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MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert J. Bosnak, Chief
Mechanical Engineering Branch, DE<

THRU: t/1 H. L. Brammer, Section Leader
7 Mechanical Engineering Branch, DE

FROM: D. Terao
Mechanical Engineering Branch, DE

SUBJECT: TRIP REPORT SUMMARY ON LASALLE 1 & 2 RECONCILATION
OF HUREG-0808 LOADS

On August 18, 1983, I met with representatives from Comionwealth Edison
Corpany and Sargent & Lundy to discuss the assessment of LaSalle 1 & 2
piping systems where the high frequency region of NUREG-0808 loads were
found to exceed the design basis loads, in a letter from C. W. J

'

,

Schroeder to H. Denton dated July 27, 1983, the applicant provided an
assessment of 6 out of 21 affected piping systems. The assessment
showed that the design margin for the 6 reanaly:ed piping subsystems
were adequate to accommodate the high frequency exceedences. In
acdition, 6 other piping systems aere shown to have design margins
larger than the potential increase in loads and, thus, were also
acceptable. ~he purpose of the visit to Sargent & Lundy was to review
tbc need to perform further analyses of the remaining 9 (out of 21)
affected piping systems.

Subsequent to the Aucust 18, 1953 letter, S&L performed additional
u.dyses en four other pipin~g subsystems (of the 21 affected- -

subsystems). The piping subsystems were identified as RI-62, RH-18,
RH-21, and RI-65. The largest increase in support load was found to be
55L Previously, in the August 16, 1983 letter the largest support load
increased by 95%. However, S&L found that the 957, increase was in error
because the building response spectrum was incorrectly digitized in the *
cenputer analysis input data. Thus, all the six previously reanalyzed
piping subsystems were again reanalyzed with the corrected response
spectrum. As a result, only fcur piping subsystems (identified as --
HP-02, RH-08, LP-02, and RI-72) remained unanalyzed. These four piping
subsystems were the largest in size (number of data points in model) and,

are beyond the capacity of the computer program when the multiple
support response spectra method is used. I

Sargent & Lundy stated that because the fundamental frequencies of these j
four remaining piping systems were low, the modal contribution'in the !

high frequencies were expected to be insignificant. The staff did not-.
*

completely agree with this assumption and reviewed the computer analysis
riodal responses to verify this assumption. However, the modal responses
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did not contain sufficient information to reach any conclusions
regarding the modal contributions for the piping support loads being
insignificant in the higher frequencies. The analysis did show that the
piping responses were significantly damped in the portion of the piping
r.ccel remote from the input loading. Thus, the assumption of evaluating
only the first two horizontal piping supports in the radial direction to
the containrent wall appeared to be a reasonable ' assumption.

Af ter lengthy discussions, it was agreed that the four remaining piping
subsystems would require further evaluation. The applicant committed to
calculate the frequencies of the piping spans between the first two
horizontal supports in the radial direction to the containment wall. If
the span frecuency was found to be cutside the range of the high
frecuency exceedances, then no further evaluation would be necessary.
The staff agreed that this approach was reasonable. The results of this
further evaluation, if found acceptable, will provide assurance that all
LaSalle safety-related piping supports can adequately withstand the high
frequency effects of the suppression pool hydrodynamic loads as defined
in r;UREG-0808. The final results of the I;UREG-0808 assessment for
piping systems will be submitted to the staff prior to October 1, 1983. J-

The meeting attendees is included in Attachment 1 to this memo.

.c h DMg;

David Terao
l'echanical Engineering Branch
Division of Engineering

Attachment:
As stated .
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Attachment 1

LaSalle Hich Freauency Loads (l;UREG-0808)

llame Title Affiliation

D. Terao Mech. Eng. I:RC/MEB

R. Prasad Sr. System Eng. S&L (EMD)

R. Pollock I'ech. Eng. S&L

R. E. Johnson QA Co-ordinator S&L (QAD)

R. Ralph Eng'r. CEC 0/ PED . <

R. Rabin QA Coo-ordinator S&L (QAD)

G. T. Kitz Head, EMD S&L
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