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Hydraulic tubing for control rod drives and the. pport
Motor-operated valves mounted on piping less than & in. in siameter
Battery racks

Cable trays and supports
Elcctrlco( *i jgfnu and equipment mounted therein
(Including !oe ou‘qﬂo ntor :ontrof Centers and switch gear)

Pipe supports designed using lateral defiection and force
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1) The piping In the foclllty Is adequate to resist an earthquake
-lth on 314 nlu of u}u o i15¢ 'W being stralned beyond elastic
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to deternine that they are fully In sccord with the design criteria, In our
Judgment the piping end supports have sufficient margins of resistance to

resist an 3SE carthquake acceleration of 0.2 g without loss of function.
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J) Based upon the examination of selected equipre: ! that in our
Judgment represents a lower bound with respect to seismic fragility, we feel
that the equipment in the facility Is adequate to resist an earthquake with
an SSE value of 0.20 g, and subject to satisfying several points which are
discussed below, should remalin functional. This conclusion Is based upon
'
consideration of modern criteria Involving floor response spectra, especially

ot upper levels of the structures where amplified motions might be expected,

and with the reallzation that the uncertainty bound for the selsmic resistance

ot
of equipment I3 broad, It Is felt that the margins for damage of equipment

are probably less than specified by current criteria, but It is our assessment
that the possible damage should not Impalr functional capebility. We recognize
that less rigorous design criteria existed when the equipment was manufactured,
and there was also less attention p,td In the design to support of equipment.
The above conclusions are pfﬁlutcd on the following additional
points:
i) That all safety-related electrical equipment in the plant is
checked to ensure that adequate positive anchorage exists.
1) That remalning items identifled previously are evaluated and
upgraded if required,
1) Thet o general reconnaissance of the plant be made to identify
and upgraﬁe If necessary any overhead or suspended items which could be
dislodged or fall during an sarthquake and Impair capability of the plant

to shut down safely.




