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IT. DISCUSSION

A. The Staff Did Not Rely Upon WASH-1400

The UCS, in its brief at page 3, argues that the "linchpin of the Staff's
rationale is the alleged low probability, derived frcm WASH-1400 of a
turbine missile event." This argument is relied on by UCS as a basis

for all of its arguments in its brief. However, UCS is simply not

correct in making this underlying assumption.

The Staff based its conclusions regarding risks from turbine missile
accidents at North Anna upon historically observed probabilities, and

not upon WASH-1400 conclusions (See, SER, Supplement 2 (Staff Exhibit
No. 3), §10.7). The Staff, in its "Response to Atomic Safety and Licens-
ing Appeal Board's Request for Information on the North Anna Units 1 and
2 Regarding Missiles" dated September 15, 197 *aff Response), sum-
marized the conservatisms that it employed in ana ng the turbine

missile risks at the North Anna Units 1 and 2 facility. For example, as

indicated on pages 4 and 5 of the Response, the use of historically

observed probabilities for estimating turbine failure, in lieu of more
realistic probabilities associated with modern turbines whiéh have
substantial improvemert: in ma‘er? . and overspeed protection, is itself
a conservation. A second cuir~ . ratism used by the Staff involved th
estimation of turbine missile strike probabilities with respect to
safety related plant structures. In arriving at this estimate,
Staff assumed the creation of more missiles

result, based on observed failures (Respons

resulted from the assumption that given a missile strike on a structure,
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the probiﬁility for penetration and damage to safety-related equipment
was unity. This assumption ignores the existence of structural barriers-
and the possibility that a missile might nof strike or, if it did strike,
that it might not damage the safety--elated equipment inside of the
structure (Id.). As indicated by.the Staff, these conservatisms are
built into the methods and criteria used in the North Anna Units 1 and

2 proceeding to evaluate probabilities in order to compensate for the
uncertainties in the available data and state-of-the-art analytical

methods which Task Action Plan A-37 was initiated to quantify.

In addition to the specified conservatisms, the Staff required VEPCO to
commit to certain protective measures. These measures relate to certain
turbine valve inspection, maintenance, and testing procedures which were
incorporated into the technical specifications for the North Anna Unit 1
operating license (884.7.1.7, 4.7.1.8.1 and 4.7.1.8.2), and which will
also be a part of the Unit 2 operating license when issued. The Staff
concluded that the conservatisms, in addition to the protective measures
incorporated intc the license, provide an acceptable level of protection
for the North Anna facility, and that the conclusions produéed upon
completion of Task Action Plan A-37 will not result in additional.reQuire-
ments for the facility (Response, pp. 5, 6; see also, SER, Suppl. 2,
§10.7). Accordingly, the Staff does not consider the turbine missile
risk analysis for North Anna Units 1 and 2 to be dependent on Task A-37,
and concludes the matter to be resolved for North Anna Units 1 and 2

Resporise, pp. 5, 6).
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WASH-1400: does not form a basis for the conclusions regarding turbine
missiles contained in the Staff's Response and in §10.7 of Supplement

2 of the Safety Evaluation Report fo~ North Anna Units 1 and 2. The
Response does coétain a reference to Task Action Plan A-37, a copy of
which was attached to the Response. This Task Action Plan references
WASH-1400. However, Task Action Plan A-37 was supplied for information
purposes only in response to the Appeal Board's August 25, 1978 decision
(ALAB-491), and was not a substitute for the analyses performed for this
proceeding that have been documented in the North Anna Safety Evaluation
Reports. Thus, the Staff did not mean to imply by providing the Task
Action Plan that it was in any way relying on the expected results of

Task A-37 or on WASH-1400 for its cunclusions regarding risks from turbine

s . ol g : 1
missile accidents at North Anna Units 1 and 2.—/

Y Since neither Task Action Plan A-37 nor WASH-1400 were relied on by

the Staff in the North Anna Units 1 and 2 proceedi: the use of
WASH-1400 in this Task Action Plan is not of particular significance
to the Appeal Board in its review of this proceeding. However, the
Staff wishes to make some comments in response to the UCS Brief
regarding the use of WASH-1400 in this Plan.

The UCS references the Commission's interim policy statement that
states, inter alia, that the contents of WASH-1400 do not constitute
an appropriate basis for licensing decisions (See 39 F.R. 30964
(August 27, 1978)). Although this reference is correct, it should
also be noted that the Commission policy statement did not bar all
reference whatsoever to WASH-1400. The policy statement did indicate
that neither the lower level consequences nor the lower level risks
indicated in WASH-1400 should be relied on to relax existing require-
ments or to change safety or environmental regulations.
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'The Staff's Analysis Does Not Represent an Attack on the
Commission's Requlations

> S

The UCS also alleyes that the Staff cannot find that safety systems at
North Anna are adequately protected from turbine missiles without relying
on WASH-1400 (Brief, n. 3). The Staff infers that UCS is also arguing
that, absent any other basis for supporting the Staff conclusions regard-
ing the low risk of turbine missiles at North Anna, the Staff is circum-
venting General Nesign Criteria 4 (GDC-4) (Brief, pp.2, 3). GDC-4
requires that structures, systems and components important to safety
appropriately protected against, inter ilia, the effects of missiles

CFR Part 50, App. A, I, 4). This failure to comply with GOC 4, the
argument apparently continues, constitutes an improper attack on the

regulations (Brief, pp.6, 7).

This UCS argument rests upon the incorrect assumption that the Staff
relied on WASH-1400 for its conclusions regarding turbine missile risks
at North Anna. The Staff listed the assumptions upon which its turbine

missile conclusions rested on pages 4-6 of the Response. The list did

not contain WASH-1400-derived p-cbabilities. As stated previously, the

Staff utilized several conservatisms in its analysis of turbine missile
risks. Despite these conservatisms, the Staff imposed certain require-
ments on VEPCO regarding inspections, maintenance and testing procedures.
It was upon these bases, and not WASH-1400, that the Staff was able to
conclude that an acceptable level of protection exists for North Anna

.

: . : Y s .
with respect to turbine missiles (R nse .6). Accordingly, the

applicable regulatory requirement regarding turbine missiies,
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sat1sf1ed! Thus, the Staff's analysis on turbine missile risks at North

Anna Units 1 and 2 does not constitute a challenge to the regulations. -

ITI. CORCLUSION
For the reasons discussed above the Staff urges the Appeal Board to find
that the allegations raised by the UCS in its Brief are without merit.
Respectfully submitted,
,Z:ernaué>p 377;,4¢44nn4~4~'rt

Daniel T. Swanson
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 16th day of November, 1978
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