
August 22, 1983

Docket No. 50-244
'S05-83-08-029

Mr. John E. Maier, Vice President
Electric and Steam Production
Rochester Gas 5 Electric Corporation
89 East Avenue
Rochester, New York 14649

Dear Mr. Maier:

SUBJECT: INTEGRATED PLANT SAFETY ASSESSMENT REPORT (IPSAR)
SECTION 4.15, SEISMIC DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
R. E. GINNA NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

In Section 4.15 of the Integrated Plant Safety Assessment Report
(NUREG-0821) for your plant, the staff identified seismic design issues
requiring plant modifications or further analysis. By letters dated
January 14, 1982. April 11. 1983, May 19, 1983, and June 16, 1983, you
responded to the open issues noted in the IPSAR. Enclosed is the
staff's safety evaluation of your response.

As discussed in the safety evaluation, the staff finds your coamitments
and approaches for resolution of the issues acceptable. However, before
the staff can conclude that your plant is adequately protected against
seismic events, you must demonstrate that any modifications made as part
of the Structural Upgrade Program (due to wind and tornado loadings) will
not significantly affect conclusions already reached on the seismic
response of the plant structures. Also, you should submit the reports
for staff review regarding the adequacy of the control room electrical
panels and cable trays.
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Enclosure:
As stated

cc w/enclosure:
See next page

Sincerely,
Orfginel sign8'd 5y-g

Dennis M. Crutchfield, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch No. 5
Division of Licensing
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CC

Harry H. Voigt', Esquire
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae
1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N. W.
Suite 1100
Washington, D. C. 20036

. Mr. Michael Slade
12 Trailwood Circle
Rochester, New York 14618

Ezra Bialik
Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Bureau
New York State Department of Law
2 World Trade Center
New York, New York 10047

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II Office
ATTN: Regional Radiation Representative
26 Federal Plaza
New York, New York 10007

Herbert Grossman, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Thomas E. Murley, Regional Administrator
Nuclear. Regulatory Commission, Region I
631 Park Avenue
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Resident Inspector
R. E. Ginna Plant
c/o U. S. NRC

1503 Lake Road
Ontario, New York 14519

Director, Bureau of Nuclear
Operations

State of New York Energy Office
Agency Building 2
Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223

Supervisor of the Town
of Ohtario

107 Ridge Road West
Ontario, New York 14519

Dr. Emmeth A. Luebke
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Richard F. Cole
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555



TOPIC I II-6, SEISMIC DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

R. E. GINNA NUCLEAR POHER PLANT

I . INTRODUCTION

In Section 4.15, Topic III-6, "Seismic Design Considerations," of the .

Ginna Integrated Plant Safety Assessment Report (NUREG-0821) the staff
identified seven issues related to the seismic design of the plant and
approved the commitment by the licensee to coordinate these issues
with a larger structural upgrade program and modify any safety-related
structures, systems and components, as necessary. The outstanding
issues related to the seismic capability are: steel bracings of
auxi liary and turbine bui ldings, essential service water pump, safety-
related field erected tanks (refueling water storage tank and sodium
hydroxide spray additive tank), electrical panels, electrical cable
trays, and functional capability of components. The purpose of this
evaluation is to summarize the final resolution of these items based
on the review of the licensee's information submitted following the
issuance of the Ginna Integrated Plant Safety Assessment Report (IPSAR).

STRUCTURES

As described in the IPSAR and the safety evaluation report, for SEP
Topic III-6 (Reference 1), four sets of steel bracings (bracing at
northeast corner of auxiliary bui lding low roof and the cross 'bracings
above the operating floor in the south, north and west walls of turbine
building) were found to be overstressed under the postulated safe
shutdown earthquake (SSE). The licensee has committed to upgrade these
structural members as part of any resultant modifications from the wind
and tornado loading analysis. This analysis is currently being conducted
by the licensee through its Structural Upgrade Program (Reference 2).
In a meeting on February 24, 1983, the analysis approach was described
by the licensee. The staff concludes that the analysis techniques and
acceptance criteria proposed by the licensee are acceptable, as described
in a separate evaluation for the, Structural Upgrade Program (Section 4.8),
provided that the following issues are confirmed in the application:

A. Since the characteristics of wind and tornado loadings, and earthquake
loading are quite different, the modifications due to wind and tornado
loading analyses might not fit the needs of earthquake loading. The
licensee should demonstrate that any proposed modifications as a

result of the structural upgrade program, will not result in any
structural members being overstressed under the postulated seismic
loading; This aspect will be addressed in phase 2 of the licensee's
structural upgrade program and will be reviewed by the staff upon
receipt of the licensee's phase 2 submittal'
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B. Any upgrading for wind and tornado loads will increase the load
resistance of buildings in lateral direction. In turn, this
lateral load resistance increase will cause the building frequency
to increase and will change the shape and amplitude of floor
response spectra generated for seismic analysis of the subsystems.
The licensee should demonstrate that changes in building structures
do not significantly affect the structural responses'nd the
loadings upon piping and equipment within the structures.

III. MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL COMPONENTS

As a result of the staff's review of the licensee's responses to the open
items identified in the IPSAR and, the discussion with the licensee
through meeti ngs and conference calls, the following conclusions were
drawn:

A. Essential Service Water Pump - As discussed in the IPS'AR, the pump
casing support was found to be overstressed under the postulated
seismic loading due to the lack of lateral support near the suction
of the pump. The licensee has committed to upgrade this pump and
the modification is scheduled for completion by June 30, 1984.

B. Safety-Related Field Erected Tanks - All safety-related field erected
tanks are found to be capable of withstanding the postulated seismic
loadings except the three tanks discussed below:

1. Refueling Water Storage Tank - The licensee has committed to
perform a detailed evaluation for demonstrating the design
adequacy of this tank. The evaluation is scheduled to be
completed by August 31, 1983, and any necessary modifications
will be scheduled at that time.

2. Sodium Hydroxide Tank - According to the analysis performed by
the licensee (Reference 3), this tank would not meet the
acceptance criteria for the seismic analysis. The licensee has
committed to upgrade this tank by the 1984 refueling outage.

3. Volume Control Tank - As discussed in the licensee's submittal
(Reference 3), this tank does not meet the acceptance criteria
for the seismic review. However, the licensee does not consider
that any modifications are necessary because: (1) the pr edicted
radiological consequences due to the failure of this tank is
substantially lower than that required by 10 CFR Part 100, (2)
the tank is not used for safe shutdown, and (3) the tank
volume is small (1500 gal.) and will not be of concern
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with respect to flooding of safety-related components. The
staff agrees that this tank is not needed for safe shutdown
and that the radiological consequences due to its failure
will result in exposure substantially below the" guidelines
setforth in 10 CFR Part 100. - The issue of flooding due to
failure of tanks was reviewed as part of the resolution to
IPSAR Section 4.25.3. Therefore, this issue is resolved.

C.

D.

Control. Room Electrical Panels - In order to demonstrate the
structural integrity of panels (load path from an internally mounted
element'to anchorage and support systems), the licensee has committed
to conduct a low-impedance test for the main control board and, using
the dynamic characteristics measured from the test,'erform a seismic
analysis to demonstrate its design adequacy. According to the
licensee, the test has already been completed and the analysis is
being performed. by its consultant. Vhe final report will be completed
by the end of 1983.

Electrical Cable Trays - Recently, t e SEP Owners Group has completed
its full-scale shake-table laborator testing program of electrical
cable trays. A report summarizing' e results and general findings

~
from th'e test was submitted for review. 'ccording to the Owners
Group, a second report which will document a set of cable tray.
evaluation criteria and guidelines is being developed from the test.
This report will be submitted for review by August 31, 1983. For
the evaluation of cable trays at Ginna, the licensee coranitted to
develop a program plan based on the criteria to be proposed by the
Owners Group. The staff finds this approach acceptable and will
review the Owners Group guidelines when they are submitted.

E. Functional Capability of Components - The staff has initiated a
generic program to develop criteria for the seismic qualification of
equipment in operating plants as, an Unresolved Safety Issue (USI A-46).
Under this program, an explicit set of guidelines (or criteria) that
should be used to judge the adequacy of the seismic qualifications
(both functional capability and structural integrity) of safety-related
mechanical and electrical equipment at all operating plants will be
developed. This issue will be resolved outside the scope of SEP.
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