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"While the seepage of water from the cracks precipitated
the investigation, all aepects of the [basemat] design were
considered, not just those associated with the cracks and
seepage, It is our conclusion that the design of the mat
is extremely conservative...Therefore, we see no need for
any remedial measures or the necessity of additional
analyses", (HiA Report No. 8304-? dated October 12,1983),

Since timely resolution of this issue 18 of considerable import to LP&L, we are
willing to support the staff review in any way possible. Please let me know if
you have any additional questions or identify the need for additionmal
information.

TR/ i

7)/‘71/ /1"04.

K. W. Cook

Nuclear Support a1 Licensing Manager

KWC/RMF/pjl

cc: E, L, Blake, B. W. Churchill, W, M. Stevenson, J. Wilson,
G. L. Constable
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With regard to the adequacy of the analysis and
design of the mat, evaluations performed as part of
our normal Ouality Assurance program, and the
additional independent evaluation performed by
Harstead Engineering Associates, have provided
adequate assurance of the Waterford 3 basement
capability to perform as required. HEA notes that
"The basement is very structurally redundant and

is very capable of carrying loads well in excess of
the applied loading combinations", (Reference 2,
Section 6,0; emphasis added). The presence of the
flexural cracks discovered does not alter in any
way our confidence in the basemat performance
capability. "Cracking of the type evidenced at the
top of the Waterford 3 basement is expected in
concrete construction, and is assumed in
establishing the structural capacity requirements
in the ACI 318 Code", (Reference 2, Section 6.0;
emphasis added).

We believe that the adequacy of the analysis and
design of the mat has been well demonstrated.

While a reanalysis of the mat to take into account
the effect of possible localized porous zones has
not been done, we believe that because we have been
unable to discover any factual basis for such
zones, and furthermore believe that our Quality
Assurance program effectively ensured that no such
zones exist (See rasponse parts d & e above), such
reanalysis is neither necessary nor warranted. We
further believe the staff will concur with this
position when they have had an opportunity to
evaluate our documentation and the results of
inspections by the I&E staff.
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Question 10

Reagonse:

References

Were waterstops placed in the vertical construction joints, and
1f so, where?

T o nine inch PVC waterstops were provided at all vertical
construction joints of the mat. The bottom waterstop is located
2'-6 above the bottom of the mat, and the top is 2'=0 below the
top of the mat,

1. HEA Report No. 8304-1 dated September 19, 1983

2. HEA Report No. 8304-2 dated October 12, 1983



