterion on a1l plants that elect this alternative approach.

Guidance on vse of probadility in tormado pissSle evaluations 45 contained in
SRP Section 3.5.1.4. [he SRP states that “the prodability per yeir of damige
to the tota) of a1l §mportant structures, systess snd compongnts (as discussed
{n Regulatory Guide 1.117) due to & specific design basis natural phenoaencn
capable of generating missiles is estimated.* ~

The acceptance criterion associated with thig review states: "{f this prod-
tbility €5 greater than the acceptadle prodbability stated in Regulstory Guide
1.117, then specific desfgn provisions must be provided to reduce the estimate
of damage to &n Allowable Tevel.®

The only mention of 2 nuoericsl value in Regulatory Guide 1.117, however, is in
Section B_"Discussion® which states *2 credible tornado strike varies from
abovt 30-7 per year to values sevaral ordersof magnitude higher.®

Contact:
J. Wermiel
X29462

9907070348 950 . )
PDR ADOCKOSO%%BQ : - ) N s

ATTACHMENT

ENCLOSURE 2




Aeff.. -

“than or equal to & median value of 10-
- year. Significant damage fs damage that would prevent meeting the design

o — e .. -—

victer Stello -2- KOy 0 18

Additional SRP guidance on the vse of probabilistic methods pdy be gained from
Section 2.2.3 which deals with the fdentification of desfgn basis events

resulting from the presence of hazardous raterials or activities in the victnity
of the plant. This SRP sectfon states that 1f the txpected rate of occurrence
of potentfal gxposures fn excess of the 10 CFR Part 100 guidelines is estimated
to exceed 10 per year (stated in this SRP section to be an “NRC staff
objective”) then the fdentifisd hazard must be considered as 8 design basis
event in giting and designing the plant.

Bised on the guidance In SRP Sections 3.5.1.4 and 2.2.3, we plan to permit

appifcants and licensess to use risk assessments for tornado and other high wind

nigssiles and to judge their scceptability against & mumerfcal criterion which {s

a5 follows: “The prodadbility of sf*nificant dmage to structures, systems and

components required to prevent a release of radfosctivity $n excess of 10 CFR

"Part 100 following & missfle strike, |3:ua1n9 loss of offsite power, shgll be less
per year or 4 medn value of 10°° par

basfs safety fu.ction. This criterion 15 a result of the same reasoning that
wis enployed fn the prodadbilistic criterion of SRP Section,2.2.3, that is,

4 hazard with 4 probabflity of occurrence of less than 107/ is fnsignificant
tnd need rot be considered.

The SRP guidance of Section 2.2.3 goes on to state that *because of the low
prodadilities of events under cons{deration, data are oftan nol avaldlable to
permit accurate calculation of probadilities.® The same situation can be said
to exfst for prodbadilistic tornado missile indlyses. Therefore, the guidance
ef SRP Sectfon 2.2.3 s spplicable to tornado nissiles. Thfs guidance, which
we will use {n our probabilistic tornade migsile reviews, states that an
-axpected rate of occurrence of Eotcntial exposures {n excess of the 10 CFR 1C0
guidelfnes of approximately 10°0 per year is scceptable {f, when combined with
reasonable qualititive arguments, the risk can be expectad to be Jower.

In developing this statement of our pesition wu hgve considered the results of
tornado missile PRA reviews to date and discustions with consultants under
contrict to KRC to review these studies.

We belfeve that the deterministic approach In the current $RP for tornadoes
should continue to be used, with the PRA approach employed on 8 case by case
basis for sssessing specific plant festures which are exceptions.: This §s
particutarly true when additional, costly, wind-genersted missile protective
barrfers or alternative systems are under consi{deration.
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The above discussion swrrfzes our current practices for eiking licensing
decisfons concerning corpliance with GDC 2 and 4 with respect to wind-generated
missile protection. The staff 15 dvafilable to discuss this further should you
consider such discussions wirranted. While we anticipate no SRP revision
regarding thy above in the near future, CRGR participation is envisioned by

the $t3ff In any proposed sction to revise the SRP.
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Karold R. Denton, Director
Office ¢f Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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