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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  
RESPONSE TO GENERIC LETTER 2015-01 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
By letter dated August 26, 2015, the Westinghouse Electric Company, LLC (Westinghouse) 
responded (Ref. 1) to Generic Letter 2015-01 (Ref. 2).  The staff at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) sent discussion topics to Westinghouse in advance of a site visit at the 
Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility (CFFF) on December 8 and 9, 2015.  
 
The response of Westinghouse to Generic Letter 2015-01 refers to Section 4.2.1 of the 
Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA) chapter on the CFFF Site and Structures (Ref. 3).  The request 
from the NRC staff for supplemental information refers to Item (1) b.i and Item (1) b.ii of the 
Westinghouse response (Ref. 1) 
 
II. REGULATORY BASIS 
 
The regulatory basis for each of the following information requests is as follows: 
 
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Paragraph 70.62(c)(1)(iv) requires a 
license to conduct and maintain an integrated safety analysis, that is of appropriate detail for the 
complexity of the process, that identifies potential accident sequences caused by process 
deviations or other events internal to the facility and credible external events, including natural 
phenomena. 
 
Paragraph 70.62(c)(1)(v) of 10 CFR requires a license to conduct and maintain an integrated 
safety analysis, that is of appropriate detail for the complexity of the process, that identifies the 
consequence and the likelihood of occurrence of each potential accident sequence, and the 
methods used to determine the consequences and likelihoods. 
 
III. SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION REQUEST 
 
III.1.  Item (1) b.i Response (Ref. 1) 
 
Request 1  
 
Provide the technical basis for obtaining an annual exposure probability of a tornado striking the 
site of 8.8x10-5.  Provide the technical basis for the multiplier of (7/32) tornadoes. 
 
Request 2  
 
Considering the potential range of wind speed that can be expected at the site of a credible 
tornado event, provide a description of preventative and/or mitigation measures, if needed, to 
limit the potential consequences under a tornado event.  In addition, describe the assessment of 
potential tornado missile impacts at the site. 
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Request 3  
 
Provide the technical basis for the use of an initiating event frequency of 1.8x10-4 for 
earthquakes.  The initiating event frequency of 1.8x10-4 does not correlate with the 
Westinghouse analysis that relies on a combination of building code provisions, site soil 
characteristics, and seismic hazard information obtained from International Building Code 2012 
to estimate the capacity of the facility to withstand seismic ground motion. 
 
III.2. Item (1) b.ii Response (Ref. 1) 
 
Request 4  
 
Provide the technical basis for the “Mitigative Index” used in the ISA.  Specifically, provide the 
technical basis for the use of the index under seismic conditions, considering that the 
component performance depends on the performance under seismic loading, not normal 
operating conditions.  
 
Request 5  
 
Provide the technical basis for the earthquake initiating event frequency index of (-3) in the ISA 
evaluation of a seismic induced uranium hexafluoride (UF6) release due to failure of equipment 
and piping.  
 
Request 6  
 
Provide the technical basis for the earthquake initiating event frequency of 1.8×10-4/yr for 
Scenario #2 in the criticality ISA evaluation due to a seismic induced failure of masonry walls. 
 
Request 7  
 
Provide the technical basis for the earthquake initiating event frequency of 10-2/yr for Scenario 
#5 due to failure of process piping. 
 
Request 8  
 
Provide an explanation for considering collapse of the masonry walls or falling debris in the 
criticality ISA evaluation Scenario #5, given that the initiating event is an earthquake sufficient to 
cause piping rupture, but not collapse of the walls (e.g., ADUVAP-945, ADUVAP-946, and 
ADUVAP-950). 
 
Request 9  
 
Provide the technical basis for assigning the same failure likelihood to events involving the 
failure of the isolation valves to close (e.g., AIR-NOT-LOST and ADUVAP-947-1) in Scenario #2 
and Scenario #5 in the criticality ISA, given differences in severity of the initiating event. 
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Request 10  
 
Provide a justification for assigning a mitigating event index of (-1) for PLANT-SEP-901.  
Provide a description of what actions are attributed to being an IROFS and what actions are 
considered only as mitigation measures during emergency response.  . 
 
Provide a justification for assigning a mitigating event index of (-1) for PLANT-SEP-902.  
Provide a description of what actions are attributed to being an IROFS for meeting the 
performance objectives of 10 CFR 70.62 when the description in the ISA 03 for PLANT-SEP-
902 consists of training, practice, and qualifications consistent with the definition of 
management measures. 
 
Additional information for Request 10. 
 

In ISA 03, a table entitled “Items Relied on For Safety (IROFS) Table”, identifies two 
items; PLANT-SEP-901 is defined as seismic response, mitigate exposure from major 
UF6 or chemical release after a seismic event, and the Incident Commander activates 
Site Emergency Plan to protect personnel.  PLANT-SEP-902 is defined as training on 
PLANT-SEP-901, practice executing PLANT-SEP-901, and the incident commander 
retains competency on the Site Emergency Plan. 
 
Page 142 of ISA 03 states that PLANT-SEP-901 and 902 controls are associated with 
training and execution of the Site Emergency Plan to mitigate exposure to facility 
workers from a seismic induced UF6 or chemical release.  If warranted facility workers 
will be evacuated. (Mitigating Event Index -1 each. Combined score of -2, protection by a 
procedural control.) 
 
Section 70.4 of 10 CFR defines IROFS as structures, systems, equipment, components, 
and activities of personnel that are relied on to prevent potential accidents at a facility 
that could exceed the performance requirements.  Section 70.4 of 10 CFR defines 
management measures as the functions performed by the licensee, generally on a 
continuing basis, that are applied to IROFS, to ensure the items are available and 
reliable to perform their functions when needed.  Management measures include 
configuration management, maintenance, training and qualifications, procedures, audits 
and assessments, incident investigations, records management, and other quality 
assurance elements. 
 
Given these definitions, IROFS cannot also be management measures, i.e. IROFS 
cannot be applied to themselves to ensure that they are available and reliable to perform 
their functions when needed. 

 
Request 11  
 
Page 147 of ISA 03 states that a seismic event severe enough to damage equipment resulting 
in a significant chemical release would be self-revealing to the facility worker due to expected 
damage to the facility.  For this sequence an additional score of -1 will be included since the 
damage created by this event would force an individual to take protective actions prior to 
intermediate consequence limits being exceeded.  This score will be identified as self-revealing 
(SR) score. 
 



4 

Provide a justification for assigning an additional score of (-1) for the protective action as a self-
reveling score, instead of a specific action, such as “see-and-flee”, which could be taken as an 
IROFS.  The justification for assigning a score of (-1) in the ISA should include a discussion of  
the time that the individual would have to take specific protective actions as consequences 
reach levels of the performance objectives.  It should also include considerations taken in the 
ISA to account for the degraded condition of the plant after a severe seismic event.  
 
Request 12  
 
Provide the technical basis (i.e., criticality analysis) for the statement in the criticality ISA 
evaluation that a release from more than one vaporizer/autoclave would be needed for criticality 
in the UF6 bay trench. 
 
Request 13  
 
Provide the technical basis for the likelihood of 10-1 that air would not be lost, or that operators 
would fail to activate the ESTOP trigger, leading to failure of the isolation valves to close in the 
event of an evaluation basis earthquake. 
 
Request 14  
 
Provide the technical basis for the assertion that the floor will not be affected by an earthquake 
so as to permit accumulation of fissile solution to greater than a safe depth.  Discuss 
deformation, cracks, potential flow paths, and drainage capacity.  Consider the possibility of 
rupturing multiple process vessels simultaneously. 

 
Request 15  
 
Discuss whether natural gas explosions from causes other than seismic events have been 
considered in the ISA, and if so, whether they bound Scenario #7 in the criticality ISA 
evaluation.  Describe the location of natural gas lines relative to the processing areas, in 
particular their proximity to solution processes. 
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