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l. T em wmeployed by Bechtel Power Corperation (Bechtel) as =
Enginsering Speci{allec. 1 bave parcicipeted in the perfomm-
sacce Of the seiemic asalyses for both Phase 1 and Phase II
of the Trojan Contreol Building proceeding. I have alsc
parcticipaced (o the engiseering revievs which Bave deter-
wioed the potenticl impacts of differences Datween the
top-of-wall interface condicions assumed {c #uch amalysen
and thore which have Been detarwingd to exist through field
execnizaticus, and in revievs of documents avidenring
changes in deaign details requestad by the conetruction
cntr.n.ttor (Pield Chaczge Ragquests).

1. 4s descrided {n paragreach 2 of Mr. Broehl's affidavit
regarding Licanse Xvent Report (LER) BO=07, Licenses
fdentified & location (cthe Auxiliary Buflding south wall)
vhere the dovign drowings wed Lypivel Jeisile wuie mie-
interpretad by the construction contractor, Por purposes
of tha Control Suilding proceeding, the wall at this
iocetioc was coceidered o minor sbear wall in Licensee’s
acalyses of the structural capa*ility of the Camplax.
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Foxevar, since this wall {o dn close proziaity to a par
allel d=fe.~thick abf{eld wall and {cs relative strength =2
stiffoess wae comperatively low, reduction of this wall's
slear cepacity to tero would not reduce the capadbility of
the as-builr Cozplex to resist the Safe Shutdown Sarth-
quéks, The corrective action dascribed {o paragraph J of
¥r. Broahl's affidavit Bas provided a cocnaction fuactioe
ally comparadle to that which was specified {n the origicel
denign dreving detsils and bas resrcred the well's adility
to participate {n the Duilding response ar assumed (n the
Coutrol Building procesding.

Bechral has performad gn engivecricg evalustion of the con-
ditions idectified in peragrepbe 6-9 of Mr. Broebl's alfidavie
ts datermine their porentia)l fmpecte on the etruciural capa-
bility of the individual walls and on the structursl capadilicy
of the Complax as & whole. The resulcs of the angioeericg
evaluationa of thase condit{ons are described below.

2) The imcouplete grout at the top-of-wall i{nterface of
two minar sbaar walleg (n the Pusl Building at Eleva-
tiow 77 ft, (paragraph 7 of Mr. Broehl's affidevit)
regulted in reductions of the walla' in-plans capaci-
tiss and would have resulced in & corresponding reduc~
tion im the fn-place BCE loads tranmitted to thase
walla. The walls in the ap~found condition would heve
beso cepable of cesisting the reduced losds. The
sxcens loads would have bean resistad by adjscent valls
which have oufficient capacity to reslot sued oddi-
ticnal loads. The incemplete grout would mot have
reduced the capacities of these wally below those
vequired to reasist out-of-plane BST loads. The cor=
rec ive actions described {n paragraph 7 of Mr. Broakl’s
affidavit have restored the original dasign capacicy.



v)

c)

d)

Pallure to provide steel anglee at the top of a minor
sbhaar well dc the Auriliary Buillding at Elevation A5 fr.
oo each side (paragraph 7 of Mr. Broabl's affidevic)
reduces the In=plane capacity of the wall and resclics
fa no in-plane S0 lcads Baing transzitted to (t. The
wall Ban sufficlent cepacity to tewist its ows (n~placzs
852 {vertia loads. Adjecent shear walls bBave sulfi-
clent excesn caprcity to resinr the lcads o trass-
witted to this wall, The corrective action diacrided in
paragraph 7 of Mr. Broebl's affidevit will restore the
wall's capacity to rasiat the design loads.

“be structural steel bemm interferencs at the tep~
of-the wall ipterface of a mioor shear wall in the
Auxiliary Building at Elevetion 77 fr. (paragreph 8 of
Mr. Booahl's affidavit) resulted in & reduction of the
capacity of this wall, Bowever, this reduced capacity
is greater than the predicted in~plans SIT loads.
Likewise, thie condition vould oot have reduced the
capacity of the wall balow that required to resiet
out=of-plane SET loeds. The corrective actisn der-
crided {o paragraph 8 of Mr. Broehl's efficdevit will
restors the original design capacity,

The lack of completion of one masonry wythe of a miver
sbaar wall in the Puel Building ot Elevaticn A% fr. te
the slad adove (paragraph 9 of Mr. Broehl's aZficevic)
reduces the {o--lase cepecity of shis wall ==d results
{a po la-plane $EY loade being tracsmitced co it.

T™he wall in capadble of revisting {te own {o-plane 5T
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fnertia loads. The sctire {o-place 5T load predicted
" by BTAZOYYT te be transrmitted te this wall can be
resioted by afiecent structural slements. The above
condition did ant reduce the capacity of this wall
below cnac required to vesisr out-~of-place B5T losds.
Therefore, the lack of completion of this cte mascary
wythe to tha slad above has vo safaty siguificance,
T™he wall wil) oot be considerad to contribyte to the

seiscic reaistence of the Complax.

&. The Control Buildiag F-line wall at Elevetion &5 ft. identified
fie paragragh 10 of Mr. Broahl's affidavit was considered a
major ahear wall in the analyses of the seimic capatility of
the Complex, The 3 fr. 1] in. wide opening above a portal of
this wall which sxtends to the floor slad sbove resulls iz s
reduction of the in-plane capacity of this wall. The reduced
capacity {s approximacely 40 percent greater thans the in-plans
85T losds pradicted by STAKDYEY. The adove condition did pot
reduce the capacity of this wall below that required to resis:
cut=of~-plane logds. Thus, corrective action {p not ioquitod
for this wall to perform properly ln the svent of an S5Z. Tha
proposed mod|{fications o the Coarrol Bullding pursnast to
Foane II of these procesdiogs would increass the ratio of
capacity to ia-plane 032 load for this wall above 1.4,

2. Ie the present sv=duilt condition of the Complex the cumuletive
impact oo the arrvuctural zapability of the reasults of the
anglyees of Individual walls descrided in paragraphs 2-4 above,
prior to amy corrective action, is to reduce the capacicy of
the Complax by approzimetely 1.1 percest {o the F=5 dlreccioo
4od approxismately 3.0 percent {n the B~ direction, There
cumulative reductions in capacity are iosignificami. The eflects
of the above-refersnced conditicas on the everall distributien
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ef loads (n ths Ceeplex otd oOn tie floor raspotes spactia,

are mezl{ ible.

Folleving caxpletion of corrective sctious

describad (n Mr. Broetl's affidevit the only reduction in
capacity will ba 1.1 percant (o the EB-F divectios.

§. Pollowing the wedificaticns to the Complex propossd o Phase I
of this procesding, the cuwulative impact of the reduced
capscity for tha tws walls (paregraphe 3.« and 4 abova) for
vhich corrective action is not placned would continue to e
{naignificant, end the wffezts oo cverall distribution of losds
and ou floor response spectra will alyo continue to be inaigni-

ficant.

I, Villis= M. White, being first duly sworu, state that I heve reviewed
the foragoirg affidgvic, end that the statenents centained thereic ars
trus &nd correct to the best of ay kaxledge and deliel.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on June 16, 1980:

(1) Licensee's letter, dated June 16, 1980, to the U. S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Region V, with Supplement ! to
Licensee Event Report 80-07;

(2) Licensee's Affidavit, dated June 16, 1980, of Donald J. Broehl
regarding Licensee Event Report 80-07; and

{3) Licensee's Affidavit, dated June 16, 1980, of Dr. William H. White
regarding Licenee Event Report 80-07

have been served upon the persons designated with an asterisk by delivery
to a messenger for prompt service and on the remaining persons listed
below by depositing copies thereof in the United States mail with proper
postage affixed for first class mail.

*Marshall E. Miller, Esq., Chairman Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel %
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20555
*Dr. Kenneth A. McCollom, Dean Docketing and Service Section 3)
Division of Engineering, Office of the Secretary
Architecture and Technology U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commiss on
Cklahoma State University Washington, D. C. 20555

Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074
*Joseph R. Gray, Esq.

*Dr. Hugh C. Paxton Counsel for NRC Staff

1229 - 4lst Street U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544 Washington, D. C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Lowenstein, Newman, Reis, Axelrad & Toll
Panel 1025 Connecticut Ave., N. W.

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Suite 1214

Washington, D. C. 20555 Washington, D. C. 20036




