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The sbjeot daeoianoy as initially reported to nIC-Oln Inspector
I. V. Crlendk as JOe 7, 1982 in nooordanoe vith 10 C7 50.55(e) as N1
[ 158221, Interi rports were umitted @ July 8 and Agust 12,
1982. IEnlosd r our flnal rport. TIA hau eteried that this it
not a aodition advrse to the safe operation of the plant.

If y— ban my qustions, plma pgt In touch with R. H. Shell at

mS 858-2688.
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IVTIS BAR MRBEJAR PLANT UITS 1 AND 2
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Description of Defotioino

Suport No. 47A46-11-1 of the Coaponent Cooling System does not met the
requirements of document CO 76-20, Revision 2, Paragraph 4.1.2, *Design
Data for Rectanglar Support Lug Attachments to Classes 2 and 3 Pipin%
System.” The pport drawing specified a lu length of two inohes, hereas
CZB 76-20, revision 2, listed a madiu length of oe inch for the pipe
size in question.

At the time the aupport drain ma issued, it had amt the requirements of
COB 76-20 revision 1, which ms th govrning lug oriteria document.
Howver, TWA upgraded the lug dsign oriteria as reflected in CEB 76-20,
revision 2, and tus areatd the discrepancy.

Safety llplications

TA bas deterind that oversied lugs designed in accordance with design
oriteria rfleoted in B 79-20 1 are ooapletely adequate to perform their
intended function. The efore, there is no condition adverse to the safe
operation of th plant.

Corrective Action

The lug paramtr limit discrepancy h  been oorreted in CBB reprt 76-20
32. An analys has hawn us designed to C report 76-20 R are
conservative ad beyond the requirements of EB 76-20 R2: therefore, no
stress analysis problem would result from the designer's use of CEB 76-20
31

CE report 76-20 R2 as issued to delete large lugs on sall diameter

pipe. Severa lug sizes on all diameter pipe were deleted to reduce
uelding problem, asoe it d often difficult and inefficient to Meld

oversize |ugs.

Using the lugs specified in C report 76-20 Rl does not reduce the
functional effect of the pipe suppor attachment, provided asl welding

inspeotion requirents of the lug pipe interface are met.

The discrepancy in paragraph 1.1.2 as a result of human error and vas not
detected uring the review of CB 76-20 Rl

CU report 76-20 R2 as ssued bowing the corrected version of paragraph
4.1.2, which provides the actual lug prameter limits used in generating
the g data. Revisions later than CEB 76-20 Rl require a thorough
checking proe, as described in 2 MSP 3.06. 1RMSIP 3.06 as not
n effect at the time CB 76.20 Rl Mn issued.



