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SECOND DAY, AFTERNOON SECTION

June 14, 1985

PROCEEDTINGS

MR. NOONAN: I guess we can go ahead now and get

started,

MR. LEVIN: Okay. This is the third and final
segment of of our presentation. And in this
presentation we plan to address the discipline review
descriptions on the screen., We have an agenda that
shows the mechanical, electric, piping and ecivil,
However, we're going to slightly reorder that and put
¢ivil second in line, followed by piping and electrical
systems,

MR. MOLLONSON: I have a -~ Jim Mollonson with
Teladyne, and I have a follow-up comment on Mrs, Garde's
comments on keeping ~- and I was reserving what I had
written down until such time we review both plans.

I can see now that perhaps your necessity for an
effective review of that program, I'm going to have to
have some kind of an interface and control document,
naming all the external activities and so forth,

There's also going to be an exchange, probably with

the external subcontractors on this job, the consultants
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on this job, of volume of paperwork. I think it's the
responsibilities for the people who will control the
dissemination of that k.nd of information, should be
defined.

In other words, you don't want people coming in and
contacting just anybody and cvory;ody to get what they
need to do the work.

Now on site is probably not difficult for the TRT
to do, but people who are remote from site that need
information, Jjust can't call anything yet., They're
going to have to have a designated perscon,

I think perhaps it might be in order also to use
some format for request for information. And I think
concurrently with that document, if you prepare an
interface and control document, it should come out with
the program plan when the program plan goes out for
review, In fact it's almost going to be a necessity.

MR. LEVIN: Thank you for that suggeation. I agree
with you,

MR. MOLLONSON: Thank you., We «~=-

MR. LEVIN: We'll get into the mechanical systems,
review descriptions, This chart shows the program
organization for conducting this review, As I indicatecd
earlier, Frank Shaffer is leading this effort,

I wanted to remind you that the primary emphasis of

P
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1 this review is self-initiated, And it's focused on the

2 AFW system as a mechanical system.

3 However, there are several other issues that were

4 derived from items that were brought up through the

S independent assessment program that are also included

6 within the scope of this review, And what I'd like to

7 do {3 first start with the discussion of those.

8 First item. And we're using the terminoclogy that

. was presented by CYGNA in terms of identifying these

10 issues 30 it would be easier for pecple to identify them

n from previous documentation that has been placed on the
12 record.
13 But the systems temperature i{ssue was derived from
14 the fact that system temperatures change due to new
15 information during the design process, related to the
16 CCW maximum temperature. CYCNA indicated it wasn't
17 clear that all affected data was evaluated or updated
18 when this occurred. The project had conc'n.ded that
19 these changes were not significant, Members of the
20 mechanical systems team concur in this.
21 However, have felt that there was a need to
22 determine whether or not the same kind of cccurrence
23 could ocecur elsewhere,

- = 24 Therefore, we will be taking a look at similar

25 types of changes in temperatures in the AFW system and

CODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) u460-2048




@ ~=N © wvWw o FF w N

o v

"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2
22
23
2u

25

141
interfacing systems as a test to see {f that same kind
of problem had occurred. Okay.

MR. MARINOS: Let me ask a question, Howard. Why
would you Jjust pick up this particular issue and not -=-
my understanding was that you were going to go through
the water system in totality.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. It may not have been clear that
within the context of the mechanical systems evaluation
there are -~ a segment of that review is focused at
identified issues, issues that are still -« have been
identified by various other programs., I'm referring to
those right now.

In a fev moments I'll be getting back to our
self-initiated review, our cut through the system in
general.

MR, MARINOS: You're just merely taking advantage
of someone's identification, some issues., But there may
be issues that may be in the component cooling water
systems that CYGNA'S review was not significantly
comprehensive to have identified, 3So what value would
this information give you since it's not going to be
complete?

MR, LEVIN: The selfe-initiated review will provide
that test to see if that same kind of occcurrence

occurred in another location,
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MR, BECK: Angelos, these issues are included
because they have been icentified. They must be
resolved. And we want -~ SRT wants the third party to
do that, and pass the reccamendation for resolution to
the problem., It's for completeness,

On the front end, for identifies issues, the
self-initiated comprehensive sweep i3 i1n addition to
resolution of all these previously identified issues.

MR, MARINOS: You're not geing to be guided only
frou this issue.

MR. BECK: No. As a matter of fact, the
metnodology applied is ignorant of the fact of these
thing on the table, We have to deal with «-

MR, LEVIN: In fact, it serves, John, that this
issue, for example, 1s one that CIGNA felt was closed.

In other woids, they had evaluated and determined
in this particular occurrence, it was not significant,
okay. We concur with *that.

Notwithstanding, okay, we felt that we wanted to
inclvde within other reviews, okay, the capability to
see If Lhat confirmed that it didn't oceur elsewhere,

Many of these other issues, and I think maybe it
serves just to list them and get directly into the
self-initiated.

MR, MARINOS: So you have identified the issues

R —

- —— —
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that CYGNA -~ have been identified?

MR, LEVIN: The issues that are outstanding. That
they have indicated in their review list. I'm not sure
of the exact reference «-

MR. MARINOS: One significant issue that they may
not flag it as an important issue is, that they resolved
it by saying that there was sufficient margin and that

is NPS-8, and that was a significant area that we were,

at least, concerned about. Although, ir that particular

system, there was no problem, and has been discussed
earlier, The trends or the consequences and their
consequences may be different for that particular
system,

MR. LEVIN: And that's one of the reasons why we
wanted to insure that NP3H is going to be looked at
somewhere else., Because in that case maybe we
weren't «- we didn't have that same -

MR. MARINOS: They didn't identify as an issue on
the component cooling water, obvicualy.

MR, LEVIN: We'll be covering that in a few
moments., Next slide, Frank., As I indicated, the
mechanical systems review will focus on the AFW systenm
as a test., The objectives of this review will be an
evaluation of whether the independent assessment program

issues may occur in another mechanical systenm, And to
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determine whether these issues manifest themselves, in

particular, in the AFW system.

The AFW system was selected because it is important

to safety. It includes interfaces with both the reactor
vendor, 2s well as the balance appliant. It has
diversity,

And we have both the motor and steam drives for the
pumps, as well as both AC and DC power requirements.

And we have components, inside and outside containment.

And I addressed, earlier, how we in fact, we
verified that., In fact, it was a gcod system to look
at.

We plan to review various sources of information
where criteria or commitments have been made as input
into this review, And these typical sources include the
FSAR, other regulatory commitments, the regulatory
guides, branch technical positions and others.
Westinghouse interface criteria, safety evaluation --
supplemental safety evaluation reports, or other codes
and standards.

That gets back into my earlier comments on
capturing these things and how we're going to use our
check lists.

MR. MARINOS: Do you in this plan, later on,

perhaps, identify areas that the auxiliary water
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system does not contain that may be important to grants
out of the system?

MR. LEVIN: I will address --

MR. MARINOS: I'm talking about the hydraulic
aspects,

MR. LEVIN: 1In a few minutes, we'll get to the
review scope and matrizx. And we could give some
examples of things that we're going to look at elsewhere
for.

MR. MARINOS: You do have in that plan?

MR, LEVIN: You will see.

The typical documents we will be reviewing include

caiculations that address flow requirements, condensate
storage requirements, pressure drops and NPSA, system
pressures and teamperature, flow diagram, instrument and
contrcl diagram. Single failure/failure modes and
effects evaluation, pipe break and flooding studies and
fire protection evaluations.

And I added that these are typical implemented
documents that will be reviewed.

MR. SHAO: I don't Lee any stress calculations.

MR. LEVIN: Okay., We will have to get -~ these are
typical, Larry. They are included. You will see that
in the matrix that follows. This was going to be a

typical list. I agree ' ] included.,
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MR. SHAO: Will include stress calculations?

MR. LEVIN: They will., To give you a feeling for
our initiasl scope and everything -- I want to pr. "ace
everything I'm saying, this really applies to this
initial cale., We have identified, specifically, 15 cale
packages., Most of these things were generated in the
1979 to 1984 time frame. 18 specifications and these
things range back to 1975 through 1984,

Sixty-seven drawings, none of which were later in
time than 1984, And these specifics items have been
identified for the initial review. We plan to review in
terms of the outputs specifications for the pumps and
drivers, isolation valves, power operator valves.
Drawings for piping, vendor drawings, vendor manuals and
instructions, Then we get «-

MR. SHAO: Are these active pumps or -- are these
active pumps?

MR. LEVIN: Active pumps and valves, yes.

Here's -~ this is probably the best representation of
the initial review scope, this matrix.

And what we have done is partition the AFW review
areas into certain segments. For example, operating
mode and various activities or items that would be
reviewed there. Operating limits, heat removal

capability, water supplies, component functional

e ———————————————
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requirements. And there we, Larry, we see, you know,
ASME type components there where we're looking at, both
and code consideration, single failure/FMEA.

I wanted to point out that the electrical aspects
from the standpoint of power departments and I4C are
dovetailed with the electrical power system review., In
other words, we will look 2t the power requirements and
the I&C within the system. Take the general
requirements that are being reviewed el '‘ewhere and get
the thread into this system.

MR. MARINOS: But electrically you go beyond
this ==

MR. LEVIN: Martin Jones will be representing that
later on in the presentation,

MR. SHAO: On the functional requirements, as I
understand your FSAR, are you assuming normal design
limits? That's how you address that design functional
requirement? Am I right?

MR. LEVIN: I'm sure that's the case, in many
cases. I don't know if that's the case all the time.

MR. SHAO: I know the valves on the active =--
instead of addressing the primary function, you say, for
any kind of plant connection you -- {t's treated like a
design limit, and that's how you address a functional

requirement.
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MR. LEVIN: That's certainly an spect that we will
be taking a look at.

MR. SHAO: You took both active pumps and valves?

MR. LEVIN: Yes. From the standpoint of the bases
that are provided for demonstrated compliance with the
code, as well as the bases for demonstrating the
functionability.

And if the bases is derived from stress limit
considerations, we will have to take a look at the
particular application to see if that's appropriate., If
that is, in fact, an adequate way of demonstrating
functionability.

MR. SHAO: For the mechanical component integrity,
who will be doing the work?

MR. LEVIN: 1In terms of specific individuals --

MR, SHAO: I'm not specifying individuals. Which
group?

MR. LEVIN: It will be done entirely within the
third party review, We will be inveolving pecple like
Everette Rodenball, and people that have had a
significant amount of experience in the ASME
components.

And it will essentially be that aspect of that
review, will be managed internally by some of the people

that are involved in the organization I described

I ——
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earlier, in piping and supports area. Pecple are
looking at other ASME components,

MR. SHAO: Stone and Webster is not looking at it?

MR. LEVIN: Stone and Webster is certainly looking
at pumps and valves from the standpoint of nozzle hose
and items like that., I guess I would ~« we will be
addressing that in a few moments. Ed, from Stone and
Webster, will describe eractly the scope of his review.

MR, MILHOAN: Excuse me, Howard you're on the slide
about the multiple design or multiple discipline
considerations. Now, for example, on the {irst bullet,
high energy line breaks, are you saying that you're
going to be able to draw a conclusion on nigh energy
line breaks by the review of the AFW system?

MR. LEVIN: In terms of the initial scope, we're
g§0ing to use the AFW as a wmeans of getting =~
investigating that particular item. It ma,, or may not,
be a good system for that.

MR. MARINOS: So this is 2 listing of things yocu're
going to look at? If it's not in there, you're going to
g0 someplace else?

MR. LEVIN: This is inadequate. For example, if
this is a low usage type of system and it's not really a
good test, maybe that area we have to get --

MR. MARINOS: So the message that you convey to us
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is, this is a listing of significant areas to be
reviewed?

MR. LEVIN: That's correct.

MR. MARINOS: Whether this system provides that
opportunity, it's immaterial at this point. You're
going to go someplace if it's not in there?

MR. LEVIN: That's right. And the process I
described are four phase process, will help make that
Judgment. You asked about one example before, something
that's not here, mainstream isolation valve, for
example, an important valve that comes to mind.

MR. MARINOS: Seismic two over one. Where would
you have that listed here?

MR. LEVIN: That will be covered later on the
seismic interacticn question. Yeah. In the civil
structural.

MR. HUNTER: Howard Hunter, Region 4., Back on the
first slide for system cperating modes., The first item,
startup, shutdown, accident conditions. Loocking at
general design criteria and normal, abnormal, and
emergency operations. Is this inclusive of abnormal
operactions, abnormal trends on the feed water?

In other words, operational trends, and abnormal
trends? In other words, you say accident. And I was

asking what that definition was, startup, shutdown and
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accident. Would that be inclusive of general design
criteria?

MR. LEVIN: Essentially. It includes all modes,
even including station blackout, which is very important
to the system,

MR. HUNTER: Okay. Thank you.

MR. NOONAN: Howard, if I could touch briefly on
that one, just to follow up a little bit. One of the
draft documents that Don Landers, he was concerned about
the operational <« whether or not, they were adequately
included in design. I guess you're telling me you're
looking at all of that.

MR. LEVIN: Okay. I have to differentiate, we're
talking about cperational modes, Vince. Don was
concerned about the effects of those transients on the
hardware. And that will be addressed directly by Stone
and Webster, We will be overviewing their activities in
that effort, and you will be heasring more about that
from Ed Siskirn in a few moments,

MR. NOONAN: I'm looking at -- did their design
consider that?

MR. LEVIN: That's correct.

MR. NOONAN: It's in there?

MR. LEVIN: Yes. We will make that judgment.

Okay. With that, we will proceed into the civil
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structural review area, and that discussion will be led
by Dr. Cris Mortgat.

MR. MORTGAT: Design of the -« program is of the
structure, is basically divided into three categories.
I's sorry. It is the last section of the hand out. The
flow chart organization chart that was about 16 pages
from the end.

The effort is basically divided into three
particular areas. One related to cable tray supports.
One related to conduit supports. And the third, and
last one, to self-initiated and TRT related issue.

The cable tray support effort will be led by Doctor
Kircher, Dcocctor Kircher is president of Jack Biggs &
Associates., He got his degree in structural engineering
from Stamford., He is a professional engineer in
California. Has 15 years experience, each of which are
related to nuclear industry.

He has an extensive experience in testing which -«
all of which the most depicable te his programs are the
Tangor Canyon Raceway program and Sesna 1 electrical
cabinets program,

The conduit support effort will be led by myself,
whereas the self-initiated and TRT related i{ssues will
be led by Doctor Arros. Doctor Arros has obtained his

degree in structural engineering from Stamfeord

GODFREY & AMES COURT REPORTING
Metro 469-6100, (817) #60-2048



10
1"
12
13
14
15
16
17/
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

153
University. He has eight years of experience, five of
which are related to nuclear industry.

MR, SHAO: Is that on this chart?

MR, BECK: Right-hand.

MR. MORTGAT: Of particular relevance to this
project, Doctor Arros was a principal structural
engineer in the area of reviewing concrete design and
dynamic analyses in the middle IDVP,

Both the cable tray effort and the conduit effort
will rely heavily on testing. Testing will be perfcirmed
by ANCO engineers under the lead of George Howard.

Doctor Howard is a principal of ANCO engineers. He
has a degree in nuclear engineering from UCLA. And
he -~ in Ca2lifornia. He has 15 years of experience in
nuclear «- in the nuclear industry field, with a lot of
emphasiz on research analysis and testing of some <=
related to some nuclear facilities all over the world,.

ANCO is very well known for their work in testing,
which is performed over the last week.

MR. SHAO: You look like you have a lot of work on
the cable tray support, but on the other hand, there are
going to be four people working on ==-

MR. MORTGAT: We will be going over it as I go
through it,

Finally, the site activities will be reviewed by
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Mr. White, a graduate from UCLA with a master's in
engineering mechanics. He has 14 years of experience,
eleven out of which are related to nuclear industry.

The areas of review can be divided, basically, into
two categories. The area in which issues have been
identified in the past., And other areas in which either
there was no issue identified or where no reviews have
been performed previously.

For it to be address in the area where issues have
been identified, basically, the cable tray supports,
conduit supports, the steam generator restraint, which

is derived from the TRT related issue 5B, and the design

of seismic category Il items, which is related to the

TRT issue 2D.

And the scope of this effort is, basically,
transferred from the TRT actionm plan, and will be «-
will not be addressec in this review.

Under the self-initiated issues, we have three
areas where the review of concrete design, steel design,
and the HVAC supports.

MR. MOLLONSON: Jim Mollonson. Active organization
chart, I'd like, once again, to point out that it
doesn't define any QA/QC -- in into action on that
chart.

MR. MORTGAT: This will, as previcusly mentioned,
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this will be handled at a programmatic level.

MR, MOLLONSON: Say again, please.

MR. MORTGAT: This will be handled at that
programmatic level,

MR. MOLLONSON: Yes., We understand that, but you
have got interaction between all these people with
QA/QC, and I think that should be shown. I have made
the same comment, I believe, on all of the other
organization charts, It's the same comment.

MR. BECK: Your point is taken.

MR, MOLLONSON: Thank you.

MR, SHAO: Let me ask the question. You have
concrete designs, steel design, HVAC supports. Why
don't you say supports? Why you pick HVAC?

MR. MORTGAT: As we go through presentation, I'll
explain that, We pick HVAC supports, because there is
some similarity between the hardware of the HVAC support
and the one that was used in the cable tray.

The HVAC support area is part of the Comanche Peak,
of the civil, structural, or the mechanical, However,
we decided to increase the scope of the review to see if
some of the issues that have been raised into tne cable
tray area were also present,

MR, SHAO: But why not other supports?

MR. MORTCAT: Well, basically, this is an initial
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scope. And this effort is -- we had reason to do it,
the HVAC, because we had a lead in terms of similarity,.

MR. SHAO: Yeah, but the HVAC supports aren't
known, insures something, like identified issues. The
reason you picked this one, is this cne like cable tray
support?

MR. MORTGAT: No. Issues have been identified
within the HVAC area. It is just based on the
similarity of cable tray.

MR. SHAO: I was just marking the suggestion that
you should include supports, just the supports.

MR. CALVO: I guess it goes back to the basic
philosophy that you had adapted. You selected a
facility fuel water system. You're hoping that a
facility water system will give you enough depth and
breadth that you will have covered most of the areas on
the plant,

On most areas that you will be missing, you will be
supplementing it by the small vertical slides. And I
guess that falls within this area.

MR. LEVIN: That's true, Jose, We have to take a
step back and look at -- we have lcoked at, for example,
Piping supports are a major part of this program, HV --
I mean cable tray and conduit supports, are a major part

of the program. HVAC, we don't have any, to our

m—
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knowledge, of any problems. However, we're going to

take a look.

Larry, we're taking a look at the steam generator,
upper and lower lateral supports. There, in fact, may
be other supports in the plants. I think what we need
to determine is whether or not there's some common
and/or, let's say some commonalities, that we're not
touching, some areas that we're not touching. And that
will occur Jose in phase 3.

MR. SHAO: The reason I asked this question, is we

look at a cable tray support we have some problem. We

look at a conduit with some problem. We look at a pipe
support with some problem. That's why I want to have
other supports to make sure other supports are no
problem.

MR. MORTGAT: The point is well taken, Yes. Since
the standards of review within those three areas are
significantly different, the apprcach followed by the
program might be different as well. For example, in the
cable tray and conduit support area, there has been an
extensive review, and some generic issues have been g
identified. And considering the amount of review, there

is a low probability that additional issue will be

identified.

And, therefore, the emphasis of the program is to
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answer the concerns in the comprehensive manner, whereas
in cther areas, where the amount of review is either
Wuch smaller or isn't in existence, the emphasis of
the program ir to organize a plan in such a way that
significant and important 1;sucs are being identified.

And this is being done through the use of
sampling. And the sample can either be taken on a
random base or based on a generating jJudgment., This is
Just to define the different philoscophy between the
different areas of the program.

Starting with the cable tray and conduit supports,
and just a few words about the general philosophy of
design, as it was intended by (Gibbs & Hill, the support
work design, as acting in the path of each other, and
therefore no system approach being taken. The supports
could either be not included in all transfers or three
directioral,

Two types of supports were involved in the design.
They were either, generate supports, and their intent
was to use the enveloping spectra, or all the floors and
all the buildings. And use the maximum load on the
trays or the conduits.

The other type of supports were either the special
or specific supports. And in that case those supports

were designed for specific location. The cases for
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building and usually for the actual load. Therefore
=~ this specific support might have less margin.

So based on such design philosophy, the system
should be fairly conservative. However, there has been
4 number of systems that have been raised that would
docf.aae at the conservative,

And therefore we're faced with a set of systems,
which on one hand have been designed with some
conservative in mind. And on the other hand, some
issues concerns have been raised by decrease
conservative,

MR. SHAO: Back to the support again. Diid you have
a request to use the latest ASME code Section NF, this
conpdnent support? VWhen you do the review, are you
going to use the latest ASME code, or are you use a code
you committed FSAR?

MR. LEVIN: Larry, these cable tray supports are
not ASME supports.

MR. SHAO: I'm talking support in general,

MR. LEVIN: Well, where they're ASME supports, for
example, Ed Siskin will be addressing those. The answer
most definitely is that the --

MR. SHAO: But I think Ed is going to talk about
pipe support. I'm talking about component support in

general.

—
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MR, LEVIN: Like I said, these aren't within the
ASME scope. They're not governed by ==

MR. SHAO: This -~ the support area -- HVAC 49,
ASME NF, I mean, I just want to know is, when you talk
about supports, are you using HVAC 49 NF? I'm not not
speaking of pipe supports. I'm speaking of supports in
general.

MR. LEVIN: The yardstick that we use, Larry, in
terms of making the initial comparisons in degrees of
compliance, will be the commitment made by the project,
In the case of cable trays and supports, for example, in
terms of acceptance criteria, it's with the American
Institute of Steel Construction Code. Alcng with that
are various other kiﬁds of commitments that are related
to the development of the loads and assumptions used in
the dynamic analysis., But the benchmark, if you will,
are the commitments made by TUGCO.

MR. SHAO: One thing I'm not very clear, to me.
When you say you want to use the latest ASME code NF, 1is
that only for pipe supports or for all component
supports? Or when you use this latest NF, are they
going to mesh with the new ACI 3497 Or mesh with the
whole HC 349 for the accomplishing of it? What's the
thinking behind the whole supports now?

MR. LEVIN: Okay. If there's new thinking, I guess
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I'd like to == I'm not totally sure what you're
referring to to ==

MR. SHAO: When you support -- whenm you have
component first, you have NF. The NF go through another
support, concrete supports ACR 349, So when you dc
support, you have to use two codes., One is ASME code
and also ACR code,

When you change, you say, use the latest addendum,
use latest code, And how are going to mesh the concrete
and the steel? And when you say you want to request,
you using only for the supports or for all component
supports?

MR. LEVIN: Larry, I'ms not familiar with any latest
requests, This is an NF plan. I guéss I would have to
defer that to «-

MR. SHAC: Maybe somebody can answer that
question., Somebody use the latest NF?

MR. LEVIN: I'm not sure that we can answer that
correctly.

MR. CALVO: I guess, you know, which of the
criteria you can document in the FSAR., And you're going
L0 ==

MR. SHAQ: No, no. They want to use something
other than the FSAR,

MR. LEVIN: We'll have to get to you, Larry.
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Certainly our bencnmark has been with the commitments.
Were -~ 1if it was some request that would have to be
}actorcd the request for ==

MR. BOSNAK: What Larry was getting at, there's
been a request to use portions of a later edition and
addendum. And that's kind of a separate thing I would
look at. From what you're doing here, you're locking at
the basic commitments. Eventually, I guess it will have
to be reconciled.

MR. BECK: Yes., Thank you,

MR. MORTGAT: To answer the concerns raised on the
cable tray and conduit supports, our general plan was =--
to either confirm that the existing supports have
surficicnt‘nargin. Or that would modify the specxfié
supports or support type.

Ard if we go to the rext slide, which is somewhat
of a flow chart, describes how the approaches are being
followed, We are dealing here with two pilot
approaches,

One describes at the top of the chart, and one at
the bottom of the chart. And those approaches will run
on the part of the trite, and will interact through the
dotted line on the map.

The dump part is really, it will field activity.

They were basically dealing with other, defying critical
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components, And they're looking at designing a direct
modification that would directly answer all the concerns
that have been faiaod to building those supports, both
in the conduit, and the cable tray.

This effort could be followed by as built effort
either consists of hundred percent of building of what
is in the field. Or a population survey will determine
on the less detailed, minor, what is in the tray.

As the as built goes on, some direct modification
may be implemented, related to the most critical
component that have been identified. As this effort
goes on, it will receive input from the bottom part of
the chart, which is a confirmatory effort, based on
testing and analysis, Both effort are going to start at
the same time, and will intersct and provide input from
each other,

The confirmatory effort, which is based on testing
and analysis, is devised to take modeling techniques to
assess the adequacy of the systems and determine what
type of modifications are necessary for this «- the
effort is not going to be based on the hundred percent
verification, but rather on the analysis of sample of
runs, And those are shown or the second parts, doing
the as built effort.

Two samples of runs would be identified. One, the

—————————
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engineering sample, which is based on engineering
criteria, which are expected to provide systems that
respond in the less favorable u;nnor. And another set
of samples which would be random. And we therefore
present our population.

The analysis of those two sets, the first one will
be, first, the engineering sample to identify the
eritical elements, and therefore provide input to the
field activity in terms of what type of modifications
should be performed. Either increase the level of
modifications as being performed of the function, of the
type of results we're getting.

And the random sample will be realized afterwards,
to confirm the adequacy of decisions that have been made
in terms of the wmodification., If we go to the bottom
part of the chart -

MR. SHAO: Do we know the root cause of the
previous problem that was identified in this area? What
was the cause of the problem?

MR. MORTGAT: You mean the type of ==

MR. SHAO: Yeah. Why there is such deficiency in
the cable system?

MR. MORTGAT: At this time, we have not defined
what the root cause was, We know what the issues are

and how they affect the response of the system and their
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behavior.

MR. SHAO: Is it better to know the root cause and

you can use your program to fix the --

MR, MORTGAT: Following this program -- through the

application of this program, we will be able to learn

lot about the root cause, because we're going to learn a

lot more about the behavior of those systems and what
have in the field, than we do today.

So the root cause would be a result of the
execution of this program,

MR. SHAO: What was the FSAR commitment on cable
tray support SSER? What -~

MR. MORTGAT: Yeah.

MR, SHAO: ASME sllowance.

MR. MORTCAT: The bottom part, whiech is a
confirmatory effort, consists of three main plans.

One is a derivative of identical matters and
modeling techniques.

The second one is the selection of design loads,.

And the third one, development of acceptance
eriteria that are shown in these other boxes, on the
left,

Testing is going to be an important part of this
effort, Testing will be applied on three levels, It

will not be a testing to qualify either systems or

we
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supports., It will be testing to understand the
behavior, or components, or some otiuer components that
have been questioned in terms of their modeling or their
behavior,

And the second level of testing at the higher level
where some representative number of supports will be
tested as units,

And finally some system testing these are testing
in the field or in the lab. The idea through this
effort is to understand the behavior of the elements in

such a way that the modeling techniques will be used.

" Rest on enough justification «-

MR. NHOONAN: Let me ask a question on that. What
is your definition of acceptable for cables? In the
testing areas, what is going to be the =sriteria? What
i3 acceptable?

MR. MCORTGAT: At this time, what we'll use the
testing for, is to understand thL: behavior. For
example, the connection, one and two bolt connection,
which lots of questions have been asked about.

Or the behavior of the clamps. There have been
lots of Qquestions asked about the low transfer between
the trends and the support, or the conduit and the
support.

S0 these have been made aicut those problems. So
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all of them are based on the -- what we want to do is
test some of those components to see what is the
physical behavior of those systems, And therefore in
the article two, to come up with -

MR. NOONAN: Previous to analytical reports?

MR. CHANDLER: Let me pick up on Vince's question.
Maybe it will clarify it maybe it will confuse it. Let
me give it a sho*. You reach a conclusion of
acceptability -

MR. MORTGAT: I would define it -- I have not
defined what acceptability would be at this time. At
this time the testing is only directed ==

MR. CHANDLER: Well, I'm looking at your chart.
Look at your chart for a moment., Yeu're determining, at
least on line vne, based on testing, and ycu're reaching
& conclusion of acceptability and nonacceptability.

What are you judging acceptability on at that point?

MR. MORTGAT: At that point, the acceptability is
the capability of our models, our tools to piresent the
behavior of the systems in the field.

MR. CHANDLER: Not the acceptability of the system
itself?

MR. MORTGAT: The -- no. It is to be presented for
the behavior of the systems. That's why this comes

before any analysis. We're going to lcok at either

b

|
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different techniques, and determine whether those are
applicable to represent the behavior of the systems.

MR. CHANDLER: Vince, did that help you or confuse
it?

MR, NOONAN: I guess I'm looking at that first
little box of testing, Howard. It looks like you say
acceptable, yes or no. And you go to modifications,
wvhat kind of modifications, based on what criteria?

MR. LEVIN: Maybe I can differentiate these tests.
Are not, for example, the same kind of tests you might
do -~ let's say we're doing a qualification of
component, VWe're putting out on the shake table. And
we're going to put in its design basis input for that
item, ana shake it, eand see that it still performs, and
all those things that ;o'aloag witn the qualifications
test.

What we're trying to do is develop a technique that
can be applied on a statistical basis for the evaluation
of the entire population of cable tray systems. Now
what one could do is, let's say we could randomly select
Some systems in the plant to analyze them.

And on the basis of that, in the course of which it
is structured, and the way the results could be
evaluaced in a statistical sense, that will be fine.

The role of the testing is to justify those analytical
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techniques.

The nature of the problems here are such that a

‘fair amount of discussion has occurred in the past

several months between TUGCO and the independent
4ssessment program personnel, where things aren't so
straightforward that we can just 80 and directly analyze
these systems. Okay.

We need some information to help us do that, number
one.

And, number two, to provide Justification for those
approaches. The goal is to use the testing to justify
development of the models. And we're hoping to develop
those models in such a way that they can be executed on
@ broader scale, as opposed to having to be too detailed
or too sophisticated, not being able to because of
impracticality jmplemented in a broad sense.

MR. NOONAN: Let me just ask one question., You say
identify modifications on that chart. What
modifications? Modifications of your models?

MR. LEVIN: No. Inm this case, what we're saying,
@3 a result of the testing, we may identify the
particular components that exhibit lower bound benhavior,
sueh that, you know, it really doesn't make sense to
factor that information, and to try to deal with that

problem in the analytical model.
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In other words, if there's lower bound equipment
there, or components, the approach might te just go aad
directly seek those items out in the population, and fix
them, In fact, that is the essence of the original
approach, that the approach wouid be to identify those
lower bound items, go out and fix them directly. Okay.

Then take a look at that system, okay, with those
modifications made, and utilize this program,
statistically based program of evaluation, to confirm
that that modified systec now behaves in a way that
meets it functional requirements.

MR. CHANDLER: Howard where does it get plugged
back in, though, if you have gone through on your flouw
chart, you have gone tc ycur testing. You get to the
point of acceptability, you then say. Now you then
Suggesled that there might be wodification te the
system, and you leave it off at that point, Do you
bring it back in, as I think I understood you to say, in
the analysis, the box ends at that point?

MR. MORTGAT: Yes. That provides an input on what
is going or at the upper level through the dotted line,
the fields activity., Basically those two plans are
provided -~ to provide information from the top -- from
the bottom to the top.

So if through the testing program we see trs.t some
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of the components that we thought would be behaving some
way or another, and we don't know up to now, because
none of those have Deen tested, do not perform the way
we thought could, they will go up there and through the
modification program and ==

MR. CHANDLER: Let me ask one other point. If I
now follow through that same line, testing is
acceptable,

We now go into analysis. On that same line, a
third possible input is from the last line of your
chart, which 1is acceptance criteria development.

I guess it's not clear to me why the acceptance
criteria development would await completion of analysis
@as opposed to preceding analysis. In other words, what
are you judging acceptability of analysis on =-

MR. MORTGAT: At the beginning, when we go through
testing and the remcdeling techniques we have, not look
at any systems yet, we are just <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>