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ABSTRACT

Advanced Reactor Corporation (ARC) has developed a methodology for seismic
qualification of equipment, cabie trays and ducts in Advanced Light Water Reactor plants. A
Panel (members of which acted as individuals) supported by the Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has evaluated this methodology. The review
approach and observations are included in this report. In general, the Panel supports the ARC
methodology with some exceptions 2nd provides recommendations for further improvements.
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Introduction

Advanced Reactor Corporation (ARC) has proposed a methodology for seismic
qualification of equipment in Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) plants by use of
experience data. In addition, ARC has proposed a design-by-rule method for qualification of
electrical cable trays and conduits, and heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) ducts.
These quaiification methodologies are evaluated in this report by an independent Panel (members
of which acted as individuals) supported by the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC).

ARC Methodology

The requirements for seismic qualification are specified for nine classes of equipment
(horizontal pumps, vertical pumps, motor-operated valves, air-operated valves, manual and
check valves, temperature sensors, diesel generators, transformers, and batteries on racks).
These equipment classes are divided into two groups depending on the potential for applying
seismic experience data. Seven equipment classes are categorized as Group 1 and the other two
as Group 2. Specifications of products in each of the nine equipment classes are provided based
on experience data. Known vulnerabilities are avoided through procurement specifications and
the need of additional analyses is identified.

Equipment classes may be qualified to either or both of two excitation levels: Level A
and Level B. Level A with a 5% damped spectral acceleration of 1.2 g is the lower of the two
levels and the same as the Reference ‘trum developed by the Senior Seismic Review and
Advisory Panel (SSRAP). Unlike Lever  Level B varies depending on the specific equipment
class.

The qualification method for cable trays, conduits and HVAC ducts is a simplified
analytical technique and draws support from experience data.

Pacl’s Evaluat

In order to evaluate the ARC methodology, the Panel has developed a review approach
by expanding on current practice as embodied in the NRC Regulatory Guide, Standard Review
Plan and IEEE Std. 344. The fundamental objective is to ensure functionality of equipment.
Emphasis is given on examining a large number of diverse products and screening out
vulnerabilities through procurement specifications. Group 1 equipment classes should be
selected such that structural integrity alone can demonstrate their functionality. Thus, structural
analysis plays an important role in Group 1 equipment gqualification. Caution needs to be
exercised for the Group 2 equipment class selection such as 1o assure sufficient knowledge of
malfunction mechanisms. The qualification (excitation) level may vary depending on equipment
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class definitions. For example, if a candidate equipment class is defined in strict conformance
to equipment descriptions in an experience data set, the qualification level may be as high as the
experience base excitation level. On the other hand, if the candidate equipment class is not
defined in strict corformance to the equipment descriptions of the data set, the qualification level
may need to be reduced. It is acknowledged that judgments may need to be used almost at every
level of the qualification process while using experience data. Thus. an independent peer review
of the qualification is an essential element of the process.

In general, the Panel observes that the ARC methodology conforms to its review
approach. However, the Panel does not support the Levei B qualification for the batterv cells.
For several classes of equipment, the documentation of equipment is poor and could be
improved. Regarding the synergetic effect of aging and seismic qualification, the Panel
recognizes this to be a complicated issue and has not done a detailed review. The ARC report
provides only a short paragraph on this subject.

On qualification of trays and conduits, the Panel strongly supports the proposed
methodology and judges that their seismic performance will be at least as good, and possibly
better than current systems using existing designs that emphasize very stiff supports.

The ARC approach for HVAC is still in the conceptual state and will require further
development before it can be implemented for design of ALWR plants. Nevertheless, the Panel
fully supports the idea of design-by-rule for HVAC ducts.

The ground motion estimates of past earthquake events for which equipment performance

data were used by ARC, have been independently verified by a consultant to the Panel and found
to be reasonable.

In order to provide guidance for potential future qualification efforts, the Panel has also
included an appendix which describes some fundamental concepts for seismic qualification of
equipment by use of experience data."

Conclusions

The Panel believes that the ARC methodology is a cost-effective approach for seismic
qualification of equipment without compromising safety. The Panel encourages collection of
additional data, specifically including experience on damage, and emphasizes the need for
independent peer review especially to verify Judgments used in the qualification process.

'One Panel member, K. Bandyopadhyay, does not agree with these concepts.
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Introduction

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

For seismic design and qualification of equirment in Advanced Light Water Reactor
(ALWR) plants, the industry (Advanced Reactor Corpor:tion [ARC]) has proposed to use
seismic experience data. In the past, the NRC accepted the use of experience data for
verification of seismic adequacy of equipment in ol fer operating plants (Reference 1.1). IEEE
Std 344-1987 (Reference 1.2) allows the use of experience data for seismic qualification but does
not provide enough guidance and specific acceptance criteria that are needed for implementation
of the approach. In order to develop acceptance criteria for use of experience data for seismic
qualification of ALWR equipment, and evaluate the industry approach, the NRC Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Research has convened a~ independent Panel of outside experts' (who acted
as individuals). Initially, the Panel develo)ed a set of broad guidelines and acceptance criteria
for use of experience data (Reference 1.3). The Panel held several meetings with the industry
and evaluated their draft reports as the data analysis was performed and these documents were
developed. Ultimately, the industry issued their final report (Reference 1.4) and the Panel
reviewed it. The review findings and recommendations of the Panel are included in this report.

In addition, the industry developed simplified rules for design of distribution systems
consisting of cable trays, conduits and ducts (References 1.5 and 1.6). The Panel reviewed these
reports. The Panel’s findings and recommendations are also included in this report.

1.2 ARC Methodoelogy for Seismic Qualification of Equipment

The methodology used by ARC for seismic qualification of equipment in ALWR plants
is primarily based on equipmen: characteristics, experience data and judgments. Performance
of equipment in past earthquakes is a major source of the experience data. ARC has made use
of earthquake experience data previously obtained by Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI,
Reference 1.7) and collected additional data for the ALWR project. An important addition is
the data from the 1994 Northridge earthquake. Testing of equipment performed in the past for
seismic qualification and other purposes is another source of the experience data. ARC has
made use of the results of an existing EPRI study for this purpose (Reference 1.8).

The ARC qualification for ALWR equipment consists ot grouping of equipment classes,

"The Panel members are Kamal K. Bandyopadhyay, Daniel D. Kana, Robert P. Kennedy
and Anshel J. Schiff.
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Introduction

reviewing currently available experience data, cstablishing qualification excitation levels,
defining product and installation specifications, and prescribing additional qualification
requirements, such as structural and mounting analyses. These topics are briefly discussed in
wie following subsections.

1.2.1 Equipment Classes and Grouping

The ARC report (Reference 1.4) provides requirements for seismic qualification of the
following classes of equipment:

Horizontal Pumps
Vertical Pumps
Motor-operated Valves
Air-operated Valves
Manual and Check Valves
Temperature Sensors
Diesel Generators
Transformers

Batteries on Racks

el ikl al ok u

For seismic qualification purposes, these equipment classes have been divided into two
groups. Items 1 through 7 belong to Group 1, and items 8 and 9 belong to Group 2. Group
I equipment has been characterized in the ARC report as having "a mature design, with little
design variability over time, and demonstrable inherent seismic ruggedness.” Group 2
equipment has been defined as having "a mature design, with little design variability over time,
and with well-known and well-understood structural response to seismic motions.” Further, it
is maintained in the ARC report that "Group 2 equipment may have ... potential seismic
vulnerabilities, or malfunction mechanisms..." The ARC ..port mentions a third group of
equipment which has more design variability and potential operability issues or a lack of well
documented experience data. Seismic qualification of this group of equipment has not been
addressed in the ARC report,

1.2.2 Excitation Level

In general, each equipment class has been qualified for up to two excitation ievels
expressed in terms of response acceleration spectra. Level A is the lower of the two excitation
levels and is the same for all equipment classes. This lrvel is characterized by the "Reference
Spectrum” (Figure 1.1) developed by the Senior Seismic Review and Advisory Panel based on
estimates of ground motion at several facilities that experienced severe earthquakes in the past
(Reference 1.9). Level B is the higher level, and unlike Leve' A, Level B varies and depends
on the equipment class. This level has been established by reviewing past shake table test data.
requiring additional structural analysis and/or by use of judgments based on, for example,

NUREG/CR-6464 2
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Introduction

knowledge of equipment vulnerabilities, intrinsic strength and operating loads.

1.2.3  Qualification Requirements

The qualification requirements for each of the nine classes of equipment have been
specified in the ARC report. Obviously, the requirements are more stringent for Level B
excitation level compared to Level A. The requirements in the form of product specifications,
installation procedures, mounting calculations and/or structural analyses have been derived from
review of the experience data, discussions with manufacturers and testing engincers, and
judgments. The primary objectives are to preclude any known or potential vuinerabilities in the
product design and installations, and to restrict the products (o the experience data characteristics.
If a future equipment item for the ALWR satisfies the specified requirements, the particular item
will be considered qualified for up to the pertinent excitation level (i.e., Level A or Level B).

1.3 ARC Methodology for Seismic Design of Raceway and Conduit System

Post-earthquake evaluations of raceway and conduit systems in industrial facilities have
demonstrated that standard industrial practices have performed very well. Raceways and conduit
have performed well under a wide variety of ground motions, of buildings in which systems are
installed, and of raceway and conduit configurations. The key features of this good performance
have been attributed to 1) supports that do not apply moments or prying action to support anchors,
2) substantial margin in the dead load design, and 3) an overall dynamic system response that
exhibits high damping. To meet the needs for the nuclear industry, the following requirements
have also been addressed: 1) adequate clearance between the suspended systems and nearby
sensitive safe shutdown equipment, and 2) differential deflections that might be imposed when
raceway or conduit systems are supported on independent support structures.

The Design-by-Rule method described in Reference 1.5 addresses these design objectives
by imposing the following requirements and checks:

. Mandate the use of applicable codes and standards.

. Provide guidance for clearances to accommodate swinging of the suspended
system,

. Make provisions for differential displacements between support structures.

. Limit the span length between supports.

. Limit the cable load that can be placed on the trays or conduit.

. Limit the allowable seismic excitation level for which the methodology can be
applied.

. Identify installation practices that increase system vulnerabilities so that they can
be avoided.

. Discuss acceptable types of supports.

NUREG/CR-6464 4



Introduction
. Specify support capacities.
1.4 ARC Methodology for Seismic Design of HVAC Ducts and Support Systems

ARC has presented a concept for seismic design of heating, ventilation and air conditioning
(HVAC) ducts and their support systems (Reference 1.6). The idea is to define a set of simplified
rules that can be used for design and installation of the ducts. Design principles for both safety-
related and nonsafety-related ducts are included in the ARC report.

1.5 Report Organization

The findings of the Panel are included in the remainder of this report. Chapter 2 presents
a general evaluation of the ARC report on equipment (Reference 1.4) including the relationship
of the ARC methodology to the current criteria for seismic qualification of equipment. Specific
evaluation comments for each of the aforementioned equipment classes are included in
Chapter 3. Evaluation comments on electrical raceways and conduits (Reference 1.5) are
presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 provides the comments on the HVAC ducts and support
systems (Reference 1.6). Additional discussions on excitation and equipment similarity, and
qualification level are presented in Appendix A and B, respectively. A consultant’ to the Panel
on seismology has performed independent estimates of ground motions for some of the data base
sites. The results are included in Appendix C.

References

1.1  Generic letter 87-02, Supplement No. 1 transmitting Suppiemental Safety Evaluation
Report No. 2 (SSER#2) on SQUG Generic Implementation Procedure, Revision 2 as
corrected on February 14, 1992 (GIP-2), Nuclear Regulatory Commission, May 22992

1.2  1EEE Standard 344-1987, "Recommended Practice for Seismic Qualification of Class 1E
Equipment for Nuclear Power Generating Stations”.

1.3  "An Evaluation of the Industry Approach on the Seismic Qualification of Equipment in
ALWR Plants," NRC Panel on Seismic Qualification of ALWR Equipment, May 1993.

1.4 "Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) First-Of-A-Kind Engineering Project on
Equipment Seismic Qualification," prepared by MPR Associates and EQE International
for Advanced Reactor Corporation, February, 1996.

‘David Boore, USGS
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General Evaluation of Equipment Seismic Qualification

CHAPTER 2
GENERAL EVALUATION OF EQUIPMENT
SEISMIC QUALIFICATION

2.1 Introduction

In this Chapter, the equipment seismic qualification methodology and the implementation
technique as proposed in the ARC document (Reference 2.1) are evaluated in general terms.’
First, the ARC approach is compared with the current practice for seismic qualification and
examined to verify whether and to what extent this approach conforms to the current criteria. The
strengths and weaknesses of the ARC approach are also identified. Next, the implementation
technique including the characteristics of the experience data is evaluated and the Panel's general
observations are presented.

2.2 ARC Approach and Its Relationship to Current Practice and Criteria

Seismic qualification of equipment provides high confidence that it will perform the
intended function for a given earthquake level. Currently, for nuclear power plants, this is
achieved by following guidance of the NRC Regulatory Guide 1.100 (Reference 2.2), Standard
Review Plan (Refercnce 2.3), IEEE Std 344-1987 (Reference 2.4) and a few other industry
standards very specific for certain equipment (e.g., Reference 2.5). In order to meet the intent
of the current criteria in using the experience data for seismic qualification, at the initiation of
the ARC program, the Panel provided a set of broad recommendations (Reference 2.6).

All these documents allow seismic qualification by use of the similarity method which
requires comparison of the candidate equipment items and excitation levels with similar
information for equipment that has already successfully experienced a specific excitation level.
In using the experience data, demonstration of both physical and excitation similarity can be
addressed by defining a grouping technique that includes a graded approach commensurate with
equipment characteristics and our knowledge (and lack thereof) about them  The essence of the
criteria of the fore-cited documents is that a seismic qualification approach should be considered
acceptable as long as it demonstrates functionality of the candidate equipment items. This implies
the need for knowledge of potential vulnerabilities for malfunction in a vibratory environment.
In the past two decades, extensive studies have been performed to understand the equipment
characteristics and its performance in vibratory environments including past earthquakes, shake
table testing and computer simulation (References 2.7 - 2.13). Some guidance in using experience

‘Similar evaluations of the raceway and ducts are provided in Chapters 4 and 5,
respectively.
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General Evaluation of Equipment Seismic Qualification

data for qualification has also been provided (Reference 2.14). These studies have identified
robustness of certain equipment types and vulnerabilities of others by clearly examining and often
citing the malfunction mechanisms. If the potential malfunction mechanisms are well understood,
simplified techniques can be employed for seismic qualification. The grouping technique is based
on our knowledge of the malfunction mechanisms (and a lack thereof). Thus, this i chnique is
a means of demonstration of the similarity and geared toward the goal of seismic qualif' ;ation i.e.,
equipment functionality as required by the acceptance criteria documents.

The three groups identified in the ARC document (Reference 2.1) and their abilities to
demonstrate similarity, and thus meet the intent of the acceptance criteria are further discussed
below. First, it is discussed how similarity can be demonstrated for each group in order to follow
the current practice and satisfy the acceptance criteria, and then it is judged to what extent the
ARC report has succeeded in meeting this goal. The Panel's approach is presented in the
following sections.

2.2.1 Group 1 Equipment

The Group 1 equipment classes are inherently strong against seismic motion n'ie to their
normal design to satisfy operating and service requirements such as mechanicai e«citation and
pressure boundary integrity, or their functions are insensitive to seismic motion. The following
are the general characteristics of the Group 1 equipment classes, the relevant expericiice data, and
the similarity demonstration and qualification procedures:

1. Functionality depends on structural integrity alone, i.e., functionality can be
assured if structural integrity is demonstrated.

2. Design and experience data support inherent strength and resistance to earthquake.
Some equipment types by design would not show any sensitivity to earthquake up
to excitation levels of interest.

3. Malfunction mechanisms are well understood, or are not expected to occur at the
anticipated excitation levels.

4 The fundamental frequency is high enough to allow static analysis.

5. Structural analysis should be performed to verify load transfer and avoid potential
structural weakness to eliminate malfunction mechanisms.

6. For each equipment class, examine a large number of diverse products from
various manufacturers and of different designs.

NUREG/CR-6464 8
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7. Preclude vulnerabilities through sound product, installation and maintenance
specifications.  These specifications should result from vast, accumulated
experience.

8. Future variations that might be detrimental to seismic qualification should be
excluded through product specifications.

9. The target qualification {excitation) level should be supported by a combination of
experience data and structural analyses.

10.  Judgments and independent expert peer review must play significant roles at every
step.

Item numbers 1-8 and 10 are intended (o demonstrate equipment physical similarity and
item numbers 4, 9 and 10 are for demonstr-tion of excitation similarity. Each equipment class
should be thoroughly examined for the demonstration of both physical and excitation similarity.
This similarity screening will produce a subset of each equipment class whose characteristics will
be defined by explicit product specifications and excitation levels. For qualification, an ALWR
equipment item will be compared to these specifications to demonstrate physical similarity.
Multiple such subsets may be defined for each class for different excitation levels. Of course, the
equipment class subset is expected to be narrower as the excitation level increases. This can be
illustrated by considering extreme conditions. For example, if the excitation level is very low
(e.g., 0.05g ZPA), an entire equipment class with all diversities may qualify; whereas, if the
excitation level is extremely high (e.g., 10g ZPA), only a few specific products may qualify.
Thus, subsetting depends on the qualification level and is defined by product and installation
specifications.

2.2.2 Group 2 Equipment

Group 2 equipment classes do not satisfy the criteria for belonging to Group 1, but their
malfunction mechanisms can be demonstrated from past experience or otherwise with a high
degree of certainty. The general characteristics of Group 2 equipment, the relevant experience
data. and the similarity demonstration and qualification procedures are as follows:

l. Perform detailed examination of equipment characteristics.

2. Equipment malfunction mechanisms should be well understood. Consult the
experience data base, especially test data at high excitation levels to identify
malfunctions.

3 Analyze the root causes of malfunctions.
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4. Preclude all known and potential malfunctions by preparing strict specifications for
product, installation and maintenance.

S. Describe the dynamic similarities related to functionality (or malfunction
mechanisms) in the product specifications.

6. Avoid future variations, that may adversely affect seismic qualification, through
product specifications.

7. Perform structural analysis to verify load transfer.

8. Maintain well-defined and well-documented seismic experience data. Only selected
data from the overall body of seismic experience data can be considered. This will

define a subset (the reference data) for each equipment class that will be used for
future qualification.

9. The reference data must include a wide variation of specimens for each class (i.e.,
manufacturer, model number, size, etc.).

10.  Target qualification (excitation) levels should be established from the reference
data. High confidence must be assured in establishing the qualification level. The
reference data should corprise a wide variation of input motion (e.g., over broad
frequency band) applied to a wide variety of equipment within each class.

11.  Judgments and independent expert peer review must play significant roles at all
steps.

Item numbers 1-9 and 11 are intended to demonstrate equipment physical similarity and
item numbers 8, 10 and 11 will support excitation similarity. Similar to Group 1 equipment, each
class of Group 2 equipment will be thoroughly examined for demonstration of both physical and
excitation similarity. This similarity screening will produce a subset of each equipment class
whose characteristics will be defined by explicit product specifications and excitation levels. The
reference data, as defined in Item Number 8, are required to substantiate the appropriateness of
the qualification excitation ievels. For qualification, an ALWR equipment item will be compared
to these specifications for demonstration of physical similarity. Multiple subsets may be created
for each equipment class for multiple excitation levels. As explained earlier, the equipment class
subset is expected to be narrower as the excitation level increases. In summary, subsetting is a
step toward qualification by similarity and it depends on the excitation level and is defined by
product and installation specifications. These specifications for Group 2 equipment are more
restrictive than those for Group 1 equipment.
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2.2.3 Group 3 Equipment

Equipmeqt classes that do not satisfy the criteria for Group 1 or 2 equipment become
Group 3. Traditional shake table testing or more rigorous similarity analysis will be required
for Group 3 equipment.

2.2.4 Exciation Level

In the previous subsections, the need for establishing an excitition level has been
mentioned but the process for arriving at this levi:l has not been preserted. The purpose of this
subsection is to consider several approaches to :stablish the qualification ¢xcitation level from
a set of experience data that are obtained from jrevious tests and eartaquuke events. The use
of these two sources of input motion in deriving the qualification excitation levels is discussed
in the following paragraphs.

For testing experience data, the excitation level is controlled, usually well documented
and mostly broad-banded with multifrequency inputs. Each of these input moticns contains a
definite amount of damage potential for a particuler piece of equipment. The damage potential
also depends on the equipment item, e.g., its naturel frequencies, malfunction mechanisms, etc.
Thus, the damage potential varies depending on the combination of the input motion and the
equipment item exhibiting a particular malfunction, and is difficult to quantify, although this is
the target parameter in comparing various input motions for qualification,

Typically, input motions are expressec in terms of acceleration response spectra and the
damage potential may be represented by the ZPA, peak spectral acceleration, average spectral
acceleration over a frequency range of interest (e.g., fundamental frequency band), ratio of the
peak spectral acceleration to ZPA, etc. Even with well-defined experience response spectra,
such as test response spectra a question remains how to draw the qualification response spectrum
for a given number of experience response spectra. A lower envelope of the experience
response spectrum set or a spectrum with an average of the spectral responses at each frequency
may be considered as a potential candidate (more ¢« ussions or a composite spectrum are
provided in Appendix A). But, each approach will provide a very different confidence level.
Thus, there is no unique way to establish the qualification or excitation level. There are many
other factors that complicate this matter further. For example, the resonant frequency
corresponding to a given malfunction is mostly unknown and this frequency for each equipment
of the same class can be significantly different. There could be multiple malfunction
mechanisms which need to be considered in comparing the response spectra. The equipment
subset that will be used for similarity comparison (i.e., the equipment set included in the
experience data) should be representative of the diverse types of equipment within the same
equipment class (i.e., size, shape, mass, material strength, manufacturing quality, etc.). Thus,
there could be a substantial amount of diversity of damage potential within a given subset of any
equipment class and, for equipment qualification, there is no simple tool to derive a unique
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qualification excitation level from a given set of test response spectra.

In the above discussions, it has been assumed that the excitation levels of the experience
data are well-controlled and well-documented. This assumption is mostly true for testing
experience data but definitely not true for earthquake experience data. There are two major
sources of uncertainties in estimating the motion at the location of equipment in the earthquake
experience data. Ground motion is typically recorded at a reasonably far distance (e.g., 1-2 km)
from the site so that the ground motion estimate at the equipment site has a high uncertainty .
The equipment item itself could experience » motion different from the ground motion at the
site. The Panel believes that the motion that a particular piece of equipment has been subjected
to could be as low as half, or as much as twice, the estimated motion. Because of the
complexities discussed above, the development of a qualification level requires the exercise of
considerable judgment.

The Panel does not believe that any definitive mathematical process can be prescribed
for establishing the qualification level from a given set of experience excitation data. Instead,
the Panel believes that if there has to be a method to integrate all these factors, it is through the
use of expert judgments. A group having joint expertise in various aspects of equipment
qualification and structural dynamics, as cited above, may attempt to draw a qualification
excitation level. The Panel definitely recognizes the use and importance of many known
parameters and calculation tools (e.g., ZPA, peak spectral acceleration, average spectral
acceleration, root-mean-square of accelerations, ratio of any of these quantities, statistical
treatment, etc.). But, the Panel considers that judgment is the primary means, and that other
factors play an important but a supportive role.

An example that elaborates the judgment exercised for establishing the level A response
spectra for Group 2 equipment is included in Appendix B. The ground motion estimates of past
earthquake events for which equipment performance data were used by ARC have been
independently verified by a consultant to the Panel and found to be reasonable.

2.2.5 Evaluation of ARC Methodology

The ARC Methodology (Reference 2.1) generally follows the approach as described in
the above sections. ARC has selected two levels of qualification (Level A and Level B) and
prescribed product specifications for each qualification level.

For Group 1 equipment qualified to Level A, the earthquake experience data primarily
provide confirmation of the inherent strength of the equipment which has been incorporated into
its design by the need to meet its service loads. On this basis, the Panel supports Level A
qualification for the seven Group 1 equipment classes listed in Section 1.2.1 with further
comments specified in Chapter 3.
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For Group 1 equipment qualified to Level B, test data and knowledge gained from the
analysis of equipment establish the level of the qualification. The Panel recognizes that in many
cases there is very limited test data, but the service loads of the equipment type and limiting
specifications address conceins about the potential vulnerabilities of the equipment class. The
Panel supports Level B qualification for the seven Group 1 equipment classes but suggests that
the basis for these qualificatio.: levels should be further strengthened with additional data.

For Group 2 equipment qualified to Level A, the earthquake experience and test data play
a vital role in establishing the product specifications. The Panel recognizes that the ground
motions at equipment items in the reference data and from other sites and in different
earthquakes exhibit significant variation so that any particular ground motions could be below
or above the component spectra that made up the Reference Spectrum (i.e., Level A). It is this
variation, as well as the fact that an adequate number of a diverse collection of equipment has
been subjected to these earthquakes, that provides the assurance of good equipment performance
(see Appendix B for further discussion). So long as an adequate number of independent, diverse
equipment data exist that bound the range of a particular class and represent well the diversity
of the equipment class, the Panel concurs that the Level A Reference Spectrum can be
established at the median level of the individual reference data base best-estimate response
spectra. The Panel judges that for the transformers and batteries a population of 30 items is
adequate for the given reference data. The Panel observes that the ARC reference data cover
only a limited number of large transformers and suggests that additional data be collected for
this equipment. Not withstanding this deficiency, the Panel supports Level A qualification for
these two Group 2 equipment classes.

For Group 2 equipment qualification to Level B, the Panel has a concern that equipment
subjected to qualification testing may have been different from its typical commercial grade
counterpart. This concern complicates the use of test data for determining the qualification of
industrial grade equipment. The Panel does not support Level B qualification for batteries as
presented in the ARC report’. The Panel will support this level, however, if aged battery cells
are tested as further elaborated in Chapter 3.

2.2.6 Summary

In the above sections, the Panel has attempted to show how the general principle of
similarity as required by the current acceptance criteria can be applied when experience data are
used. The Panel recognizes that a major difficulty in the generic use of experience data is how
to apply a limited set of data to a larger group of equipment with possible diversity. For this
concern, certain procedural steps have been described in the earlier sections. The Panel believes
that detailed step by step procedures cannot at this time be adequately formulated and a broadly

“‘In \he ARC report, Level B qualification has not been proposed for transformers.
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based expert review panel plays a vital role in the successful impiementation of the process. For
this reason, the Panel emphasizes the need for detailed examination of each equipment class
including the pertinent experience data and has used the broad procedures of earlier sections in
reviewing the equipment-specific qualification which is discussed in Chapter 3. Thus, the
Panel’s evaluation of the ARC report is based on its independent, detaiied review of the subject
matter.

The Panel would further like to note that the criteria docwnents prescribe the provisions
in general or more mechanistic terms that are sometimes difficult to implement, subject to
interpretation or may not effectively address the vulnerabilities (e. g., in demonstration of
dynamic response of batteries, the cushion uctween battery cells and their restraining
mechanisms are more important than the mass differences as would otherwise be required
following the rules of dyramics). Such considerations are the essence of this approach, but
unfortunately, cannot necessarily be assured through the prescriptive procedures alone provided
earlier. Thus, judgments not only play a major role in demonstrating the physical and excitation
similarity but also incorporate issues related to instaliation and maintenance. Because of this
heavy reliance on judgments, it is essential that an extension of the generic use of experience
data to additional equipment classes or higher excitation levels be reviewed by an independent
expert group.

2.3 Overall Critique On Implementation

The Panel has reviewed the ARC report (Reference 2.1) following the simiiarity
demonstration methodology discussed in the previous section. The detailed comments on it are
presented in Chapter 3. The purpose of this section is to provide an overall critique on the
report, including ‘the overall qualification aspect and experience data.

2.3.1 Overall Qualification

The Panel believes that the ARC seismic qualification approach applied to the nine classes
of equipment listed in Section 1.2.1 provides a high confidence that they wili perform their
intended function for the associated earthquake levels. Thus, the intent of seismic qualification
has been satisfied. The Panel supports the approach to the classification of equipment and the
establishment of two levels of qualifications contained in the report. It also supports, in general,
the detailed equipment specifications for each equipment class and the associated seismic
capacities. An exception is that the Panel does not support the Level B qualification for the
battery cells. However, the Panel will support this level if aged battery cells are qualified to this
level as further elaborated in Chapter 3. Other exceptions and comments are also included in
Chapter 3.
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2.3.2 Experience Data

It is the Panel’s view that the use of earthquake experience data requires that earthquake
experience data continue to be collected. The purpose of this is to provide additional data where
present data are limited and to identify potential problems and possible future modification to

equipment that reduces its earthquake resistance. Also, as test experience data become available,
it should be added to the body of experience data.

The ARC report identifies a set of reference earthquakes and sites with significant ground
motions. At these sites, facilities and specific equipment are identified and their seismic
performance documented. The documentation of equipment and its seismic exposure provides
a technical basis for determining the seismic performance of equipment in the different
equipment classes.

Using observations from earthquakes, shake table tests, and results from the »nalysis of
equipment, product, installation and maintenance specifications are developed and qu.lification
excitation levels established. In case of Group 2 equipment, where earthquake experience data
play an important role in substantiating good performance and in determining potential failure
modes, a large diversity of equipment in each class must have experienced significant ground
motions. Extensive data from other earthquakes, or other sites in the reference earthquakes, are
not explicitly documented and they primarily serve to provide general support of the good
performance of the equipment classes. These additional data also provide a basis for establishing
equipment specifications to assure good performance. '

The ARC report distinguishes earthquake data from earthquakes prior to 1985. In
addition, selected sites from the list of post-1985 data have been included in Reference Data
Sites. While the references to the various earthquakes are in different reports, there is no other
significant distinction between the data associated with these sites, except that more recent
earthquakes may contain newer equipment and more details about the equipment may have been
gathered.

In summary, the Panel observes that although the report includes some experience data,
the documentation is mixed and for several classes of equipment the documentation of experience
data is poor and could be improved. Not withstanding this defiziency, the Panel has concluded
that for the nine classes of equipment under consideration, the data are adequate to support the
conclusions in the report. These conclusions are class specific, so that for other classes of
equipment, a more robust collection of data may be necessary.

2.3.3 Presentation

In general, the Panel supports the presentation of the materials in the report including the
general discussion on equipment performance. The Panel endorses a format which links the
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purpose of specific product, installation and maintenance specifications to the concerns that are
being addressed or the potential malfunctions that are being excluded. This is especially
important to demonstrate the similarity concept related to understanding of the malfunction
mechanisme as elaborated in the earlier sections.

The Panel also observes that there is a lingering weakness in the development of the
arguments that are presented in the report to support the concept of generic diversity. As a
result, the presentat.on does not seem to elaborate on methods that follow from the philosophy
of the current acceptance criteria, e.g., IEEE Sid 344. The Panel has provided its own
interpretation in the earlier sections. Furthermore, additional discussions on fundamental
concepts for seismic qualification of equipment using experience data are included in Appendix
A’

2.3.4 Aging

The ARC report provides only a short paragraph or aging. The Pane’ recognizes that
a significant portion of the equipment items that form the Reference Data se¢ aid much more
other equipment that has performed well in significant earthquakes, was older equipment and
I'mited aging has not apparently affected its performance in earthquakes. However, this
information is not documented in the ARC report. The Panel notes that some aging issues have
been addressed implicitly for Level A qualification, in that the earthquake experience data were
for equipment that has been aged. However, only limited equipment was over 20 years old and
almost none was over 40 years old. The Panel recognizes that the synergistic effects of aging
and seismic qualification is a complicated issue and difficult to quantify. The Panel feels that
normal aging will not have major impact on seismic performance of most equipment up to Level
A, particularly when normal maintenance and refurbishment are taken into consideration.
However, the Panel has not done detailed review of these issues.

2.3.5 References

The ARC report refers to several documents for acceptance criteria and experience data.
The Panel's observations as presented in this report are only on the ARC document (i.e.
Reference 2.1) and the Panel does not necessarily endorse any of the documents referenced in
the ARC report.

*One panel member questions the relevance of Appendix A. His view on Appendix A
is included on Page A-16.
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2.4 Conclusions

The Panel maintains that the approach for the use of experience data in equipment
qualification should be to demonstrate similarity of the equipment characteristics and excitation
levels. For diverse equipment types, the similarity demonstration requires broad representation
of the equipment population that has been subjected to strong ground motions. Substantial expert
Jjudgments are required for reliability and success of this srocess. The Panel notes that a vital
element of the use of this method has been a detailed ex. mination of ail candidate equipment
classes by experts with broad experience in earthquake performance of equipment. This process
has drawn on the experience of the Panel and has included a review of the performance of
equipment in earthquakes, testing and seismic analysis, and discussions with manufacturers
This detailed review by a panel with this broad experience is needed to develop the product and
installation and maintenance specifications ard set the seismic qualification levels. Currently,
the Panel’s review is limited to the equipment classes and excitation levels included in the ARC
document (Reference 2.1). The Panel feels that in the future, if new equipment classes are to
be qualified by this methodology, a similar independent review be performed for the NRC. This
independent review should be conducted by an independent panel with broad experience in
seismic performance, testing and analysis of equipment.

References

2.1  "Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) First-Of-A-Kind Engineering (FOAKE) Project
on Equipment Seismic Qualification," prepared by MPR Associates and EQE
International for Advanced Reactor Corporation, February, 1996.

2.2 U1.S. NRC Regulatory Guide 1.100, "Seismic Qualification of Electric and Mechanical
Equipment for Nuclear Power Plants,” Revision 2, June 1988.

2.3 U.S. NRC Standard Review Plan, NUREG-800, Sections 3.9 and 3.10, 1981,

2.4 IEEE Standard 344-1987, "Recommended Practice for Seismic Qualification of
Class 1E Equipment for Nuclear Power Generating Stations”.

2.5  1EEE Standard Seismic Testing of Relays, ANSI/IEEE C37.98-1987.

2.6 "An Evaluation of the Industry Approack on the Seismic Qualification of Equipment in
ALWR Plants,” NRC Panel on Seismic Qualification of ALWR Equipment, May 1993,

2.7 L.E. Cover, M.P. Bohn, R.D. Campbell and D.A. Wesley, "Handbook of Nuclear
Power Plant Seismic Fraoilities,” NUREG/CR-3558, June 1985.

NURE( 'CR-6464




General Evaluation of Equipment Seismic Qualification

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

Holman, G.S., et al., "Component Fragility Research Program: Phase 1 Demonstration
Tests," NUREG/CR-4900, Vols. 1 and 2, August 1987.

Kennedy, R.P., et al., "Part I. Use of Seismic Experience and Test Data to Show
Ruggedness of Equipment in Nuclear Power Plants, Part II: Review Procedure to Assess
Seismic Ruggedness of Cantilever Bracket Cable Tray Supports,” Sandia National
Laboratory, Report No. SAND92-0140, June 1992.

EPRI Report NP-5223, Revision 1. "Generic Seismic Ruggedness of Power Plant
Equipment," prepared by ANCO Engineers, August 1991.

EPRI Report NP-7149, "Summary of the Seismic Adequacy of twenty Classes of
Equipment Required for the Safe Shutdown of Nuclear Plants,” prepared by EQE
Engineering Consultants, March 1991.

Kafia, D.D., et al., "A Research Program for Seismic Qualification of Nuclear Piant
Electrical and Mechanical Equipment,” NUREG/CR-3892, August 1984,

Bandyopadhyay, K.K., et al., "Seismic Fragility of Nuclear Power Plant Components,”
NUREG/CR-4659, Vols. 1-4, June 1986-June 1991.

Kafia, D.D., and Pomerening, D.J., "Similarity Principles for Equipment Qualification
by Experience," NUREG/CR-5012, July 1988.

NUREG/CR-6464 18



Specific Evaluations of Equipment Seismic Qualification

CHAPTER 3
SPECIFIC EVALUATIONS OF EQUIPMENT
SEISMIC QUALIFICATION

3.1  Introduction

The evaluations of the Panel for the equipment classes included in the ARC report
(Reference 3.1) are presented in this chapter. For each equipment class, the Panel has provided
a brief description that generally defines the class. This is followed by observations about the
Level A and Level B seismic qualifications. Specific concerns or reservations, if any, of the Panel
abou. the class are then expressed. Some of the parameters which limit the equipment class may
be based on the fact that these are the limits for which there is adequate information in the
experience data or that they represent a2 bound which meets the needs of the Advanced Light Water
Reactor program. Thus, the establishment of bounds do not necessarily imply that equipment just
beyond these bounds is seismically vulnerable.

3.2 Group 1 Equipment
3.2.1 Horizontz] and Vertical Pumps

Section 4.2 of the ARC repon (Reference 3.1) identifies the pumps and drivers included
in the equipment class. They are horizontal and vertical pumps driven by electric motors.
Pump/Driver product specifications establish the qualification for Level A as the Reference
Spectrum (Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1), and the qualification for Level B at 2 g zero period
acceleration (ZFA) for motor frame sizes greater than 449 and at 4 g ZPA for frame sizes equal
to or less than 449.

The Panel observes that pump-motor assemblies have functionally simple components and
their operational loads impose the need for strong components and assemblies that exceed seismic
demands. Earthquake experience data of diverse pumps discussed and referenced in the ARC
report support this observation. Based on inherent strengths of pumps and their drivers and the
support of experience data, the Panel believes that this equipment is qualified to Level A as
proposed in the ARC report.

For quaiification to Level B, structural analyses of the pumps under seismic loads are
required. The meain concerns of the Panel are related to vertical pumps, and these are addressed
by the specifications for Level B. Although experience data up to Level B do not exist because
of limitation of earthquake data, the Panel does not find any potential malfunction concerns that
have not been precluded through the product specifications. Therefore, the Panel judges that the
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qualification of Level B of 2 g/4 g ZPA as proposed in the ARC report tu be reasonable.

In conclusion, the Panel finds that the pump-motor qualification criteria including
installation and maintenance specifications presented in the ARC report meet the gualification
approach discussed in Chapter 2 and hence supports these criteria.

3.2.2 Motor-Operated, Air-Operated, Manual and Check Valves

3.2.2.1 Motor-Operated Valves

Section 4.3.1 of the ARC report identifies motor-operated valves included in the equipment
class. Motor-operators from specific manufacturers and model numbers are included in the
equipment class. Motor-operated valve product specifications establish a qualification for Level
A as the Reference Spectrum. Motor-operated valve product specifications of Level B include a
mere limited set of motor operators and establish qualification to a 6 g ZPA level, based on test
data and analysis.

The Panel observes that motor operators have undergone testing and there is no record of
damage from inertial loads, that has not been precluded by product specifications. The operational
loads impose the need for strong components and assemblies. Earthquake experience data of
selected motor operators as discussed and referenced in the ARC report supports this observation.
Based on the inherent strengths of motor-operated valves and the support of experience data, the
Panel believes that this equipment is qualified to Level A as proposed in the ARC report.

For qualification to Level B of 6 g ZPA, the acceptable models are further restricted to
units that have been tested and additional requirements on system natural frequencies and analyses
are imposed. Based on the required analyses, natural frequency requirements, and specifications
to eliminate potential malfunctior concerns, the Panel iudges that the qualification of Level B of
6 g ZPA as proposed in the ARC report to be reasonable.

In conclusion, the "*anel finds that the motor-operated valve qualification criteria including
installation and maintenance specifications presented in the ARC report meet the qualification
approach discussed in Chapter 2 and hence supports these criteria.

3.2.2.2 Aiwr-Operated Valve

Section 4.3.2 of the ARC report identifies the air-operated valves included in the
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equipment class. They are diaphragm- or piston-type air-operated, on-off type valves. Air-
operated valve product specifications establish a qualification for Level A as the Reference
Spectrum.  Air-operated valve product specifications establish Level B qualification of 4-1/2 g
ZPA if performance is demonstrated by static analysis and 6 g ZPA if performance is
demonstrated by static test.

The Panel observes that air-operated valves have functionally simple components and their
operational loads impose the need for strong components and assemblies that exceed seismic
demands. Earthquake experience data ot diverse air-operated valves is extensive and referenced
in the ARC report. This data supports the observation about the good performance of this
equipment. Based on inherent strengths of air-operated valves and the support of earthquake
experience data, the Panel believes that this equipment is qualified to Level A as proposed in the
ARC report.

For qualification to Level B, the natural frequency of the valve assembly must be above
33 Hz. The main concern of the Panel related to air-operated valves is diaphragm damage. This
concern is addressed by the specifications for Level B. Although limited experience data up to
Level B is available, the Panel does not find any potential malfunction concerns that have not been
precluded through the product specifications. Therefore, the Panel judges that the qualification
of Level B of 4-1/2 g ZPA when supported by analysis and 6 g ZPA when supported by static
tests as proposed in the ARC report to be reasonable.

In conclusion, the Panel finds that the air-operated qualificaticn criteria and qualification
levels including installation and maintenance specifications presented in the ARC report meet the
qualification approach discussed in Chapter 2 and hence supports these criteria.

3.2.2.3 Manual and Check Valves

Section 4.3.3 of the ARC report identifies manual and check valves included in the
equipment class. They are manually operated gate and globe valves or swing or titling-disc check
valves. These valve product specifications establish Level B® qualification of 6 g ZPA. The Panel
observes that the inherent strength incorporated in their design to meet operating loads of these
valves gualifies them for Level B of 6 g ZPA.

‘No Level A qualification for manual and check valves has been proposed in the ARC
report.
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In conclusion, the Panel finds that the manual and check valve qualification criteria and
qualification levels including installation and maintenance specifications presented in the ARC
report meet the qualification approach discussed in Chapter 2 and hence supports these criteria.

3.2.3 Temperatre SEnsors

Section 4.4 of the ARC report identifies the temperature sensors included in the equipment
class. They are thermocouples and resistance temperature detectors. Temperature sensor product
specifications for qualificauon to Level A is the Reference Spectrum. Based on test data and the
simplicity of the design the Level B capacity is 10 g ZPA.

The Panel recognizes that there is limited documentation of earthquake performance of
temperature sensors; however, they are present in a wide range of facilities and no direct
earthquake damage has been observed. The Panel judges that the inherent resistance and the
earthquake experience data support the "evel A capacity of the Reference Spectrum.

The Panel observes that the qu: lification to Level B is supported by a limited number of
tests 1o a capacity of 10 g ZPA. However, the Panel judges that the simple physical form of these
devices and the specifications that address potential vulnerabilities support the qualification of
Level B to 10 g as proposed in the ARC report. Installation and maintenance specifications also
address potential seismic vulnerabilities.

In conclusion, the Panel finds that the temperature sensor gualification criteria and
qualification levels including installation and maintenance specifications presented in the ARC
report meet the qualification approach discussed in Chapter 2 aad hence supports these criteria.

3.2.4 Diesel Generating Units

Section 4.5 of the ARC report identifies diesel generating units included in the equipment
class. They are units ranging is size from 50 KW to over 2000 KW. Diesel generating unit
product specifications for qualification to Level A is the Reference Spectrum. Diesel generating
unit product specifications for Level B is | g spectral acceleration (5% damping) in the range from
20 Hz to 33 Hz.

The Panel observes that a large number of small and moderate size diesel generating units

have experienced many different earthquakes and have not been damaged. However, there have
been many instances where diesel generator systems have not performed well after earthquakes.
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secure supply of makeup water, that the fuel pump is connected to the emergency power supply,
that the load on the generator is below the long-term capacity of the generator, and that all
controls and systems are in their proper position after units are tested.

The test data for large diesel generating units are very limited. But the Panel feels that
the operational loads impose the need for strong components and assemblies, and that these loads
exceed seismic demands. Based on inherent strengths of diesel generating units and the support
of earthquake experience data the Panel believes that this equipment is qualified to the Level A
as proposed in the ARC report.

The Panel observes that the qualification (o Level B is based on very limited test data,
but judges the service loads impart substantial strength above the levels demonstrated by the
earthquake experience data. Therefore, the Panel judges that the qualification of Level B of
| g spectral acceleration (5% damping) in the interval from 20 Hz to 33 Hz as proposed in the
ARC report to be reasonable.

The Pane! observed an inconsistency in the product specifications 15, 16, and 17.
Specifications 15 and 16 require an acceleration of 2g, whereas, specification 17 requires 1g
(Reference 3 1, pages 4-65 and 4-66). This inconsistency was not present in the earlier ARC Report
(dated April 1995) which required 2g for specification 17 as well as 15 and 16 This change was
not discussed with the Panel It s likely that the required acceleration level could be lower than 2g,
but not as low as 1g. Without further information, the Panel notes that one way to eliminate this
inconsistency is to use an acceleration level of 2g for all of the specifications 15, 16, and 17.

In conclusion, the Panel finds that except the inconsistency stated above the diesel
generating unit qualification criteria and qualification levels including installation and
maintenance specifications presented in the ARC report meet the qualification approach discussed
in Chapter 2 and hence supports these criteria.

3.3  Group 2 Equipment
3.3.1 Ventilated and Non-Ventilated Dry-Type Transformers

Section 5.2 of the ARC report identifies the types of transformers included in the
equipment class. They are ventilated and non-ventilated dry-type transformers operating at
13.8 KV or less and rated at 2500 KVA or less. Transformer product specifications for
qualification to Level A gllow use of the Reference Spectrum. Neither the qualification level
nor the product specifications for Leve! B have been established at this time.
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The Panel observes that there were a few t ‘nsformer failures in the experience data, but
the potential failure modes have been addressec by product specifications. Excluding these
known failures, the earthquake experience data of diverse transformers are discussed and
referenced in the ARC report and this data supports the good earthquake performance of
transformers. However, the Panel notes that the reference data contains very fe large
transformers and it would be desirable to add large units to the reference data. The Panel
believes that the potential failure modes at Level A inputs have been precluded through the use
of equipment specifications. Based on a review of potential failure modes and the support of
experience data the Panel believes that these transformers are qualified to Level A at the
Reference Spectrum as proposed in the ARC report.

In conclusion, the Panel finds that the transformer qualification criteria and the
qualification level including installation and maintenance specifications presented in the ARC
report for Level A capacity meet the qualification approach discussed in Chapter 2 and hence
supports these criteria. The Panel agrees with the conclusion in the ARC report that there is
currently an insufficient basis to support experience-based seismic qualification of transformers
at the Level B excitation. The Panel has not reviewed the Level B requirements.

3.3.2 Stationary Vented, Lead-Acid Batteries on Racks

Section 5.3 of the ARC report identifies batteries and battery racks included in the
equipment class. Batteries must be manufactured by C&D Power Systems, Exide Corporation,
or GNB Batteries, Inc. The product specifications for batteries on battery rack qualification to
Level A allow use of the Reference Spectrum. The product specifications for the battery rack
and for the cells for Level B is 3 g spectral acceleration (5% damping) in the range of 4 Hz to
20 Hz and 2 g ZPA.

For capacity Level A for batteries on racks the Panel has reviewed the earthquake
experience reference data documenting the performance of batteries. The Panel has also had
discussions with battery manufacturers. Battery life is limited to 10 year. The specifications
address the concerns about the seismic vulnerability of batteries on rack. The Panel judges that
degradation of the power capacity of cells after earthquakes, if any, should be acceptable for
Level A. An important consideration in arriving at this judgment was the views expressed by
the manufacturers that limiting the battery life to 10 years had a major impact on the ability of
the cells to meet discharge requirements after an earthquake. The Panel judges that this
equipment is qualified to Level A as proposed in the ARC report.

For qualification to Level B, the Panel observes that the specifications require a seismic
analysis of the rack and thus qualify it to Level B, However, the Panel does have a concern
about the use of any battery manufactured by the qualified manufacturers for this application.
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Even for the 10-year life limitation, the Panel judges that the post-earthquake capacity of the
battery cells that are not in the data base is an issue. The Panel is conczrned about reliability
of the cells in light of the low cost alternatives that are available for manufacturing the cells.
Manufacturers indicated that the nuclear grade cells and the equivalent non-nuclear grade cells
are similar, and other cells that would be used for nuclear applications are very similar. If that
is true, it should be possible for the manufacturers to prepare a similarity analysis under IEEE
Std 344 to qualify the cells. Alternatively, shake-table tests can be performed on candidate
individual aged cells mounted on an excitation table to substantiate their ability to retain adequate
electrical charge capacity after shaking.

Regarding installation and maintenance specifications, the Panel supports these provisions
for batteries and racks for both Level A and Level B.

In conclusion, the Panel supports the battery on racks qualification criteria for Level A
presented in the ARC report. The Panel supports the rack qualification criteria for Level B.
The Panel does not accept the criteria for cells for Level B, but would recommend that aged
batteries be qualified by test or similarity. If this recommendation were adopted the Panel would
support Level B for batteries.

Reference
3.1 "Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) First-Of-A-Kind Engineering Project on

Equipment Seismic Qualification,” prepared by MPR Associates and EQE International
for Advanced Reactor Corporation, February, 1996.
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CHAPTER 4
CABLE TRAYS AND CONDUITS

4.1 Introduction

The ARC methodology for cable trays and conduit is documented in Reference 4.1. The
Panel’s evaluations of this methodology and the criteria are presented in this chapter. These
evaluations apply only to the ARC report (i.e., Reference 4.1), and the Panel does not
necessarily endorse any of the documents referenced in the ARC report.

4.2  Relationship to Current Criteria

Current criteria for cables trays, conduits and ducts require that these systems satisfy
standard structural analysis methods, i.e., dynamic analysis or equivalent static analysis.

The proposed approach is a major departure from typical practice nused for cable trays
and conduit in nuclear facilities. Present nuclear practice is to design very stiff systems and
perform a linear system analysis to evaluate the dynamic response and resulting stresses. The
proposed methodology is modeled after traditional non-nuclear practice with the use of very
flexible systems. In general, cable tray and conduit systems are suspended. The proposed
method for suspended systems establishes design criteria so that supports are flexible and that
moments and prying action on anchorage is limited. The design by rule method establishes
conservative loading criteria and eliminates the need for lateral load evaluation. For stiff
supports and non-suspended cable trays and conduits, lateral loads must be evaluated and
anchorage designed to accommodate gravity plus laterally induced loads. The design by rule
method allows non-elastic deformziion of clip angles, but assures acceptable low-cycle fatigue
performance.

4.3  Critique

The Panel fully supports the ARC "design-by-rule” approach for cable trays and conduits,
and encourages its use. Specifically, the Panel agrees that flexible suspended systems with
substantial plastic capacity are very desirable.

The Panel notes that this approach requires that hard spots in ine raceway systems be
minimized. While the ARC report strongly discourages the use of hard sputs, it is recognized
that if restraints are needed to limit the motion of the cable tray because of potential interaction
with a nearby safe-shutdown equipment item, a stiff support may have to be added. If it is an

27 NUREG/CR-6464



Cable Trays and Conduits

isolated support, it may draw very large tributary loads and apply large local loads for the
raceway. To limit these loads additional stiff supports could be added, but this is counter to the
general design philosophy. Several approaches to this problem were explored, and one example
of how to treat such a hard spot is given in the ARC report. However, the Panel recommends
that more detailed guidance be developed to deal with these special cases. In the meantime,
designers should give special attention to avoiding such hard spots and provide justification for
their design on a case-by-case basis.

Finally, it is the view of the Panel that a demonstration of these guidelines by a
traditional plant design organization would be very desirable during their initial implementation.
The objective of this exercise is to verify that the design philosophy and design practice
contained in the report have been clearly explained and can be properly implemented.

4.4 Summary

In summary, the Panel strongly supports the proposed methodology and judges that the
seismic performance of cable trays and conduits using this methodology will be at least as good,
and possibly better than current systems using existing designs that emphasize very stiff
supports.

Reference
4.1  "Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) First-Of-A-Kind Engineering (FOAKE) Project

on Design by Rule for Cable Tray and Conduit Systems," prepared by EQE International
for Advanced Reactor Corporation, January, 1996.
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CHAPTER 5
HVAC DUCTS AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS

The ARC approach for seismic design of heating, ventilar:on and air conditioning
(HVAC) ducts and their supports is presented in Reference 5.1. (The Panel's evaluations
presented in this chapter apply only to the ARC report, i.e., Reference 5.1, and the Panel does
not necessarily endorse any of the documents referenced in the ARC report.) The design
philosophy proposes a two-tier approach: one for non-safety related and another for safety
related ducts. For non-safety related systems, ducts will conform to national comstruction
standards (without explicit seismic requirements) and the supports will include light weight
structural systems similar to the cable tray supports. Vulnerabilities learned from past
experience will be factored in the design. This design is supposed to assure structural integrity
and not necessarily the leak tightness. On the other hand, the safety ducts will be designed with
stiff supports to ensure leak tightness.

Currently, the ARC approach is still in the conceptual state and will require further
development and review of iechnical details before it can be implemented for design in ALWR
planis. Therefore, at this point the Panel provides the following comments only on the general
design concept and does not address the details expecting that they will be developed in the
future.

1. The Panel fully supports the idea of "design-by-rule” for HVAC ducts. This requires
simplified design procedures with minor computational needs. The Panel observed that,
in the past, significant efforts were expended for nuclear power plants to analyze and
design HVAC ducts. The lessons learned from past practice and experience, if
incorporated in the new design rules, will significantly reduce cost without sacrificing
confidence in performance. Therefore, the Panel not only endorses a new design
approach but also encourages it.

- 8 The two-tier approach - one for non-safety related and another for safety related ducts
-1s an acceptable approach. However, further work and improvements are necessary to
show that the ducts remain leak tight.

B Typically, ducts include several control features such as dampers and air handlers. Such
accessory equipment should be considered and included in the scope of the HVAC ducts.
As a minimum, their influence (e.g., response interaction, loading, etc.) should be
included in the duct design.
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4, Displacements may need to be controlled, especially, for leak tight ducts. Special
considerations will be required at "hard spots” (e.g., tees, elbows, longitudinal bracings).

5. Structural integrity of special duct runs may need to be addressed on a case-by-case basis
{e.g., a cantilever duct with diffusers mounted on it).

6. Attention needs to be given to local buckling, corner lengths for available equivalent
cross sections, allowable stresses, etc. Caution may need to be exercised in applying
limited test data to draw broad conclusions.

Reference

5.1  "Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) First-Of-A-Kind Engineering (ARC) Project
on Design Concepts for HVAC Ducting and Supports,” prepared by EQE International
for Advanced Reactor Corporation, April, 1995.

NUREG/CR-6464 30



Appendix A

APPENDIX A
FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS FOR SEISMIC
QUALIFICATION OF E¢)UIPMENT

BY USE OF EXPERIENCE DATA

A.1  Introduction

This appendix will briefly review the historical development for use of experience data
for seismic qualification and will formulate a conceptual framework for the application of
IEEE Std 344 for the similarity approach to euipment qualification. It will deal with issues of
excitation and equipment similarity. It should be noted that the application of the methodology
will sometimes require deviations, possibly large deviations, from the conceptual framework
established here, and therefore independent peer review must accompany the process throughout.
Some of the detail about the origins of this methodology has already been described in the ARC
report [1]. Therefore, herein we will concentrate primarily on a further elaboration of how the
methodology is related to these origins, and on capabilities and limitations that are not so evident
from the ARC report.

Guidelines for seismic quelification of equipment have always fallen under the purview
of IEEE Std 344 [2], which typically emphasizes methods based on analyses, laboratory tests,
or a combination thereof. However, the 1975 version of this standard does recognize the use
of comparative dz.a for "closely similar” equipment. Generally, this has been interpreted to
mean nearly identical equipment, with some size or design variations. On the other hand, in
1975 it was recognized that many already operating nuclear plants had never been reviewed by
these guidelines. In fact, the guidelines were published after the plants were docketed. As a
result, USI A-46 [3] was declared, and a new methodology was sought which would allow
evaluation of the equipment capabilities without interference with plant operation, and at the
same time reduce ever-increasing costs. [t was from this origin that methodology for use of
generic data from both actual earthquake and laboratory test experiences was developed. After
several years, these efforts culminated in the guidelines set forth in the Generic Implementation
Procedures (GIP) [4]. Although the approach has been deemed acceptable by the NRC for
"seismic verification” of equipment adequacy for certain designated operating plants, it has not
been approved for "seismic qualification” for equipment in new plants.

During the developmental period for the GIP [4], a parallel effort was conducted to
update the 1975 version of IEEE Std 344 [2b]. There was included a logical attempt to
incorporate the use of experience methodology into the revision. However, because of the
relative infancy of this methodology at the time, it was decided to include only a philosophical
approach, which was based on a generalization of the "closely similar® method that was
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recognizad in the 1975 version of the standard. Thus, the 1987 version [2c] was published, with
qualification by experience based on similarity principles s¢t forth in Section 9.0 of the
document. However, the approach was stili very developmental, and therefore was approved
only for use on a case-by-case basis [5]. Subsequently, further research on details for similarity
approaches was conducted [6], and these and other results were combined into ASME Standard
QME-1-1994 [7], which includes experience data qualification only for mechanical pumps and
valves.

This appendix was compiled by the panel to help clarify certain fundamental concepts that
form the basis for future emerging methodology developments. In so doing, it should be
recognized that mention of the above references is included exclusively for historical recognition,
and does not necessarily imply endorsement by the panel, or approval by the NRC.

A.2  Basis for Use of Experience Data

IEEE Std 344-1987 [2c] permits seismic qualification of equipment by either direct
methods or by similarity. Direct methods of qualification of equipment deal with test or
analyses of equipment classes in which the individual items are essentially identical in dynamic
properties and the excitation to a given item is well established. On the other hand, for
qualification by similarity, both equipment properties and excitation are allowed to expand into
a prescribed variation within a given class of similar equipment. The details of how the physical
and excitation similarity are prescribed and how the class of equipment is defined form the
essence of the qualification by similarity approach. One approach for the application of IEEE
Std 344-1987 to experience data qualification of equipment by similarity has been developed by
Kafia and Pomerening [6], and summarized in Attachment A to Appendix QR-A of Ref. [7].
Herein this approach will be called "qualification by close similarity."

The general approach to qualification by close similarity using experience data as outlined
in IEEE Std 344-1987(2c) is based o the same fundamental dynamic principles that are required
for qualification by test or analysis. However, when applying the experience approach to qualify
a candidate equipment item, one seeks to show that a certain capability has already been
demonstrated in a group of similar eauipment, and therefore it need not be demonstrated by
direct test or analysis that the same czpability exists in the candidate equipment. The standard
clearly states that similarity of the excitatior and similarity of the equipment physical dynamic
properties (that influence its potential malfunction) must be given careful consiaeration in order
to demonstrate qualification by close similarity. This consideration must be based on the same
fundamental dynamic principles one would deal with when attempting to perform qualification
by direct methods.

Other than for the approach herein called "qualification by close similarity,” the IEEE

Std 344-1987 standard gives very little detailed guidance on qua'ification by similarity.
However, it is the judgment of this panel that other approaches to qualification by similarity also
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can satisfy the IEEE Std 344-1987 Standard. Whereas qualification by close similarity relies on
an explicit comparison of physical and excitation similarity, extended methods can rely more on
an implicit comparison of physical and excitation similarity, and generally depend upon having
a greater diversity of available experience data. The degree of extension which might be
permitted will depend upon such things as:

the diversity of the class being qualified
the diversity of the available experience data
the qualification excitation level

the degree of knowledge of the experience data physical characteristics and
excitation levels

b o

Similarity qualification methods which rely to some extent on an implicit comparison of physical
and excitation similarity herein will be called “qualification by extended similarity.”

In the remainder of this appendix, first some fundamental aspects of demonstrating
physical and excitation similarity will be discussed. Next, some general aspects of qualification
by similarity will be presented and followed by some details of how qualification by close
similarity might be satisfied. Finally, one approach for qualification by extended similarity will
be discussed. In this approach, the physical and excitation similarity requirements will be
addressed implicitly by the introduction of generic diversity concepts. This approach can be
used to qualify a generic class of equipment that satisfies certain physical specifications. [t relies
on having available a large and diverse experience data base of successful performance of
equipment within the class when subjected to a diverse set of broad-frequency excitation levels.
It also requires having a detailed knowledge of the minimum physical specification requirements
needed to provide high confidence that a malfunction will not occur at the qualification excitation
level.

A.2.1 Excitation Similarity

Qualification typically requires that an equipment item be demonstrated, or otherwise
shown, to possess a capacity for excitation motion that exceeds an anticipated demand for
excitation motion. For seismic qualification, this process is usually done in terms of a response
spectrum description. For qualification by test, close similarity of excitation is assured by the
simple requirement that "the test (i.e., minimum capacity) response spectrum closely envelope
the required (i.e., demand) response spectrum throughout the frequency range.” However, with
the use of experience data for similarity qualification, it is necessary to compare the effects of
relatively different spectra and, furthermore, to combine them into a composite specirum by
some rationale. Inherently the approach includes the assumption that there is a damage
equivalence between the motion implied by the composite spectrum and that implied by each of
the different constituent spectra. Foi such an approach, definition of an additional set of
parameters for describing the implied motions czn be more useful than the response spectra
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alone,

Figure A.l lists several parameters that also describe the motion implied by a
corresponding response spectrum, and taken together, are an equivalent means of specifying the
motion. Thus, these criteria also form a basis for demonstrating similarity of the implied
motion. Note that sumilarity of ZPA is an cbvious item. Indication of frequency bandwidth by
amplification frequency range is somewhat qualitative, but can be determined more accurately
if necessary by a power spectral density (which is required now for use of a single motion time

history in certain qualifications). The peak amplification factor S (fYZFA represents the peak
spectral acceleration/ZPA ratio, which is a measure of the amplification capacity of the
excitation. Finally, the consideration of multiple axis effects is obvious. Later it will be shown
how combinations of these criteria can be applied to provide specific guidance for development
of a composite spectrum.

A.2.2 Physical Sumilarity

Qualification by similarity requires that physically similar equipment be identified. As
was previously mentioned, IEEE Std. 344 defines physical similarity to include a consideration
of malfunction mechanism and dynamic response properties that can influence the malfunction.
The basis for this concept is shown in Figure A.2, while possible properties for its determination
are shown in Figure A.3. Note that in general for similarity qualification, malfuuction
«aechanisms and their location should always be considered, but fundamental mode frequency
range and mode amplification-factor need be considered only if they have a potentially direct
influence on the malfunction mechanism.

Parameters Response Spectrum Characteristic I

Peak Excitation Vzlue ZPA ﬂ
Frequency Bandwidth Amplification Frequency Range
Peak Amplification Factor S’ (fyZPA

Multiple Axes Multiple Axes Effects Included

Figure A.1. Excitation Similarity Parameters for Response Spectrum
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Furthermore, similarity of dynamic properties requires at least that there be established a
frequency range within which the fundamental response mode (mode which most influences the
malfunction mechanism) occurs, and the degree of excitation amplification that occurs at the
location of the malfunction. As indicated in Figure A.3, information about the fundamental mode
amplification factor is what is of direct concern. However, exact information on this property
may not be available for some data. Therefore, at least an estimate should be established.
Typically, this can be done by comparing equipmert dimensions, stiffness, and mass properties,
etc.

A 2.3 Correspondence of Similarity

The above requirements deal with excitation and physical similarity individually.
However, there is an additional requirement that should be imposed when they are used in
combination. That is, for equipment and its associated experience response spectra that are used
to form a designated qualification class experience base, the established fundamental frequency
range for each item of equipment should be compared with the composite spectrum. Within the
fundamental frequency range for any constituent equipment item, the composite spectrum should
be no greater than the corresponding constituent response spectrum for that item. Where large
amounts of experience data arc available, a mean composite spectrum may be considered, as will
be described in Section A.4.2. Furthermore, if the fundamental frequency range is above the
amplified region of the excitation spectrum, this requirement is automatically satisfied.

A.3  Qualification By Similarity

For qualification by similarity, both equipment properties and excitation are allowed to
expand into prescribed variations within a given class of similar equipment. The details of how
the physical and excitation similarity are prescribed and how the class of equipment is specified
torm the differences of the two approaches previously defined. Generally, for either approach an
experience base is formed from available experience data for a defined set of equipment whose
class definition is based on the physical similarity properties identified in Figures A.2 and A.3.
If the stated properties are compared explicitly, the approach is referred to as a "qualification by
close similarity.” As such, it can be applied with a relatively few independent data samples.
However, if the comparison of properties is performed only implicitly, then the approach is
referred to as a "gualification by extended similarity." For this case, more independent samples
will be required. Furthermore, to satisfy excitation similarity, a composite spectrum is developed
from various constituent spectra that are available from the experience base equipment. The
details will also vary for each approach. Nevertheless, once the experience base has been formed,
the general approach for qualification of a candidate item is as summarized in Figure A .4 for both
approaches. However, the details of how 1) malfunctions, 2) fundamental frequency range, and
3) mode participation range are identified and accounted for are very ditferent in each case.
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Candidate > Class i Experienceﬁ
ltem Description Base
Physical Excitatiom
Similarity Similarity
l l l .

1. ldentify Malfunctions Capacity
2. Fundamental Frequency Range, Af, Envelope
3. Mode Participation Range Demand

~ [ Qualified | «

Figure A.4. General Considerations for Qualification of Candidate Item

A.4  Qualification by Close Similarity

A.4.1 General

Qualification by close similarity is defined as an experience data approach which is most
applicable to equipment having relatively small variations in its physical characteristics and small
uncertainties associated with its excitation data. With this understanding, the approach directly
follows the guidance outlinea n IEEE Std. 344-1987 [2¢]. The standard clearly states that
similarity of excitation and simharity of equipment physical dynamic properties (that influence
its potential malfunction) must be given careful consideration. Therefore, comparisons are based
on explicit descriptions of these properties, and explicit interpretation of the same fundamental
dynamic pri‘« iples one would deal with when attempting to perform a qualification by traditional
test or analysis methods. Some further details of this apprcach will now be described. Although
this approach may be considered for future applications, it has not been applied to any plant case
to date.
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A.4.2 Development of Experience Base

An experience base can be developed for a defined class of equipment whose physical
similarity properties can be sufficiently justified. A general outline of one suggested procedure
is indicated in Figure A.5. Typically, maifunction mechanisms should be identified and any
dynamic properties which influence them must be considered. As previously indicated, any
characteristics that influence the properties listed in Figure A.3 should be recorded and
compared, unless it can be justified that the malfunction behavior is independent of the dynamic
properties. In particular, a fundamental frequency bandwidth Af,, within which all the equipment
falls, and a range of amplification factors are established for the entire class. Any supporting test
or analysis data should be documented. Then, a composite capacity spectrum should be developed
from the constituent spectra available for the experience base equipment. For this, the parameters
of Figure A1 may be employed Finally, correspondence of similarity should be shown, as
previously described.

Figure A 6 shows conceptually how a composite spectrum S(f) may be developed from two
other constituent spectra. The composite spectrum is usually composed of several different
constituent spectra that represent severe levels available from existing qualification data. Usually
successful qualification data are most directly employed, although data that resulted in a faillure may
also be included if noted appropriately. The final composite is drawn primarily by some rational
procedure based on a combination of the constituent spectra. In order to emphasize the degree of
judgment that must be used for this process, we show a mean, conservative, and most conservative
example of the final form that S,,(f) may take, depending on the fidelity of the constituent spectra
data. To satisfy JEEE Std 344, this procedure should be fully documented and traceable This
means that the general steps followed and the constituent spectra utilized must be clearly listed to
allow possible future audit. The degree of detail should recognize that different persons may be
involved with future study of the results. Furthermore, there are certain additional requirements that
may be imposed on the procedure. These requirements may be based on the similarity parameters
listed in Figure A 1 and an indication of the inherent uncertainties in the results. To satisfy the peak
amplification factor criterion, the composite spectrum cannot imply a greater energy content in the
excitation capacity motion than was present in the most severe constituent spectrum. The simplest
way to satisfy this similarity requirement approximately is that the area of the amplified region of
the composite spectrum should not exceed the largest amplified area present in the most severe
constituent spectrum. This is approximately equivalent to saying that the maximum RMS level of
excitation that has been experienced should not be exceeded by that represented by the composite
spectrum (note that a common level of damping must also be inherent in all spectra). Furthermore,
it should be specified that all of the constituent spectra be reasonably broadbanded This would
prevent the use of multiple sinewave and other very narrow band spectra as constituents unless
special considerations are observed Finally, a critical bandwidth Af, can be identified that is
enveloped by all the constituent
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Experience Class Experience

item 1 " Description - Item 2
! !
Physical Excitation
Similarity Similarity
1. Identify Malfunctions | |
2. Fundamental Frequency Range, Af,
: Earthquake Test
3. Mode Participation Range Spectrum Susctrus
1. Adequate Bandwidth 1. Peak/RMS Ratio
2. Adequate Amplitude 2. Peak Spectral ZPA Ratio
3. Envelope Range, Af. 3. Envelope Range, Af,
Composite
Spectrum
A Similarity y:
Correspondence
Overlap

Fundamental Mode
Af, within Af,

I

Experience Base

Figure A 5. General Considerations for Development of Cxperience Base
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Figure A 6 Derivation of Composite Spectrum

Basis for Excitation Similarity - Equivalent Composite Severity
for Physically Similar Equipment

spectra, if the most conservatism is desired  As indicated in Figure A 6, this is a bandwidth for which
the composite is enveloped by all, or at least most of. the constituent spectra. Then for the most
conservative justification for similarity correspondence, it should be shown that Af, falls within or
above Af, for the entire equipnient experience base, otherwise, further justification must be given
Typically, this inc'udes the use of either a "conservative” spectrum or a mean composite spectrum,
as are also shown in Figure A 6

The above description inciudes only three of several approaches that can be justified for
deveioping the final composite spectrum, depending on the exact nature of the data. Furthermore,
for cases where largely varied data are available, significant judgment must be envoked in the process.
Finally, no single approach is necessarily more valid than another. The final choice must be based on
the aggregate of information that is available.

A.43 Qualification of Candidate Items

With the establishment of an equipment class and its associated composite spectrum, one can
now consider the close similarity qualification of a candidate item of equiprment.  This is done
explicitly according to the summary of Figure A 5. It must first be established as belonging to the
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class. This is done as appropriate, by comparing the primary malfunction, fundamental frequency,
and fundamental mode participation as with experience base equipment. Then, one must show that
its fundamental mode falls within or above the critical bandwidth Af, for the class, or otherwise
show that sufficient data are available that tend to satisfy this requirement. Upon proper
documentation of all results, a qualification according to IEEE Std 344 (1987) has then been
accomplished for any excitation demand spectrum that falls below the composite capacity spectrum.

It should again be emphasized that this qualification by “close similarity" approach is based
on the traditional concept of small variability of equipment in the class that is being qualified and
on the availability of significant knowledge about the equipment (such as dynamic properties
associated with failure modes, modal participation factors, etc.).

A.5  Qualification by Extended Similarity

The previously described procedures represent a close similarity qualification approach in
which the IEEE Std. 344 (1987) [2c] requirements for physical and excitation similarity are
explicitly addressed. As was previously mentioned, it has not vet been applied to any plant case
In contrast, the ARC procedures [1] represents an example of an approach which addresses physical
and excitation similarity requirements only implicitly by the introduction of generic diversity
concepts. With these concepts the intent is to emphasize the need to know more about equipment
functional properties, and to de-emphasize the need to know more about structural dynamic
properties Therefore, the ARC methodology falls under the concept of extended similarity as
previously introduced. Hereafter, we will concentrate on a description of some extensions to the
IEEE Std 344 (1987) methodology that help establish a direct relationship to the ARC methodology,
including certain inherent assumptions that the panel believes have been employed.

A 5.1 Close Similauty Versus Generic Diversity

The 1EEE Std. 344 close similarity arguments described above were originally conceived
as "variations” on essentially identical properties of physical equipment characteristics and well
defined excitation characteristics. As such, the smaller the degree of the variations, the more readily
one could justify the qualification approach. This, in general, requires quite detailed information
about the physical properties of the equipment and the excitation, but it can be obtained from only
a small number of equipment samples, since the variations are small Therefore, as the physical
characteristics become more diverse and less precisely defined, a larger number of equipment
samples must be subjected to the demand spectrum to assure that all potential failures have been
addressed. A process that considers the variations of physical characteristics and excitation
characteristics is necessary to arrive at a corresponding sample size. Theoretically, by choosing a
proper combination of values for each of the indicated variations, a given degree of confidence in
the results can be established In other words, an equivalent degree of confidence can also be
achieved if the variations on physical characteristics and excitation characieristics are allowed to
expand (i e, become more diverse), providing that the sample size is also correspondingly expanded
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A most important issue, then, becomes how this can be done in a justifiable manner, when the
properties of the inherently defined variability process remain unknown.

Generic diversity 1s a concept that satisties physical similarity and excitation similarity by
collecting for each equipment class an experience base of a large number of equipment samples that
have successfully experienced a variety of earthquake or test excitation conditions. In particular,
an equipment class can be formed of constituent items whose functionality is similar, but whose
dynamic properties (i e , fundamental frequency and mode participation) are not explicitly identified,
but are judged to range over the bounds of the equipment class. Furthermore, the corresponding
experience data excitations must be sufficiently broad in frequency content so that all potentiz!
malfunctions are exercised

A52 Vanable Physical and Excitation Properties

It is important to discuss further the implications of the generic diversity concepts in terms
of the stated IEEE Std 344 requirements for both physical similarity and excitati~n similarity. Wider
deviations of dynamic physical characteristics for a class of equipment with a common type of
operational function are used.  Although the malfunction mechanisms may be known, the stiffness,
mass variation, distribution of fundamental natural fraquency, and mode participation factors that
may influence the malfunction mechanisms are ali unknown. These characteristics may be
summarized by stating alternately that the random distribution of the fragility data statistically
represents the fragility distribution of the class. Furihermore, each item of equipment in the
experience base for this class has experienced some excitation that, when combined with all items
in the experience base, forms a composite with bandwidths distributed over somie (unknown)
bandwidth Af. The IEEE Std. 344 requirements for concurrence of similarity is then satisfied by
arguing that with a sufficient number of samples in the experience base, there is a high confidence
of a low probability of failure These arguments apply primarily to ARC methodology Group 2
classes of equipment. They are not so relevant to Group | classes of equipment, since the inherent
strength of equipment in this group precludes the necessity of more detailed evaluation

There are some additional implications in the consideration of a set of excitations that are
used to form the composite capacity spectrum from earthquake experience data. For the composite
spectrum to properly represent the constituent spectra, it should be formed as a frequency-by-
frequency mean of all the constituent spectra It can then be said that at any frequency half the data
base equipment experienced more, and half experienced less excitation, than the composite. As a
result, rather than explicitly identifying the bandwidth Af as in F igure A 6, the process has assumed
that constituent spectra exceed the composite spectra over the entire frequency band, as is shown
in the example spectrum in Figure A 7. Therefore, the exact fundamental frequency of the
equipment 1s immaterial within the entire frequency band
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A53 Vanability Justification and Judgment

The above described generic diversity approach has been employed in the ARC methodology
program on the basis of a "large" amount of success data for each equipment class Only limited
statistical analysis has been performed to support the results. Instead, judgment is used in the sample
numbers recuired for some classes, depending on what forms of composite excitation levels can be
developed

For the ARC methodology, a primarily judgment-based approach (i.e, without use of
numerical statistics) is used for Group 1 equipment, but for Group 2 equipment, a more strict
requirement is placed on statistical analysis. The actual number of independent samples required was
calculated by assuming that a homogeneous, log-normal distribution can be used to describe the
random process. For this, based on experience, variabilities are assigned to the equipment physical
properties (1.e , variation in probability of failure as input demand is increased) and the excitation
properties (1.¢, probability of exceeding any specified excitation spectrum for any frequency) In
effect, the frequency bandwidth Af, becomes the entire region of the composite capacity spectrum.

A 54 Equipment Class Definition

To this point herein, equipment class definition has been discussed as if based primarily on
operational functionality This is exclusively true for the close similarity qualification approach
However, this is not the only criterion that is used for class definition in the ARC methodology. A
set of rules are developed that exclude from each class certain types of otherwise operationally similar
equipment. Generally, the rules are based on equipment functional characteristics and on physical
properties that by experience are expected to cause concerns. Statistically, this means they are not
within the same set as the true similar equipment. In the ARC methodology, these rules are termed
"product specifications " The nature of the rules is such that they enhance the probability of success
of the experience data qualification process Thus, it is the use of a relatively large number of data
samples, plus the use of exclusion rules, that forms the basis for the generic diversity concept. Finally,
it should then be noted that the complete exclusion rules are applied exclusively to the qualification
of a candidate equipment itern only That is, unlike for the close similarity approach, certain items
that form constituents of the extended similarity experience hase may not satisfy all the exclusion
rules. They must, however, have successfully experienced a given designated excitation level, and
there must be no failures at the designated excitation level for equipment items that do satisfy the
exclusion rules. Thus, for the ARC methodology, the properties of 1) malfunctions, 2) fundamental
frequency range, and 3) mode participation range listed under physical similarity in Figure A 4 are
never established explicitly, but are established only implicitly by means of the generic diversity and
exclusion rule arguments
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A NOTE ON APPENDIX A
Kamal K. Bandyopadhyay

I do not agree with the concepts promulgated in Appendix A My principal concern stems from
partitioning of the similarity principle that ultimately led to the so-called "indirect smilanity" or

tended similarity " My view is that the similarity principle should be kept intact and not be
redefined or "diluted” to accommodate the use of experience data.

It should be noted that the panel members unanimously accepted the equipment seismic qualification
results presented in the ARC report and further clarified in this Panel report by use of their individual
experience and judgments and not necessarily the concept presented in Appendix A In fact,
Appendix A was prepared after the Panel had accepted the equipment-specific qualification results.

A set of guidelines for qualification by the use of experience data are described in Chapter 2 of this
report. These guidelines emphasize the need for equipment-specific considerations and data, and
allow graded applications commensurate with equipment characteristics and the users’ knowledge
about them. It is my view that these guidelines represent a more practical basis for preparation,
evaluation ana acceptance of the experience-based equipment qualification
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A NOTE ON THE COMMENT OF KAMAL K. BANDYOPADHYAY
ON APPENDIX A
Dan Kafa, Robert Kennedy and Anshel Schiff

The purpose of this note is to explain the intent in developing Appendix A Appendix A was finalized
and incorporated into the Panel Report after the body of the report was completed. There was a
concern about how experience data would be used in the future It was felt that it would be useful
to identify several fundamental concepts that should be considered in the review of the similarity of
equipment in arriving at the judgment that the equipment meets the intent of IEEE 344 for the
qualification of equipment It was generally agreed that there were differences in the degree of
similarity (or conversely diversity) as it was used in IEEE 344 However, in the traditional and long
standing approach to the use of similarity for qualification, very little variation was allowed between
the new item of equipment that was being compared to a previously qualified item In contrast, in
the use of experience data for seismic qualification by ARC, the degree of diversity was clearly
expanded Appendix A has attempted to identify and name differences in similarity as an aid to
discussing and thinking about similarity The definitions and names developed in Appendix A are not
unique and others may choose different formulations to meet their needs !t is the view of the
above-named authors (D Kafia, R Kennedy and A Schiff) that Appendix A does provide a useful
discussion of physical and excitation similarity and does identify and clarify issues that should be
considered in assessing the similarity of equipment for qualification

It should be emphasized that Appendix A is not meant to provide a cook book approach to
qualification Qualification is highly dependent on informed engineering judgment that is supported
by a documented body of equipment that has survived significant ground motions with their function
unimpaired In some cases, additional support is provided by analyses of the equipment
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APPENDIX B
COMMENTS ON LEVEL A REFERENCE SPECTRUM
FOR GROUP 2 EQUIPMENT

Specific reference equipment earthquake experience data has been documented in Appendix
A of Reference B.1 for Group 2 equipment located at specified reference data base-sites. A best-
estimate of the horizontal ground motion response spectrum has been provided for each of these
reference data base-sites. Based 01 a review of these data base-site best-estimate response spectra
by David Boore (see Appendix C), the Panel concurs that these Appendix A of Reference B.1
response spectra can be considered to be best-estimates of the horizontal ground motion response
spectra al the data base-sites. Next, the Level A Reference Spectrum has been established to be
at roughly the median level of all of these reference data base-site best-estimate response spectra.
Appendix D of Reference B.1 demonstrates that the median of all of these reference data base-site
best-estimate response spectra closely corresponds to the Level A Reference Spectrum.

The Panel wishes to note that any specific piece of reference equipment may have seen an
input either substantially greater than or substantially less than that represented by the
corresponding reference data base-site best-estimate response spectrum. First, the best-estimate
response spectrum is only an estimate of the response spectrum for the site in genera!. Some of
these estimates have considerable uncertainty. Second, many of the sites are large with equipment
located at different locations on the site. The Panel is aware that response spectra can differ
substantially between locations only a short distance apart. Therefore, even if the best-estimate
response spectrum was measured at a specific location on the site, the free-field ground response
spectrum at the equipment location could be substantially different. In addition, much of the
equipment was located within buildings which are likely to have modified the input felt by the
equipment. This building induced modification of the input motion is likely to have increased the
input motion for equipment located above grade and to have reduced the input motion for
equipment located below grade. The conclusion is that there is considerable uncertainty as to the
level of motion any piece of equipment felt.

Additionally, as shown in Figure B.1, there is considerable variability between the best-
estimate response sp=ctra at the various reference data base-sites. Because of:

1. the variability of the best-estimate response spectra between reference data sites, and

2. the uncertainty of the response spectrum at any equipment location relative to the best-
estimate for that site,

the Panel judges that some of the reference equipment felt input motion as much as twice the
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Level A Reference Spectrum, while roughly 50% of the reference equipment felt input motions
in excess of the Level A Reference Spectrum. Despite these instances of input motion
substantially in excess of the Level A Reference Spectrum no failure occurred. Thus, so long as
sufficient reference data exist with adequate equipment diversity to represent the range of the
particular equipment class, this variability and uncertainty of the input motion with no reported
failures helps to provide a high-confidence of a low-probability of failure for the reference data
equipment at the Level A Reference Spectrum. So long as an adequate number of independent
items of reference equipment data exist that bound the range of a particular equipment class and
represent the diversity of the equipment class, the Panel concurs that the Level A Reference
Spectrum can be established at the median level of the individual reference data-base best-estimate

response spectra.
Reference
B.1  "Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) First-Of-A-Kind Engineering Project on

Equipment Seismic Qualification," prepared by MPR Associates and EQE International
for Advanced Reactor Corporation, February, 1996.
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APPENDIX C
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE SPECTRAL AMPLITUDES
AT FOAKE SITES

David M. Boore
U S. Geological Survey
Menlo Park, CA 94025
(415)-329-5616

Introduction

In my role as consultant to the panel of experts evaluating the equipment qualification work
for the NRC, | was asked to estimate ground motions at selected FOAKE sites. This report presents
my estimates and the method used to arrive at the estimates  After a brief description of the method,
| present the results with a short description of particular considerations for each site, if needed. For
clarity of presentation, tables giving the details of the estimates are gathered together in an appendix.
Another appendix contains plots of the acceleration response spectra for each station used in the
estimation process, with the average level from 3 to 8 Hz (the measure of ground motion used in the
report) given by horizontal lines.

Method
The method for estimating the mean ground motion from a particular earthquake at a
specified site required finding nearby strong motion recordings, computing the ground motion
measure of interest, and correcting these recordings for differences in site geology and for
differences in the distance from the sites to the earthquake In addition, uncertainty bounds are
computed that account for the distance between the reference site and the recording site.
In somewhat more detail, these steps are as follow

] Search strong-motion database for all recordings within a radius of 10 km

2 Determine the distance from the reference site to each strong-motion station
identified in step |

3 Pick one or several recordings frcm this set, depending on proximity to the reference
site and similarity of site geology

4 Compute the response spectra for each site, in most cases using uncorrected
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acceleration data with a least-square fitted straight line removed (no instrument
correction or high- and low-cut filtering was done).

5 For each horizontal component, compute the average acceleration response spectra
(S,) between 3 and 8 Hz, accirding to

L]
S, = ¢ [@nf) s, o
3

i
5

where S, is the relative displacement of a 5 percent damped oscillator with natural
frequency f Find the arithmetic average of S, for each horizontal component. Plots
of all spectra used are given in Appendix C 1

6 Determine the shortest distance from each sirong-motion recording station and the
reference site to the surface projection of the rupture surface (the boundaries of the
rupture surface were extracted from published studies of each earthquake, using my
judgment as to the best estimate of the rupture surface).

7. Assign a shear-wave velocity to each station and to the reference site. This is the
time-averaged velocity over the firsi 30 m of depth, computed as 30 m divided by the
travel time from the surface to 30 m. In some cases velocities from a nearby borehole
were available, but in most cases the velocities were estimated from boreholes in
geologic materials similar to those under the site, Tom Fumal, who has had years of
experience in making these assessments, helped me in assigning the velocities.

8 For each recording to be used in the estimation, correct for differences in site
response and distance to the earthquake by multiplying average spectral acceleration
by the correction factor

psvim,.d v psvim,d . v,.),

where psv is the response spectrum predicted from the regression equations of Boore,
Joyner, and Fumal (1993 and 1994), and d,,,, d,, and v, are the earthquake-to-site
distances and average sub-site shear velocity for the reference and recording site,
respeciively (I have included in Appendix C 3 a listing of the Fortran program used
in the analysis)

9 Compute the geometric mean of the corrected estimates {i e , average the logs of the
corrected estimates and raise 10 to this average of the logs)
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10 Approximate the plus and minus one sigma uncertainty rarges by multiplying and
dividing the averaged corrected spectral estimate by the factor

10018 |1 R -;-, (1 - exp - JOBA)

The basis for this equation is given in the next section.

Uncertainty in Estimates

Analysis of scatter about regression curves yields the uncertainty in the prediction of any one
value of ground motion. The analyses that I have been associated with have regressed on the
common log of the ground motion, and all of my discussion here will refer to logs to the base 10
We found from our regression work that the within-earthquake o, ., was 0 188 and 0182 for the
larger and random horizontal peak acceleration, respectively, for earthquakes with magnitudes
between 60 and 69 (I am assuming that the uncertainty of the 3-t0-8 Hz averaged spectral
acceleration will be similar to that for the peak acceleration ) In the application in this report, nearby
records provide an estimate of the actual mean motion at the reference site, but because there is a
spatial variation in ground motion, the reference site motion will be uncertain even if the true value
of the mean of the motions within a small region surrounding the site has been determined. Clearly,
this additional uncertainty reduces to zero if the recording site is at the exact location of the reference
site. On the other hand, for a great enough separation distance, the spatial correlation reduces to zero
and the additional uncertainty reaches that for an individual observation This discussion suggests
the following equation for the variance of the estimated motion at the reference site (because ground
motions are well-approximated by a lognormal distribution, the standard deviations in the following
discussion are those of the log of the ground motion; uncertainty ranges for the ground motion are
given by respectively multiplying and dividing the ground motion by 10 raised to a power equal to
the standard deviation)

0% = G (1 + 1) FOY.,

where o, is the standard deviation of an individual observation (e g , 0. 182 for the random horizontal
component of peak acceleration), and N is the number of recordings used in the average (the term
in N accounts for the uncertainty in the estimate of the mean motion) F(A) is a function that
accounts for the spatial correlation of the motion, where A is the average separation between
recording station and reference site, F takes on values of 00 and 10 for A =0 and A= e,
respectively

C-3 NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

I estimated F(A) by studying larger peak horizontal accelerations from the 1994 Northridge
mainshock (the most complete data set available to me), supplemented by studies of spatial variability
in small arrays (Abrahainson and Sykora, 1993 ), the SMART 1 array in Taiwan (Abrahamson, written
commun, 1995), and local regions in the 1971 San Fernandc sarthquake (McCann and Boore, 1983)
The analysis for the Northridge data followed these steps:

1 Compute A for all pairs of stations, keeping only those for which the separation was
less than 10 km (over 600 pairs)

2. For each pair, compute the difference of the larger peak horizontal acceleration after
correcting for differences in distance from the station to the earthquake (the distance
attenuation used for this correction was derived in the course of the analysis as
corrections to the average attenuation of Boore, Joyner, and Fumal, 1993).

3 Divide the range of A into bins such that 15 station pairs are within each bin  This
was done so that a reasonable estimate of the vanance of the residuals could be
obtained for each bin.

4 Compute the standard deviation of the residuals within each A bin

5 Plot the standard deviations against the median distance for each bin, and fit a
function to this plot, guided also by the Abrahamson and Boore and McCann studies.
The results are shown in Figure C 1 This procedure yielded the following equation
for F(A4)

F=(l -exp - /06A)

Listings of the computer programs used in the analysis are included in Appendix C 3

I am aware that a whole computational structure (“kriging”) has been built up to deal with
spatial estimation problems (e g , Journel, 1989) 1 did not have time to learn about this structure,
so I devised a simplified procedure that should give reasonable results (I have presented the
uncertainty ranges to only one decimal place to emphas - "¢ imprecision of the estimates)

Results

The results are summarized in Table C 1, details are given in tables gathered together in
Appendix C 2. The detailed tables contain all the information used in the processing In addition to
the corrected values summarized in Table C 1, the Appendix tables give values uncorrected for
distance and site differences Although not annotated, the entries in the tables should be self
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explanatory

There were many recordings for the Whittier Narrows earthquake, including a large number
from the USC array [ have these data, but I have not yet entered them into my database. In view
of the proximity of the Commerce Refuse reference site to the Bulk Mail facility (0.8 km) and the
limited time available to me, I did not do a search for nearby stations that recorded the Whittier
Narrows earthquake, I simply used the recording at the Bulk Mail facility According to Ed
Ethendge (personal communication, 1995) and the notes in the station files in the strong motion lab
at the U S G S | the Bulk Mail site is located within a very large warehouse with a slah foundation
of considerable horizontal extent It is very likely that the motions at the recording instr . ment were
reduced by the slab, particularly for the higher frequencies of interest to the FOAKE study. This will
mean that the motions estimated from that record will be conservative for purposes of FOAKE

Note that for the Northridge earthquake two estimates are given for the Placerita cogen
reference site and three for the Sylmar Converter Station reference site. For Placerita the nearest site
is at Newhall (A = 3 S km), but there were a number of additional sites at A = 7.5 km. The Newhall
site is not so close that it is obvious that it alone should be used in the estimate Note that the two
estimates of the median motions are well within the uncertainty ranges.

For the Sylmar Converter Station. the VG1-6 (Valve Group 1-6) record was obtained in the
basement of the terminal building containing the equipment of interest. | assume that the reference
site coincides with that building. Logically, the VG1-6 record should be used solely for the estimate
of the motions of equipment in that structure. On the other hand, the VG1-6 spectrum is quite
different from the nearby free-field recording near Valve Group 7 (VG7FF). 1 wonder whether the
VG1-6 record is contaminated by building response and embedment depth effects. (The differences
could, of course, also be due to variations in local geology or to the soil failure that was observed in
the vicinity) I was instructed by the Panel to estimate free-field motions, which I have attempted to
do  Modifications of the motion due to structural effects are the responsibility of others more
qualified than I to do so I do not have the expertise to evaluate the possible modifications of the
VG1-6 record due to embedment and structure If the modifications are small, then I would
recommend using estimate 1 for equipment in the terminal building (and I note that during our
meeting on March 29, 1995, the Panel instructed me to use only the VG1-6 record) In view of
possible structural effects at VG1-6, for the Sylmar Converter Station reference site I think it might
be most appropriate to use my second estimate, which combines the VG1-6 and VG7FF  For
compieteness, Table | also contains an estimate from VG7FF alone

I am assuming that most of the equipment at the Sylmar Converter Station is in the terminal
building, but 1 do recall that we walked through Valve Group 7 If there is equipment in that
structure, it should be considered a separate reference site. For completeness, I include in the
summary table and in Appendix C 2 estimates for the Valve Group 7 building, using the average of
the free field and floor spectra
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Tabe C 1
Summary of Results - SA Averaged from3to 8 Hz, in g

| Site FOAKE Boore Comments
Altwind, NPS36 139 123 (08,18)
Buckwind, NPS86 139 137 (10,19
Devers, NPS86 133 148 (11,21)
Garnet Sub, NPS86 139 116 (08,17
Renwind, NPS86 139 128 (08,20)
Sanwind, NPS86 139 147 (10,22)
Terrawind, NPS86 139 135 (09,19)
Venwind, NPS86 139 153 (10,23)
Whitewater, NPS86 139 145 (09,22)
Commerce Refuse, W87 103 1.11 (08, 15)
SC Telephone, LP89 1.30 110 (07,17)
SC Water, LP89 126 1.18 (08,18)
Soquel Water, LP89 130 147 (10,21)
UCSC cogen, LP89 123 130 (12,14
Centerville, P92 090 100 (09,11)
PALCO cogen, P92 093 093 (06,14)
Financial Center, NR94 1.22 152 (10,23)
Olive View cogen, NR94 120 1.18 (10,14)
Placerita cogen, NR94  est | 133 126 (08,20) Using closest station
Placerita cogen, NR94: est 2 133 1.10 (0.7,16) Using 4 stations
Rinaldi, NR94 120 133 (1.1,16)
Sylmar CS, NR94 est 1 1.20 062 (06,06) Using VG1-6
Sylmar CS, NR94 est 2 1.20 082 (07,09) | Using VG1-6 & VG7 FF
Sylmar CS, NK94 est 3 1.20 109 (09, 13) Using VG7 FF
Sylmar CS, VG7, NR9%4 120 105 {(10,11) Using VG7 FF & Bldg
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Northridge 94 MS, larger pha, no site correction
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Figure C 1 - Standard deviation of difference of log of the larger peak horizontal acceleration as a
function of interstation spacing. This provides the function F(A) referred to in the text. As an
example of use, assume that a recording of 0.6 g was obtained 2 km from a reference site, and that
the parameter of interest is larger peak horizontal acceleration (I assume that F(A) is independent of
whether larger or random motions are being estimated--- those differences are accounted for in the
leading term; see the equation in the text). If both the recording and reference sites are on the same
geology and are both at the same distances from the earthquake, then the best estimate of the motion
at the reference site is 0 6 g with an uncertainty range given by 0.6/10""* =04 and 06 x 10" =009,

I would report this as 0.6 (0 4, 0.9)

an interstation spacing of 2 km )
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APPENDIX C 1

FIGURES OF RESPONSE SPECTRA
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1986 N. Palm Springs, Desert Hot Springs (BAP, lincor)
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1986 N. Palm Springs, Devers (lincor)
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1986 N. Palm Springs, N. Palm Springs (BAP, lincor)

2.5

———— component 1
------------------ component 2
== == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
2 -
1.5 1
2
<
wn
1
0.5 1
O v T T 1
0 2 4 6
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11,1995 1.34.05 pm nps_bap gra

2

NUREG/CR-6464 C-1

10



Appendix C

1986 N. Palm Springs, Whitewater Trout (BAP, lincor)

2.5 component 1
------------------ component 2
== == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
2
1.51
C
<
W
1 -
0.5 1
0 ; ' !
0 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11, 1995 1:27:01 pm wwi_bap gra

C-13 NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

1987 Whittier Narrows MS, Bulk Mail (BAP, lincor)

2.5 componerit 1
------------------ component 2
== == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
2
—
o
S
<
wn
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11,1895 3.14:22 pm bulk_bap gra

NUREG/CR-6464 C-14



Appendix C

1989 Loma Prieta, Branciforte

2.5 component 1
------------------ component 2
o= == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
2 -
1.5 1
C
<
W
1 -
0.5 -
O T T T T ! 1
0 2 4 5 8 10
Frequen.y (Hz)
Apr 11,1995 3:37.38 pm bran gra

C-15 NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

1989 Loma Prieta, Capitola

2.5 component 1
------------------ component 2
== == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
2 -
1.51
C
<
w
1
0.5
0 g Y T T T v 1 v
0 2 4 6 10
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11,1995 3:37.51 pm capitola.gra

NUREG/CR-6464 C-16



1989 Loma Prieta, UCSC

1.5

2.5
component 1
.................. component2
== == = Average of horiz. comp. averages
2 -

Sa (9)

0.5 1

Apr 11,1995 3.38.03 pm ucsc gra

Frequency (Hz)

NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

1989 Loma Prieta, WAHO

2.5 pores
component 1 PRy \
------------------ component 2 ;:
i == == ==  Average of horiz. comp. av:r;"g,as
5 ,

Sa (9)

Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11,1985 3:38:17 pm waho gra

NUREG/CR-6464 C-18



Appendix C

1962 Petrolia, Centerville

2.5
— component 1
.................. component 4
~= == == Average of horiz. corp. averabes
2
1.5 4
E
<
w
1 -
0.5 1
O 2 T T T I ! i
0 2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11, 1395 3:30:21 pm centetv gra

C-19 NUREG/CR-6464




Appendix C

1992 Petrolia, Rio Dell

= component 1 }

|

© component 2
== = = Average of horiz. comp averaFes

|
!
|
\
|
|
|
|

Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11 196¢

NUREG/CR-6464




Appendix C

1994 Northridge, Jensen Admin Bldg.

2.5
component 1
------------------ component 2
2 4 == == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
380

Sp (G)

Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11,1095 5:50:08 pm jenadmn.gra

C-21 NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

1994 Northridge, Jensen Generator Bldg.
2.5

e L L L L L P
.

S, (9)

component 2
Average of horiz. comp. averages

0 2 4 6 8 10

Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11,1985 5:51.36 pm lengen.gra

NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

1994 Northridge, Newhall

2.5 v
2
151 -
<
n

..................

component 1
component 2

Average of horiz. comp. averages

Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11,1895 53717 pm newh.gra

NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

2.5

1994 Northridge, Rinaldi

1.51

Sa (9)

0.5 -

== component 1
------------------ component 2
= = = Average of horiz. comp. averages

Apr 11, 1998 54238 pm

NUREG/CR-6464

l T ’ v 1 L '

2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)
finaid.gra
C-24



Appendix C

1994 Northridge, Sepulvada VA

Sa (9)

...............................

component 1
component 2
Average of horiz. comp. averages

0 T — ' , — : ,
0 2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)

C-25 NUREG/CR-6464




Appendix C

1924 Northridge, SCS, VG1_6 Basement

2.5
== component 1
.................. componentz
o == == == Average of horiz. comp. averages

Sa (9)

Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11,1995 541:34 pm vgl _6.gra

NUREG/CR-6464 C-26



Appendix C

1994 Northridge, SCS, VG7 Building

2.5
2
1.5 -
C
<
n
1 -
0.5 - ~————— component 1
L sassessssssasassas component 2
== == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
O T T T | T T T~ T L
0 2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11, 1995 §.39:56 pm vg7bid gra

C-27 NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

2.5

1994 Northridge, SCS, VG7 FF

Sa (9)

------
.....

-
«*’
v

component 1
component 2

Average of horiz. comp. averages

Apr 11,1995 538:51 pm

NUREG/CR-6464

" i

6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)

—
E

vg7ti.gra



Appendix C

1994 Northridge, Sylmar County Hcspital

2.5
2 -
156+
G
<
7))
1 ~
0.5 1 i component 1
------------------ component 2
== == == Average of horiz. comp. averages
O T T T T T T w 1 .
0 2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)
Apr 11,1995 54558 pm olive gra

C-29 NUREG/CR-6464



Appendix C

1994 Northridge, Van Nuys Hotel
2.5

—= component 1
.................. component 2
Average of horiz. comp. averages

2 4 6 8 10
Frequency (Hz)

Apr 11,1995 5:48:44 pm vnuys. gre.

NUREG/CR-6464

C-30
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APPENDIX C 2

TABLES OF RESULTS
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POP9-H/OTHNN

€0

Summary of processing, fils sltwind. in
Contents of input file:
Ihto Mfa I Summsryf iie
.

attwing. sum
k Source |nue-.| FiloTomp? m DStedRef A lnuoton
devers a.rs? s c.rs2 l 3.3 0 junk.col
npaims a.rs? npalms c.rsl . 02.9 0526.0 junk.cot

Results of Provessing:
For esach station:

FileComp! FileComp2 St SA2 AvgR2 Corr: SA1 SA2 mvgl1R?
devers a.rs2 devers c.rs2 1.693 1.025 1.359 1.403 B8 1,125
noaims a.r52 npalms c.rs2 1.5%¢ 1.392 147 1.408 1,264 V.35

Averaged over stations:

AvgDStaZtef Sig 10°SH AvgOverStations AveCorrOverSta: ions
3.% A7 1.4 AW e, 2.1 1.2% .8, 1B

ALTUIND S 4-11-95  1:50p

Page ' of 1

dy

J



4

POP9-UY/OTUIN

Summary o' processing, file buckwind 1n
Contents of input ¥iie:

wste [ORef?0 |A L |Summaryfile
!2 45 IS;xB kwind. sum

{75 _Source [FileComp! |FileCowp? lﬁsx_m &osuzlu ku t+ (Fiisdplots
bap a3y 1 20.0

vers_8.red devers T ise 43

punk _eot

vap npaims_a.rs? apaims c.vsg 4,77 02.99 0570.0  junk . cot

Results cf Processing:

For each station:

FiieCompl FileComp? SAY SA2 Avgll2 Corr: SAY SA2 AvgIR2

devers_a.rs2 devers c.rsl 1,693 1.02% 1,359 1.566 .98

npatms o rs2 npalms c.rs2 1.550 1 W92 1.4 1.572 +.an
Averaged over stations:

AvgDStalRef Sig 10°S5ig AvgOverStaticns AvgCorrOverStations
2.2 .15 1.42 1.4 Y0, 2.0) 1.57¢ 1.0, L.9;

BUCKVING SN &-11-95  1:56p

1.257
1.492

o i < st

RV D

Poge | of 1

D xipuaddy



6671 -11-7 WETSEIAN

G2 "Wy 2 0T Nyl et " a2\
SUO | INISIAADII0BAY  SU0; I8 Ssea0BAy Bis 0L 815 jeugeisobay

SUC LIRS Jaa0 pabesany
WYL 26871 05571 2820 swpedu 7sice seiedu
658°L S20°L S&9TL 2™ SIBAIP 250N SIanap
29i8ay 2vs \vs 2RO 1 4 (oYR )14

WO RIS y2ee W04

BuiISSadouy O s Nsay
103 wnf 00250 $S°10 17y 25470 swiedu 78aCe seedu dwq
Tt gTe2 00" 00 1L°C 2590 0 SSaAM 26070 SUSAMD deg

s .
S0 gl 1eabay| jeureiIsy] O2%.S0| Moy 1) (o)A} 4| saunes Sal

WS TSNP DTO2S [ 1 '4
#)0 gAaemers | (eabay| DZies0; waisel

@)y il B0 SR

UL SJ0Ap #1115 "Buisednsd 3o Asswens

NUREG/CR-6464

Appendix (




S€-0

Por9-d/OFUNN

Summery of processing, file garnet. in
Contents of input file:

Nsta [DRef2Q I;xot Summaryf ile
'2 ! 7.0 .0 Lﬂ‘t“

L:_Scurc. Filetomp? 1 leComp? ;asnzo Lbltnlle' &:;3&: [FiledPlots
_a.rs2 L c.red 5.1 7 9 junk.col
bap npatms a8 rel npalms ¢.re2 471 02.51 0520.0 junk cot
Results of Processing:

for each stetion:

FileCompl FileComp? SAY SA? AvgiR2 Corr: SAY SA2 Avgld2
devers_a.rs2 devers c.rs2 1.693 1.025 1.3%9 1.337 805 1.088
npaims a.re2 npetms c.rs2 1.550 1.392 14N 1.337 1.200 1.269

Aversged over stations:

AvgDStalfef !i’ 19°s4§ AvgOverStations AvglorrOverStations
3.64 - 14 1.43¢ Y0, 2.0) 1.9%¢ .8, \.7)

GARNET S 4-11-95 1:5%p

O x1puaddy
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2
2
3

9¢-0

Surmary of processing, file remwing. in
Contents of input file:

INsta [ORef20 A;x\m Summsryfile
3 5.5 l$- .0 r"cnmim

$_8.rs2 devers c.rsl 3.1
weeter a.rs2 weater c.rs? 0.00
npaims s.rs2 npaims c.rs2 4.7

L!:_Wte FiteCompl |FileComp2 |OSta20
nap
bap

Results of Processing:
For each station:
FileComp! FileComp2
devers _a.rsl devers c.rs?

water _a.rsl weater ¢ rs2
npalms_a.rs2 npaims c.rs2

Averaged over stations:

AvgDSta2Ref Sig 10°Sig  AvgOverStations
7.9 .9 1.5¢  1.82¢ .9, 2.2)

$48%

RENVIND . SUN  L-11-9%

08.34
09.29

unk . col
junk  col
surdk . col

&:ﬂmﬂ kq\m frix
.21 20.0

0765.0
0520.0

AvglorrOverStations

1.28¢

1:58p

8 2.0

eiPlors

—

Page 1 of T

RO

0 xipuaddy



LED

$or9-H/OWUNN

Py v processing, Tile sanwingd in
Contents of input file:

Neta |[DRet20 |A U |Susmaryfile
'2 '!.3 ‘53.6 lmtu’.a-

RS _Source |fileComp! !m.c-az !os:-zl gsnaev .l;vs'ﬂ lFitedPiors
bap s_a.rs2 _c.re2 3.1 .99 20.0  junw oot
rpalms a.rs2 npalms c.rs2 4.7 06.3% 0526.0 k. co!
Results of Processing.

for each etation:

FileComp?t FileCompd SAY SA2 Avgi82 Corr: SAY SA2 Avglh2
devers a.rsd devers c.rs2 1.693 1.025 1,359 1.877 1.015 1.345
npaims a.rs2 npsims c.rs2 1.550 1.392 1.4 1.683 1.5 1597
Aversged over stations:

AvgDSta2Ref Sig 10 S ations

AvgOverStations AvgCorrOverSt
L.87 X 1.5 1.4 .9, 2.1) 147 Ve, 2.2)

SAMJIND B 4-11-95  1:%9p

—

Pt et e e e i i ® M

Pegs 1 of 1

O x1puaddy



POro-"/OTUN

8¢-0

Summe . 0 processing, file terawind. in
Contents of input file:
ta [DRef20 A U |SummaryFiie
s x al~ rr+

erawing. sum
l:_!nrto FiteCompl FileC
s _®.rs2 e
npales a.rs2 rpaims ¢
dsp e.rs2 dsp c.7s2

Results of Processing:

nzuv Amt [FitesPlors
Junk cot
0520.0  jurw . cat

nz l
rs2 4. n 02 k?
1% 05.66 0520.0  jurk _col

For esch station:

FilaComp! hlccn! Sat SA2 Avglk2 Cerr' SAY SAZ Avgid2
devers a.rs2 devers c.rsd 1.695 1.625 1.359 1.765 1.056 Y.401
npaims . rs2 npelms c.rs2 1.550 1.392 1.47 1.750 157 1681
dsp a.7s2 dsp c.rse T87 1167 97 860 1274 1.067

Averaged over stations:

AvgDSta2fef Sig 10 Sig Avgver!'nwm luﬁorro\nrsuum
3.5 16 1.4 f.1.8 1.35¢ 9, 19

TERAVIND UM 4-11-95 1:80

e T —

T Page Y of t

J
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Por9-HI/OTUNN

Summery of processing, file venwind. in

Contents of input file:

Nsta [DRef20 [A 1 |SummaryFile
l! '2.! '533'.'3 v'nvnmd.u-

|RS_Source |Fi.eCompt Fiiel !DS ta2C &Mtw L:;x!el |Fitedrlots
Sap _a.rsd s rs? 1 3.47 0 junk.col
wwater 8.rsd wester c.rsl 2.00 06.58 0765.0 junk.col
bap m\s 8.rs2 npalms c.rs2 &.71 06.92 6520.6 junk.cot
Results of Processing:
For each station:

FileComp! FileComp? SAY SA2 Avgl82 Corr: SAY S22 82
devers a.rs2 devers c.rs2 1.693 1.025 1.3%¢9 1.760 1.086 1.413
weater a.rs2 sweater c.rs2 1.359 1.495 1.427 1.452 1.50% 1.523
rpaims a.rs2 npaims c.rs2 1.550 1.392 1. 471 1.766 1.585 1.875

Averaged over stations:

AvgDStalRef Sig M's;s AvgOverStations AvgCorrOverStations
5.66 . 1. 1.42¢ .9, 2.1) 1.5 1.0, 2.9

VENVIND. SN 4-11-95 1:58p

Page 1 of 1

I x



Pr9-HI/OHUNN

(8

B e ——————

Summary of processing, file whydro. in
Contents of input file:

l;!to luwa '2;8"' ;a—wn.

g e e ol o

.38 076S. c nlt col

waater a.rsl wwater o
Results of Processing:
for each station:
FileComp! FileComp2 SA1 SA2 Avg'k2 Corr: sat
devers a.rs2 devers c.rs2 1.693 1.02% 1.359 1.737
wwater . rsd weater c.rs2 1.359 1.495 1.427 1433

Averaged over stations:

AvgVe! [FiledPlots
junk _cot

vg 182

SA2 A
1.052 1,395
1.573 1.583

AvgDStaZRef Sig 10 'Sigq Mgvrsutin AvgCorrOverStat 1ons
S.57 .'3 1.5 1

2. 16SC 9, 2.0

WHYDRO SUM 4-11-95  1:50p

Page 1 of 1

J
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PIr9-H/OFUNN

Summary cf processing, file commerce.in
Contents of input file:

23 A it
Iru }i:t l ;ml | Summaryfile

commerce . sum

RS S~ooce |FileCompl  |FileComp?  |DSte20 a2kef |A FilekPlots
t'w, k_1.rs2 k_3.rs2 117 'g' &ag.o kmai{_col

R wits ¢of Processing:
‘or each station:

FilsComp) FileComp2 sal SA2 Avgik2 Corr: SA} SA2 Avgix2
e Yore?  butk_3.rs2 9%E 1.168 1,058 992 1.2 1.0w7

Averaged over stations:

AvgDStaRef Sig 10°Si thﬂn AvgCorrOverStations
83 .‘! ‘.!g E 8, 1.4 1y .8, LS

COMMERCE . G 4-11-95 309

e

 Page 1 of 1

D xipuaddy



FOroO-H/OTUN

[A 8

Susmarvy of processing, file screle.in
Contents of input file:
Nste |DRef2Q l\!nt | Summarys ile
'? "2.? ll‘

0 sctele.sum
RS Source Hl.cal Hucﬁ
i ':;: e
it .0%0 056
Results of Processing:
for each station:
FileComp! FileComp2
.05¢ .050
050 050

Aversged over stations:
AvgDSta2Ref Sig 10°Si A
A B

SCTELE Sum

sat
1.333
1.2% 1

Alm-zo lunad g;‘\m [¥itesrlors
.57 LTh 0 junk.col
L 340.0  junk.cot

SAZ Avg'il Corr: SA) A2 Avaik2
08 1126 1.088 747 9%
656 1,448 1.132 1512 1322

tations AvgCorrOverStations

1. 8, 1.9) .10 .7, 1.7)

41105 £:39p

-

" Page tof 1

0 xipuaddy
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P999-4/OAUNN

Summary of processing, file scwater. in
Contents of input file:
ta Wa 1] ln—rvﬂle
'? 1"n.e '::3" !

e LS LSS B P fe fulemiee

sit punk . col
Results of Processing:
For each stotion:
filaComp! FilaComp2 s&1 SA2 Avgi&2 Corr: SAY SA? Avgik2
(ob000.05C | obDPG. 050 1.643 1,151 1.297 1.865 1.489 1.677
brn000.05%0  brn09U. 050 1.168 1.373 v.2n T80 e 827

Aversged over stations:

AvglStalRe’ T" w
&.57 5" e “' .mi - % .8, 1?8“

SCUATEE SN 4-11-98 &:¥p

D wipuaddy



PIPO-H/OTHN

py-0

Summary of processing, file soquel.in
Contents of input file:

hmo lmozo A 1 s_nfn.
lzr soquel  sum

15 _Smurce |F1leComp) vucc% DSta20 |DSta2Re! |Avgvel [Fitesplots
sl lm‘go ! J L.ST P:l 599.0 Junk oot

sil wah000 . 0S¢ 050 9.69 4.0% 0.0 [uek.cot
Results of Processing:
For each station:
FileComp! €1t eCompd SAY SAZ Avgil2 Corr: SAY SA? Avgli?
“ho00.m0 whoR.030  1.2% 1ese 1ies 1% 2o 18
Averaged over stations:

Av‘!tmﬁ si w0 S| Stations AvglorrOverStations
% g ﬂ 9,18 147 0, 2.1

SOMEL.BM 4-11-95 4:39p

Page 1 of t

0 xipuaddy
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POr9-d)/OFUIN

-0

Summary of processing. file centerv.in
Contents of input fiis:

Wsta |[DRef20 A it
.\ o 9.8 'm m.

RS_Source |FileCompt FileComp? [DSte20 |DSta2Ref [AvgVel [FiledPiors
k t’:entrv__n.n! lmrv_c.rs} ‘.! m &SN.! lemm.eol

#esults of Processing:
For sach station:

FileComp! FileCompd sat SA2 Avgil2 CTorr: SAY SA2 AvgiR2
cmrv_..?d centrv_c.rs2 1,101 908 1,005 1.167 908 1.00%

Averasged over stations:

AvgDStalRef !3 10°8ig  AvgOverStat ons AvgCorrOverStat:
.10 al LW 10 .9 1Y) T00¢ .9 1.0

CENTERV. 8Bt 4-11-95 3:29p

e ——— e ey

T Pegetof i

TRV UAT

0 x1puaddy
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POro-H.)/OHUIN

Summary of processing, fite riodel! in

Contents of input file:

Note [DPef0 :xol Sumaryfile
'1 2.3 ! .0 cl-iotll.”

RS _Sowrce |FileCompl F1leComp? 0Ste20 ta2Ref [Avgvel [FiledPlots
‘]' Lo-ur.m Lmr.m '2.3 m 26.0 !l*ll.col

Resuits of ®rocessing:
for each station:

FiteComp) 7L SAT SA2 AvgliR2 Corr: SA! SA2 Rvglh2
34on0S67 . w3672 1.073 .8 9% 1073 .8 9%

Averaged over stations:

AvghStaZRef stx !O'S;S A Stations AvglorrOverStations
2.50 . : & 0% .6, 1.4) 93 4, 148

RICDELL R &-11-95 3:29p

" Page 1 of 1

D xipuaddy
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Summary of processing, file finance.in

Contents of input fite:
i¥sta [DReflg Mrel Summaryfile
3 | .0 Izs 0 ,

nance. sum

L::_mn [FileCompl  |FileComp2 ‘nsnzo;
sepulv_1.rs2 sepuiv_3.rs2 3.41 .98

an s n.rs?  wvnuys w.rs2 2.09 8.4% 368

sap rinstd 1.r52 rinetd 3.rs2 0.00 9.08 282

Results of Processing:
for each staticn:

FileComp? FileComp? SAY SA2 Avglk2 Corr: SA1
sepulv_1.rs2 sepulv 3.rs2 2.106 1.383 1.734 2.413
vewys r.ors2 wouys wrs2 1132 Y o 1117 1.315

rinald 1.rs2 rinald 3.rs2 1.278 1.392 1.335 1.316

Averaged over stetions:

-

D xipuaddy

PStamer [avgvel |¢i1
I -

T

RvgDSTa et si" 10°Sig A Stations AvgCorrOverStations
8. a8 . 1.58 137 %, 2.1y 152 V0 2.3

FIMANCE SUM 4-13-95 T7:27p
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POPI-HI/OTUIN

Susmary of processing, file olivcogn. in

Contents of input fite:

Nsta |[DRef2Q |A 1 [Summaryfile
'1 '!.6 '& Alﬂiw.u-

®S_Source [FileComp!  |FileComp2  [DStsa20 [CSte2Ref [Avgvel |FiiedPlots
& lnn_l.rd c‘Min_!.nZ 1.“ &m m !u\t.col

Resulits of Processing:
for each station:

FileComp? Filel SAY SA2 Avgil2 Corr: SA1 SA? AvgiED
olive 1.rs2 olive 3. B76 1479 1,978 B76 1.47° 1178

Averaged over stations:
AvgDStaZRef § a 10 S:; tations AvgCorrOverStations
.20 & % 1.98¢ 1.8, 1.4) 1.18¢ 1.0, 1.&)

OLIVODGN. S 4-13-9% T:28p

D xipuaddy
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0s-0

Summary of processing, f
Contents of irgut file:

e o Iy
el -

Results of Processing:
for eack stetion:
FileComp' 7

1 it
newh 1. rs2  newh 5 rs? 1615 1.3 1.53%

Aversged over stations

ile placcgnt . in

s

e e e by

eCompl SAt SA2 Avgld2 Corr: SAY
1.577 137 1257

AvglStaZRef Sig 10°Si tations
145 .z‘ 1 .S’

AvgCorrOverstati
1L47¢ .9, 2.3) 1.2& .8, 2.0

PLACCONT. S 4-13-95 T:27p

SA2 AvgIk2

FSMENEE| TEESEIS

RO
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Surmary of processing, file rinaldi. in
Centents of input file:
[omet20 Summary?ile
il Sl g e A

(Sl g AP I ol - o S

Resul te of Processing:
For esch station:

fAveraged over stations:
AvgDStalief Sig 10°%i hrrsuﬁm AvgCorrOver Stat 1ons
.2n J 1." 133 1.1, L&) 1.33¢ 1.0, 1.8

RINALDL SN 41395 T:29p

~“Plots
ot

FileCompl FileComp2 St SA? Avg1s2 Corr: SAY SA2 Avgik?
rineld V.rs2 rinstd 3.re2 1.278 1.392 1.335 1.278 1.392 133

Poge 1 of 1
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Summary of processing, file scs_1.in
Contents of input file:

Nste 120 [AvgVel [Summaryfile
'i mfo '&.B lcs_ts‘

#S Source [FileCompt  |FileComp?  ipSta2o [DStaZmet lavgvel |FileiPlots
La‘ \'m_o-'.nz l.a_s_x.nz b.00 019 m !a&xol

Results of Processing.
For esch station:

FilnCompt FileComp? SAY SA2 Avg'82 Corr: SAY SAZ Awgls2
vol 6 t.rs2 wvgl 6 3.rs2 736 .69%% 615 736 W96 815

Averaged over stations:

AvgDStalRef Si 10°si A Strations AvglorrOverStations
.0 03 1.0; S22 6, B H2( .8, .85

CS_1mM 41395 T:3p

Poas 1 of 1

0 xipuaddy
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Summary of processing, file scs 2.0n
Contents ~f input file:
Nsta |DReflu Summaryf ile
'2 .2 ’:3"' ! _2.mum

m_m [FileComp!  [Filstomp?  DSte2o J.:'t‘ﬂtf L [ritaériots

vgl & 1.rs2 wvgi 6 3.rs2 B.00 3 0 junk_coet
voiT¢ 1.re2 wo?Ti 3.rs2 9.00 0.300 0252.0  junk_cot
Resuits of Processing:
For each gration:
File MI SAY SAZ AvgiR2 Corr: SAY SA? Avgis2
m o 3 3 vgl & T3 &9 _a15 736 4% 675
Lre2 wp?fe 3 re2 91 1.260 V.08 911 1.260 t.086

W over stations:

Av’".llﬁ sd ws‘! Awrftonw Wn;m

SCS 2. ®M 4-13-95 9:07p

R ——

 Pege 1 of 1
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Sumrary of processing, fite scs 3.in
Contents of input file:

sl g~

Source |FileComp! ¥ ileComp? a2e alRed A L |FiledPlots
m’ '!""_l.nl !.w_s.nz Pﬂ‘ m m sﬂ.eﬂ

Resyults of Processing:
for each station:

filetomp! FileC SAY A2 182 Corr: SAY SA2 AvgIR2
3 q?"_!.z? EX

vorTee Y,
Averaged over stations:

AvgDSta2nef Sig 10 S| av&vﬂnﬂm AvgCorrOverStations
30 03 1.2! 1. S, L3 1% 91D

91t 1,260 1.088 911 1.260 1.086

SCE I MM L1495 10:1%.

T -

.

Poge 1 of 1
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Summary of procecsing, file scs_vgl . ir
Contents of impast fite:

|;uo sz |ghl |!|—ryt e

sce_ vyl . sum

Source [Fi: i ﬁuci-z ta20 1 [FiledPiots
L ‘ .c- vt 3 re2 0,00 n;o“ .0 ;u&.eol
WJ 1. ne vambid_ 3.rs2 0.00  0.008 0282.6 jurk _col
Resuits of Processing:
for smch station:
7ileCompt Filits? Sa2 82 Corr: SA1 SAZ svglkl
vgret 1 re2 'ﬂ 1.260 T‘ 9 1280 ‘:‘m
vg?bid 1 rs2 wi’ 82 922 1.09% 1.008 922 1% 1 0w

Aversged over stations:

mnﬂof Sig 10 S n&«stulu AvglorrOverStat i
0! 0! . W 1.65¢ v, 1.1

| oCS_VGT MM 4-14-95 10:37e

Poge 1 of 1
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Progrem GetDist

* Gets interstation distences. Use as a preproregsor for
* CorrelPa.

AL

At

Note: Uees input file made by Paradox, repart in RELS N, corted by distance.
Sote that the report file ewst be cleancd W, meking sure that the

» start on line 11, eliminating page breais, deleting the

very (85t Jine (some distance helng

Inst sctusl entry}, and putting “stop” after the last entry istarting

in catam 2)

* Daves:

“

93/20/95 - Written by Dave Score

real (at{307)  long(300)

real temp delta, deita(3000), delts max

It eger el ), ndelta. max redelta

t teep ista 1, ¢ fara 2, ista 103000, ists_2(3006)
characisr bufier®y .

delta max = 15.0
mex_noelta = 1500

* Read in dara:

100

000

™ _in = 10

apeniuiits nu in, file = ‘nrPupgs. ', rect = 150
siatus = Tunknown') il '

e i=1 1

resching_in, *)
oo

nsis =0

cont e
butter = + »
resd(nu_in, '{s}') buffer

if (buffer(2:5) .eq. ‘stop') goto 1000
nsts = ngta ¢ 1
resd(tuffer(93:98)  *(16.3)') iatensta)
readituffer (100:106), *(£7.3)1') tong(nsts)
goto 100

Tont irve
close unit=my_in)

freccrececareetecerceresacccce START COMPUTATION OF DISTANCES >>>53555535555s

nedeita - 0
d i -1, nsta-t
do i = is1 neta
call distarc+1.0, lat(i), tongt sy, 'arij), long(j),
rdeg, vemp delta, az, baz)
tewp ista 1 = 4
tewr ista 2 =
it (femp delta te. delta max) then
ndeita = ndeits ¢ 1

i indelte .gt. max ndelta) then
ndeita = max_ndelfa
90 to 9999
end it
SETDIST FOR  3-20-95 ©:39p

deltatndeita) = temp deita
ists Tindeltal = temn iste 1
15ta 2indelte; = temp ista 2
end if
ond do
end do
$999  continue
* Now sort aod write the information:
call \rvdaza( ~delts, delta, inds)

mu_cut = 30
open(urit = my out, file = ‘delte.cut', statussuknown®)

writelr: out, *(a 6.1)') * Wax delts ~ ', Gelta max
writetnu out, ‘(a)') ¢ iste_1 ista 2 delts’

do i = ' ndelts
writernu out, ‘féx VY 4x i%, 1x §8.2)0)
: isfa_tinda(1)), iate 2¢indnei)), deltat nds(i))
end de
close(ur: t=nu_out)

stop
enct

subrout ine distaz( wiongsign, slat, along, blat, blong,
* rdeg, rkm, ~z, haz)

compute distances, szimuthe using formsiss from
Bruce Julien

latest modi {ication: 172786

Pi= &40 grand 1. )
dter = pis 180,

convert {rom to radians and correct sign of
longitude so that east longitude is positive,

LE N T

fannn

slatr = dror * slet
slongr = -Aiar * aiong * wlongsign
blatr = dror * blat
blongr = -dtor * blong * wiongsign

compute geccentric latitudes.

alatr = atant 0.993305 * ran( alatr ) )
blatr = atant 0.993305 * tan( blatr ) )

compute latitude dependent gquantities

€8 = cosi atatr
b = cos{ Slatr
S8 = gint alatr
sb = sind blatr

ann

AN

e 4

now compute other guantities

o:tb‘:m(b(a-r_ atongr ) 7
Poge 1 of 2

nAan
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roro-u

"

nAn

1

coxite 4 =tances

rde3 = aten?{ sd, od )/ dtor
rim = 111,19 * rdeg

corpute azimuth (fras a to b) and make it positive.

az - atandt a, & ¥/ dror
tF( az At 0.0 ) az = ar e 3600

compuite back azisuth (from b Yo a) and make it pasitive,

A= ca ® sin{ alongr - blongr )
b=eh®ga-sb®ca® cosi stongr - blongr 3
bar = stand( a, b)/ dtor

4 ( Baz 1t. 0.0 ) baz = bar + 350.0

relurn
end

SURPOUT INE indexx(n, sro inde)

MNTEGER n indz(n) W NSTACK

REAL arrin)

DAPAMT TER (W=7 NSTACK=50)

INTEGER 1, tredxt, 1o, itemp, |, istack k| rstack(NSTACK)
BERL @

ds 1Y j=1.n

1ren
- | Lt R then
as 13 j=tet e
Tredxt=indnd §)
a=srr{indet}
do 12 i=j-1,1,-1
Pfarr(intati)). le.aigorto 2
(1o )= i 1 )

12 cant inue

¥
snda( T Y )=t

13 Tont (rue

1 stack . eq OVreturn
ir=ietackt 1etack)
t=istack( jstack-1)
petact = sxvack

else

k=(tear 2

P teme cindeih )

ek )= ingdx(i+1)

e i< 1 )21 temp

e rCiman(l+2)) gt arr{inda(1r}))then
Trenp-indx(t+1)
fodtet oY) inedn o)
incde( i) i tenp

e f

tHarr{indstl)) gr.arr(indsel ir})ithen
{recp=inde(l)
w0 )= it B )
rewin{ A1 }at pomp

CETDIST FOR 3-20-95 ©:39p

ot

iftar-Cindx{i+1)) gt errtint(l])))then
tamps inda(le1)
i iet)=indnli)
inde{ )= temp

onchy §

i=lel
j=ir
inde = iodn( i)
meary ( indxt)
cont ‘e

i=iel
ifqarr{indx{i}). tt a)gote 3
cont inse

1=j-1
if{arrCindx(j)) gt . a)gote &
it(i.it idgote S
Tremps inetei 1)
s () Y= indxd )
indxd  Y=itemp

° 3
(| y=inds(
inds{ }=indxt
jstaci=jstecks2
1 jsrack gt NSTACK Ypause ‘NSTACK too smell in indexx’
i¥(ic-isl.ge. j-1)then
iatsck( jstack)=ir
1stack( jsteck-1)=i
ir=p-1
else
isreck( jstack)=§-1
israck( jstack-1)=1
=
o f
endi §
goto 1

EnNp
L €3 Copr 198692 Numerical Recipes Softuare $I8)8-“11)
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7 Progrem C-.rrﬂll
* Computes correletion of pest accelerations as a function of distance

'm:miwﬂh-&hm,whmn ’onum:vdum.

o Note that the report file must be cieaned up, meking Bure that
* data stert on Line 11, deleting the very (ast line (some distance beiow the
: last -:m-; entry), snd puicing “stop® after the lsst entry {starting

in column 2)

* Detes:
* 03/18/95 - Written by Dave Boore

real mag(300), dist{300), pgeh1(300), tat(300), tong(l0u)

rest resid(300), d_ binc100), ave hin{100)

real 93300}, rasid old($00)

integer ibin(!‘), mm not smpty bins, bin_mm not epty(100),
istart not w‘s:inhm. istop not .'zy_b'n('wl

“character tuffer® . Stem name*8 ¢ out

resl temp delita delta(1900;, detts max

integer u‘(\*), ndelte, may rclelts

¢ temp_ista 1, remp iste 2, ista 1(1000;, fsta_2(1900)
real difi_otd(1000), diff_new(1000)

®OTEEIRIIONY SET SOME PARAMETERS TREEREERAREI RN

Fexecaceccccecce DRTA N DATA AND DPARAMETERS >3333353333333%
write(®, *(a}}*) ' Enter scam name for files: *
Stem name = ' ¢
resdi*, “(a8)) stem nam:

write(* ‘ga\)*) * Ente: d min: *

o readi®, '(15.6)') d_min

= write(®, “(a\)'; * Inter d max: *
o resd(*, “(15.0)') o max

» write(*,  ‘ge\)') ' Enter i bin: *
o resd(*, ‘{:3;') n bin

write(®, ‘(s\)') ' Enter rum pnts :w_din_b&n: .
readi®, '(i2)') mm pnts_~ 4" bin

write(*, "(s\)') * Enter delts max: *
readit, ‘(f5.0)') delta max

write(*. ‘(a\)') * Enter nn_di"{s_d{n_bin: -
read(®, ‘(i2)°) rum diff _pec dits bin

write(®, ‘(#\}') ' Enter mum diff 2 prine: ¢
read(™, "(i4)’) mem dift 2 primt

* Read in data: B
CORRELPA.FOR  3-21-95 S:40p

open(units my in, file = '‘nrS4pga.prn', rect = 1%0,
: status = Tunknown')

doi=1 10
readiru_in, *)
do

nsta = 0

100 continue
buffer = + *
read(nu_in, ‘(a)') buffer

if (buffer(2:5) .eq. "stop’) goto 1000
nsta = nsty + 1
resd(but fer(15:18), *(44.2)') megtnsta)
resd(buffer(20:24), *(£5.1)") distinsta)
readibuffer(32:35), *(#4.2)") Tinste)

93:98), ‘(#£.3)') latinsta)
read(buf fer(100:106), *(f7.3)') long(nsts)
goto 100

1008 continue
close(unit=nu_in)
PoeCeseccencecene ATTENUATION ANALYSIS >3>»3333533555)

. b=

t =

write(® ‘(a, i4,f5.2,¢6.1 5.2,17.3,¢8.3)")

L ie L eeeii), distci), poshici), Larci), longti)

= nste

write(®, ‘(e i4, 5.2, ¢6.1 §5.2,47.3 ¢8.3)")

2 C A=t 0, megli), disecl), pgahicl), terci), tomg(i)
* Debusg

* Computes residusls, relative to BIF9S-

do i = 1, nsta
o= sqrifdist(i)**2 « (5.48)**2)
Bif93(i) = -0.038+0.216%(magi i) 6.0)-0.777%alog10(r 1+0. 254
resid(i) = alogl0(pgshici)) - bjfe3(i)

end do

* Date are already sorted by distence (this was done by the Parsdox report),
* 50 now find the bins:

* Skip cver this old coding:
goto 9119

67116 continue

* Define bins (This was originally inside bin dats. Put
* 1t outside o increase flexibility:

diogd = falegld mex/d min)i/n bin

do + = 1, nbin

4 Dingi) = & min * 10.0%%((i-1)*dlogd)

enddo

~set all distances less than d min to slightiy more then d min:
do i = 1, nsta
i tdist(i) le. d_min) dist(i) = 1.001* d min

Page 1 of §
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end do

call bin dstatd bin, n bin,
: dist, msta, Tbin,

:  mas_rot_ewpty_bins, bin mm not_empty,

: istart_fot wtv bm. iftop net_empty bin)

.-n(u-uts! files temp.out’, statuss'unknown’)
do i = nsta
-ﬁmh -u,u 5.2, #.1,i4,6.1,46.1
' ista, resid, dist, ibin, d Mn l.-. d bfn L high =,
] mid(ﬂ. aist(i),
ibin(i), @ bin('b"\(ﬂ) d_hin(ibintﬂ)’io.meﬁ
end do
* Debtng

* Mow compute the mean residual in each bin:
* {requires that resid be sorted by distance)

do i = 1, mm not mbﬁm
call momntdb(res
istart not -.tv Umn) istop_not_empty binti),
mbm(bmn-mqt y(13), adev, , war, skew, curt)

istart = istart_not -tv Nn(‘)

istop = ut—_ x

write(30, “‘(2u, 15,94, M u u 1,5.9%)
: 'nhim.ty, 2 in_bn, istrr, istp,’,
: u&t resid =

bin_mm not ?v(
i:tQ istert istart, istop

d bintbin_mm not c.mmﬂo o*¥(dlogr2.0
: ave Bin(bin_ nim not_empty(i)
* Debug

end do

* Find the new residual for sach station by subtracting the average found above
* for esch bin:

go i =1, nsva
resid old(i) = resid(i)
residi1) = resid old(i) - sve bin( binti))

write(30, “(a, s, 14 306.2)")
* nsta, ibin, resid old, ave bin,
i, ibingi), m«f'old m‘bﬁnﬂﬂnﬂ“, m;ﬂi)

end do
9119 continue

four=""
f out = stem name//' . atn'

opentunitar atn, file = f out, status='unknown’)
write(m stn, 721)

m wn’ tibint, 7, tistret, 13 tistp', tI4,'d stret,
¢ L stp', t3), ‘avder’, t38, ‘resid*)

fout =t

fout = stem name//"' _ald'
opentunit=ny_atd, file = ¥ out, stetus="unknown')

CORRELPA.FOR 3-2¢-95 S:ifp

citdm .!d 7
722 tormat( 12,'ista’, t7 tibin', t13, ‘dist’,
$ nl ‘res old', 126, ‘res _new'
“Ta. b fieve 6».
146, ‘ave_bin', 154, "0 F934)

maber_dist_bins = nsta/mum pnts_per dist bin

istry = e ct ‘h!  bin e 1
do i =1,
jstre = istet ¥ u._ph_pr dist bin

istp = istrt + mm _dist_Bin - 1
call -Mmi h ret, in’, ave bin(i),

sdev,
writeims atn, '(d i3 !‘ |S :u 13, 19,651,
25,¢5.1, v31, 661, "o3% 4. 8)0)
i, tnrt Mtp. dist(isrry), dist(istp),
wﬂﬁotﬂnrnﬂh-tnn’n ave bin(1)

do | = istre, istp
resid otd( ) = resid(j)
residlj) ;‘mw oia;n'é s;! .;;‘:S, .
ur'!e(m T30 1 t
20,982, eim 452, ele. 5.2
-~ ﬁ.l, m;:s 2“ ‘i
cl(n. restd ot n res )
bni(no-nuw , ave binci), bi#93(})

end do

close(unit=ru_sid)
close(unit=ru_atn)

®eccenceccececece INTERSTATION ANALYSIS >>23355333533 2>
ndelte = 0

i=1, nste-1
do j = i+1, nste

call ﬂcru(ﬂ €, tet(ij, long(i), tat()), long)),

t’ﬂu. az, bar)
tewp (m 1=

temp ista 2 = §
if (fomp Setta le. &'n mex) thee
noelta » ndeits +

it (ndeita .gt. mex ndeita) then
ndeita = max_ndeits
go to 9999

endt i

deltatndelte) = temp deits
ista lindelta) = temp ista !
ista_2(ndelts) = tewp ista 2
ond i f
end de
end do
9999 cont inue
write(® “‘(a, 15)') ' ndelta = * ndeits
* Now sort and fill difference arcay:

call indexx{ v*lto .H-, indn )
Page 2 of 5
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do | = 1, ndelta
residl = resid({ista Y(indu(i)}))
resid2 = resid(iste 2(indx{i)})
diff new(i) = residl - residl
residl = resid old(iste_1(indx(i)))
resid® - resid old(ista 2¢indx(i)))
ditf old(1) = Fesid? - Tesid!

end do

* Write the first num diff 2 print values:

fout = ¢
fout = stem name//" als'

opentunitemu ais, fite = f out, stetus=‘unknow:’
write(mu als, 72%)

723 formet(tZ,indx1', 8, ‘indx2’, t14,'delta’,

120, ‘residt’ 137 ‘residl’
34, 0 Ff_newt, t43 Cdiff old')

imax = ndelts
Pt Cimax .gt. mum diff 2 print) imex = mm diff 2 print

do t = 1, imex
residl = resid(ista 1(inde(i)))
resid2 = re;id(ista 2(indx(i)))
write(nu ais, '(t3,74, £10,i4, t14,¢5.2, t21,5.2,
28,9577 "e37,95 3 ves 45.3))

£
ista_1Cindx{i)), ista 2¢indx(1)), detratinde(i)),

residl, resid2, diéf_new(i), diff oldei)
end do

close{unit=nu alsj

© Now set wp bins for interstation spacing snd compute sdev:

four = * ¢
f out = stem names/’ std"

openfunit=ru std, file = f out, srtatus='unknown’)
writetnu_std, 724)

format(12, '3 dits bin', t13 ‘istrt*, 119, ‘istp’,

126, ‘avg dst’, 132, 'avg new', 140, 'std new',
148, ‘avg old', 156, 'ste old')

mmber_delta bins = ndelta/mm diff per dite_bin

fstre = - di"ﬁr_du_biu + 1
do i = 1, mumber ta bins

istrt = istre ¥ oum di6f per dits bin

IStp = istrt « mam diff_per dits Bim - 1

call momntdmbidi Ff new, IStit, 15tp, ave new,
adev, sdev new, var, skew, curt)

cell momntdabidi ¢ old, Tstrt, istp, ave old,
adev, sdev old, var, skew, curt)

svgdist = D.S%(deltat indu(istre))edet talinda(istp)))
write(m: std, "8 i3, 116,14, 19,94, 226, 5.

2
034,652, *4196.3] tho,¥5.2, 147,46.3)")

1, istrr, istp, swvgdist,
wve new _new, ave old, sdev old

end do

stop
CORRELPA.FOR  3-21-95 S:40p

ens

subrout ine bin_dete(d bin, n bin,
dist, nats, ibin,

nue not_empty bins, bin_mum not_empty,

istart_fot_empty_bin, iitap net empty bin)

resl d bin(*), dist(*)

integer ibingv)

integer rum not_espty bins, bin_mm not_empty(*),

T istart_nof_empty Bin(®), istop nef_espty binc*)

* assign distances to bins:

do i = 1, pate
call locete(d bin, n bin, dist(i), ibingi))
end do

* Find indices at stert and stop of esch bin:

annan anAannn

L)

™m not_empty bins = 1
istart_not_empty bin(1) = 1
istop “ot_emecty Bini) = 1
bin_nim not_empty(1) = ibin(1)

do i =1 nste-1
if (ibintis1) _eq. ibinti)) then
‘in-p_m_m_biﬂn-'m_qty_bim) = s
elise
nun not_empty bins = num not_empty bins < 1
bin_num not_sapty(num nof_emfty bifs) = ibingis1)
istart_not_empty bin{rum fot_empty bins) = 141
istop fot_empty Bin(mm fot_septy Bins) = i+t
end 1§
end do

return
end

subroutine distaz( wlongsign, alat, along, blet, biong,
* rdeg, rkm, az, baz)

compute distances, srimuths using formulas from
Bruce Jul ian.

latest modification: 1/27/84

pl = 4.0 % atant 1. )
dtor = pis 180.

convert from degrees to radians and correct sign of
longitude so that east longitude is positive.

alatr = dtor * slat
alongr = -dtor * along * wlongsign
blatr = dtor * blet
blongr = -dtor * blong * wiongsign

compute geocentric latitudes .

alatr = atan{ 0.993305 * van( alatr ) )
blatr = atant 0.993305 * tan( blatr ) )

Page 3 of 5
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¢ comgaste [atitude dependent guantities

~

"

A

0

€

n

ce = cos{ staty
- ¢oef blatr
& = s alatr
sk = sini blatr

- -

L)

comgeste other quantities

a = b * zint blongr - 2longr )

b =ca®sb-s0" ¢cb ™ cos{ Dogr - sloangr )
cd = rn * ch * cost blangr - alongr ) ¢ sa * sb
sd = sqri( &% ¢ b* )

compute diurances

videg = atand( sd, cd )/ dtor
rim = 711,19 ® rdeg

compute azimuth (from o to b) ano moke it positive.

8z = atan2( 8, b M dror
i Car LIt 0.0 ) ez e ¢ 3500

compute back arimuth (from b to 8) and mate 1t positive.

a=ca® sin{ alongr - blongr )

b=cb®sa  sb* ca® cost stungr - bDlongr )
baz = aten2( 8, b)/ dtor

4 baz .t. 0.0 ) baz - baz + 360.0

return
et

SUSROUT INE locatel(xx n x, §)
INTESER .0
REAL », wx(n)
INTEGER ;! m ju
ji=0
qo=me
¥ ju- ji.gt.1)then
Jms(gue g 132
1f((anin). gt xx{ 1) ). eqv.(» gt xx( jm}))then
jl=m
else
LAl ol
ety ¥
gote 10
endi f
=t
return
€

we
(C) Copr. 1986 92 Numericol Recipes Softuare $186)8 %115,

SUBROUT INE indexxin, arr indx)
INTEGED n_ inde(n),® NSTACK
REAL arr(n)
PARAME TER (W=7 NSTACK=50)
INTEGE? i indxt, ir, itemp, j, istack k | istack(NSTACK)
REAL 2
@0 11 j=1.n
indn( §)=)
cont 1mee
jstack=t

coRmELPA FOR 3-21-95 S.40p

1

-

1=
iren
fCir-1 Lr M then

do 13 j=let,ir

do 12 i=j-1,1,-1
iigerr(indx{i)) . le ajgote 2
iradnt e )=indn( iy

cont inue

1=

indxCistyrindnt
cont 1w
14 jstack. eq.0)rerurn
ir=ystack( jstack )
=rstack( jstack-1)
jetack= stack-2

else

k=tleirys2
itenyp incdx(k)
(v = indx(141)
inctx{ | + 1)~ ivemp
(e Cinde(1+1)). g arr(inde(ir)))then
1rempe inde(141)
inda(te1)=indniir)
indx( ir)=iteap
f

erxlt
1itar inde(l)) gt arrindx(ir)))then
Tteap=inde(l)
il i y=indn(ir)
tndx(ir)=itemp
endif
if(arrCinda(lel)) gt arr{indx(i)))then
Ttempsindx(l+1)
indx( 1+ )=inde(1)
indx ()= temp
endi ¢
1=ty
j=ir
Indet=inde(l)
a=arr{indst)
cont imse
f=ie
iftareiindn(i)).tt a)gote ¥
cont irue
-9
if{ar-{indn(j)). ot algoto &
i#(j.. .i)gote S
itemps ~dx(i)
tode( 1 ) el §)
rrvdx( | )= i tomp
o3
predx(l y=inde( §)
inedn( § y=irdxt
jstack= stacke2 :
1 srack gt NSTACK )pause *NSTACK too small in indexx®
1flir-1e1 ge.; Lithen
istackl jstack)=ir
istark(ystack-1)=j
tr=3-1
else
istark( jstack): ;-1
Iisgnrnbsuti-‘)'l
=§

endi

endi
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gote 1
w0
€ (C) Copr. 1985-52 mumerical Recipes Software $1£)8-%11).

mm moentaebi(dats, rstart nstop ave adev
-t-,ur skew, curt)

* Modified by Dave Boore on 03/18/95 so that it will
* compute the moment for array entries from nstert te nstop

INTEGFR n, nstart, nstop
REAL adey sve curl sdev, skew, var data(*)
INTEGER |
AL .5, ep
L ‘i;(n.le.lwt ‘nomust be st least 2 in moment®

s=0.
do 11 [=nstart nstop
s-eedatad j )
" cont inue
n = nstop - nstert ¢ Y
aveso/n
actey =1,
varsf,
skow-
curt=0,

ep=0.
do 17 isrmstart nstop
steintal | ) ave

eprepes
sdev=adevs abs(s)
pests

vArEvarspy

2 mim

ifin cq 1) then
ver = 0.0
sdev = 0.0
else
var={var-ep**2/n)/(n-1)
tivar)

end +f
1#ivar ne 0. )then
shew skew/ (n*sdev®*l)
CurtTeurt/(ntyer®*2)-3
else
- ‘ne skew or kurtosis when zero variance in moment
e = 0.0
curt = 0.9
o ¥
return
(1 4
€ 10) Copr. 1984 -92 Sumerical Recipes Sefrwsre $16)8-"11;.

CORRELPA FOR  3-21-95 S:40p
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esch the PSV at each period anvd

L

average the components.

project (gone for BMLY
03/28,95 - extensive revision
04 703/95 - sckled comput

the *.in file) and 4 sumary ¢
i11795 - minor n sutput formet

per{120), freq(120)

real s 120), »(120), sa(120,2

real sa corr(i00.2), co'fectd
avs_of _2(20), avg ot 2 eorr(?a)

resl avg(s] rO) avg rorrie,20), freqavgl?), m, delta(2d)

charscter © ina0. T out*12, f ret2,20)"12

character uu'" s fmrv

character honde; 1*77, Resder2*77, buiter*77

Pt o= LC%tan( Y. )

™ in - R
™ out = 20
mu_sue = 30

* Get name of file with input stutf:

fin= 1
Write(® t(e\)') ' Enter naew of input file: ¢
read(*, *(s)*) f_in

* Open the file and start processing:
apentnu_in, fite=f in, status=‘unknown')
header) = * ¢
read(nu_in, "(8)") header!

f s =t

read(oug_in, *(22,i2, 18, 7.1, 16, 7.1, 126, a122")
. nsta, aref, wlrﬂ i _sum

reading in, %}

headers = * ¢

vead{nu_tn, *(8)*) header?

* Open sumary file:
openinu sum, filest sum, status='"unknown')

writeimy sum, *(2a)') ' Suwary of processing, file *,
f in

wite(nu sum, *)

writeinu sum, ‘(a)') * Contents of input file: *
write(m sum, %)

write{m: sum, *(3x,8)'! header?

m|t¢('u“ S, 02, T 5.1, 018 f6LY, 27 2120
s nsta, &t’ nlre!, t sur

write(ru sum, =)

write(mu_sum, ‘(3x,8)') header?

GETAVGSA FO®  &-14-95 12:21p

fands the psv values from various sources and then compute Sz for
find the average over freguency. | do his for teo components, and

Cares: 03/22;95 - written by D. Boore for use in Equipment Gualif . cetion

ation of sigoms (this nmirec changing
mpr oved

¥
i
i
i
1
i
i
!
i

* Loop over stations:

do ista = 1, nsta
butfer = * ¢
read(r_in, '(8)') bufier
writetrs sum, *(3x,8)') buffer
¢ rs€1 ista) = ' *
¥ _rs(2 iste) = ' ¢
rl fot = ¢ ¢
' ,!,' e '
read(bufter, 'nz 'y, ‘12 ttb al2, 39, 671,
$60.5. 157,471, w5 ei)h)

veista,

s fmt, u nu ts*n) =1.2), Qu dettafista),
t_out

write®, ‘(a,2i5, m-:

1LOOR A

s 'bo'a'.iu.h? . tcu fin, f sum, ¢ out =,
n, u-. ¥

e _out, ista,

do icomp = 1, 2

1f (15 fmt _eq. 'SAP* _or. rs fmt .eq. ‘bap’} Then

call read bap(f _rsCicomp, ists), freq, per, nper,
s, oall, tc-))
eise if (rs fmt =g -

catl n-fhjf(' n(lm‘nt'), Treq, per, nper,

sv, sa(l, icomp))

LIRS « ) ]

sd,

BIF* _or. rs fmt _eq. ‘Bif') then

sd,

etse if (v3 fut .eq. 'SIL' .or. rs fat _eq. ‘sil’) then

cali read sil(f_rsCicomp, ista), Treq, per, ~per,
sv, sall, icomp))

else
srite(' “(38)') " rs fmt = ' rs fme,
‘and not bap or B)f or sil; antm.
stop
end it

* Change units of s8 to g
do '+ = 1, nper
s2i’, icomp) = sali, icomp)/980.0
end o
* Reverse order, 1f needad, so that frequency increases:
if (freq2) .it, freq(l) ) then

* Get Limits:

catt tocate(freq, nper, 3.0, niowm!)
catl locute('req‘ nper, 8.0, nhigh)
niow = niowm! *

* Fill sa_core with corrected sa (because of the tubic polynomial used by bjf,

~d,

* et values outside 2 to 0.1 sec to garbage that wili not plot).

do i = 1, nper
i (per¢i) .it. 0.1 .or. per(i) .gt. 2.0) then
correct(i) = 10000.2

eler
Page 1 of S
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99-0

-=60 1 mhmm nm hmﬂm is for came ouake
correct(i) = O"uunr _f(per(i), =, dref, veiref)
- pewper l(n-fﬂ). -. dsta, weista))
end if
end do

, ‘comp) = correct(i)* sa(i, icomp)

* Now compute the aversges:
catl find u't'v-q‘ sall, icomp), nlow, nhigh,

fste)}
call find -'ﬂnq, 2 mrﬂ icomp), nlow, rhigh,
: avg _corr{icomp, ista))

frecavg(l) = fragintow)

fregavg(2) = freqinhigh)

* Then loop back for snother component
end do

* Then ® average of the sverage and write out 8 coluen

compt
file that has freq, per, sal, sal, freq, avgl, sve?, avgavg
* that | cen use in coplot.

! LOOP 8 (over components)

ave of Ztista) = 0.5 * (avg(?,
'q ot 2 _corr{ista) =
0.5 * (avy_corr(1, ista) + avg corr(2, ista})

write{* ‘ta, 'S, 'p2e10.3)")
:* iste, avg corr avg corel = *
3 ista, svg_ mr(‘ ista), mmr(t. ista)

write(®, ‘(a, 1p2et0 33"y
s '-1!.,.v.o‘2,oqo'?mr"
tsta, avg of 2(istel, avg o < CuriifSims

ista) + avy(2, ista))

apeniuniters out, filesf out, reci=155, status=‘unknown'’

writeimu ¢~ 999)
900 formst{ts ‘fraq’,
8 A3, "sat torr'

12 ‘pert 126, ‘sel’, 35, ‘sa2',
155, ‘saZ c.rr'

: t“ n-.-' t72 n’
: 186 ‘avgl®, of, '-9-\1
t“? 'oqicorr' '-v;?cor !’ ‘avgavgeore ')
do i =12

peravg = 1. Dlhcp\’(n
write(mu out, ‘{12, t’fb! lloe"t

6.3
127,114, 40, 093.4. 52,81
t&S'ﬁ! t72, 4.3 10,
t7R 10,5 18 103, 199, ¢10.3
118,103, 1131,01003, 1132,010.3))
frea(i}, pern., u-(i n, i=1,2), tse_coregi, j), j=1
Orwu peravg, (mvgl;, ista) = o, md_?t
(avg_corr(], ista), j=1,2). m_oi Z corriista)
do”

2
sta

de i = 3,
write(mu out, *(12, 6.3, 19, 6.3, 116 e11.4,
'27, eH &, uo eH L, 52 e, &
64 6. % v?l
177, 211 6, tm eH 4, 199 211 4,
31, e11.4)3%)

GETAVGSA FOR  &-94-95 12:2%p

freaiid, percid, (sati,i), j=1,7), (sa_corrii, iy, §=1,2)
end oo

urlt-(' “(a,95,30)")
‘ and ists | -p:m., fin, f sum, ¢ out = *,
ista, f_in, ¢ sum,

write(*, *(s,3i%")
f o in, mu_sum, e
e in, nu Sum, nu_dut
closetunit=m out)

end do ! LODP A (uver stetions)

* Write cut SA for esch station and component

writein: sum, %)

writeton ‘. ‘(') * Results of Processing:*
wno(m- ny
write{ru sum, ‘(a)') *
writetny -.')

For each station:*

writetne ..‘
tormat( 7z, ¥ Im" &x, ‘FiteComp?'
x, sl *SA2 ‘, >, , "Avgla2’

2-, “Corr: sm' 'N' 1 'M'IZ' )
do i - 1, msta
urw.:(m sum, ‘(&x 8, \x a8,
i n.!,h,u. Ax 66y,
Sn,96.3 1x 6.3 'x ¢6. 3
£ rm 13,7¢ ez, Dy,
(w’u,() i=1,2), avg of 2(i)
(avg mrru i), 1= 2), avy d 2 _corr(i)
end du

* Compute geometric average of corrected averages

* over

Stations and print out variocos averages

cumdcits = cumdelta + deltagi)

cum = cam ¢ slogiltevg of 2(1))

cumcore = cumcorr ¢ siogiltave of 2 corr(i))
erd do
avg celts over ste = cusdelta/nsta

cumcore = cumcor: / nstas
avg corr_over sta = 10.0**cumcorr

call inter interstation sigmal
avg delta_over sta, nsta, sigma)

write{mn sum, *)
write(nu sum, ‘(a)') *
uri'e(vu Sum ')
writetom l.,
formate3x, * wnohﬂ Sig & Sig°,

y Wt.ﬂm Av".orromsnﬂm')

tendsig = 100" sigma
writelnu sum, 96B) avg deita over cta,
sigms, fmhtg,

Page J of 5
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¢ over s*s,

: Bvg cver sunon?u. avg owver sta“tenlsig,

1 #vg torr_over sta,

: aveE_corr over stl:"-i?'n.. Bvg_cotr_over stat*tencsig

%A formar(ba, 5.7,
: Se, 6.2, Aw, 4.2,
M, 152
"we, "-‘. LIS “_1‘ L L
Ta, 8.3,
WY, T, Y0, Y, )y
closs(um vy is)
closetund tme s

Sicp
b ]

subroutine inter cnterstation cigas(delta, nsta, sigma)
sig ! = 0. IOBSF, remi cump, W 6.0-£.9
siya = s:g T * sqre(1.0+%, Ly
1.0 - expl-sqri(t s*deita)))

return
enct

subroutine rearderta, n)
real af*)y
do i = ¥, w2
= afme1-4)

ainel-1) = al1)
A1) = o

et do

return

subroutine fing u‘fu v, nlow, nhigh, svg)
real x(*), w¥
aren = O,
de ' = niow, nhigh-1
area = area ¢ U S%(y1)ep(ie1 )% (agie)-a(i))
ena e
ava = ares/(xirhigh)-xinlow))
return

SUBROUTINE locate{xa,n,x, ;}
INTEGES . n
FEAL x xxin)
l"!ﬁl 1w ju
=5
et
19 19 ju jtet Yithen
JmeE pas gL )12
TECaetn) gt xxi 1)) eqv. (x.gt . axf jm) ) ) then
it=m
ets=
JuT -
ench §
goto
et f
1=t
return

END
€ (0) Copr. 198492 mumerical Pecipes Toftware $PAYS-"11;,
GETAVGSA FOR  4-1%-95 12:21p

stirout ine resd bapt f1l_name, froq, per, nper, =2, sv, sa)
* Read response spectra file made bv AP

* NOTE: This version sssumes that the spect s were computesd for
* only one dovping

* Also note that the array of values is invertad in order so that
* frequency 1icresses.

* Dates: 03/77/95 - written by D. Boore
- 03/79/95 - Lllow for comment 'ines

real fieq(*), sﬂ‘). sd(®), sw(*), sa(*), rhead(50)
integer thead(48)

character fi1_name®(*)

openiuniT=10, file=fil_name, status=‘unincen’)

call skip(1Q,

read(1G, -uncr; Cibead(i), i=1,48)

read(10, *(Set5. Y)') trhead( 1), 1%1,56)

nskip = Thead( 16

call skp(to, Mb)

catl skip(in, 1)

read( 10, *(3i5)') ndamp, rper, 1fiag
read( 14, '(5€10.5)") damp

read(10, *(Tel?.43') (per(i), i=1, nper)
read( 19, *)

read( 10, *(Tell . 4)*) tsdi1), i=1, nper)
close(unit=10)

pi o= L. 0%tew(1. D)

&0:';(‘) :'!'O]pﬂi)

svii} = 2.0%pi*freqti)*sd( )
saty) = 2.0%i%frea(i)®sv( )
endd do

return

e

subrout ine resd bif(1il_name, ‘req, per, nper, so, sv, <a)
* Read response spectra file in format used in BJFOS study.

* NOTE: This version assumes that the spectra were comnted for
* only one danging

* Cates: 03727795 - WUritten by D. Roore
real frou(®), per(®), sd(®), svi*), sa(*)
character H‘ _nome®( 'l

* Pead rhe persods:

w-,»u.—l?,liIt"\os\r_‘@l’m\ccnip.w‘)
Page 3 of 5
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89-0

rembrz, NAENE.3Y ) (perei), 151, 91y

v = average shear -wave velocity

This ~outine uses the cubic ply-ul results for the regression
coefficients, from Table B in BJFOL,

* Dates:
UBS2B/95 - Mritten by D. Boore

' Teal bl cth), B2 cfé), B c(d), h e(d), b5 ctd), by cté),

do v = %
rneué ')

-

| close() tunction psvper fit, w, d, ¥)
j nper = 91 | Returns BJFP3, 96 velue for random value, 5 X damping
| opentunit=10, file=fil name, status:'unknow)'; L. t = period
y.® ® = moment magni fude
| * Skip 32 lines: ! i d = distance
! | -
{
!

* Read the cuv values:

readt 10, '(Tel1.4)") fewii), i =1, M)

closstunit=10) ! : togva_c(é}, “s1g? e(s], $192_5(4), ‘sigh ceh)
$ reat b?, b, h, b5, h,
pi = & O%tan(1,0) i : togea, sigh, sig2. sigh
real m, d
do 1 = 1 nper i
} Foegti) = 1 0pari) | data b ¢ 7 1.65307, 1.8761S, 397713, 1.37.577
(1) = swl1)/(2.0%i*freq(1)} data b2 c  / 0.32667, -0.22534, 0.64B42, -U. WAz
=801} = 2 0% *Freqti)vsvii) i data b ¢/ -0.09803, -0.%61:2, 0.3535%, -0.20739;
e Ao i data b T 7 6.286923, 10.59213, -32.48153, 18_%1490;
' data £S5 ¢ 7 0930, 0 09835, ©.52386. -0 24909/
retur | data bv ¢ 7 02172, 3.086Y9. 1. 35085, ©.iOR0V/
ot . dats louve c/ 5. 04588, 1.699TS, -2.9744%, 1 treasy
i data sig! € 7 0.19117, -0.05830, 0.13415. -0.05913,
Subreutine read Sil(fii_nam, freq, pec, nper, sd, sv, sa) data sig2 c / C.00266, 0.05649, .0 y 0.
- i data sigd ¢ / D.0M263, 0.17284, -0.00MS, 0.647%1/

¢ Read rosponse spectra file made by o't Silve. .
* Evatuate coefficients:
® NOTE: Thic version assumes that the spectea ware corputed for

* only one caeping ! catl get_coeff(bl, b ¢, t}
: call get coeff(be. N.’_t, vy
¥ Dates: QR TT/OS - Writven by D. Scwe ; call ge! coeff(b3, B3 c, v)
! call ger coeffih & o, I
real fregqi®), pert®), sd(*), svi*), sa(®) cail get coeff(bS, Bc v
character fil name*(*) catl get costfiby, bvc. t)
i call get coeff(logva, “logva ¢, 1)
“perlinit=10, file=f1i neme, ststuss unknown') H call get cmﬂ(sig' sigl ¢ n
€ail ge: coeffisigl, sigd ¢,
g3 :=1 3 call get coeff(sigh, u.& R l,
1&("5, -y {
ed o | % theck 7or sig less than 0... this i< possible because of the smoothing.

if fsigl .ttr. 0.0) sig? = 0.0

read{ W, €13, i3)%) nper i geig® Ar. 0.0) sig2 = 0.0

} tf fxigk 1t. 0.0) sigh = D0
do i 1, wper |
roasc 10, '(h, 8(3x, «12.70)"; freqri), sdui) | sige = <igd
ot do : siae = sig2
closelunit=10) § sigr = t:rt(ﬂ""& sige**?)

| sloga = sgri(sigr**2esige®;)
r o= oEqrrodATel De he*2 0)
serit) = 1 D7freqri)

’ b= 0.0 ! in BJFO3S
SWli} = 2. 0%pr*freqi)*od(1) !
<311 = 2. 0% i%tregli)*svi1) : prvper f = B+ B2%(m-86.0)+bY% = 6.0)**2 0

Pt T & 0atant . D)

do = 1. nper

end du : * bA*r « bS*alogiii(c)
: * bv*(aloglliv) logva)

return
erdd returs

GETAVGSA. FOR  4-14-95 12:213 - Pege & of 5
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observations are included in this 7eport. In general, the Panel supports the ARC methodoiogy with some exceptions and provides
recommendations for further improvements
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