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3.

Footrote 1 (p. 3) o0f B2-63 describeg a MNovemSer 13th
F 24N lettﬂrv

(a) Shouldn't it be attached, at least to the Secy?

(b) If it covers the open items, shouldn't it be
included as an addendwm to the Director's response?
(Perhaps with a cover shecet from Denton?)

(c) The qaoted secticn attributes "great progresz® to
SCE, but Zeas not give'a FEMA judgment that the
capab;llty is now adeguate or that the propos=43
actions are ad>guate to resolve the inadeguacics.
Bas FEM2 made such a judgment? If not, isn't the
existing FEMA finding one of inudeguacy? Has the
November 1l3th leticr affected the staff's conclusions
on pages 14-15 of the Director's decision? Note
thet the Celifornia Residents denial (p. 14)
refers to a "final detammination™ expected to be
made by FEMA in mid-Novesber 1981 and, presur.ab-y,
therefore not incorporated in the Director's
decision.

Appendix A of Attachmont 1 (California Residents denial):

For Item 2 (p. A-1l), FEMA recommends relo»at;ng the
irterim EOF. The response indicates SCE did not 4o so.
ficw doee this SCE action satisfy FEMA's concerns?

kttachment 3 (Nacer denial): On page 3 the Director

states that "(t]he staif has performed a brief review
of tha Executive Summary of the lengthy report.” Why
igs a brief review of an executive summary adejuate?

With regard to the appropriate earthqguake to sive the

SON3S, the denial on pages 7-10 refers to NRC staff and
SONGS applicants work and conclusions, but does not

describe the USGS position. Does the USGS have a

position?

The SER includes many areas where the staff has not
completed review. Do you have a list of when those
reviews will be completed?

The Director's denial states that (p. 10):

"the staff concludes that short term operation
at San Onofre Unit 1 . . « is acceptable under the
following conditions:



(1) Structural upgrading ., . . is to be N
completed bty June L, 1582 . . . i

(2) Results of seismic analysis of structures ~ ;X

»? ot
are suhmitted . . . by January 31, 1982, , . .* _ )QWA‘

(a) Will the bracing referred to in (1) be completed
. by June 12

(b) Since thz seiemic analyses have not yet bzen PR
eabmitted, how is the above corndition (2) to be W\
interpreted? ' T

(c) The Director's decision concludad that the East
Feodwater Heater Platform weaknesses were not
sufficiently jzportant so as to reguire changing
(see SER, pp. 7-8). However, the March 2, April 2,
and April 9 NKR letters attached to the April S e
OPE memorandum indicate a level of concern not b Ve o
reflected in the SER. Should the East Feedwater | ",
Heater Platform also be braced? I

\
The followinyg guestions are rela“ed to the interim seismic o
adequacy presanted@ in the staff SER: “

e N

7. Fage 5, fourth pavagraph: With regard to the staff's
preliwinary review of the containment sphere and reactor

. bailéding anslysis, the SER states:
Ve
e ., . . thaue results app=ar reasonable and are consistent
' - with results from audit analyses perfocrmed by NRC for
) structures of other SEP plants.”
L
' o Wrat is an audit analysis? |
o wrat are the bases for judging whether the results
2 ere consistent? what types of structuvce are
¥ ccrpared to the containment sphere and rcactor

buiiding at San Oncfre 1?2

8. Page 6, sezond paragraph: This seems to rely on the
ratio of tha two zero period accelerations (IPAs):

o Corsider the effects dua to soil/structural inter=- .
actions. Does the same retic between two IPA's
carry throughout the frequency range for two




10.

12.

different floor response spectra? As the load
changes, the equivalent spring constants can be
expected to change since the soil stiffnesses are
fuictions of loads. This in turn can shift the

- prak fregquencies, Does the staff (or licensee)
assume that the soil proparties remain constant
th-ouchout the potential load range?

=] Consider the cowponent stress resultants at any
ngcn clevation dae to two sets of spectral acceler-
ations., Even if the floor spectral accelcration
ratio remains cconstant for the two spectra for the
whole freguéncy range, these resultants may not
maintain the same ratio. What kind of analyses
were performed to justify the linear extrapolations?

Pages 6§, 7, and 10: With regard to the seismic resistant e

capabilities of masonry walls in the facilities, what R
is the criteria for assessing whether these walls would
collapsa? 1s bracing used to prevent thum from collapsing?

Page 10: Apparently the licensee made a detailad

inelastic aralysis which shows maximum mid-span deformations

of up to 10 inches. Has the staff checked the correspondent
strain at the mid-span? Does the staff expect much e
inelastic behavior for this type of construction? Will

the walls crack at this strain level? (A ten inch

displacement of a masonry wall seems very large.)

Pages 10 and ll: Regarding the column to foundation
anchoragz caracities, what criteria are used to determine
that these anchor belts are capable of resisting accelerations
of 0.39 to 0.48 g? Do these accelerations consist of
contributions from both horizontal &énd vertical components

of the earthguake? Has the inelastic behavior been
considercd in estimating the anchor bolt capacities?

If yes, was the inelzstiec, ductile behavior reflected

in the colunn/frame aralyses?

Attachment 1, page 3: The denial states:

"Portions of the Turbine Building Conplex were O: .ginally ]
designed as Category B structures (0.2 g Static) yet |

they contained systems and components necessary for 1%

safe chutdown and accident mitigation, i.e. Catejory A
systers and components.® (In fact, collapse of the

North Turbine Building Extension would impair a nuwuber

of systeas "thereby eliminating all methods fcr providing
vater to rerwove reactor decay heat."™ SER, p. 7)




This suggest there was a mistake in classifying the
Turbine Building Complex,

(a) If not, please explain why not.

(b) If so: How did it occur? Should not our review
have picked this up? How was the mistake eventually
discovered? What assurance do we have that other
egqually serious mistakes have not been made?



