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ABSTRACT

Advanced Reactor Corporation (ARC) has developed a methodology for seismic
qualification of equipment, cable 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 and provides recommendations for further improvements. |
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1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction ,

I

|

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 qualification 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 Methodolocy

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 ' ' =ctrum developed by the Senior Seismic Review and

Advisory Panel (SSRAP). Unlike levet . 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.

Panel's Evaluation

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 qualification. Caution needs to be
exercised for the Group 2 equipment class selection such as to assure sufficient knowledge of
malfunction mechanisms. The qualification (excitation) level may vary depending on equipment

xi

.
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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
j experience base excitation level. On the other hand, if the candidate equipment class is not
j defined in strict corformance to the equipment descriptions of the data set, the qualification level
j 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
'

j of the qualification is an essential element of the process.
i

j In general, the Panel observes that the ARC methodology conforms to its review
approach. However, the Panel does not support the Level B qualification for the battery 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. '

4

| On qualification of trays and conduits, the Panel strongly supports the proposed
j

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 I
included an appendix which describes some fundamental concepts for seismic qualification of
equipment by use of experience data.*

Conclusions
i

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.

xii
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Introduction
|

CHAPTER 1 ;
1

INTRODUCTION
i

1

1.1 Background

For seismic design and qualification of equir, ment in Advanced Light Water Reactor
(ALWR) plants, the industry (Advanced Reactor Corporntion [ 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 older 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
qu'alification of ALWR equipment, and evaluate the industry approach, the NRC Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Research has convened an mdependent Panel of outside experts' (who acted
as individuals). Initially, the Panel develoyed a set of broad guidelines and acceptance criteria !

Ifor 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 Methodology for Seismic Qualification of Equipment

'

The methodology used by ARC for seismic qualification of equipment in ALWR plants
is primarily based on equipment 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 j
made use of the results of an existing EPRI study for this purpose (Reference 1.8).

,

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

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

1 NUREG/CR-6464
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reviewing currently available experience data, establishing 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
the following subsections.

1.2.1 Eauioment Classes and Grouning

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

1. Horizontal Pumps
2. Vertical Pumps
3. Motor-operated Valves
4. Air-operated Valves
5. Manual and Check Valves
6. Temperature Sensors
7. Diesel Generators
8. Transformers
9. Batteries on Racks

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 i
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 wport 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 I

addressed in the ARC report.

1.2.2 Excitation Level
|

In general, each equipment class has been qualified for up to two excitation levels
expressed in terms of response acceleration spectra. Level A is the lower of the two excitation I

levels and is the same for all equipment classes. This luel 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 j
(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, 1

l
I

NUREG/CR-6464 2
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knowledge of equipment vulnerabilities, intrinsic strength and operating loads.

1.2.3 Oualification Requirements |
|

The qualification requirements for each of the nine classes of equipment have been i

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 i

judgments. The primary objectives are to preclude any known or potential vulnerabilities in the
!

.

product design and installations, and to restrict the products to 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 stmetures.*

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
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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 suppon 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 conunents 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

2qualification 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.
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General Evaluation of Equipment Seismic Qualification

CHAPTER 24

; GENERAL EVALUATION OF EQUIPMENT
SEISMIC QUALIFICATION,

.

2.I 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.33

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
4 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 (Reference 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
i 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

j requires comparison of the candidate equipment items and excitation levels with similar
information for equipment that has already successfully experienced a specific excitation level.;

j 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
i 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

j characteristics and its performance in vibratory environments including past earthquakes, shake
table testing and computer simulation (Refemnces 2.7 - 2.13). Some guidance in using experience:

.

'Similar evaluations of the raceway and ducts are provided in Chapters 4 and 5,i

respectively,
i
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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 ti chnique is
a means of demonstration of the similarity and geared toward the goal of seismic qualifbation 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 irie to their
normal design to satisfy operating and service requirements such as mechanical excitation 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 experience data, and
the similarity demonstration and qualification procedures:

1
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.

1
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 I

step.

I
Item numbers 1-8 and 10 are intended to demonstrate equipment physical similarity and |

item numbers 4,9 and 10 are for demonstra. tion of excitation similarity. Each equipment class
should be thoroughly examined for the demonstration of both physical and cxcitation 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.

1

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 Groun 2 Eauinment i

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:

1. 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.

9 NUREG/CR-6464
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;

4. Preclude all known and potential malfunctions by preparing strict specifications for ;
'product, installation and maintenance.

5. 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.
i

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 comprise 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 similanty. 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 levels. 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.

NUREG/CR-6464 10
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2.2.3 Group 3 Equipment

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

j
for Group 3 equipment.

2.2.4 Excitation Level

In the previous subsections, the need for establishing an excitation level has been
mentioned but the process for arriving at this level has not been preser.ted. The purpose of this
subsection is to consider several approaches to establish the qualification excitation level from
a set of experience data that are obtained from previous tests and eartaquake 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 particular piece of equipment. The damage potential
also depends on the equipment item, e.g., its naturtl frequencies, malfunction mechanisms, etc.
Thus, the damage potential varies depending on die combination of the input motion and the
equipment item exhibiting a particular malfunction, and is difficult to quantify, although this is i

I the target parameter in comparing various input motions for qualification.

Typically, input motions are expressed in terms of acceleration response spectra and the
damage potential may be represented by tre 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 frequencyi

may be considered as a potential candidate (more discussions on 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

1
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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 am well-controlled and well-documented. This assumption is mostly true for testing :

experience data but definitely not tme 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 a motion different from the ground motion at the i
site. The Panel believes that the motion that a panicular 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, i
the Panel believes that if there has to be a method to integrate all these factors, it is through the !

use of expen 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 imponance 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.
,

i

| 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.

1
l 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 aml Ixvel 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 funher
comments specified in Chapter 3.

NUREG/CR-6464 12
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,

I
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:

I specifications address concerns 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 qualification levels should be further strengthened with additional data.

i

| For Group 2 equipment qualified to level A, the earthquake experience and test data play f
. 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 ;

j eanhquakes 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., I2 vel A). It is this

i 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

f established at the median level of the individual reference data base best-estimate response ,

j 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

i this equipment. Not withstanding this deficiency, the Panel supports Level A qualification for
j these two Group 2 equipment classes.

3

! |

| 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
1 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 Summarv
!

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
f 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 !

j 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 broadly3

4
;

j *In the ARC report, Level B qualification has not been proposed for transformers.
I
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based expert review panel plays a vital role in the successful implementation 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, detailed review of the subject I

matter.

The Panel would further like to note that the criteria documents 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 tstween battery cells and their restraining
mechanisms are more important than the mass differences as would otherwise be required
following the rules of dynamics). 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 installation 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 similarity
demonstration methodology discussed in the previous section. Th,e 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 Oualification

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 will 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.

NUREG/CR-6464 14
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1

2.3.2 Exoerience 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 enalysis of
equipment, product, installation and maintenance specifications are developed and qua.lification
excitation levels established. In case of Group 2 equipment, where canhquake 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 deficiency, 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

15 NUREG/CR-6464
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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 Std 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.5

2.3.4 Agina

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 set and much more
other equipment that has performed well in significant earthquakes, was older equipment and
limited 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 12 vel 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.

50ne 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
i

,

<

: The Panel maintains that the approach for the use of experience data in equipment I

] . qualification should be to demonstrate similarity of the equipment characteristics and excitation
;

! levels. For diverse equipment types, the similarity demonstration requires broad representation 1

! of the equipment population that has been subjected to strong ground motions. Substantial expert i

| judgments are required for reliability and success of this process. The Panel notes that a vital |

| clement of the use of this method has been a detailed examination of all candidate equipment
i 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 i'

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 !i
'

installation and maintenance specifications arti set the seismic qualification levels. Currently,
j the Panel's review is limited to the equipment classes and excitation levels included in the ARC :

i document (Reference 2.1). The Panel feels that in the future, if new equipment classer. 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.3

I seismic performance, testing and analysis of equipment.
1
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Specific Evaluations of Equipment Seismic Qualification

CIIAPTER 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 |
Izvel A and Ixvel B seismic qualifications. Specific concerns or reservations, if any, of the Panel
about 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 mpmsent a 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 Horizontal and Vertical Pumos -

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 Izvel A as the Reference
Spectrum (Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1), and the qualification for Ixvel B at 2 g zero period
acceleration (ZPA) for motor frame sizes greater than 449 and at 4 g ZPA for frame sizes equal i

to or less than 449.

The Panel observes that pump-motor assemblies have functionally simple components and j
'

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 qualification to Level B, structural analyses of the pumps under seismic loads are
required. The main concerns of the Panel are related to vertical pumps, and these are addressed
by the specifications for Level B. Although experience data up to Ixvel B do not exist because
oflimitation 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

19 NUREG/CR-6464
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.

quali0 cation of level B of 2 g/4 g ZPA as proposed in the ARC report to 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 qualification
approach discussed in Chapter 2 and hence supports these criteria.

3.2.2 Motor-Onerated. Air-Ooerated. 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
more 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 operationald

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. l

'
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 I2 vel 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 1

to eliminate potential malfunction concerns, the Panel judges 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 Air-Operated Valve ;

!

Section 4.3.2 of the ARC report identifies the air-operated valves included in the 1

1
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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

Spcetmm. 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 of 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 I2 vel A as proposed in the
ARC report.

For qualification to I2 vel 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 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. I

1

3.2.2.3 Manual and Check Valves

Section 4.3.3 of the ARC report identifies manual and check valves included in the j

equipment class. They are manually operated gate and globe valves or swing or titling-disc check
6valves. These valve product specifications establish I2 vel B qualification of 6 g ZPA. The Panel

observes that the inherent strength incorporated in their design to meet operating loads of these
valves qualifies them for level B of 6 g ZPA.

'No Level A qualification for manual and check valves has been proposed in the ARC
report.

21 NUREG/CR-6464
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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 Temnerature Sensors

Section 4.4 of the ARC report identities the temperature sensors included in the equipment

class. They are thermocouples and resistance temperature detectors. Temperature sensor product

specifications for qualification 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 level A capacity of the Reference Spectrum.

The Panel observes that the qmlification to level B is supported by a limited number of
tests to a capacity of 10 g ZPA. However, the Paneljudges that the simple physical form of these

Idevices 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 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.

3.2.4 Diesel Generating Units j

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 Ixvel A is the Reference Spectrum. Diesel generating
unit product specifications for Ixvel B is 1 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 to 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
I g spectral acceleration (5% damping) in the interval from 20 Hz to 33 Hz as proposed in the
ARC report to be reasonable.

The Panel observed an inconsistency in the product specifications 15,16, and 17.
Specifications 15 and 16 require an acceleration of 2g; whereas, specification 17 requires lg
(Reference 3.1, pages 4-65 and 4-66). This inconsistency was not present in the earlier ARC Repon

(dated April 1995) which required 2g for specification 17 as well as 15 and 16. This change was |

not discussed with the Panel. It is likely that the required acceleration level could be lower than 2g, ;

1

but not as low as ig. 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 1

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 Drv-Tyne 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 aRqw mg of the Reference Spectrum. Neither the qualification level
nor the product specifications for Level 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
i

!
the potential failure modes have been addresset by product specifications. Excluding these I
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 few 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.

1
3.3.2 Stationary Vented. Lead-Acid Batteries on Racks :

l
1

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.

l

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 )
I2 vel 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 concerned about reliability
of the cells in light of the low cost alternatives that are available for manufacturing the cells.4

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.

l

n
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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 Cr.iteria

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 used 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 deformnion 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 tne raceway systems be
minimized. While the ARC report strongly discourages the use of hard spots, 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
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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 I
'

on Design by Rule for Cable Tray and Conduit Systems," prepared by EQE International
for Advanced Reactor Corporation, January,1996.

l
!

,

i

|
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CHAPTER 5
HVAC DUCTS AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS

The ARC approach for seismic design of heating, ventilanon 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 construction
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 integritys

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
'

develepment and review of technical details before it can be implemented for design in ALWR
plams. 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.

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

3. 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.

29 NUREG/CR-6464
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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 i

limited test data to draw broad conclusions.

Reference

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

!

,
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i

APPENDIX A
FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS FOR SEISMIC

QUALIFICATION OF EQUIPMENT
BY USE OF EXPERIENCE DATA

i One Panel member does not arrer with this Anpendir. His comments are
'

included on Pare A-16. Other Panel members' resnonse is included on Pare A-17.

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 cquipment 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 qualification 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
iof comparative dLa 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 i

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 l
evaluation of the equipment capabilities without interference with plant operation, and at the !

same time reduce ever-increasing costs. It 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 j

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 j
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

A-1 NUREG/CR-6464
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recognized in the 1975 version of the standard. Thus, the 1987 version [2c] was published, with
qualification by experience based on similarity principles sdt forth in Section 9.0 of the
document. However, the approach was still 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 |
Kana 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 ou me 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 equipment, and therefore it need not be demonstrated by
direct test or analysis that the same capability exists in the candidate equipment. The standard
clearly states that similarity of the excitation and similarity of the equipment physical dynamic
properties (that influence its potential malfunction) must be given careful consideration 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.

.

I

Howeve.r, 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 oni

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:

1. the diversity of the class being qualified,

2. the diversity of the available experience data
3. the qualification excitation level
4. the degree of knowledge of the experience data physical characteristics and

excitation levels
<

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

i 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. It 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 closelv envelope
the required (i.e., demand) response spectrum throughout the frequency range." However, with

i the use of experience data for similarity qualification, it is necessary to compare the effects of
i relatively different spectra and, furthermore, to combine them into a composite spectrum 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. Fm such a approach, definition of an additional set of
parameters for describing the implied motions cr.n be more useful than the response spectra<

A-3 NUREG/CR-6464
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alone.

|Figure A.1 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 similarity of ZPA is an obvious 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 (*(fy2PA 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 Similarity

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, malfutiction
.nechanisms 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

Peak Excitztion Value ZPA

Frequency Bandwidth Amplification Frequency Range

Peak Amplification Factor gp
Multiple Axes Multiple Axes Effects Included

Figure A.I. Excitation Similarity Parameters for Response Spectrum
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Furthermore, similarity of dynamic propenies 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 equipment 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 are available, a mean composite spectmm 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 spectmm, 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
form 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 " qualification by extended similarity." For this case, more independent samples
will be required. Funhermore, to satisfy excitation similarity, a composite spectmm 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 panicipation range are identified and accounted for are very different in each case.

NUREG/CR-6464 A-6
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Candidate Class
. Experience:

item Description Base

Physical Excitation
Similarity Similarity

,,,, ,, ,

1. Identify Malfunctions Capacity
2. Fundamental Frequency Range, Af Envelopen

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 outlineu n IEEE Std. 344-1987 [2c]. The standard clearly states that
similarity of excitation and simiurity 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 privj les one would deal with when attempting to perform a qualification by traditionalp
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.

A-7 NUREG/CR-6464
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A.4.2 Development of Exoerience 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 j

is indicated in Figure A.5. Typically, malfunction 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 spectmm should be developed

,

from the constituent spectra available for the experience base equipment. For this, the parameters
of Figure A.1 may be employed. Finally, correspondence of similarity should be shown, as
previously described.

Figure A.6 shows conceptually how a composite spectmm S,3(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 failure 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,3(f) may take, depending on the fidelity of the constituent spectra !

data. To satisfy IEEE 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 c.n indication of the inherent uncertainties in the results. To satisfy the peak I

amplification factor criterion, the composite spectmm 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

.

j
the composite spectrum should not exceed the largest amplified area present in the most severe
constituent spectmm. This is acoroximatelv 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 j
prevent the use of multiple sinewave and other very narrow band spectra as constituents unless i

special considerations are observed. Finally, a critical bandwidth Af, can be identified that is
enveloped by all the constituent

NUREG/CR-6464 A-8
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2. Fundamental Frequency Range, ofn 1
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Figure A.5. General Considerations for Development of Experience Base
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*
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Frequency (f)

Figure A.6. Derivation of Composite Spectrum
i

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 equipment experience base; otherwise, furtherjustification must be given.
Typically, this includes the use of either a " conservative" spectrum or a mean composite spectrum,
as are also shown in Figure A.6.

,

The above description includes only three of several approaches that can be justified for
developing the final composite spectrum, depending on the exact nature of the data. Furthermore,
for cases where largely varied data are available, significantjudgment 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 ofinformation that is available.

A.4.3 Oualification of Candidate Items

With the establishment ofan equipment class and its associated composite spectrum, one can;

now consider the close similarity qualification of a candidate item of equipment. This is done
explicitly according to the summary of Figure A.5. It must first be established as belonging to the

NUREG/CR-6464 A-10
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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 spectmm.

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

j 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 1

1

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
exolicitiv addressed. As was previously mentioned, it has not yet 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 imolicitiv by the introduction of generic diversity
concepts. With these concepts the intent is to emphasize the need to know more about equipment
ftmetional properties, and to de-emphasize the need to know more about stmetural dynamic i

4

properties. Therefore, the ARC methodology falls under the concept of extended similarity as'

ipreviously 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,4

including cenain inherent assumptions that the panel believes have been employed.:

A.5.1 Close Similarity Versus Generic Diversity

The IEEE 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 characteristics are allowed to i

expand (i.e., become more diverse), providing that the sample size is also correspondingly expanded. ,

1
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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. j

i

Generic diversity is a concept that satisfies 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. Funhermore, the corresponding
experience data excitations must be sufliciently broad in frequency content so that all potentiel
malfunctions are exercised.

A.5.2 Variable Physical and Excitation Pronerties

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 excitation 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 frequency, and mode participation factors that
may influence the malfunction mechanisms are ah 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. Funhermore, 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 some (unknown)
,

l

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 I 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 spectmm from earthquake experience data. For the composite
spectrum to properly represent the constituent spectra, it should be formed as a frequency-by-
fiequency 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 Figure 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 is immaterial within the entire frequency band.

i

!
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|
A.5.3 Variability 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 suppon the results. Instead, judgment is used in the sample
numbers required 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 ofindependent 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 (i.e., variation in probability of failure as input demand is increased) and the excitation
properties (i.e., 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.5.4 Equioment class Definition

To this point herein, equipment class definition has been discussed as if based primarily on
operational ftmetionality. 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 ofrules are developed that exclude from each class cenain types of otherwise operationally similar I

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 mies, that forms the basis for the generic diversity concept. Finally,

,

I

it should then be noted that the complete exclusion rules are applied exclusively to the qualification
of a candidate equipment item only. That is, unlike for the close similarity approach, certain items
that form constituents of the extended similarity experience base may not satisfy all the exclusion |
rules. They must, however, have successfully experienced a given designated excitation level, and I
there must be no failures at the designated excitation level for equipment items that do satisfy the |
exclusion mies. Thus, for the ARC methodology, the properties of 1) malfunctions, 2) fimdamental
frequency range, and 3) mode participation range listed under physical similarity in Figure A.4 are i
never established explicitly, but are established only implicitly by means of the generic diversity and
exclusion rule arguments.

NUREG/CR-6464 A-14
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iA NOTE ON APPENDIX A
.|

Kamal K. Bandyopadhyay i

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 similarity" or

.

;

' stended 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 f
results presented in the ARC report and further clarified in this Panel report by use of their individu'al

;

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
,Ireport. 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 and acceptance of the experience-based equipment qualification.

f

!

!
;

I

(

>

.

NUREG/CR-6464 A-16

. . _. __



.. __ _. __ _ . . . . __ _ _ _ - . _ _ - _ _ -

Appendix A

A NOTE ON THE COMMENT OF KAMAL K. BANDYOPADHYAY ;

ON APPENDIX A .

Dan Kana, 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 repon 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 ofIEEE 344 for the
qualification of equipment. It was generally agreed that there were differences in the degree of

,

i 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

j 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. It is the view of the

) above-named authors (D. Kana, R. Kennedy and A. Schifl) 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
i qualification. Qualification is highly dependent on informed engineering judgment that is supported
I 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.

!
1

!
j

,

9
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APPENDIX B
COMMENTS ON LEVEL A REFERENCE SPECTRUM

FOR GROUP 2 EQUIPMENT

Specific reference equipment eanhquake 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 spectmm has been provided for each of these
reference data base-sites. Based o'.i 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 at the data base-sites. Next, the Level A Reference Spectmm 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 Spectmm.

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 general. Some of
these estimates have considerable uncenainty. 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 spectmm 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 spectra 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

B-1 NUREG/CR-6464
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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 j

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

i

particular equipment class, this variability and uncertainty of the input motion with no reported i
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 ofindependent j
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. !

t

Reference :
t

B.1 " Advanced Light Water Reactor (ALWR) Fir:;t-Of-A-Kind Engineering Project on
Equipment Seismic Qualification," prepared by MPR Associates and EQE International

;

for Advanced Reactor Corporation, February,1996. j
!

;
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i APPENDIX C
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE SPECTRAL AMPLITUDES |

.

4

AT FOAKE SITES !.

1

. David M. Boore
U.S. Geological Survey

,

| Menlo Park, CA 94025 |
(415)-329-5616 |

4

!,

Introduction

In my role as consultant to the panel of expens evaluating the equipment qualification work
for the NRC, I 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, )
I present the results with a short description of particular considerations for each site, if needed. For i

clarity ofpresentation, 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 j
estimation process, with the average level from 3 to 8 Hz (the measure of ground motion used in the !

'report) given by horizontallines.

Method

The method for estimating the mean ground motion from a panicular 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 eanhquake. In addition, uncenainty 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:

1. 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 1.

3. Pick one or several recordings frem 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

C-1 NUREG/CR-6464
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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, according to

8

S, - f [ (2nf)2 S, df,
3

where So 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 strong-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 first 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 earthquak.e by multiplying average spectral acceleration

| by the correction factor

|
psv(m, d ,o )/psv(m, d,,, U,,),g g

where psv is the response spectrum predicted from the regression equations of Boore,
Joyner, and Fumal (1993 and 1994), and da, d,, and u,, are the earthquake-to-site
distances and average sub-site shear velocity for the reference and recording site,
respectively (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).

NUREG/CR-6464 C-2
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10. Approximate the plus and minus one sigma uncertainty ranges by multiplying and
dividing the averaged corrected spectral estimate by the factor

!

10 m2 1+ (1 - exp - /0.66)

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 0.182 for the
larger and random horizontal peak acceleration, respectively, for earthquakes with magnitudes
between 6.0 and 6.9. (I am assuming that the uncertainty of the 3-to-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):

12 29 (; _ _) p(3)2,o ,g
N

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 uncenainty 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 0.0 and 1.0 for A =0 and A= =,
respectively.

C-3 NUREG/CR-6464
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I estimated F(A) by studying larger peak horizontal accelerations from the 1994 Northridge i

mainshock (the most complete data set available to me), supplemented by studies of spatial variability
in small arrays (Abrahamson and Sykora,1993), the SMART 1 array in Taiwan (Abrahamson, written
commun,1995), and local regions in the 1971 San Fernando carthquake (McCann and Boore,1983). :

The analysis for the Nonhridge 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 variance 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.l. This procedure yielded the following equation i

for F(A): 1

F = (1 - exp - /0.6A).

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

I am aware that a whole computational structure (" kriging") has been built up to deal with I

spatial estimation problems (e.g., Journel,1989). I 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 emphasize the imprecision of the estimates). I

.

|

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. I 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
Etheridge (personal conununication,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 slab foundation
of considerable horizontal extent. It is very likely that the motions at the recording instrament were
reduced by the slab, particularly for the higher frequencies ofinterest 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 = 3.5 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 VGl-6 (Valve Group 1-6) record was obtained in the
basement of the terminal building containing the equipment ofinterest. I assume that the reference
site coincides with that building. Logically, the VGl-6 record should be used solely for the estimate
of the motions of equipment in that structure. On the other hand, the VGl-6 spectrum is quite
different from the nearby free-field recording near Valve Group 7 (VO7FF). I wonder whether the
VGl-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
VGl-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
completeness, Table 1 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 I 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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T & C.1
Summary of Results - SA Averaged from 3 to 8 Hz, in g.

I
Site FOAKE Boore Comments i

Altwind, NPSS6 1,39 1.23 (0.8,1.8) 1

Buckwind, NPS86 1.39 1.37 (1.0,1.9) i

Devers, NPS86 1.33 1.48 (1,1, 2.1)
Garnet Sub, NPS86 1.39 1.16 (0.8,1.7) |
Renwind, NPS86 1.39 1.28 (0.8, 2.0) . '

Sanwind, NPS86 1.39 1.47 (1.0, 2.2)
Terrawind, NPS86 1.39 1.35 (0.9,1.9)
Venwind, NPS86 1.39 1.53 (1.0, 2.3)
Whitewater, NPS86 L39 1.45 (0.9, 2.2) ;

!

Commerce Refuse, W87 1.03 1.11 (0.8,1.5)
<

SC Telephone, LP89 1.30 1.10 (0.7,1.7) !
SC Water, LP89 1.26 1.18 (0.8,1.8) :
Soquel Water, LP89 1.30 1,47 (1.0, 2.1) ,

UCSC cogen, LP89 1.23 1.30 (1.2,1.4)

Centerville, P92 0.90 1.00 (0.9,1.1) '

PALCO cogen, P92 0.93 0.93 (0.6,1.4)
,

r

Financial Center, NR94 1.22 1.52 (1.0, 2.3)
Olive View cogen, NR94 1.20 1.18 (1.0,1.4)
Placerita cogen, NR94: est. I 1.33 1.26 (0.8, 2.0) Using closest station *

Placerita cogen, NR94: est. 2 1.33 1.10 (0.7,1.6) Using 4 stations
Rinaldi, NR94 1.20 1.33 (1.1,1.6)
Sylmar CS, NR94: est. I 1.20 0.62 (0.6, 0.6) Using VGl-6
Sylmar CS, NR94: est. 2 1.20 0.82 (0.7, 0.9) Using VGl-6 & VG7 FF
Sylmar CS, NR94: est. 3 1.20 1.09 (0.9,1.3) Using VG7 FF i

Sylmar CS, VG7, NR94 1.20 1.05 (1.0,1.1) Using VG7 FF & Bldg
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1

Northridge 94 MS, larger pha, no site correction

*

/2*0.188 (7, of BJF93&94, larger component, M6.0-6.9) - 0.9 i

g a , = 0.27*(1-exp(-/(0.6*A))) (eyeball fit)---a '

'. Northridge 94 MS
_
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v SMART 1, f = 3.3 Hz (Abrahamson, pers. commun.) -0M !

I

6 SMART 1, f = 10.0 Hz (Abrahamson, pers. commun.)
X v2 g, San Femando small areas (McCann & Boore,1983)

0 i i i i 0
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i

Interstatim Spacing (km)

1
|

Figure C.1 - Standard deviation of difference oflog of the larger peak horizontal acceleration as a i

function ofinterstation spacing. This provides the function F(A) referred to in the text. As an i

example ofuse, assume that a recording of 0.6 g was obtained 2 km from a reference site, and that
the parameter ofinterest is larger peak horizontal acceleration (I assume that F(A) is independent of
whetherlarger 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"'' = 0.4 and 0.6 x 10" ' = 0.9;
I would report this as 0.6 (0.4,0.9). (The factor 0.18 came from the value of the dashed curve at
an interstation spacing of 2 km.)
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FIGURES OF RESPONSE SPECTRA
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& Simenary of processing, file terswind.in *

& '

& Ccntents of irsut file: r

)
justa jDe f20 |520.0AvgWet |SummaryFilee
3 2.5 tersuind. sue 5

jtS_ Source |FiteCg1 |FileCoop2 |D5te2O |05te2Ref | AvgVet |FiletPtots 'I
f

bep devers e.rs2 dews c.rs2 3.11 01.62 0529.0 * &
-

}unk. cotbap rpetos e.rs2 rpetsu c.rs2 4.7% 02.47 0520.0 unb. cot .

bep dsp,s.is2 dsp,c.762 4.16 05.66 0520.0 j ur* .cet
Results of Processing: i

IFor each station:

FileCompi FileComp2 SA1 SA2 Avg 182 Corr: SA1 SA2 Avg 1&2
,

devers e.rs2 devers c.rs2 1.693 1.025 1.359 1.745 1.056 1.401 j-

i speton e.rs2 rpetos c.rs2 1.550 1.392 1.471 1. 750 1.571 1.661 .

i dsp_e.is2 dsp c.is? .787 1.167 .977 .860 1.2 74 1.067 I
.

,
Averaged over stations:

|
|
* *

AvgD5ta2tef Sig 60"Sig Avg 0werStettons AvgCorrowerstations ~ I
3.25 16 1.44 1.25( .t. 1.83 1.35( .9. 1.9)
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Summary of processing, file venuind.in

Contents of trout file:

juste jenef20 |5m.0Avgvet |SummaryFile3 2.3 venwind. sue

|RSbep_ Source |FlieCeug21(FileComp2 |0$te2C |0Ste2Ref |AwTvet | File 4 Plots
devers e.rs2 de. vere c.rs? 3.11 03.47 0520.0 Ju*. cotbep ensater's.rs2 uuster'c r:2 0.00 06.58 0765.0 iw*. colbap rpelas[e.rs2 rpetss[c.rs2 4.T1 06.92 0520.0 ju*. cot

Results of Processing:

For each station:

Filetosp1 FileComp2 SA1 SA2 Avg 1&2 Corr: $41 SA2 Avg 1&2
devers e.rsi devers c rs2 1.693 1.025 1.359 1.760 1.066 1.413
uunter's.rs2 uuster c.rs2 1.359 1.495 1.427 1.452 1.503 1.523

-

Ieyeles[e.rs2 ryetsis[c.rs2 1.550 1.392 1.471 1.766 1.585 1.675 '

.Averaged over stettenst

g AvgDSte2 pef sig 10 Sig AvgoverStations Avecorr0verstations
. 5.66 18 1.50 1.42( .9. 2.1) 1.53( 1.0, 2.3)W >
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& Sweery of processing, file uuhydro.ine
& Contents of irgsut file

,

laste lo**'2a IAvevet IS-v iter
2 2.6 520.0 M ydre. sue

#S_ Source |Filocomp1 Filetemp2 DSta20 Ste2Ref vevet { File 4 Plots
i devers e.rs2 s c.rs2 11 75 ?0.0 sw*. cot tbep uunter[a.rs2 uuster[c.rs2 0.00 05.38 0765.0 Jur*. cot t

'

Results of Processing:

For each station:

FileCompt FileComp2 SAT SA2 Avg 1&2 Corr: SA1 SA2 Avg 112
devees e.rs2 devers c.rs2 1.693 1.025 1.359 1.73 7 1.052 1.395 {uuster[s.rs2 uuster;c.rs2 1.359 1.495 1.427 1.433 1.573 1.503 'f

Averaged over stations t
l

. AvgD$te2Ref Sig 10'Sig Avgoverstations AvgCorreverstet tons |
5.57 .19 1.54 1.39( .9, 2.1) 1.45( .9, 2.2)
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hammary of processing, file comunerce.in I

Contents of irput file:
'

|uste |Dee74 |Avpet |ksamaryFile
'

1 5.5 25).O comunerce.swa ,

i
|ts,S _ne |FileCompi jFileCemp2 |C$ta20 |DSta2Ref |Avgvet | File 4ptets
tw, but t,1.rs2 tsul k_3.rs2 o.1T .83 0255.0 6utkamit. cot

Re.wlts of Processing: r

Tor each station:
t

Fit % 1 FileComp2 SA1 SA2 Avg 1&2 Corr: SAI $A2 Avg 1&2
e.d k_1.r-J hutk_3.rs2 968 1.168 1.058 992 1.221 1.107

Averaged over stations: I,
i

Avpstm2Wef sig 10*Sig AvgoverStations Avsterr M tations
.83 .13 1.35 1.06( .8. 1.43 1.11C .8, 1.5)
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A twsanry of processing, file screte.in

Contents of input file:

|2msta |Deef20 |245 0Avgvet |SwineYite12.7 setete. sue

|ts scr.srce [Filecompt |Filetopp2 josta20 [05ta2eef jAvgvet |Ff te4Flots
sit- cap 000.v>0 cap 090.u)0 c.57 6.74 289.0 qu:*.cet
sll woh000.050 weh090.050 9.69 3.24 340.0 sunk. cot

i

Results of Processing!

For es$ station:

FileCompt f ileCapp2 SA1 $A2 Avg *l2 Corr: 541 SA2 Avg 182
c .050 cap 090.050 1.333 918 1.126 1.086 74 7 .916

.050 wah090.050 1.236 1.656 1.446 1.132 1.%12 1.322
Averaged over stations:

AvgD$ta2Ref Sig 10'Sig Avg 0verstetions AvgCorrOverStations
4.99 18 1.52 1.28( . 8. 1.9) 1.10( .7, 1.7)
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Somery of processing. file sewater.in I

Contents of input file *

{#ste]Deef20|340.0Avgvet jsimmaryFile2 11.0 seweter. sue

les source lFileuimp1_ |FiteCosg@ |05te2e |D3te2nef javgvet [ rite 4Ptots i
sit' (choo0.Uw latio90.050 12.53 2.51 e12.0 pre. cot
sit twee00.C50 tirre90.650 4.32 6.64 340.0 sunt. cot 1i

i
6

I tesults of Precessing:
i

for each station:
L

4

filetemp1 Fitecomp2 $At SA2 Avg 1&2 Ceres sat SA2 Avg 1&2
}! totioco.050 natiO90.050 1.443 1.151 1.297 1.865 1.489 1.677 -

trn000.050 tirre90.050 1.168 1.373 1.271 .760 .896 .827 ,

Averaged over stations:

AvgD$ta2Wef sig 10'Sig Avgoverstetiam AwgCorrowerstations
* () 4.57 .t8 1.51 1.28( .8, 1.9) 1.16( .8, 1.8)
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h Supuntry of processing, file sequet.in

| Centents of irput file:

|Wsta]DRef20|Avevel |S m File
2 T.3 289.0 seque t . sun

I |E1 Smece |FileCompt |fileComp2 |0sta2Q |05ta2tef | Avgvet |d. cotF it e4 Plots
(-

sit wah000.050 wah090.050 9.69 4.03 340.0 junk .cet
sit- cap 000.%0 cap 090.ino 8.57 1.48 289.0 g

Results of Processing:

For each station:

Filecompt f i t ecesp2 SA1 142 Avg 112 Corr: SAT SA2 Avg 182
c .050 c .050 1.333 .918 1.126 1.447 .996 1.222

.050 090.050 1.236 1.656 1.446 1.508 2.017 1. 763

Avecoged over stations:

g AvgD5ta2tef Sig 10'Si A erstations AvgCorr0verstations
.

2.76 .16 1.4 1. 8( 9. 1.8) 1.47( 1.0, 2.1),
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Summmary of processing file centerv.in

Contents of irgast file: i
'

josta |Deef20 |54v.0Ayet |$tannaryfile !1 9.8 centerv. sue
3

?|ts FileComp2
bap,$ource |FileComptcentrv,e.rs2 c|entrv,c.rs2 9.8|05te20 j0$ta2Ref |Avgwet | File 4Ptots0.1 0520.0 centerv. cot +

eesults of Processing: *

For each station:
)

FlteCampt FileCamp2 $41 SA2 Avg 182 Corre SA1 SA2 Avg 142
l centrv,e.rs2 centry c rs2 1.101 .908 1.005 1.161 908 1.005
i

,

Averaged over stetlens:
,

| AvgD$te29ef Sig 10'Sig
AwgoverS.tations AwgCorrowerStations -
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Summary of processing, file riodelL in

Contents of trout file:
|usta [Dref20 |AvgWet |SummaryFile

1 12.3 520.0 rionet t .stse
,

tit1 IFileComp2 [D$ts29 |O1ta20ef IAvgvet | File 4PtotsbJf,$owce 1FitoCompt349md567.002 349m0567.27212.32.5 053.0 riodet t . cot
"

L

Results of Processing:
i

For each station:

Fi t eCempi Filetemp2 SAi SA2 Avgi42 Corr! SA1 SA2 Avg 1&2
349m0567.002 349mO567.272 1.0 73 .T88 .930 1.073 .798 .930 *

+
averaged ever stations:

!

AvgDSta2tef Sig
s.5! AvgDwerstations AvgCorrowerStet tons f10 81

2.50 .is: .osc .6. i.4 > .,3c .6, i.4>
n. ;
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Cantents of input filer

M
[Wsta |Deef20 |255.0A$~et |SummaryFile

*
3 .0 . finance.simi

- O |t3 Source |Filocountsepulv 1.rs2 s|eputy 3.rs2 3,41j35ta20 [DSta2eef |AvgVet |fite4 PlotsFileCoup2A bep- E.98 400.0 sw*.ce! -
hop vrasys Ti.rs2 wnuws Te.rs? 2.fl9 8.41 366.0 gurA . cot
bap rinat3,1.rs2 rinst3_3.rs2 0.00 9.06 282.0 sure. cat

Results of erocessing-

Fer enen staticn:
'

FileCenp1. FileCamp2 SA) SA2 Avg 1&2 Corrt SA1 SA2 Avgi42
sepute 1.rs2 seputy 3.rs2 2.106 1.363 1.734 2.413 1.557 9.985wnuys T rs2 wrusys is.rs2 1.132 '.*01 1.11F 1.315 1.277 1.296
rineL3,1.rs2 rinst3,3.es2 1.278 1.392 1.335 1.316 1.434 1.375

Averaged over stations:

Avgestaleef Sig 10 sig Avgoverstations AvgcerrOver$ tat ions
8.48 19 1.54 1.37t .9, 2.1) 1.52( 1.0, 2.3)
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Simmary of processing, file olivcogn.in

Centents of imut file: }

|usta JDeef20 | Apt |Summaryfile
'

1 3.6 m .0 otivcops. sun

hap _ Source |FileComp1 |Filetemp2 {0$ta20 IC$ta2tef |Avgvet | File 4 Plots
jes

olive _1.rs2 olive _3.rs2 J.59 0.200 O m .0 surt. cot

Results of Processieg:

For each statient

FileCompt FileCap SA1 SA2 Avg 1&2 Corre SA1 SA2 Avg 112

olive _1.rs2 olive _3.rse .476 I.479 1.178 .876 1.479 1.178

Averaged over stations: f

AvgD$te2Ref sie 10*Sig Avg 0verStations AvgCorrowerStati n
.20 .04 1.19 1.18( 1.0, 1.4) 1.18( 1.0, 1.4) !

i
k

,

P

i

.
5

.

'

O !

i

i
I

I

C

I
f
P

5
!

I
_ _ _ - - . - . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _

i

c
El i
m >O *os .

O ) $
:= =.

;
>

. a
e -- ixs :

O Os >

,

e

.!

|
r

.__ _ . _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - ~ _ _ _ _ . .,.._____-___-..m_ v _ _ . ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ -- ..__- . _ _ _ _ -_.- - _ _ _ _ _



<

. - _ . - . , -

2:
O m

%
o

h Summary of processing, file placcent.in E'4

O Contents of tr9ut file:N
|Nste |Deef20 |pL |Stammaryfile* A

1 4.9 JED.0 piaccent.stm

JASbap, Source |FileCeept |fileCeap2 {DSte2e 6$te2Ref | Apt { File 4Ptotsneuh,1.rs2 rweh ,3.rs2 .53 .45 0243.0 sist. cot
Sesults of Processing:

for each station:

Fit eCompt FlieComp2 SA1 SA2 Avg 1&? Corr SA1 SA2 Avg 1&2
noen,1.rs2 ne=A,3.rs2 1.615 1.334 1.4T5 1.3TT 1.13T 1.25T

Averaged over stations:

Avgeste2tef sie 10'Sle Avgoverstatiens Avecorrowerstations
3.45 .20 1.5? 1.4 T( .9, 2.3) 1.26( .8, 2.0)
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Sammary of processing, file rinaldi.in M !O Centents of iryut file- O '

%i

jeste |8#ef20 |282.0Avevet |Stammaryfile
ie

@ 1 .0 finetdi sta j
b .

&
JtS_ Source |Filecenytrinstd_1.rs2 r|FileCamp2inetef_3.rs2 s}DSta2e |99te2Ref j4vgvet |Filc4 Plots [& bup .9 0.200 0282.0 sine. cot

}
Results of Processing:

f
For each stetten: I

*

!FileComp1 FileComp2 341 SA2 Avg 182 Corrt SA1 SA2 avg 112
renald_1.rs2 rinald_3.rs2 1.275 1.392 1.335 1.275 1.392 1.333 [

>Averaged over stettenes
'

AvgD$tm2 pef Sie 10 Sig AvgDwerStatisme AvgcerrOverstettons
.20 .08 1.19 1.33( 1.1, 1.6) 1.33( 1.0, 1.6)

i
?

!

O Li
En

'

w 5

!

F

| '

i

!
L

>

$ '
5'~

einmet.siiii7:is:C,2gp --- -

g g., - i

[

!
!

f
i

.

*
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tswery of precassing, f fle ses,1.in

Contents of irput file:

|usta |Deef 20 |Avgvet |Se.smeryfile
1 .0 282.0 ses_1.swa

jos source |FileCompi |FileCanp2 [D$te20 |D$te2eef | A_v_9 Vet | File 4 Plots~ vg1,6,1.rs2 vg1,6_3.rs2 0.00 0.013 0252.0 sure. cotbap

tesults of Processing:

For each statiert:

F i tMerp1 FileCepp2 SA1 SA2 Avg 182 Corf $A1 SA2 Avg 1&2
vg1_6_1.rs2 vg1_6,3.rs2 .736 494 .615 .T36 494 615

averaged over stations:

AvgDste2eef sig 10 56g Avg 0verst et ions Avgcorreverstations
.01 .02 1.05 .62( .6 .6) .62( .6, .6)

O.
M
%J

5
1

- - -

- - - - -gCg y. .;15 ,5 7;34
- - - -- - - - - - - -

f g t ,, 1
- - - - --

*
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O Sweary of processing, file ses_2.in 9.

MO Contents of tryut file:

|C O
[2Esta|DRef29|2820Avgvet |St.smaryFile

:m .0 . ses 2. susA -

m jts some |Filecomet |Filecop2
O.0075ta20 |csta2tef ja_32.0vgvet |rit94 PlotsA bep' vg1 6 1.rs? vg1 6 3.rs? 0.010 u4 swd.cetbep vg7Tf[1.rs2 vg7Tf[3.rs2 0.00 0.300 0292.0 iw*. cot

Results of Processing:

For each station:
|FileCvg1 6 1. q 1 FileCoup2 SA) SA2 Avg 112 Corra SA) $A2 Avg 142
frse vg1 6 3.rs? .736 494 .615 . 736 .494 .615vgMf[1.rs2 vg7Tf'3.rs2 .911 1.260 1.086 911 1.260 1.086

Averaged over stettens:

AvgD$es2tef Sig 10 Sig Av,o. verSt ations Avgcerreverstettons
16 .06 1.14 .32( . 7, 9) .82( . 7, .9)

O
En
u

5

_ _ _ . _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . . . . .__ ._ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ .
-Sc5_2.SLee 4-13-95 9:0Tp
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Suurery of precesstruj, file ses.3.in

Cetents of imut fite:

justa|Deef20|282.0Avgvet jsu==aryfite
1 .0 ses 3.suu

jet Source |Filecesp1 |FileCesp2 |DSta20 10fte2teflAvgvet|F{te4Plets
cap" vg?f f,1.rs2 vgTf* 3.rs2 0.00 0.300 uz82.0 pre. cot

,

eesults of Processing:

For each station:

Fi t ecempt Fitecomp2 SA1 SA? Avg 1&2 Corft $A1 SA2 Avg 1&2
vg7f f,1.rs2 vg7ff,3.es2 911 1.260 1.086 .911 1.260 1.086

Averaged over statlens:

Avgotte2eef sig 10'sig Avgoverstations AvgCorrOverStations
.30 .09 1.23 1.09t 9. 1.33 1.09( 9, 1.3)

O.
M
u

5
i
|4

SC9_3.stm 4-14-95 10:15e Papa 1 of 1
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mM tm
EQ $tsumery of proceesing, file ses_vg7.ir a

h Contents of i'put file: g-
tN Q

|2Nste |D#ef2C |282 04vgVet |Stauneryf f tem ,

.0 . ses_wo t.stsi
jus
bop _Scurce (FiteCwp1 |FIleCesp2 |D$ta2O DSta2Ref ] A et|Ffle4Ptots

I'
m

wg7ff 1.rs2 vg7tf 3.rs? 0.00 .030 028 .0 (tr* . cot
g

beo ve7bla,t.rst vg7bt3_3.rs2 0.00 0.000 02s2.0 jw*.cet i

Results of Frecessim:

for each station:
FileCopp1 FileCoop2 SA1 SA2 Avg 182 Corr: $A1 SA2 Svgf82vg7f f 1.rs2 vg7f f 3.rs2 911 1.260 1.086 911 1.26C 1.0Mvg'bl3.1.rs2 wg7bta_3.rs2 922 1.096 1.00s .922 1.c94 1.ous

Averaged over stations:

avgosta2tef sig 10'Sig A W estations AvgCorrowerstations
.02 .02 1.05 1.05( 1.0, 1.1) 1.05( 1.0, 1.1)

O
En
m

.

1
ses_vsr. sun 4-14 95 lo:3ra

~ ' -

,g gi - i
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APPENDIX C.3

LISTINGS OF PROGRAMS.
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a
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* Gett interStstien distances, IMe as a preproressor for detts(ndette) e teep detto '

* torretPA. iste 1(ruhltet = teu6 iste 1
tsta'2(ndette s a teep,"iste'2

:

* eetes tk*s frput file ende tv Parados, rerwrt in DELS Is, sorted tv disterre,
*i

o eruf if8 * e te that the report file must be cteentti up, asking sure it:st titeZ * < tete stort en line 11, elleineting page breaks, deleting the erd de
* wery test eine (some desta re twatou t'ie end tio kC
* test actual entry), and putterug estop = af ter the test entry (sterting 9999 continue ,'O* in colssvi 2)
* Dates: * Wou sort ami write the inforestion:
* 03/70/95 - nfritten tur Dave Score g:

N

O catt lewinnt edetta, detta, inda) -. '

Mrest 4 st(300), long(30a)
-% r est tamp det te, dette(3000), dette men rse cut * 30 O
!integer eTufx(3000), rusette, men enseite epintwit = m out, file = *dette.owt', status ='istruuse)e

S ~

te te=p ista 1, teap ista 2, tota 1(3005>, esta 2(30c0}:
reae acter buf ter*150 ~ - * uritette out, *(.,f 6 13') i es det to = * dette asa

'

g ,
. ,ur i te(ni.out, *(al') * Este 1 ista 2A l detta meu = 15.0 - - det t e *

-

prs,r6etta = 1500 do I a t, ndet te
esritetnu eut, *(as 1 1

isfa 1(inda(I)3,4a,63,1=,f 6.2)') '

* Eced an deras =
* ), iste 2(oruta(I)), det tsfidti))gnd de ~

6

m_in = 10
closetts it=m,out)

open(mits m in, f f te = *nr9 pga.prn', rect = 150,status a Fur* noun *) stop:

end
es i = 1,10

- !

$

resr*trus,in, *) '

sWroutine dister( wtongsign, elet, along, bist, blong,eruf do
* rdeg, rhm, 92, bar)

nata = 0 e
e compute distances, etiauths using forieut es from'

100 centi me c truce Julla i.
buffer = * ' c

,

read (cu,ln, *(e)') buf fer c totest modifiestion: t/27/96 .

c i

if (buf f er(2:5) .eq. 'stop* ) goto 1000 pi = 4.9 * etan( 1. )

O nste e nota + 1 deer * pt/ 18C.
erewettmaf fer(93:98), *(f6.3)') lettnsts)h reedttarffer(100:106), *(fl.3)') long(nste) e convert frons degrees to radiens and correct sign of )

*
C)O goto 100 e tangitixte so that east longitude is pcsitive.

c !
?n00 rant ir='e steer = dtor * elet '

esosesmitem in) stoner = -dier * along * erteosign !
~ blatr = .itor * blat

*e<eeeee<<<<ue<<,e<<<e
<<<<< START COMPutA TION OF DISTANCE 5 an*n*nnu* - blonge = -dter * blong * wtongslyt

c
ruht ta = 0 c compu'e geocentric totitudes.

Ido i * 1, nste-1 e
do J * i+1, riste alstr = etenf 0.9933M * tant atetr ) 3 '

cet t dister(+1.0, letti), longti), lat(j), long(j), btstr = etant 0,993305 * ten ( bistr ) )
crdeg, teeptene ista 1 = i,delte, et, bar) c compute latettese dependent quantities

.

~ - e'**r 4sta 2 * 3 .

1if (feup det ta .te. detta men) then to a cos( eletr ) -

t<=let te = ndetts + 1
- cb = cost b4atr )

se = sin ( aletr 3 !

if (rvlet te .gt. men ndette) thern sb = sin ( btstr )
c ;ndet to = ases,ndet fa

go to 9999 e now compute other quantities
S ,

" e I ;

-artgig,,,og 3 2 ,.,5 ,,g - ~ --- - "-~~- 2 M r.,y-- -~~--

:

;
.

i

1

i

.

h

i

'

I

i
,
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b = :s * sb - sa * cb ' cs.s( buoner - stenge ) endet
rd a <a * cb * cost blengr - stenge ) * sa * sb i f ( ar* ( icda ( t * 1 ) ) .st .orr(iruta t t ) )) then
sd * sorts a*a + b*b ) i t asp = 6 nda t t + 1 )

irW=(t+1)=indafi)e
e c<rpste diatances irufs( t )=iteep

eruh f:
rdeg * atan2( sd, cd )/ dter ist*1
rks ,111.19 * rdeg h j=ir

I irufstuindx(t )e
e corrute etiansth (fress a to b) and innke it positive. a= art ( indat )

3 cont' itsec
ar stan2( a b 1/ dter ini+1
if ( ar .t t. 0.0 ) at a er + 360.0 if tarrfindx(t)).it.a)gote 3

e i 6 continue
c ccepite tack arisutti (from b to a) and make it posit twe. j=j-1

if(arr(indu(j)).gt.a)qote 4e

h = 6 * sa sb * ca * crst alonge - blonge )
.

itt i.t t.4 )goto 5= * c= * sin ( alonge - bicegr )
I t =ses indu t i )

! inds t i)=indx( j)bar * stan2( a
.it.8.b)/dtor0 ) bar * bar + 360.0 1 indst p=iteepif ( Sa:

90to a*c
8 5 anda t t )=indm( j)return
I indst i)= 6rutarend

4 |
jstacL=istock*2
if(jstock.gt.asTACK)peuse 'us1 ACK tco sciot t in indenk*e

SL*190lftINE irenz(n, err,inda) ! 68(ir-i+1.ge.j-1)then

I NT( GT 4 n, tridu(n),M,W$t ACE ist ac k( j tt ac%)*lr
eFAL eretn) Istect(jstack-1)=i.

PA*MTER (N=T.u11 ACK=50) t re i 1
lutEGFR i tndat,vr.iteep,j, jstack k t.sstack(R$l ACE) e(se
eEAL a ist etk(|s t ack)= j-1
ds 11 j=1.n ,

I s t ar t ( j s t ac k - 1 )* t
ir=*s t i )= j i twi

11 car *t i nue . er*fi f
tst eek w0 | endif

t=1 1 goto 1
I f uDi r==t

1 if(ir-l.tt.M)then C (C) Capr. 1986-92 misnerical Recipes Sof tware S'6)S *11j.'
do 11 j=t*1,4r !

Iirwint einda t j )
asarr(indwt)
de 12 i= j -1,1. -1

if(prrtirutzfil).le.engeto 2
O f i rufn( i + 1 )= oruta( i )

.h | 12 eontieue
i.e 1o ? irws=( l e t )=irrint

13 cone true
if(istark.eq.05 return

i e rwis t ock ( ist sek)
! t =is t erk t is t ec t -1)
t istac6 *fstack '

II else
Ik=(1+ir)/2

I t esstr iftds ( b ) ,

*indn< k)=iren( t*1)
I 6edell e t )= tt enp I

! i fi e r( inon( t a t )).gt .arr( inds ( i r)))then j

|
i t cap-i ruf=( t + 1 ) .

= *ndu t*1)=irvin(ir )
irti=( t r )r i t eso

ervfi t
-

i f ( arr( inds ( t } } . gt . are ( ienda t i r )) )then
!Jt race *irwt (t ) $3r=1s t t Isirutat ir )

I "I * f IN 'N .

3-20-95 _9:30p ___,
- _ . ___ _ _ . .Page 2 of 2 .

_ _ _ _ .. ~ ._ M
,
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. _ ._.. _ ~.
_ _ . _ . _ _ _ _Program corretPA

* = Computes correletion of peak accetersticris es a faction of distence -
open(mite = in, file = *nr94ppe.prn*, rect = 150,

status a Th ')*
eotet Uses iryut file made by Parados, report in WECS fu, sorted by distence.
sete that the report file samt be eteened to, making eure that the do i = 1,10*

* date stort en inne 11, deleting the very test ti'm (same distence twteu the read (nu,in, *)
end de*

test actunt entry), eruf putting *stop* ef ter the test entry (starting2 * in cotwei 2) MC nsta = 0
'gO* Dates: '

03/18/95 - written by Deve Score 100 conticue*

buf f er = * *

rest meg (300), dist(300)60)pseh1(300), lett300), tarus(300)
reed (m in, '(el') buffer [() -

-.w rest resid(300), d bin (1 eve bin (100)(") rest bjf93(300), resid old($00) - If (buf fer(2:53 .eq. *stop*) gote 1000 >(
nata = nste * 1g integer ibin(300), rum not empty tdes, bin _fase net wpty(100),

istert not espty bin {100), istop not empty bin (1003 readtbuf f er(15:18), *(f4.2)') mog(note), a
,

m chorecter buTfer*150, stem nome *8. f out*12 - reed (tnef f er(20:24), *(f5.1)') dist(nste)
A - - reed (tasf fer(32:'ts), *( f 4.2)')m rest tesgdette dette(1000), dette mes reed (buf fer(93:98), *(f6.3)') pgeh1(nste)lettnste)
A integer inem(1060), ndelte, man _rdeite reed (buffer (100:106), '(fT.3)') long(nste)

goto 100teap,iste_1, resp _iste_2, iste,1(1006), iste,2(1000):

1000 centinuereet diff_otd(1000), diff,new(1000)

8f fif fif f f SET S(D4E PARAfETERS t'litif f 99I1919I close(tstit=nu in)*
-

men ndette = 1000 *<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<< AffEuuAt tou AeALYSIS nn>*nupp>
nu,Tn = 10
nu etn = 20 g * Debuy
nu etd = 30 t =1

-

nu std = 40 write (*. *(e 14,f5.2.f6.1 f
-

nu ets = 50 : * is', I, mog(t), dist(I)5.2,fT.3 f8.33'), posh 1(I), letti), larg(I)-

- i = nsta
d min = 0.1 writet*, *(a,14,f5.2,f6.1 f5.2.fT.3 f8.33')
d me = 300 * 4**, I, meeti), dist(I), pgahltl), tetti), tong (l)* o bug

*<<e<<<<<<<<<<<<< DETA:3 DATA AND PARAMETERS nutntopp>
* Compute residuals, rotative to BJF93:

write (*, *(e\l*) ' Enter stem name for files: *
stem neue = * * do i = 1, nate

O read (*, *(e8)') stem _namn r = sqrt(distti)**2 + (5.48)**2)
bj f93t 4 ) = -0.038+0.216*(msg (i 3-6.0)-6.TTT*eteg10(r)+0.254
resid(i) = elog10(pgeh1(l)) - bjf93(i)

Q'
* write (*, *(e\)') * Enter d min:

read (*, *(f5.0)') d_ min -
*

end do*

* Date are streedy sorted by distance (this was done by the Paradox report),* write (*, 'te\)') * Enter d man: *

* so now find the bins:* reed (*, *(f5.0)') d_sion
-

read ( *, 'G3)') n_ bin -

* Skip over this etd coding:* write (*, '(e\)') ' Enter er bin: **

goto 9119
write (*, *(e\)') * Enter ntsegts,.per dist bM: 6116 centirmseread (*, '(12)') ruse _pntsn_*Whin- -

*

wr i te( *, 'te\P) * Enter dette ment *
-

* Define bins (this was originetty inside bin date.reed (*, *(f5.0)') dette men - * it outside to increase fleaibility): - Put

dio9d = (steg10(d mon /d min))/n binwrite (*, "te\)') * Enter ruse dif f_per dite hint *

reed (*, *(i2)') rase _dif fyer dt te, bin- - do i = 1, n bin
- - -

!d ein(i) = d_ min * 10.0**((1-1)*dtogd)
enatowrite (*, '(ar\)') * Enter ruse dif f 2

reed (*, '(14 P) esse _di f f_2_ print - _ print: *

.et ett distences less than d, min to slightly more then d, min: S-

*

do i = 1. nste
I* Seed _in date:

_ . . _ - -_ _

d ,

if ( - -
-- ~._ _di.st( 6 ) .te. d min) dist(1) = 1.0_01* d ein J L

.

t

i
P

6

t

I

!

. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . __.__ _ .. _~ . . . _ _ _ _ . ~ _ ~~, _, . - . _ . . _ _. _. -_ _ _
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T22 f ormat t 12, * Itta', tT,* lbin', t t 3, * dis t *,
t18,*res sad * #26, *res new',+esAt bin @te(d bin, n bin, t34,'bifieve n,in', ^

dist,' vista, Ibin, ' T
rum _ ret _egty bins, bin van _not,egty,

- t&6, * eve, bin , tS4,'bj f93')
a

istert,not_eapty_btn, aatap not,egty_ bin) nuedser,dist_ bins = nsta/ rum _pnts_per,dist, bin
_

_

* Debug
epan(mit=30, fite=* tem.out*, status ='mkncun') istrt = -vue ts_per dist_ bin + 1

do i = 1 . dest' bins
do f = 1 note

write ( , 'te,14, f5.2, f6.1,ia,f 6.1.f 6.1)') istrt = istrt I esm~pnts_per dist bin
iste, resid, dist ibin, d_ bin _tane, d_ bin _high s', istp = istrt + vun . ts_per_Bist_Ein - 1 ,

* cet t nennedub(rest , istrt, istp, eve _ bin (l),
I, residti), dist( ) - odev, odev, vor, skew curt)ibin( 4), d bin (ibin(!)), d bin (ibin(l))*10.0**dtogd

*(t) i ,13 t14 13, t19,f5.1,
write (rus etn,1, t31, 5.t1,t3),96.$3').end do

~ ~

c25,f5.+
* Detase i, istrt, istp, dist(isert), dist(6stp),

sqrt(dist(istrt)*disttistp)), eve _ bin (t)?
* Now ctwsmate the mean residset in each bin:
* (regstres that resid be sorted ty dtstence) de j = istet, istp

resid old(j) = resid( )do I = 1, run not enoty~ bins resid{j) = resid old( ) - we binti)
cet t noent&b(resid,

istert not marty binti), istop net capty binti), write (rus old *(E3 i3 te,i3 t12,f5.1
120,f 5.2, tfS I5.2, tl0,f 5.2,*

eve btE(biFi run not capty(i)). adeG, sdev, ver, shew, curt)+
- - ~ ~

t48,f5.2, t54,o o.2)')l d( j ), resid(j),f5

bjf95(dist(j),j) + eve _ bin (t}, eve _binti), bjf93(j)
!, i rest

* Debug
intert = istert not egty bin (l) eed do
istop = istep riot capt Ein(i)
write (30, *(2e- 13!it i !i4 te,f 6.1,f5.2)*) erd do

* n,bn_f_nt apty,5)n_tm Istrt istp,",
: 'evdst,resi3 = ', c tese(mit=nu_std)

I, b6n_eus not_esptyti), close(mit=nu_etn)
Istop - tstart + 1, istert, istep,-

*"ueuuea<a< t uYEt$TAf t0N AeALYSIS ***************: d bin (bin rum not capty(l))*10.0**(dies /2.0),
. eve bir< bin nGm not captyti))-

* Debug
- ~ ~ ~ ndette = 0

do i = 1. nstr-1
do j = i+1, nsteerd do cett dister(+1.0, letti), tone (i), tot (j), t ongs j),

_rdeg,1 = i,det te, et, bot)
teep* Find the curv residset for each station by s4tracting the everage fomd above -

teap iste_2 = j* for each bin: temp iste
if (leg,Bette .te. dette_ man) thereO de i = 1, note fusette = ndette + 1resid old(l) = resid(l)g resid?t) = resid old(i) - eve bin (' bin (i))- - if (ndette .gt, nem ndette) then

rusette = een ndetiewr i t e( 30, ' t e,14, 14,3 f 6.23 ' ) ~

-

go to 9999* nste, ibin, resid old, ove bin, resid news '
*

i, ibinti), resid old, eve bin (ibintil), res,id(i) end if
+

dette(ndette) = teap_detteend do
iste 1(ndette) = temp [ista 1iste 2indette) = temp ista[2

9119 cont inue
end iff out = * * eevi dnf cut a stee name/I'.etn'

- ' end do

write ( us etn! T21) file = f out, status ='unknenn')
epen(mitaras een

- 9999 continue
T21 formet(t? * ibin', tT,'istrt *, t13, * istp*, t18, *d strt',

- t2$,*d_stp* , t31,'evdst * , t38, * resid* )
-

write (*, * (a, 15 ) * ) * eidet t e = * , ruset t e
_

3* how sort end fit t dif ference errey:
~ @

f out = * *
f cut = stem nome //*. eld'
e6en(um terus eld, f i_te =_ f_eut, s t atusy = unky' ), ,

__ _ _ cet t indewat ndelte, dette, inds) _ _ _
_y~

_ Pere 2 of 5GERELPA.FEMt 3-21-95 5:40p
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-- -
_ . _ _ . --

_ _ _ . .

anddo I = 1, ndetta
resid1 = resid(Ista 1(inds(l)))
resid2 = resid(ista 2(induti))) athroutine bin data (d bin, n bin,-

: diet, nate,"'ibin, ~ ~

diff new(1) = resid - tesid1 run not empty bins b
Estart,Tiet,asyty_ bin,in rum net empty, bin)rest 31 = resid old(ista 1(inds(i))) 4

istop[not[eupey_* :resid2 e resid otd(iste 2Z dif f old(l) = Fenid2 - Fen (lemin(l)))id1
O end do~ rest d hint *), dist(*)

fateg=F ibin(*) D
* Write the first rum _diff_2 pint values: integar rum not_ empty bins, bin _rman net _cupty(*t,

istert,nof_eapty_bsit(*), istop_not_eapty_bint*):

g
f out = * *

f~out = stese naae//s.ats' * assign distances to bins: O.
~ ~

* - -N MO do i = 1. notaapentunitenu als, file = f out, status =*triknown*)% write (m als! T23)
~ cat t tocete(d bin, n bin, distti), ibin(I)) Q

end do ~ ~

s 123 format (t2,'indm1',18 'Inda2', t14,*detta',@ t20,*resid1', tET 'resid2*,t

t34, *di f f_new', tl3, *di f f,otd') * Find iridices at start and stop of each bin:
*

A imam = ndette
if (imaa .et. rum _diff_2 pint) iseu = rum _dif f_2 pint rem _not_aupey_bine = 1

intert_not, empty bin (t) = 1
do i = 1, inas istop_'or_enpty 5 nti) = 1

residt = resid(ista 1(indsti))) birt _rman,not_eapty(1) = lbin(1)
-

resid2 = resid(Ista 2(indsti))) do i = 1, nste-1write (rus_ats. *(t3,T4, t10.14
t3T, f 5.E, t 14, f5.2

t21 f5.2, if (ibenti+1) .eq. Ibintil) then

ista 1(truta(6)b ista 2(inda(I)5.E)') . istop_not_supty_bintrum.not_eupty_ bins) = i+1
t28,f5.22 tas f

: ), dette(indsti)), etterestal, residz, dif f Tieer(I), dif f ote(s)a
~ ~ eum not empty _ bins = nua not esper bins * 1end do

bin rmse[not_aupty(rman_nef,eafty_befis) = Ibin(l+1)
close(unit =nu,at s) intert root empty bintrum ret empty bins) = set

istop_Tiot_eupty_Ein< ram _Tiot_3mpty_Eins) = i+1
end if* kou set em biria for interstation spacing and compute sdev: end do

f out = * *
return

flaut = stese_name//*.std* end
open(triitares std f out, status **isikriciet')
teritetrus std T25) file o ~

T24 foriest(t? * i_dt te bin', t13, *istrt*, t19,*istp',O, - t21, * avg,cEt *, t32,' ave _new', t40, *std_riew', stbroutine distar( wtongsign, alat, along, bist, blong,
* rdeg, rtn, er, bar)t48, * ave,ot d*, tS6,'sti.,otd')m . cy c compute distances, arisasths using foruuJtas fromrusber_det ta_biris = ndetts/ ram _dif fjer_dt ta_ bin e Bruce Julian.

cistri = -ruse dif fy dtte bin + 1 c tatest modification: 1/27/84do i = 1, rudeer cette bins eistre = istrt I rum Bif f dtta bin

cat t mannt@b(dif f_Bi f f_p_per
pi = 4.0 * atan( 1. . )istp = istrt + emm er,Dt ta_6in - 1 dter = pl/ 180.

adev~new, estrt, istp, ove new, esdev new, var, skew,' curt) c convert free degrees to radians and correct sign ofcat t annantdab(diff,otd Istrt, istp, ave
adev, sdev_otd, var, skew, otd, c tongi ude so that east longitude is positive.t

curt) c
statr = dter * statavgdist = 0.5*(det ta( inda(istrt ))+det te(inds t istp))) alongr = -dtor * along * wtongsign- write (rus std, *(t8 i3 t14,44, t19,14 t26,f5.2 blatr = dter * btat~ t34,fi.2, t41,f 6.3, t$0,f 5.2, t$7,f 6.3)')

i, istrt, istp, avgdist,
bioner = -dtor * blong * wtongsign

e
ave _new, adev_new, ave old, sdev,otd c cospute geocentric latitudes.

*

end do
statr = aten( 0.993305 * tan ( ataer ) ) i
btatr a stant 0.993305 * tan ( blatr ) )_ - , , _ _ _,_ }, c @_ styp_ _ _ , .

toner PA.For_ - , , _ _ _ , _ , _ _ ,40p Pesa 3 of 53 21-95 5: gg
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| c c esute Ietitutte Mwndentkentitses I*1

( e ir=n

I ce = cost etstr 3 1 if(ir-1.tt.M)then
I re = cest btstr ) to 13 j=t*1,lr

se e sin ( atser ) ordut einri.:(j )
| sb = sin ( bistr ) esarr(indat)
I e de 12 i=J-1,1,-1

e none etmste otf ce quantities ir(err (indutil).le.e)goto 2

e indsti+1)=lems (in
e = rb * sin ( blongr - alonge ) . 12 cont irue

b = ce * sb - s3 * cb * cat b'ege - elongr ) f isG
cet = cm * rh * cost t t ;ngr - etnngr ) * so * sh 2 Ir6( 1 + 1 )= t nda t
sd a sqr!( **e + b*b 3 13 cont iene

e i f(is t ock .eq.0)resen
c ciwsm.te dis'ences ir=is t ack(istock )
e t-ist ark t j st ec k-1)

jstac tsistock-Zerdeg = aten?( sd, ed 1/ dear
rke = 111.19 * rdeg j else

c i k =( t *i rl/2
e crogute ezisuth (from a to b) and ocke it positive. - it eepairdat k )

| inrt (e >=inds(l*1)c
6rus:( t *1)*lteeper = aren?( e

of ( ar .It. 6.b 3/ dtor0 ) er = or * 34C.0 i f t err ( truta( t *1)).gt .orrundn(ir)))then
e itevirufu t t e t )
e cargute back stism,tti (from b to e) and soke it positive. ind=( t *1 )=irrfa t i r )
c ords( f r)*i teap

a = re * sin ( elonge - blmgr p ersfif

b = cb * se - sb * ce * cost etangr - binngr ) a f ter N iedut t )).gt.orr(ind=(ir)))then
twa = aten2( e, b)/ dtor iteereinda( t )
if ( bat .it. 0.0 ) bez = bar * 363.0 ind=( t )=irdac ir)

e irdatir)=iteep

return endif
end i f ( ert ( inds( l * 1 ) ) . gt . orr( inds ( t )) ) then

i temp =ind=( t *1 )
irdm(let)=indx(t)
inds( t)=iteep

5U9RwitNE tocate(am n,u,j) endif
tuTEGrR j,n ist*1

RE AL a,antn) Jetr
INTEGER jf.3m,ju trida t sind=(t )
jt=0 e=arrt inds t )
pmi 1 3 eont irme

10 i f ( ju- j t .gt .1 )then ; fei+1
O iss( ju* s t 3/2 I if(orr(irdx(i)).t f.e)goto 3

h if t t antn).st.sm(11).eqv.t n.gt.mnt ja)))than 4 contirme
itste is)~1w

else if terr (inda(j)).gt.e)geto 4

ju-je if(j.. .6)goto 5
endif 4 tesp=. du(i)

goto 10 6.ufz(ils trda t j)
endif indu t i)=itcap
j=jt goto 3

return 5 indx( t )=ind=( j )
fuD inds t i)=irdat

C (C) Copr. 1986 92 Nteiericot Recipes Sof tware $s6)$-=11). | jstect=istock+2
; if(1steck.gt.usTACK)peuse *uSTACK too smelt in in&xa'

SURemitut indens(n.orr,irdx) , i f(i r-i + 1. ge. j - t ithen
I isterk(jstack)=irluTEGEr n,irda(n),M,N5 TACK

{
istar k(jsteck-1)=iREAL ert(n)
tr=j-1PARAMEt(R (nit,N5tATK=50) .

elseI N TE(,F R i , i nda t, i r, i t eep, j , j st erk , k , ! , i s t oc k (85t ACK ) I
l ist erk ( j steck )= 3 -1

,

REAL e
do 11 )=1,n I ist ar k t istock-1)= t -

6irdu( j )= j ,8 let
g}r

e def |
| 11 cent er=e g

comettreJot 3-21-95 5:8 0;- ' - ' repeTef 5~ ' ' '
-- ' ' - - '

'qendif
t istock=0 ~~~
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C (C) Capr.1986-92 shanericot Decipes Sof tware Ste)S *11].

i SUSDftFTINE muunttMp(date,nstert,nstep, eve,odev,
I edev,ver, skew, cwt) !

g -
* compute t%e emment for errey entries from notert to natap N .j
* 1906 fi=d tv Dave Doore ari 03/18/95 so that it tritt > '

% IntECra n, natert, nstap
- +mat adevpj tuftGER i, eve, cwt.sdev, skew,ver.dete(*)

MAi P s,ep
~

. g' 5

r= .

M !* (n.te.1)pouse *n must tur et teest 2 in nement' g 6

% de 11 j=nstart.nstop
ff sn*dete(j ) i& 11 continue '

& n = nstep - nate-t + 1 e

@ ;eve =s/n& edev=o. .'t
ver=0

,
. stew =0.
t cwt =0. !

?ep=0.
de 12 jemeert.netop ,

s= dst o( j )- eve p

{'
: eve
! adev=edevenbets)

pas's ;*
ver=ver+p
pap *s !'
skew =skeer*p
PYs

j cwtacwt*p i
- 12 cent true
a adev=edev/n

.

if ( n .eq.1) then I
i

wee = 0.0
,

adev = 0.0
else

'

!var =(ver-ep**2/n>/(n-1)
O, .sdevesqrt(ver)

.

*

g crus of !A if tvoe.ne.0.)then
!sheweskew/(n*sdev**3)
Isw t = cwt /(n*ver**23 -3. '

else i* pause 'nc skew or hurtosis when aero variance in suu==nt* istew = 0.0
curt = 0.9 (

ends t ,

:
return

fE=o
C (C) Copr.1986-92 skauericot Recipes Sef twere Sf 6)S *11). ,
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Prograus CetAvg5A
* toep over ststionst

* Reads the puv values from various sources and then compute Se for
* each the Pty et each period aruf
* first the awarage over frequ=ncy. I do Gia for two camponnats| muf de iste * 1, resta I LOOP A
* average the congenents. buffer = * *

read (r== in *(a)') tn#fer
* Dates: 03/22/95 - written ty D. Boore for use in Egsignment cualification wr t te(Q'u.sa, *(3a a)') tnaf fer

project (esne for SNL) f rs(1.ista) * * **

03/28/95 - entensive revision f~rs(2. ista) = * **

04/03/95 - added erwurnitation of sipus (this regstred chwing
(f wt * *

fat = * *-*
** the *,in file) and ieproved awmary file.

04/11/95 - mime changes in output forset read (tm.f fee, *tt2 a3 t13,312, t26,a12, t39, f f.1,*
ad,f0.2, t57,f T.1, t65,a12)* )

rest sd(120), *v(120), sa(120 21, per(120), freq(120) r* fet, (f_rs(1,ista),6=1,2), date, det tailsta),
rest se cert (100,2) correct ($20), _

-
: ve sta, f cut

: asq of 2(20), avg of 2 corr (20)
~

veel avi(620), avg corrTC20), freq=vot?), e, dette(20) arri t et *,8 ( a,215,3a)')
* begm ista teapr rus,eut, ista, f_in, f_ sun, f_aut = *,character f_in*60 T_ cut *12, f_rs(2,20)*12 +

rse out, ista, f in, f sun, f cutcharacter f misu*12, rs fot*3 *
~ ~ ~ ~

character heades-1*TF, Eeeder2*T*, buffer *TT
do icorp = 1, 2 t LOOP S

pi = 4.C*aten(1.0)

nu in e 18 if frs fet .eq. *aAP* .or. rs fat .eq. *bap*) then

nu[eut = 20 cat t~ read _ hap (f_rs(icamp,isTap, freq, per, ever, so,
rus_swa * 30 t sv, sa(1, scamp))

else if (re fut .eq. 'RJf ' .or. rs fat .eq. * bj f * ) then
* Cet narie of file with input stuf f: call res(bjf(f_rsticemp ista), Ireq, per, riper, sd,

sv se(1, Icemp))r
f in = * ' else if tra fut .eq. *$1L' .or, es fut ,eq. *si t ') then

cat t rea{sil(f_rs(ieg ista), Ireg, per, roer, sd,write (*,*(a\)*) * fnter nons of trput file: *
sv, sa(1, Icone)) .read (*, *(a)*) f_in r

else
write (*, *(3al') * rs* and not bap or ty f.,f at = *, rs fat,er sit; esifting.'* Open the file and start processing:

e

open(ru, in, f ite*f in, status =*tsenown') stop
~ ~ end 19

header 1 = * *
readtrus_in *(a)') headart Change units of se to g:*

f sun = * * do i = 1,ryer
readtras in, '(t2,12 t S, f F.1, t 16, f f.1, t 24,a12) * ) sati, icemp) * sati, icenp)/980.0

Q nata, dref, welref, f_sua end de

readtras, in, *) severse erder, if needed, so that fregsency increases:*

headar2 = * * if (f req (2) .it. freq(1) ) then

scadtm_,in, *(al') header 2 catt reorder (freg, ryer)
cat t reorder (per
catt reord2rtsa(I,ryer)icenp), ryer) t I hope this picts nut right array* Open stssenry file:

endif
open(m suo, fi te=f sun, status **w*nown')

~ ~

* Get limits:
write (nu_ sun, '(2al') * kaannry of processing, file *,

f_in cas t tocate(freq, ryer, 3.0, nto set) ,

catt locate (freq riper, 8.0, nhigh) |

urite(nu_stan, *) niew = ntoesnt + I

write (rus, sun, '(a)*) * Contents of irput file: Fitt sa. corr with corrected se (because cf the esbic patynamist utsN1 by bjf, [* *

set values outside 2 to 0.1 see to garbaae that will not plot). t*write (m sua,*) i

write (rms[stsu, *(3m a)*I headert j [
e do i * 1 roerwr i t e(re, sue, * ( t5,62, 111, f 5.1, t19, f 6.1, 127,a12)')

write (m sun, *)
~ j if (per(t ) .tt. 0.1.or. per(I) .gt. 2.0) then %

,

nsta, dref, vetref, f star i+

correct (l) = 10000.0 j)
| else lii

-

- ~'-~,al') header 2 ~ ''

Page 1 ef 5
*(3='-' write (m sue,

-EtAvG5A3 tit ' ' 4'-14-95 ' 12ifip-~ ,

*Z
C i

M -im
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_ _ _
_

|

f

_ . . _ _ . . . _ _ . _ . , . . ..

e = 6.0 f can tw anything, sinre the correction is for same o, eke
_ _ . . . . .. _ _ . _ . _ - __ _ ..._. _ . _ .

!,t frerati), perti), (sati,j), j=1,7), (sa, corr (i,j), jet,23correct (I) = 10.0**(pevper_ftperti), r, dref. -etref) end Wpsvrer,f(per(I), e, date, velsta)),

end if iwrite (*,'(a,15,3eP)
!end de

a ' end iste loop Isto f in, f_ sam, f,out * ',
ista, f in, f same, I s_Jt ,*

* i = 1, r,er - - - -i
se corr (6, icomp) = correct (l)* ne(I, icomp) write (*, '(e,3f5)') >end 33 <* m in, m_ sun, m_ cut = *, 't3C +

.
: nu_in, m_ sun, r=_out* Woer compute the overages

ycett find.svg(freq
evg(Icomp(,1, icomp), r=tois, reigh, closefinittom,out) h, f

seO leta))
>( *cett find _ avg (freq, se corr (1, icomp), ntou, reigh, end &

%

O evg corelicomp, Esta)) 1 LOOP A (over stations)
g fregavg(t) = freqintees) * Write out 5A for each station and ceryonent
, fregevg(2) = freq(esigh)
qh
& * then loop back for another ccaponent w i tec m_ sue,* )

.;
m serite(res_ sum, *(e)*) * Results of Processing:*

write (m sum,*) 3& eruf do i LOOP g sever concorrnts) writetres' sun, *(a)') ' for each station:' j
(

i terite(m_ sum,*)* Then compute everage of the everage and write our e cettssei i '

wri tetras sum} t eCompt', &m, *filectmp2',
g669) ** file that has freq, per, sal, sa2, freg, avg 1, avg 2, avgavg I 96t9 tersant ( Ts, 'f I* that I can use 6n copect,

; &a, '$Al', es,'$Al*, 1m,' Avg 182', e
: 2*, 'Corrt 541*, 4a,'sA2', t a, *avgt&2* )avg of 2(ista) = 0.5 * (evg(1, lata) + evg(2, istan de 6 - 1. nata ,_

avg'of'2 corr (tste) e write (ent sun, *(4a e,1s,a,
)

,

; I : -'

O.5 * (av3_ corr (1, Istet * avg _ corr (2, isten t 1 s , f 6.I,1a, f 6.3,Is. f 6.3, II;
: Sm.f 6.3 tu.f6.3. ta,t6.3)* )write (*, 't e, !5,1 pie 10.3)') f_rs(1,I), f es(2,11, v:,

: iste, avg, corr 1*

l

- tsta, avg _ corr (I,ovg_ corr 2 = ', (eeg(),1),|=T,23, eve
(ave,, corr ( #,6 ). j=1.2) of_2( t ),

e
ista), avg _ corr (2, ista) i, ave of,2_cortti)+

eruf do p
write (*, * ( a, 15, 1p2e10.3 )')

tete, eve,of 2 evg_of_2_ corr = *. * Cosgute gemetric everage of corrected everages
+ *

j ista, evg_of,2(s,ste), avg,01,2,c#ri f tsa,, * aver statter's and print out various averages
open(estitenu_ cut, file =f_out, rect =155, status =*tetricisn') essujette = 0.0

cue = 0.0
write (nu e, 999) cumcorr * 0.0

f) - forsistit4999 *f
toi, * req', 112, *per* , t24 'se1 *, 135, *se28, do i * 1. nstesei corr *, t35, * sa2_ corr * , ctsu.1ette = casu9ette + deltati) ;

| e

t e4,' fregevg 'h5,'
tT2,* csse = cue + elog10(evg of 2(l)) j

evg * 5, * evgevg@ 184 *svg1', t tt0 eespacerr = ctanterr + elog10Cowg af 2 corr (I))O t11h,*avgicorr*,1123,*evg2 corr *, t1 , avgevecore') end do - ~~ i*

evg tw!te over ste * cteuktta/nste
do i = 1,2 cssim cun~/ nsta y

pereve = 1.0/fregevgti) eve ovar sta = 10.0**cun
t 27,411.4, t 40,el t .4, 152, e11.4,11.4, cumEerr ~ essucerr / nste [writetru out. *(t2 f6.3 t9,f6.3, t16 e

e.

t65,f6.3 evg~ corr over sta = 10.0**cuncorr
tTB,e10.$,tT2 f 6.3,to,tB6,e10.3, t99,e10.3,

cai t f riter_interstation_siemet '

~ ~ !r
t.

t110,e10.3, t121,e10.3 1132,e10.3P ) eve dette over ste, nata, sigan)* freq(i), per(i), (sn(1,J), j*I,2), (se corr ( 6,j), j=1,2), - ' ""

f regavg(i) perevg, (avg (j, iste) 172 ove of t
(avg, cort (,, este), 3*1,2), avg _oIj{,= corr)(,istal _2(ista), wr i te(ens _s.se,* )

3 write (riu sun, *(a)') * Averaged over stettons:'emt tio weite(ru stan,*)
enrite(ruistas, 309)

do i v 3,eser 309 format (Sa,' AvgDstm2Wef sig 10'3:g*,write (ras out, *(t2, f 6.3, t9, f 6.3, t16,e11.4, .+ * Avgoverstations Avgcarrower stet tons')177,e11.4, t40,e11.4, tS2 e11.4,
-

,

*
t64,f 6.3, t 71,f 6.3, ten 2sie = 10.0**sipas $

!t TT e11.4, t B8,e11.4, 199,e 11.4, write (nu tun, 948) avg _tlelta,ovar,ste, j
_ 3( I**'E ' D * ) ..

.4 14-95. . . _12:2fp_____ _
._ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _:

"

GETAt%iSA.f0R
. _ s,tema jen2sig,

,, . , , , _ , , _ , , , , _ - ,,, , ,_,, pf
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~ ~ --

~ |-. a.o e., s.a.
t eve [cver starten2sig, avg,over sts*teedsig, sehrautene reed tit,nene, freq, per, oper, M, sv, sa): eve corr over sea, p

ava[ corr [ovee[starten2sig, avg,coar,over_sts*tenisig
,

Read response spectra file made bv SAe.: * i

r
* 40if s this version asstars that the spectra ueee cessuted for948 f orset(6a, f5.7, enty one dca ping*,

i . Sn, i42, 4s, f 4.2,
1 - 2s, (5.2

*(* f4.I Atto note that the array of values is iroverted in order se that*

L, 8 5.2 . ', ', f 4.1, * ) * , j = fressercy increases.
.

* ,

I
. ,

*
i *(* f(.I, * *, , f4.1, ')* 3 1 * Dates: 01/27/95 - Witter' ty D. Score

,
i

,

! y* * 03/29/95 - atlow for comment tiews! etcw*(wir*ru ied I
i

i
c t esetunit*rs,[ sum) i rest f rea(*), per(*), ed(*), sv(*), sa(*), Thead(50) bI integer thead(48) i

t . sten character fit name*(*)
*

.nd - [
repen(unir=10, fiie= fit,name, ststus**uninem')sibreutine inter interstatien sig,asetdetta, nsta, sipes) {

sig 1 = 0.1817' * BJF, reh tone, se 6.0-6.9 ,

cat t st'p(10,10)') (ihead(i)I)i=1,48) i

11) j.sigh a seg 1 * sqrt(1.0*1.0/n=ral * read (10, '(8:

j
. (1.0 - esp (-sqrtto.6*det tes)) readtto, *(5e15.7)') (rhead( t*1,50) j,

nskip = ihead(16)
a return

.'

catt skip (10, nship)
end; esti skip (10,1)

f stbroutirw reorder (a, n) read (10. *(315)') rM, eper, if tag ig rest ar*) read (14, *(5e10.5)') darp :
de i = 1, n/2

l-dse * a(n+1-l) read (10. *(7e11.4)') (perti), ist, roer) tn(n+1-il e a(i) ^

at i) a dtse read (10, *)
I We

,f
t

4+
return read (10, *(Te11.4)*) (sd(i), ist,rper)end

closetissit=10)sabroutir== find avgr , y, ntow, reigh, avg)a
8rent s(*) yt ).

area = 0.6 pi = 4.0*atent l.0)
i

I
& 4 = niow, a*ig% 1 t do I * 1, ever '

i
; area = area * U.5*(yti)*yt i+11)*Catl*1)-m(i))

|
f req ( t ) = 1.0/per(I)

i ena 63 e
set 6 ) = 2.0*pl* f reqt i)*sd(i) ;1 g as, 3 ares /(streigh)-x(ntow)) sat i) = 2.0*pi*f req (i)*sv(i)

Fe return eruf dn@ end ,

.J return
SU8ed!TiteE tecate(ax n,s.j) ead

.leitU,ER i.n

ttAt s.ms(n) |
INTEGf t it.ja ju !
Jt=3 sabroutine read _bjf(fit,nane, freq, per, ever, sd, sv, sa)

{
ju=r=* * * tend response spectra file irt format used in SJF93 study, g

10 a f t ju- j t .gt.11then i
ja-( su*j t)/2 WCet: This version asstanes that the e.pactra esere come=Jted for [

*

*
e f(( u m(n).gt .m a(1)).eqv.(s.gt.snt je)? )then oesty one dag,ing*

it=im
' ets* * Dater: 03/27/95 - Witten by D. Peere v[Ju"3e

endet rest frau (*) per t * ), ad(*), sv(*), set *) fgoto 10 character fil,nipu=*(*) Iendtf
I. jait

- !! return * eend the periods: SEW ,I .C (C) Copr.,1954-92 shmiericat,Pecipes Cof tware s'6)S *11j.
___ , openfunit 12 f_ite**\psv\ progs \csmip.per*)_

__ _ , ,
_ __ g [

g

GETAgGSA.FCE 4-14-95 12:21p
.
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| read (12 '(Qf 10.3)') (pr(I), ist, 98)
close(1))j fation psvper_f(t, m, d, v)
'per = 91

* Seturns SJF93, 94 vetue for rarske value, 5 % dopping
apartf astit=10, fIiesfiI,nane, status **ts*noid) t a peried*

6 * a a armiestt eeftiftste
2 f' * $Hp 32 linas: * d = distance

s,i = 1, 32 v = average shear-mave wetocity J>*

c g,

N g reed (10, * ) m
erw$ do * This rotatine uses the esbic polynomist results for the +egressiort o-

M ! * coef ficienes, f rors Inble 8 in BJF94. 3
y | * Iread the c-sv values: * Dates: C1.

Q*% - * G3/23/95 - Iseitten by D. Sooreg rea It10, '( Te11.4)') isv(i), I = 1, 91) OIN | clon.eruni t:10) I
.

rest b1 c(4), b2 c(4), b3 c(4), h c(4), b5 c(4), by c(4),
logva c(4),'stg1 c(4I, sig2 2(4), sigi c(4) -

h i

rest b1, b2, hiiceps,sigI,h,b5,bv.
f

- ~

g pi = 4.0*atan(1.0)i
{ . sist, sig4m

g do i = 1, rper rest m, d

f req ( 6 ) = 1.0/ pert i) data b1 e / 1.65301, 1.87615 -3.17713, 1.37157/<dt i) = sv(i l/(2.0*pi* f reaf t)) data b2 c / U.32667, -0.22536, 0.64842. -0.29w2/
| sa(i) = 2.0*pi* f reqt t )*svf i) cata b3 *c / -0.09803, -0.J61M, 0.35352 -0.20739/era de,

' data h s / 6.26923, 19.59215 -32.48153, 18.51690/
' data b5 e / -0.93430, -0 09835, 0.52386. -0.2*9C9/retur.+

| dat a hv'c / -0.21172, J.r6619 -1,35085, C.19809/I cM '

dat s towva c/ 3.045m. 1.69975 -2.97445, 1.37668/| l data sigi c / 0.19117, -0.05310, 0.13415, -0.05911/
g ster cut ine read _s il( f i t_w, freq, per, rper, sd, sv, sa) j data sig2 c / 0.00266, 0.ftS649, 0.0 7367, -0.03524/

* a.cf rei.rvvise sswctra fiIe made by wtt 5iiva. g data simie'c / D.03263, 0.17264, -0.09145, 0.0(T51/
>

| * Evaluate coef ficients:| * m0TE: This version aestees that the spertra ware coryluted for
i * onl y eme d.gtng j

cat t get coef f(b1, b1 c, t.',

f* Dates: 03/27/95 - Wr itten by D. Score
I call get coef f(bi, b3'c, t)

cat t get'rcef f(b2, b2 c, t)-

-{ i cas t gee toef f(h
cai t gee coef f(b$,h c, t)Qc, t)rest freq(*). per(*), sd(*), sv(*), se(*) 5

| charac t er f i t,name*t *)
| ratt eet coef f(br, be c, t); cat t get[cnef f(togva,*tegva

ca!! get cref f(sigt, sig1_c c, t)J. *va* (ami t:10, f i t e=f i t_name, st stus= 'tr*rmies') '

, t)g | | cat t ge(coef f(sig2, sig2_c, t)
e I & i = 1, 3

Ch I rese(1J. *) cat t get coef f(sig4, sig4_c, t)
oo j e,d do

* theek iw sig less than 0... this is poss(bte because of the *enothirn.;
if rsigt .it. 0.0) sig) = 0.0i **ad( 1 F., *(t), i3)') rper
i f (sig* .4 t. 0.0) sig2 = 0.0i

-

o f (sigt. . i t . 0. 0) s i g4 * 0. 0'

i 43 i - 1, vr
i reef (10, * (3n, 8(3m, eT2.7))* ) freq(i), sdti) sigc * * igeend da

sine * sig2

! close(tni t =1G)
|

sige a s:;rt(sig1**2+ siipc'*?)
sloga e sqrt(s * gr**2*sige**i)-

pt = 4.0*atan(1.0)
i [

i r = sqr t'd**2.D* h**2.0)l do i = 1, ryer i
.

t
' | oer(i) = 1 0/freq(i)

+ svt i) = 2.0*pi* f req (i)*sd(i) j tA = 0.0 t in BJF93
i est i s = 2.0*pi*f req (i)*svt i) psvoer f a bl + b2*(m-6.0)+bl*(e-6.0)**2.0
| end es -

* b4*r * b5*at eg10(c) -
, * bv'(alog10(v)-t ogwa) j$'

return
# i

|
. . .

' " " ' "
.

c m yssa.roit 5-14-95 12:21e . . - _ .. rage 4 of 5 - . . - - .- . . . . b- *
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