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Mr. J. P. 0'Reilly, Director ¥R
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Lomrission i “ e
101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100 P, ==
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 — R

Re: Perkins Nuclear Station
Docket Nos.: 50-488, 50-489, 50-490
okee Nuclear Station
_ket Nos.: 50-491, 50-492, 50-493
+f Bulletin: 79-07
puke File: P81-1412.11-1

Dear Mr. 0'Reilly:
Enclosed is Duke power's response to IE Bulletin 79-07.

Yery truly yours,

. C. Dafl
Yice President
Design Engineering

J0m/ §mi
Attachment
cc: Nuclear Regu'latory Commission

Office of Inspection and Enforcement
Division of Reactor Operations Inspection
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DUKE'S RESPONSE TO IE BULLETIN 79-07 FOR PERKINS/CHEROKEE NUCL.AR STATION

With respect to items (1), (2) and (4) of the subject bulletin, we respond
as follow:

The EDS computer program SUPERPIPE {s being and will be used on the piping
analysis done on Perkins and Cherokee. The analysis of the primary coolant
loop will be performed by Combustion Engineering. Both EDS Nuclear, Inc.
and Combustion Engineering have confirmed that their programs do not use
algebraic summation methods for combining responses.

In answer to paragraph (3) of IE Bulletin No. 79-07, the verification

of computer programs was done in a combination of ways. Due %0 the
non-existence of the ASML benchmark problems during the time of the original
analyses, original versions of programs were verified with hand calcu-
lated results. As more and more programs became commercially available,
comparisons were made with these programs and with the ASME problems.

Specifically, EDS has used 2 combination of any or all of the following
methods:

1. Comparison to ASME Benchmark Problem {1
2. Benchmark Problems Utilizing ENS Programs and Other Industry
Programs (PIPESD, NUPIPE, ME-101)

3. Comparison to Hand Calculations
¢. Comparison Between EDS Programs and Updated VYersions

In answer to paragraph (3) of IE Bulletin 79-07, Combustion Engineering
responds as follows:

*Time histories of the six components of force or moment (Fx, Fy, Fz,
Mx, My, Mz) at various sections of the reactor coolant system main 100p
iping were computed separately for each of two horizontal and the vertical
sirectﬁons of seismic excitation. The maximum co-directional components
of force or moment over all time from each of the three directions of
excitation were combined by the squnre-root-of-the-sum-of-the-squarts
method to define the sefsmic loading condition at the particular piping
Jocation. The Toad sets thus defined were compared to, and shown to be
less governing than, the seismic loadings specified for design of the

piping.

Since the combination of loads were performed after the completion of
the dynamic analysis portion of the computation, propriateness of
the results of the combination was verified by di.zct observation of
the uncombined inputs and the combined outputs.® .
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