
From: Lawrence Rossbach
To: Kathy K. (GE Energy) Sedney
Date: 10/29/2006 9:54:33 PM
Subject: comments on response to 3.6 RAIs

Attached are comments on GEs response to the 3.6 RAIs submitted in MFN 06-299 dated August 28, 2006. We
didn't identify any Proprietary information in these comments but since MFN 06-299 contained Proprietary
information in the Enclosure please identify if there is any Proprietary information in the attached comments. We
will make these comments public in a week if you do not identify any Proprietary information.

A telephone conference call to discuss these comments may be useful in resolving them. Please contact me to arrange
a call or to let me know if you do not wish one.

Thanks, Larry

CC: Amy Cubbage; David.hinds@ge.com; david.piepmeyer@ge.com; Frostie.white@ge.com;
George Stramback; James Gaslevic; Wayne Massie; Yueh-Li Li
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Comments on section 3.6 RAI responses contained in MFN 06-299 dated August 28, 2006
submittal MFN 06-299, Response to a portion of NRC RAI Letter #45.:

RAI 3.6-4
In a letter dated August 28, 2006, GE responded to RAI 3.6-4 that Criterion BTP EMEB 3-1,
B.1 .c applies to the ESBWR for identification of pipe breaks, as summarized in DCD Subsection
3.6.2.1.1. But the RAI was related to BTP EMEB 3-1 Section B.1.d and GE has not answered
the RAI, specifically if the DCD Subsection 3.6.2.1.1 is applicable to a complex piping system
defined in the BTP EMEB 3-1 Section B.1.d. GE should address this RAI associated with
complex systems such as those containing arrangements of headers and parallel piping running
between headers.

RAI 3.6-7
In the same letter GE responded to RAI 3.6-7(a) through (e). The staff, in this RAI, requested
GE to clarify certain details of the analytical methods and modeling techniques in DCD
Appendix 3J and the use of computer programs to calculate the pipe whip dynamic responses.
The following responses are incomplete.

(b) Acceptable dynamic models suggested in the Standard Review Plan (SRP) include lumped
parameter analysis models, energy balance analysis models, and static analysis models. Also,
alternate analytical approaches are given in ANS standard Paragraphs 6.3.1 through 6.3.5.
DCD Appendix 3J presents only two specific approaches: dynamic time-history analysis with
simplified models and dynamic time-history analysis with detailed piping models. The RAI was
if any other analytical (nonlinear) methods and modeling techniques (discussed in the SRP and
ANS standard) will be used for ESBWR plants. GE's response refers to enclosure 4 which
should be enclosure 3. Enclosure 3 provides a sample calculation prepared for a typical ABWR
plant for pipe break nonlinear method and modeling technique for main steam pipe break at
terminal end reactor pressure vessel (RPV) nozzles, which claims to be the representative
method to be used. But the question was if any other methods discussed in SRP and the ANS
Standard will be used for ESBWR. GE should address whether any other analytical (nonlinear)
methods and modeling techniques (discussed in the SRP and ANS standard) will be used for
ESBWR plants.

(c) GE identified computer program PDA and ANSYS to be used to calculate the pipe whip
dynamic responses. This part of the RAI was related to the question raised in (b) above.
Without identifying the methods to be used, this response is not complete. Hence, GE should
identify the methods to be used and then the computer programs to be used for each of these
methods.

(e) The original question was related to the quality control of the computer programs and the
computed results. GE's response was the analytical approach used for the two types of
analyses presented in DCD appendix 3J, without addressing the quality control of computer
codes. GE should address the quality control of computer programs and the computer results
as requested.

RAI 3.6-8
In RAI 3.6-8, the staff requested GE to provide the technical justification for operability criteria in
the DCD Section 3.6.2.3.2 for components on the ruptured piping required for safe shutdown or
that serve the structural integrity of a safety-related component. The DCD states that limits to
meet the ASME Code requirements for faulted conditions and limits to ensure required
operability are to be met for these components.



In the letter dated August 28, 2006 (MFN 06-299), GE did not entirely address this RAI. For a
ruptured pipe, GE claims that for a main steam line the pipe stresses within the containment
penetration region are required to be less than 2.25 Srm in accordance with BTP EMEB 3-1
criteria. GE referred to Subsection 3.6.2.2, second part of the fifth bullet for the technical
justification for this claim. This is acceptable because it meets the ASME code requirement for
faulted condition. However, GE did not address the technical justification concerning the limits
used to ensure the required operability of the safety-related components. GE in its response
states that further clarifications are included in appendix 3J, which is not specific. Also, in the
last paragraph on main steam isolation valve (MSIV) operability GE states that only satisfying
2.25 Sm in accordance with BTP EMEB 3-1 criteria will ensure the operability of the MSIV
installed within the containment penetration. However, only satisfying the code limit does not
ensure the component operability without meeting the operability requirements specified in SRP
section 3.9.3. Therefore, this response is incomplete and unacceptable.


