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i Findings were several
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at any ti tell him what we wanted to r > and 1 e 1eaded with
with few
time during cross-
amination ques
However, » Board decide he hearings (without any prior notification)
completely change the format usually used for cross-examination and had

Walsh instea« esS his concerns to the Board Chairmarn. Although
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cafotv
diegLy

y manufact g and shot > higher than

In this 137 was one of severa

hich we planne C ( > prove this

Board will reca t as thoug or a while that it might

ssary for Mrs. Ellis to cross-examine if iearing date was set when
Walsh would be unable to attend. This was the reason we went into such
11 detail in preparing our cross-examination questions, even including
each answer was expected to be and what to follow-up with if the answer
ifferent than expected Thus, all of our questions (with very few
exceptions) were in typed format such as shown on the attached example and
in the same amount of detail. (Obviously, when the hearing date was set

uch that Mr. Walsh was able to be there to cross-examine, it would not

have been necessary for him to follow the format as closely as Mrs. Ellis
would have had to; however, he did still plan to follow the same general
format in getting documents into the record, but for the Board's change
of procedure.)
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the documents referenced in CASE's Proposed Findings and

i

thereto constitute information which is both new and significant.

iddition, they are relevant Findings) and they

are necessary both for record
in these proceedings. be admitted into the record:

ter of June 10, 19¢ T to Director of Nuc

Regulation,
RC, Washington, to which yttache

1 "ATTACHMENT (5) TXX-3678, Generic
[tem (5) - Damping Values" w \ confirms that Applicants are committed
to Regulatory Guide 1.61 and WCAP-792]

and

g
AR,

R, "Damping Values of Nuclear Power Plant Components," May
1974, by Westinghouse Electric Corporation.

The letter from TUSI was written on the Friday before the Monday
June 13, 1983) when the last hearings began. As indicated on the list
(0] i L

to receive it nor did we receive a copy from

/] » UA >

y1ling list

copies attached to the letter (all blind copies), CASE was not on the
+

he utility or
the NRC Staff; we were not aware of its existence until much later (and

obtain a copy until July 25). We then requested a copy of WCAP-
after reading the TUSI letter.
see page XXI-1 of CASE's Proposed Findin

e
4D .




pag
Findinags
CASE was not 0 1§ 1nspection repor intil well after the

last hearings in June (an ict, until after the Applicants had given

a copy of it to reporters in e area h

be on the mailing list ¢ RC Region IV to receive a copy 10 days after

. . "
the date of th which would have been Auqust 6). We did

>
not receive COJ ntil we ¢ and specifically asked for cne.

mendment 41, July 11, 1983

1961).

necessq o submit for the record portions
' Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR). However, since the
1s constantly being changed and updated, in this particular instance
’ »
1983 change constitutes new and significant information.
through 1 of CASE'

-21 of CASE's Propose dir

- i

It should be 1
ittached to
be accepted into the re

and our Errata Sheet (page

now appears that the RC Staff 1s

‘ j0ing to require Appli-
1ave an independent design verification which will include
the

Fuel Building but also an examination of design and

performance of a residual-heat-removal system on the reactor: the

1s designed to remove excess heat from the nuclear reactor

'‘Although this is certainly a step in the right direction, CASE does
not believe that the review outlined is extensive enough or that

it should replace a thorough review by the NRC at the national level
(not NRC Region IV). We do not have all the details reqgardirg this
at the present time and can only base our assessment upon verba)
reports regarding the meeting in Bethesda on 8/18/83 between the

NRC and the Applicants and newspaper articles (copies of which are

attached for whatever benefit they may be to the Board)."

ASE is mindful of the fact that newspaper articles dc not consti-
tute evidence. We mention them here only to emphasize the point that
the additional review which Applicants have been ordered to undertake
by the NRC Staff is not the same thing which CASE is asking for."

ey cailed CASE regarding stories
they were writing abo t August 10 -- although CASE is supposed tc
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, : 'Summary
endent A nt Program"” which discusses
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position as indicated Proposed Findings -- wh
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. 5 T« whnatl LASE 1S asking for

11though 1t 1s a step in the right direction). We |

f1agvye 9
+ y ~ h s [ 3 N o {
"hg letter beyond this (althouan we do mnsider 1t to be new
intformation).

which were

» Should be 1n the record ihese documents

posed Find ) and they are necessary both

in these proceedings.

- "Synopsis of First
. liver G. Julian, M.

oceedings of the American Society

Engineers Anchor and
. » November 20,
of attached packet

astener Design Manual."

)k, Section 5th Edition, published 1963

om page VI-! AISC (American Institute of Steel Construction,

\

eventh tdit

Fron 1ge XI-3 == Hool and Kinne, resses in Framed S
tditien, S5th Impression, McGraw-Hi1il Book Co., Inc., N.

1

From pace X1-8 -- Requl

latory Guide 1.122, "Development of Floor Design
Response Spectra for Seismic Desion of Floor-Supported Equipment or

Components,” February 1978, Rev. 1.
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icMackin, Siut "
of Steel Construction,

Design of Nuclear
its and Loading Combinations for

Components,

From discussions with Mr. Doyle regarding these items, it appears that he was

aware of them (in most cases) and simply did not understand that if they were

not admitted into the record during the hearings, we might have a problen

getting them into the record later. He knew that they were relevant and
believed that we could just refer to them in our Findings and provide a copy.
Not being used to operating within the confines of the NRC's complicated
procedural requirements, he simply believed that we could get the documents
accepted into the record just because they were relevant and

) necessary for

the Board to make its final decision in this case based on all the reievant

1

It should also be noted that Mr. Doyle had hoped to be able to discuss
the matters involved with the Walsh/Doyle allegations with the NRC Staff (and
had expressed an interest in talking with Dr. Chen in particular, although he
did not limit it to that) before we filed * Proposed Findings. However, this
has not materialized, although Mrs. E11is has personally inquired regardinrg

this matter and Mr. Doyle is still awaiting the NRC's call.




mts that the Board
these documents into d based followinoe criteria:

the Iinformation relevant to the issues t hand? (CASE believes

that the answer, in all cases, is "yes," based on the discussions

contained in our Proposed Findings.)

Is the information necess:ry to help provide the Board with a complete

record on which to base its final decision in

this case? Again,
submits that the answer must be

We move that they be admitted into the record.

Similarly, there are some statements in CASE's Findings w

Doyle, are very simple and logical decuctions made from information already

in the record. However, it may be that some of these deductions may not

appear quite so obvious to those with less detailed knowledge of the matters

&

at hand than Mr. 'n those instances, CASE moves that the Board

take whatever steg

deems necessary (including further evidentiary hearings,

affidavits, etc.) to provide the Board with a complete record regarding these

very important matters.

This is well within the authority of the Board, and incumbent

upon the Board, as stated in 10 CFR, Part 2, Appendix A,




"1f. at the close of the hearina, the board should have uncertainties with
respect to the matters in controversy because of a need for a clearer un-
derstanding of the evidence which has already been presented, it is expected
that the board would normally invite further argument from the parties --
oral or written or both -- before issuing its initial decision. If the
uncerteinties arise from lack of sufficient information in the record, it
je expected that the board would normally require further evidence to be
submitted in writing with opportunity for the other parties to reply or
reopen the hearing for the taking of further evidence, as appropriate. If
either of such courses is followed, it is expected that the anplicants would
normally be afforded the opportunity to make the final submission,”
(Emphases added.)
It is now obvious that, should the Board feel it necessary to require

further evidence (in whatever form), there will be no delay in Applicants’

. » -

fuel load date because of the taking of such evidence. It will take them some

time to complete the reviews which the NRC Staff now believes are essential

to assure that Comanche Peak has been built correctly (even absent any addi-

tional reviews which the Board may deem necessary resulting from CASE's Findings).

» *ACE P . . ’ - TRE M " D .
“ CASE has worked very diligently to provide the Board with our Proposed

Findings and to properly reference each and every point. However, if there

are instances where we have not, we move that we be given the opportunity to

supplement the record to make it as complete as possible so that the Board

will have the benefit of a true and complete record on which to base its

decision.
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CERTIFICATE

Docket Nos. 50-445
and 50-446

SERVICE

B8y my signature below, ! hereby certify tha

CASE's MOTION TO

SUPPLEMENT THE RECORD (IN RY;““D TO WALSH/I

t true and correct copies of
OYLE ALLEGATIONS)

have been
by:

sent to the names listed below th
Express Mail where indicated by * and

Administrati:ve Judge Peter B. Bloch
U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
4350 East/West Highway, 4th Flcor

Bethesda, Maryland 20014

Dr. Kenneth A. McCollom, Dean
Division of Enginecering,
Architecture and Technology
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma 7407

4

Dr. h
8€1
Dak

lter H. Jordan
Quter Drive
R‘GQL, lennessee 37830
Nicholas S. Reynolds,
Debevoise & Liberman
1200 - 17¢th St., N.
Washington, 0. C.

£Esq.

W,
27036

Marjorie Ulmar Rothschild, Esq.
Office of Executive Legal Director,
Mar yland National Bank Building
7735 01d Georgetown Rozd - Room 10105
Bethesda, Maryland ¢58i4

USNRC

A"
JOI

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel

. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

" <

is 23rd day of August

., 198}_.
First Class Mail clsewhere.

Alan S. Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D, C. 20555

Dr. W. Reed Johnson, Member

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
U. S. Muclea~ Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Thomas S. Moore, Esq., Membe:

Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wwashington, D. C. 20555

At
~

tomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
‘ashington. D. C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section (3 copies)
Cffice of the Secretary

J. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. RVEL L




Certificate of Service

David J. Preister, Esq.

Assistant Attorney General
Envirommental Protection Divicion
Supreme Court Building

Austin, Texas 78711

John Collins

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U. S. Huclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Dr., Suite 1000
Arlington, Texas 76011

Lanny Alan Sinkin
838 East Magnolia Avenue
San Antonio, Texas 78212

Dr. David H. Boltz
2012 €. Polk
Dallas, Texas 75224

/

- -’cﬁ:::jii:_ii;L:Q‘;.-_,_____

/Wrs.) Juanita Ellis, President

“CASE (Citizens Association for Sound Energy)
1426 S. Polk
Dallas, Texas 75224

214/946-9446
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Offshore platforms are continuclly subjected to a very active dynamic

environment where the threat of excessive external excitatfon, 1.e. storms,

Is ever present. As a result a majority of the literature we found on

offshore platforins was directly concerned with detecting structural

damage via changes in modal properties.

Following are key excerpts from many-of the papers we reviewed,

4.1 NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

In our search of the literature on integrity monitoring of nuclear plants,
g

we found several references specifically on the subject along with a large

number of pap:=s on dynamic testing and sefsmic qualification of nuclear

plants,

In a recent paper Gopal and Claranitaro (Ref. E.3) detail several different

types of diagnostic systems for nuclear plants which they have evaluated.

They are:

"(1) Vibration Monitoring System for detection of changes
in vibratfonal Characteristics of the major components

of Nuclear Steam Supply System (NSSS) and Balance of

Plant (BOP); (2) Acoustic Monitoring System for detection
and location of leaks in ihe primary system pressure boundary
and other piping systems in PNRs; (3) Metal Impact Moni-
toring for detection of loose debris in the reactor vesse:
and steam generators; (4) Nuclear Noise Monftoring System
for monitoring core barrel vibration; (5) Sensor Response
Time Measurement System for detecting any degradtion of
process sensors; and (6) Transit Time Flow Meter for
determining primary coolant flow rate."




The author's com ts abo » benefits of plant monitoring are quite

appropriate

’

“Substantial economic benefits are relizable in nuclear
pewer plants by increasing availability of these plants.
A significant part of non-avatlability of plants is due
to equipment faflure causing forced outages. Benefits in
improved availability are realizable through on-line
etllance systems by two ways. The first one 1s to
ce unscheduled downtime through the early detection
bnorma'ities and the subsequent prevention of major
lfunctions 'he second one is through improved maint-
ce scheduling. Prior knowledge of equipment condition
enable planned maintenance during a scheduled shutdown
er than ve forced into an unscheduled outage or perform
cessary maintenance before it is actually needed.”

L

The authors have developed and tested a "Vibration Surveillance System"

which n tors the following components of a plant.

Reactor System: Vibration monitoring establishes
data base or vibration signature for the reactor
ant system and supports to permit trend analysis
Changes in the amplitude of the frequency spectra.

Rotating Equipment: Vibration monitoring of

ical pumps and motors to provide an early warning
malfunctio

Valves: Vibration monitoring of valves provides
y detection ¢ normal behavior of the valves,

Vibration Monitoring System is designed to:

1. C(haratterize and quantify vibration levels from
external sensors on major components.

2. To determine significance of vibration level to
an operator by indicators such as normal (green),
caution (yellow), and alarm (red) and audible levels.

J. To determine trends at various frequencies."




One of the problems they discus
flow-induced vibration of secondary systen

conclusions are:

The results of the combine
program indicated:

In sftu, dynamic structural monitc
steam and feedwater piping can b
frequencies and modal displacements
number of dynamic transducers. For
monitored, the approach taken provides
and modal displacements for the first
mocdes. Typically, the frequency ran
modes ranges from two to ten Hz."

The authors also discuss their so called "Nucle oise Monitor" system
which monitors vibrations of the reactor core barrel. Their decrip-

tion of the system is as follows:

"The system detects changes in lateral core barrel
vibration through analysis of signals from the
excore power range neutron detectors of the Nuclear
Instrumentation System (NIS). Lateral core oscil-
lation causes a change of the neutron zttenuation
between the core and the excore neutron detectors
and thus a fluctuation of the detector signal
occurs. By appropriate signal conditioning pro-
cedures, lateral core barrel movement can be
discriminated from noise sources and di:
on meters and/or recording devices.

F"r’j‘)cj

They claim to have gotten excellent agreement between frequency

g
s

.',
-y

spectra obtained with the NNM system and thouse measured with strain

*

gauges mounted directly on the core barrel. A clear benefit of this
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lace more expensive

behavior,

at Oak Ridge Natfonal Laboratory

lear noise monitorfng. (Refs.

In one refs o-workers tested some electrical

distribution dal data for modelling gross

seismic respon

arried out by mounting
ont

y
tric mass vibration
: :

ure to be tes The

ed.

the structure was mea-«
of

frequency excita-
: ntal steps. The
bration testing and subsequent
ify the seismically important
ir mode sh 5 genfrequen-
1ce identifie iese parameters
the respon

oa
A

pltage d.c. current divider
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