TOP IS 0, SEISMIC DESIGN CONSIDERATION AMI
INTEGRI TY YSTER CREEK MUCLEAR POMER STATION

'S yOU are aware, the staff and 1ts consyltants have completed the seiss
review of Oyster Creek muclear power plant. Enclosad (Enclosure 1) are

draft of NUREG Consultant Report, "Sefsmic Review of the Oyster (reek
Nuclear Power Plant as part of the Systematic Evaluation Program,* and G4
piping raport, EGC-EA-5211, “Summary of the Oyster Creek Unit | Piping
.alculations Performed for the Systematic Evaluaifon Program.” These reports
will serve as the principal input for staff's finvl assessment for Systeme
Evaluation Program Topics 1116, Setsmic Design Considerations and []1-°

Component Integrity. Please inform us if your as-buflt factility differs
from the licensing basis assumed in our assessment.

According to our review, some open items have deen i1dentified (Enc)
related to these topics. The detailed evaluation of these open {tem
be found in the attached reports.

fou are required to respond to ftem 6 of Enclosure 2 within 30 day rom the
cate of receipt of this letter. For the remiining items of the same enclosure,
we recuire additional information from You. You should submit th formation
within 45 days from the date of receipt of this letter. 'm the '
analysis is necessary for you to complete our evaluation, you
i schedule “or completion of each open item. Proposed modif |

NP 1 wpOrt are representative of the types of corrective a
hould be considered to upgrade seismic safety margins. Purs

59 you should 'ndecendent Iy evaluate the necessity of any

facilfity.










UMITED 5TATTS
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON O € 20888

March 20, 1341

Docket No. 50-219
L505-81-03-048 RCOUWA L

Mr. Ivan R. Finfrock, Jr.

Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Stacfion
P. 0. Box 388 :

Forked River, New Jersey 0871)

Dear Mr. Finfrock:

SUBJECT: SEP TOPICS I11-6, SEISMIC DESIGN CONSIDERATION ANO [11-11, COMPONENT
INTEGRITY - OYSTER CREEK MUCLEAR POMER STATION
a A v Y

AS you ars aware, the staff and 1ts consultants have cospleted the sefsmic
review of Oyster Creek muclear power plamt. Enclosed (Enclosure 1) are coples
of draft of N‘G Consultant Report, “Sefsmic Review of the Oyster Creek
Nuclear Power Plant as part of the Systematic Eveluation Program,” and EG4G
piping report, EGG-EA-5211, *Sumnary of the Oyster Creek Unit 1 Piping
Calculations Performed for the Systematic Evaluation Program.* These reports
will serve as the principal input for staff's final assessaent for Systematic
Evaluation Program Topics 111-6, Seismic Design Considerstions and I11-11,
Component Integrity. Please {nform us if your as-buflt facility differs
from Lthe licensing basis as in our assessment.

' B
According to our review, some open items have Seen fdentified (Enclosure 2)
related to these topics. The detailed evaluation of these open ftems can
be found 1n the attached reports.

You are required to respond to ftem 6 of Enclosure 2 within 30 days from the
date of receipt of this letter. For the remdining items of the same enclosure,
we require additional information from you. You should subeit this information
within 45 days from the date of receipt of %his letter. In the event that
enalysis is necessary for you to complete our evaluation, you should submit

4 schedule for completion of each open item. Proposed modifications fdentified
In our report are representative of the types of corrective actions which
should be considered to upgrade seismic safety margins. Pursuant to 10 CFR
50.59 you should independent 1y evaluate the necessity of any modifications

to your facility.

Sincerely,

Léwf/’//«a/ |

Oennis M, Crutchfield Chief
Operating Reactors Branch No. ©
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
As stated

cc w/enclosure:
See next page
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The following 115t documents issues that jeveloped as a result of S r
audit review of Oyster Creek facility. These issues have been highlights

a variety of reasons. In some cases, sufficient documentation was not aveilable
to the staff to make an evaluation. Designation here does not necessary

8 safety deficiency. However, the NRC staff h.s determined that further in¢
mation regarding the sefsmic resistance capacity of thece ftems, includirng
further evaluation, {f necessary, is warranted. JCP! should cevelop an actior
plan for resolution of these open fssues including a schedule for complet

”»

1. Emergency Service Water Pump - Functional in*grity was not evaluated due
to lack of design detall. A determination - the material used for the
pump housing should be made. If the mate .1 1s cast iron, a justification
should be provided for its adequacy.

2. Emergency Isolation Condenser - The audit ana iysis indicated that the anchor
bolts at the center saddle were found to be overstressed in seismic shear
from the postulated loading, Provide detailed analyses to demonstrate design
adequacy of these anchor bolts.

J. Containment Spray Heat Exchanger - The anchor bolts were found to be over-
stressed from the postulated sefsmic loads. Provide detailed analyses to
demonstrate design adequacy of these anchor bolts.

4. Recirculation Pump Support - No information was provided for evaluation.

5. Motor Operated Valves - The seismic accelerations used in your evaluation
(refs. 77 and 78 of Enclosure 1) are unrealistically low. Detailed reevalua-
tion with proper sefsmic accelerations should be provided to demonstrate
fts design adequacy. No information was provided to evaluate functional
adequacy,

6. CRD Hydraulic Control Units - Support system of the free standing (cantilever
type was found to be overstressed from the postulated sefsmic loads. Provid
detailed reanalyses to demonstrate design adequacy.

7. Reactor Vessel, Support and Internal - No detailed information was available
to evaluate design adequacy.

8 Motor Control Centers - No information was available tn evaluate efther
structursl integrity or functionability of these components

9. Transformers - No information was available to evaluate de fqn adequacy of
these components
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switchgear Panels - Provide informatior to show that the pane ;
positively anchored to resist seismic overturning moments ang <114
f €

Jrees

(R nn

¢ Dresel Generator - No information was available to evalya®

design sdequacy of either the anchorage system or the functionability, (¢
the “1ese! generator.

'

Control Room Panels - No information was available for ovaluyaticn

Battery Room Distribution Panels - No infornation was available fo-
evaluation.

Isolation Phase Ductwork Supports - The duct support was found ‘o be .
overstressed from the postulated sefsmic forces. :

Condensate Storage Tank - The anchor bolts were found to be overstressed ;
from the postulated seismic loading conditfons. A simflar conclusion was i
drawn from the results of analyses reported in your FDSAR (ref. 40 ¢~

Enclosure 1), but no corrective action was taken. Provide justifi ation

to show the design adequacy of the tank and the outlet piping.

Torus - Insufficient information was provided to evaluate the design

adequacy of the supporting columns and fts connections to the lateral
bracings.

Reactor Building - Provide detailed analyses to demonstrate that the caibles

were slack enough to accommodate differential displacements between the
bufldings

Piping - Provide a detailed reanalysis to demonstrate design adequacy f
the following piping systems:

A. Main Steam Line - Several snubbers were found to be overstressed b

the potential seismic loads.

B. The results of the audit analyses showed loading conditions at several
locations to exceed the ASME Code allowable limits,

Electrical Cable Raceways - No information was available for evaluation.




