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We recently revised our schedule for the safety review of your operating .
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your subnittal of required geclogy and scismology inforcation.

The reviszed schedule contains the following principal milestones:

Issuve SER Supplement on Geology/Seismology 10/31/75

ACRS Full Cormittee Mceting Complete 12/05/75
Issue SER Supplerent 01/02/76
Licensing Effort Complete 04/14/176

(Following hearings and ASLB cccision)

This schedule was based upon the assumption that we would receive cocplete
and acceptable respenses to the geology and seismology questions (forwarded
by our letter of Febiuary 13, 1975) in time for us to cozplete our review
and publish the SER Supplexment on October 31, 1975.

Although you respoaded to sore of the questions in August and September,
your responses were not completed unfil October 31, 1975 and our
preliminary rcview indicates that these responses are not adequate.
Additional iafcrmation will be vrequired. The additional information that
will be required, based on our preliminary review to date, is described
in the enclosure.

We do not know at the present time vhem you will provide complete responses
to the items in the caclosure or how long it will take us to cooplete our
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evaluation of them. However, it appears that the schedule described above
vill be dclayed by at least three montns due to this matter, In light of
your estimared date of February 1576 for completing construction of

Unit 1, we cannot stress too wuch the importance of your submitting
complete and adequate responses as soon as possible,

In 2ddition, we are unable to reach final conclusions on the environmental
impact of heated water discharge from the plant or to develop satisfactory
environmental technical speciflications to guard against potential damage
from this heated water until a corplete analysis of the thernal model
studies, perforred during August 1975, is submitted. 7The preliminary
information sutzitted in October 1975 is not sufficient for these purposes,
Unless you can subait cocplete information (as previously discussed with _
your personncl) on this matter by mid-Juouary, 1976, we do not believe
that we can pake our final conclusions on environmental techaniecal
specifications in tire to proceed to environmental hearings by May 1976.
If the environmental hearings cantot be started by May 1976, this matter
could become the critical path item in completing the licensing effort.
Again, in light of your estimated fuel loading date, we cannot stress

too much the izportance of submitting a cooplete and adequate analysis

of the thermal rodel cxperiments as soon as possible. In addition, very
prompt resolution of this ustter might permit holding hearings on
eavironmeatal issues and sorme safety issues prior to hearings on geology
and seispology, which in turn could save time on the critical path to
coupletion of the liceasing effort. .

Please contact us if ycu have any questions or comments concerning these
patters. : :

Sincerely,

K. C. DbeYoung, Assisrant uvirector
for Light VWater Reactors Group 1
Division of Reactor Licensing

Enclosure:
Request for Additional

Information

cc: See page 3
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SITE CIL\RACTERISTICS

L
The distance from the plant site to the main body of the Hosgri
fault 4s important in deterrining the maxinum acceleration at the
plant site due to an carthquake on the Hosgri faulc. 1In v
Appendix 2.5E to the FSAR you have stated distances and depths
you used in your calculations. Hovever, you have not subnitted
any data which directly deranstrate what the distances and depths
are. Therefore, we do not consider your supporting documentation
to be adequate. Ve will need migrated and unmigrated seismic
profiles vhich decanstrate what the depths and distances are.
These should include at least the pertineat scismic profiles
obtained by 'estern Ceophysical Compaany in the vicinity of the
plant site and vhich vour perscnnel have stated wvould be provided
to us. Your response should include a thorough technical
description of the =ethods used tg fix the survey ships' positions
and the accuracy and reliability of those methods. You should
also describe the veiocities of the layers used in the migration”
process.
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You have used the SAM 1II procedure develepea by John A. Bluze
to calculate tie pecak site acceleration due to an earthquake on
the Hosgrl fault, You noted that this procedure is new and, as
yet, has not becn publisiied in the technical literature.
Following our informal request for further justification of
this procedurc you expanded your discussion of the procedure in.
Appendix lA to ZAppendix 2.5¢ to the FSAR (Amendzent 36).

This discucsicn, however, is not adegquate to enable us to verify
the validity of your approach. In order for us to give credit
for your method of calculating the peak site acceleration your
submission will have to be ~t leact as detziled zs the original
technical paper describing .01 1 and should include a discussion
of differences berween >Ad L and SAM 1II and a careful and
thorough techinical description of the reliability and statistical
parameters concerning the values obtained using the SAM III
proccdure. The subnittal should fully coopare the results
obtained by the SAM IIT procedure and results obtained by
procedures derived ané published bv other investigators, e.g., -
Trifunac and Brady (l19753) and Schnable and Seed (1973). Any
differences in results should be explained in technical detail.
1f you cannot provide this infermation in the detail described
above, we and our consultants will not be able to approve your
proceduze for calculating the peak site acceleration,



2,24 You have stated in Appendix 2.5E to the FSAR that attezpts to
obtain sourcc rechiniea rolutions for the 1227 event rule out
a predooinantly stiike slip moverent. In cricr to evaluate this
statement we vill need a detailcd cnalysis of the published
literature which you have cited with respect to alternative v
focal mechanisms supported by the data and the unpublished study
by Swith to support this conclusion. You should include a
discussion of the vange of fault strikes and slip vectors
permitted by the data for each of the incomplete fault plane

. golutions cited. You should also subnit copies of all scismograns

used in the analysis, including calibration data, if available,
aud diiectiva aad ovientatinn markincs for cach seiscogram.



2.25

The problens involved in evaluating the southern terzination of
the Hosgri foult and the relationship of the Hosgri fault to

the San Sineon fault on the north are such that we and our
consultants will nced to review all available seismic profiles.,
Thercfore, you should submit all cuch profiles which you have

not yet subnitted, including those obtained by Western Ceophysical
Company south of latitude 35°N and north of latitude 35°40'N.



2.26

It is our position that the facility should =ecet the requirerants
of ‘Appendix A to 10 CFR Yart 100 where the raximum earthquake
sssociated with the losgri fault is considercd to be a safc shug-
down carthquake. (We consider this to be a scparate matter from
your origiral propesed Double Design Earthquatze, vhich we also
consider to be a Safe Shutdown Earthquake under the requirements .
of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100).

You have proposed a peak site acceleration of 0.5z for the

maximum earthoual:e associated with the Hosgri fault (which we
consider to be a Safe Snutderm Earthquake) anmd you have subzitted
the results of abbreviated structural analyses of the efiects of
this earthquake. You ccrsilered the results of these abbrevizted
analyses in conjunciion with the cozplete analyses of the cifects
of the Double Desizn Earthquake and coneluded thezt the plant design
is adequate. We dn nor dissgrer with this general approach.

However, you have not submitted any inforractjon concerning the
plents' abilicy to withstuud eun Operariiuy Basis Ea:lhiyuale with

a peak acceleration of 0.25g (as opposed to the original Pesign
Eartliyuahe with a peak acceleration of 0.Zg). appendix A to

10 CFR Part 100 requires that the plant be designed to withsrand
an Operating Basis Earrhquake with a peak accelcration of at

Jeast 1/2 the peak acceleration of the Safe Shutdown Earthquake.
Accordingly, 2s we have previously inforzed your personnel
inforrmally, it is our position that you must either deronstrate
that the facilitics are adequately designed for an Operating

Basis Earthquiake with a peazk acceleration of 0.25g or else justify,
as an exception to Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 100, the acccptabilicy
of aa Operating Basis Earthguake with a peak acceleration of

0.2 (vhich correcponds tu your wrigiaal Desiga Carthquake) for
this site. In the cveat you choose to justify the 0.2g value

you should also describe the basis for your conclusions regarding
the adequacy of the design for an Operating Basis Earchquake

" at 0.2¢ using the spectrum you have proposed for tha maxinua

carthqucke on the Hoseri feult. Justification of exceptions

to Appendix & to 10 CFR Part 100 is discussed in Section II of
that docucent. Justification of Operating Pasis Earthquake
awceleracion levels 1s ¢iscussed in Section II.8 of Standard
Review Plan 2.5.2, "Vibratory Cround Motion". .



You have not described, in Acendment 37 to the FSAR, the response
ofs the turbine building, the intake structure or safety related
tanks to the caxirum earthquaiie on the losgri fault, As we have
previously inforned your personnel inforrally, the turbine
building and the intake structure contain important safety related
components and the basis for protecting these components has
been analyses de-onstrating that structural failure vould not
occur (for the Double Desiyn Carthquake at 0.4g). In addition,
safety rclated tanks are irportant to safety. Thercfore, it is
our position that you should subzit the results of analyses for
these structures similar to those you have subnitted for the
contaiarent building and auxiliary structure showing the effects
of the maxirum carthguake on the Hosgri fault. Tf stresses
exceed allovables you should discuss the arount and the basis

for your conclusicns regarding adequacy of the structural design.
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