wy
(T8
)y

..
Cvewvi

o

@

Lo

e ]

"

@z

e

a»

Q@ O
£t
m m
o y
g g
C
— 0
I Ty
&Y W
« b
O n
')
o3 L
t
o i
"o
3 S
i
N
v
v
& ¢
o
£ v
4 .
)
D &
€ i 4]
o L
7 Ca
v A
.

<
O
‘
L % b
51 1
ol 2
o
O
i
'
8 !
. ‘
3.
€1
o
Ty
Y
a -
L "
.
o
w3
5 -
IR ¢
£3 v
Wi o4
oW
3
N )
Y v
)
ar &
i
- e
€0 s
L
’
¢ <
-4
)
X
c 1
O %
P
Q O
»
™ (3
£ '
=y &
oW
£ €
: ] ]

A**acémcn/’ V4



pe e B g ]

. B Co

Bagchi, NRC
Chan, NRC

Y. Chen, NRC
Conran, CRGR
0. Liaw, NRC

Y " MOom
{orberg, NRC



attarprmane .
SOUG Lattar Jasan
ovemter I, (33
::uu ‘uﬂC‘Er"E ~‘:n
ARC _Position on Housrer Spacery
[t is our understanding that the NRC Staff considers that the s218mic
evaluations performed for A-48 plants with Housner ground moticn gesicn
spectira should be conducted using 2% damped spectra to deteraine sgismia
demand, while using 5% dampea :zectra for equipment capacity. This is in

conflict with the guicance of the SQUG Generic Implementation Procedure
(GIP) which generally requires that squipment capacity and demand
comparisons be mace using 5% damped spectra. [t also is a change in the
NRC Staff position which, until recently, accepted these criteria which
nave been in the GIP since Revision 0.

We have discussed our concerns with members of the NRC Staff and have
further avaluated the potential impact of this new Staff position. It is
our conclusion that this use of 2% damping for the A-46 evaluation of
eguipment qualification in Housner spectra plants would lead to a needless
expengiture of utility resources without a commensurate improvement in
plant safety. Further. we fina that this is not an isolated, piant-
specific issue; it applies to over one-half of the SQUG memper plants.

The main reasons for qur concerns are summarize~ below.
L. We uncderstand the rezson for the NRC Staff’s position is a
concarn that Housner spectra may not have adeguate z~piification
Oy today’s standards. If the Staff has tecrnical cencerns
regarging ground or floor spectra in Housner plants. tnese
concerns should be addressed as generic seismic questions. not
insertegd in the A-46 resolution. We note that the issue of
sersmic design margin (i.e., conservaiism) of nuclear plants was

avaluated unzar the Ssismic Desgizn Mar=:n Prssrim 18012 aps skg
Eastern Seismicity Issue, which were gventualiy rolles int:

[PEEE. Any 1ssue of lack of conservatism ‘n slant sgismic Jesign
will be identified and addressed in IFZ:f,

2 The ~yicelines of the GIP which call #ar $@1SMIC de~ang versys
capacity comcarisons at 5% damping (1) nave ceen in =~z 1P :ince
Rev. 0, {2) nave been reviewed and approved 1n the NRC's initia)
(July 1528) SER on the GIP. and (3) have been reviewez zng Fsurd
accaptacie by SSRAP,

3 <38 0F 1% da~ceq floor spectra for comparisan with 2% s2urpment
CdDaC Ty spectra 15 inconsistent with NRC ang ndustry stanoarss
for equipment ceismic gualification which call for thase
compar'sons t0 Ce macde at the same damping values. For axample
1f IEEE 344-7% were uzed for seismic qualification of an item of
2quigment, the seismic demand, 1.e., the Regquirea Resconse
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Spectrus (RRS). would be compared %0 @ shake tatie Tast Rasponis
Spectrum (TRS) at the same damping level. Use of a 2% zamping
demand for Housner plants in conjunction with £% test capacity
spectra would call into question all ecuipment zualifization
performed in acgordance with [EEE 344-7% for these plants, Th<s
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spectra for nyclear power plants are of“sn vary
1/ computed. The Zsi¢mic Safety Margin Ressarch
MRP) has camonstrated that large conservatismg exist
naliy computed floor responce spectra versus median
nse spectra. = We are concernel that requiring use of
2% damped flcor response spectra for Housner ;lants. instaag of
the damping vaiues contained in the GIP, will result in
additional unnecessary conservatism,
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As a case in point, we note that use of 2% damped floor respornce
spectra for two different Housner plants, located east of the
Rocky Mountains, with FGAs of 0.12g and 0,15g would result in
assigning a very hign sei1smic demand to all the equipment in the
control rooms. These seismic demands would significantly exceed
the equipment capacities (1.5 x Bounding Spectrum) based on
earthquake experience data obtained from substantially higher
earthquake levels (with PGAs up to 0.429 to 0.53g). This is
clearly an unreasonacie technical result.

We are concerned that this issue may result in significant additional
conservatism being imposed in the "llth nour." This would be inconsistent
with the good faith effort on the part of SQUG 'icensees to work with the
NRC Staff to deveiop an overall approacn for resclution of USI A-48. We
welcome the opportunity to discuss this issue with the NRC staf#.



