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Scope: This rout-inev announced inspection involved 83 inspector-hours on site 
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Licensee Employees Contacted 

*R. 0. Hernandez,, Head Civil Engineer, Civil Engineering Branch (CEB) 
*D. 1. Williams, Supervisor, Nuclear Licensing Section (NEB) 
#S. Johnson, Quality Manager, Office of Construction (OC) 
#T. Hayes.-Supervisor, Nuclear Licensing Unit 
#J. D. Collins, Project Managers Office 
#P. Wilson. Nuclear Licensing Unit 
#C. Hutzler, Hanger Engineering Unit 

*#G. Owens, Nuclear Engineer, Office of Engineering (OE) 
fL. 6. Hebert, Quality Assurance, OC 

*#M. A. Cones, Civil Engineer, CEB 
wS. R. Stout, Nuclear Licensing Section, NEB 
*P.* L. Duncan, Qualit- Management Staff, OE 
*J. A. Ellis, Civil Engineer, CEB 
*D. H. Level, Civil Engineer, CEB 
N. Perry, Civil Engineer, CEB 
J. E. McCord, Mechanical Engineer 
W. Smathers, Supervisor, Hanger Design Group 
B. Majors, Quality Manager 

Other licensee employees contacted included constri. ' craftsmen, 
technicians, and office personnel.  

*Attended exit interview at Headquarters on January 17, 1985 
#Attended exit interview at Watts Bar site on January 25, 1985 

2. Exit Interview 

The inspection scope and findings were sumarized on January 17 and 
January 25, 1985, with those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The 
licensee was informed of the inspection findings listed below, and 
acknowledged the findings with no dissenting coemeents.  

Inspector Followup Item, 390/85-03-01 and 391/85-04-01, Deficient Training 
Documentation, paragraph 7.  

The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the materials provided 
to or reviewed hy the inspector during this inspection.  

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters 

a. (Closed) Violation 390/84-05-03, Failure to Follow Procedure Civil 
Design Standard DS-C1.7.1. The inspector has reviewed the licensee's 
response. TVA has comitted to reviewing the remainder of Unit 1 pipe 
supports using the criteria initiated in the sampling program used in 
the IES 79-0? review. The licensee issued a memo dated May 219 1962, 
and a revision to the amem oft March 16, 1964, stating that the methods



of plate analysis in Civil Design Standard DS-C1.7.1 RIO governs.  
DS-C1.7.1 has also been revised to clarify the limitation on rigid 
plate analysis. TVA has initiated a training course to assure that 
designers understand the baseplate analysis requirement of DS-C1.7.1.  

b. (Closed) Violation 390/84-05-04, Failure to follow procedures fo"' pipe 
support and baseplate design calculations. The inspector reviewed the 
licensee's response. TVA has upgraded its engineering training 
program. All training sessions are now required to be documented to 
assure that all personnel are aware of the engineering procedures which 
affect their work.  

c. (Closed) Violation 390/84-15-01 and 391/84-112-01, Inadequate corrective 
action cvimproper weld attachment of sheir lugs. The inspector 
reviewed the licensee's Standard Operating Procedure, SOP-QNO-01, 
NDetermining Generic NCRsw RIO, dated December 31, 1984. This program 

provides the Quality Assurance Gr .;ap the ability to review and 
determine generic and/or repetitive applicability of Nonconformance 
Reports (NCRs).  

d. (Closed) Violation 390/84.39-01, Failure to follow procedure for 
support inspection. The inspector reviewed the response of the 
licensee for correctiv, action taken. Their efforts to identify and 
prevent recurring deficiencies were shown by increased revision 
procedures and additional training on procedures. During a field 
inspection of the ten problems listed, the inspector checked to verify 
corrective action as required. All support documentation have been 
revised.  

e. (Closed) Unresolved Item (URI) 390/82-27-11. Pipe support calrislation 
discrepancies. The inspector hold discussions with respvoilble 
licensee representatives, reviewed supporting documentatio- and 
observed representative's samples of work to verify that the unresolved 
items identified in Inspection Report 50-390/82-27 have been resolved.  
The unresolved items were identified in paragraph 8 as C(I), C(2)9 
C(3)o and C(4) of Report No. 50-390/82-27.  

Suboarsaraph Bc(I) 

The inspector reviewed Civil Design Standard DS-C1.7.1. Rev. 3, dated 
November 16, 1984, Table 4. Note 1 states, *Allowable tensile loads 
are limited to 20 percent of the ultimate tensile capacity determined 
in qualification testing*. This would give the self drilling expansion 
shell anchor (550) a Factor of Safety v S. This meots the requirements 
set forth in IE Bulletin 79-02.



Subgaragraph 8C(2) 

The inspector reviewed the design calculation for support 03B-IAFW
Rs4(R2). This support was voided on Feburary 26, 1983. TVA has 
committed to reviewing 100% of all hangers using the criteria of their 
sampling program and to satisfy the issues in IE Bulletin 79-02.  

Subparagraph 8C(3 

The inspector reviewed the Baseplate Analysis Program 222 and was told 
by the licensee that the program was superseded by CASOBAP 222 on 
September 12, 1983. The new program allows no credit for friction 
between the plate and the concrete; the shear is to be taken all by the 
anchor bolts. The entire program of anchor bolts and baseplate design 
is being reviewed due to the licensee's committuent to check 100% of 
the supports to the criteria set forth in the 79-02 sampling program.  

Subparagraph 8C(4 

The inspector reviewed support Drawing No. 37A206-8-1. Rev. 3, and 
37A206-8-2A, Rev. 2, both of the 2* HPFP FC:V and yard piping systems.  
The licensee requested comments on acceptability of bolting to the 
Limitorque actuator in a letter dated February 8, 1984. Limitorque 
Corporation responded in a letter dated February 14, 1984, stating that 
they cannot recommend the procedures requested by TVA for this 
particular actuator. TVA redesigned the supports 37A206-8-1,, 37Th206
8-lA, 37A206-8-2. and 37A206-8-2A to show the actuator being supported 
by a different method.  

f. (Closed), Unresolved Item (URI) 390/84-05-01, Factor of safety for concrete 
expansion anchor bolts IEB 79-02. The inspector reviewed TVA OIE 
Bulletin 79-02 Final Report-Revision 2. TVA has commi tted to 
reviewing the remainder of Unit 1 pipf' supports using the criteria 
initiated in the sampling program used in the IES 79-02 review.  

g. -(Closed) Unresolved Item (URI) 390/84-34-01, IES 79-02 Shear Force 
distribution to concrete expansion anchor bolts. The inspector 
reviewed TVA OIE Bulletin 79-02, Final Report Revision 2. TVA has 
committed to reviewing the remainder of Unit I pipe supports using the 
criteria initiated in the sampling program usid in the IMS 79-02 
review.  

h. (Closed) Unresolved Item (URI) 390/84-43-01, Verified design criteria 
for welds on Utl haner to pipe. The inspector reviewed the 
licensee's memorandum dated-July 19, 1984, in response to this item.  
In reviewing the various codes and addenda stated as the means of 
allowing the use of later codes, it was found that the concern of using 
fillet welded lugs on class 1 pipe was acceptable.



1. (Open) Unresolved Item (URI) 390/84-79-03 and 391/84-53-03, Skewed weld 
acceptance criteria. Initially an inspector noted that there was no 
weld size specified for a skewed weld connecting a 3"x3Nxl/4 tube steel 
brace to a 4*04'x/40 tube steel support, on the applicable drawings 
for pipe support No. 555-7-40-13. The only weld size specified on the 
drawings for the above support was a 10 fillet weld connecting the base 
plate to the 410x1" tube steel. The licensee had stated that a note 
to a general pipe support drawing indicated that similar welds on the 
same support would be the same size. The inspector made the following 
observations: 

- The weld in question is not a fillet weld and the weld with size 
specified is a fillet weld. Therefore, the two welds are not 
similar.  

- The weld in question does not conform to 629C-0-C.1.1(RO) of 
11/30/83, Sheet 21 of 21, RI Figure 9.3 - Alternate Fillet Weld 
All Around Connection for Nembers Meeting at an Angle. It should 
be noted that the above document post-dated the inspection of the 
support in question.  

The licensee indicated that they would look further into the matter and 
4etermining the following: 

- The visual acceptance criteria at the time of the weld acceptance.  

- Whether the (TVA) inspector of record, correctly accepted the weld 
in question.  

a The acceptance criteria applicable at the time of this inspection.  

- The acceptance of this weld and support at the time of this 
inspection.  

The licensee's reply to this item stated that the support identified 
was documented on Jafwary 18, 1982. The acceptance criteria for 
inspection of weld Joints on supports at that time were contained in 
MWSN-QP-4.23 22, Appendix 4, paragraph 7.1. This procedure then 
referenced CWUT SPEC 6-t9C. Section P.S. 3.C.5.2 and WSN-QCP-4.13 R49 
Addendum 3. These referenced documents contained the physiceal 
acceptance criteria. Additionallyl, acceptance criteria for skewed 
welds were contained in OE response to NCR 2807R. The inspector 
reviewed the acceptance criteria as indicated above. observed the weld 
in question, and held discussions with personnel from the PAnge 
Engineering Unit and ENSES. The weld on this support should be 
considered a seal weld not a fillet weld and would Mav reqired design 
to re-,evaluate each support with this weld configuration. There was 
evidence that design had performed such a review of drawings prior to 
19MO~ however the inspector was not able to affirm if the drawing for 
this support was included in the ENSES review. This item will t 
investigated further by the inspector in a subsequent inspection.



4. Unresolved Items 

Unresolved items were not identifiled during this inspection.  

5. Licensee Identified Items 

a. (Closed) Item 390/83-64 and 391/83-59,, Air Flow Rates for SafetyRelated Room Exhaust Fans Below Acceptance Criteria (10 CFR 50.55(e)).  
The final report was submitted on January 19, 1984, and supplemental 
final report on June 1, 1984. The reports have been reviewed and 
determined to be acceptable. The inspector held discussions with 
responsible licensee representatives, and reviewed supporting documen
tation to verify that the corrective actions identifiled in the report 
have been completed.  

b. (Closed) Item 390/84-06, Improper Design Loads for Base Plates and 
Anchor Bolts (10 CFR 50.55(e)). The final report was submitted on 
April 18, 1984, with a revised final report on October 10, 1984. The 
reports have been reviewed and determined to be acceptable. The 
inspector held discussions with responsible licensee representatives, 
and reviewed supporting documentation to verify that the corrective 
actions identified In the reports have been completed.  

c. (Closed) Item 390/84-43, Air Return Fan Seismic Support Deficiencies 
(10 CFR 50.55(e)). The final report was submitted on August 28, 1984.  

The report has been reviewed and determined to be acc-ptable. The 
inspector held discussions with responsible licensee representatives 
and reviewed supporting- documentation and observed representative 
samples, of work to verify that the corrective actiotis id~nti fled in the 
report have been completed.  

d. (Closed) Item 390/84-47, Destruction of EDS Support Design Calcula
tions (10 CFR 50.55(e)). The final report was submitted on January 7, 
1965. The report has been reviewed and determined to be acceptable.  
Thq inspector held discussions with responsible licensee represen
tatives, and reviewed supporting documentation, to verify that the 
corrective action identified in the report has been completed. This 
item is now considered not to be a nonconforming condition adverse to 
tk3 safe operation of the plant by the licensee.  

e. (Closed) Item 390/84-48s Supprts may be Degraded by used Installation 
Tolerafices (13) CFA 50.55(e)). The final report was submitted on 
January 7, 1985. The report has been reviewed and determined to be 
,zcceptsble. The inspector held discussions with responsible licensee 
representatives, and reviewed supporting documentation to verify that 
the corrective action identified in the report has been comleted.  
This item is now considered not to be a nonconforming co~iti on 
adverse to the safe Operation of the plant by the licensee.

NO violations Or deviation Were identified.



6. JE Bulletin (IEB) 

a. (Closed) IEB No. 83-05, ASME Nuclear Code Pumps and Spare Parts 
Manufactured by the Hayward Tyler Pump Company Units 1 and 2. TVA 
letter of September 7, 1983, reports that the subject type pumps and 
spare parts are not used in safety-related components at the station.  

The inspector has reviewed TVA's letter of September 7, 1983, and 
determined that the requested actions of the bulletin have been 
acceptably addressed. The inspector held discussions with responsible 
utility representatives, and reviewed supporting documentation to 
verify that the actions identified in the letter of response have been 
completed.  

b. (Closed) IEB No. 83-07, Apparently Fraudulent Products Sold by 
Ray Miller, Inc. TVA's letter of March 22, 1984, reported that the 
subject type materials are not used in components or systems at the 
station.  

The inspector has reviewed TVA's letter of March 22, 1984, and 
determined that the requested actions of the bulletin have been 
acceptably addressed. The inspector held discussions with responsible 
utility representatives, and reviewed supporting documentation to 
verify that the actions identified in the letter of response have been 
completed.  

7. Inspector Followup Item 

In reviewing the Civil Engineering Branch (CEB) Training and Utilization 
Policy (TVA memo dated August 10, 1982) the inspector found that all 
supervisors had not completed the reqired documentation if they decided 
that the group did not require a formal training class. The branch policy 
will be revised to assure that all Engineering Procedure (EP) Revision 
training be documented to assure compliance of the CEB-EP Branch Policy.  
Pending more information to be furnished by the licensee for further review, 
this matter is identified as Ins pec tor followup item (IF!) 390/85-03-01 and 
391/85-04-01, Deficient Training Documentation.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Licensee Employees Contacted 

*R. 0. Hernandez, Head Civil Engineer, Civil Engineering Branch (CEB) 
*D. L. Williams, Supervisor, Nuclear Licensing Section (NEB) 
#S. Johnson, Quality Manager, Office of Construction (OC) 
#T. Hayes, Supervisor,, Nuclear Licensing Unit 
#J. D. Collins, Project Managers Office 
#P. Wilson, Nuclear Licensing Unit 
#C. Hutzler, Hanger Engineering Unit 

*#G. Owens, Nuclear Engineer, Office of Engineering (OE) 
#L. S. Hebert, Quality Assurance, OC 

*#M. A. Cones, Civil Engineer, CEB 
*S. R. Stout, Nuclear Licensing Section, NEB 
*P. L. Duncan,, Quality Management Staff,, OE 
*J. A. Ellis, Civil Engineer, CEB 
'D. H. Level, Civil Engineer, CEB 
N. Perry, Civil Engineer, CEB 
J. E. McCord, Mechanical Engineer 
W. Smathers,, Supervisor, Hanger Design Group 
B. Majors, Quality Manager 

Other licensee employees contacted included construction craftsmen, 
technicians, and office personnel.  

*Attended exit interview at Headquarters on January 17, 1985 
#Attended exit interview at Watts Bar site on January 25, 1965 

2. Exit Interview 

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on January 17 and 
January 25, 1985, with those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The 
license# was informed of the inspection findings listed below, and 
acknowledged the findings with no dissenting canmeents.  

Inspector Followup Item,, 390/85-03-01 and 391/85-04-01, Deficient Training 
Documentation, paragraph 7.  

The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the materials provided 
to or reviewed by the inspector during this inspection.  

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters 

a. (Closed) Violation 390/84-05-03, Failure to Follow Procedure Civil 
Design Standard DS.C1.7.1. The inspector has reviewed the licesee's 
reponse. TVA has committed to reviewing the remaindier of Unit I pipe 
supp~orts using the criteria initiated in the sampling progam used In 
the IES 7942 review. The licensee issued a amm dated Noy 21, 1962, 
and a revision to the amem on Narth 16, 1964, stating that the methods



of plate analysis in Civil Design Standard DS-Cl.7.l 0/0 governs.  
DS-C1.7.1 has also been revised to clarify the limitation on rigid 
plate analysis. TVA has initiated a training course to assure that 
designers understand the baseplate analysis requirement Of DS-C1.7.1.  

b. (Closed) Violation 390/84-05-04, Failure to follow procedures for pipe 
support and baseplato design calculations. The inspector reviewed the 
licensee's response. TVA has upgraded its engineering training 
program. All training sessions are now requiredto be documented to 
assure that all personnel are aware of the engineering procedures which 
affect their work.  

c. (Closed) Violation 390/84-15-01 and 391/84-12-019 Inadequate corrective 
action for impoe weld attachment of shear logs. The inspector 
reviewed the liWc7enses Standard Operating Procedure, SOP-QW0-01 
ODetermining Generic NCRs* RIO, dated December 31, 1964. This program 
provides the Quality Assurance Group the ability to review and 
determine generic and/or repetitive applicability of Nonconformance 
Reports (cSs).

d. (Closed) Violation 390/84-39-01, Failure to follow procedure for 
support inspection. The inspector reviewed the response of the 
licensee for corrective action taken. Their efforts to identify and 
prevent recurring deficiencies were shown by increased revision 
procedures and additional training on procedures. During a fieold 
inspection of the ten problems listed, the inspector #;hocked to verify 
corrective action as required. All support documentation have been 
revised.  

(Closed) Unresolved Item (URI) 390/82-27-119 Pipe support calculation 
discrepancies. The inspector held discussions with responsible 
licensee representatives, reviewed supporting documentation and 
observed representative's samples of work to verify that the unreolved 
items identified in Inspection Report W0390/82-27 have been resolved.  
The unresolved item were identified in paragraph G as C(1)s C(2)s 
CM,) and CM4 of Report No. S0-390/82-27.  

The inspector reiewed Civil ftsign Standard DS-CX.I.1, Rev. 3. dated 
Novemer 1As 1g64 Table 4. Note 1 states, Allowable tensile lo"d 
are limited to 20 percent of the ultimate tensile capacity detevmised 
in qualification testisgO. This woild give the self drilling expanuion 
shell anchor (550) a Factor of Safety a 5. This mees the requirements 
set forth is It Bulletin 7941.



Subparagraph SC(2 

The inspector reviewed the desig calculation for suwrt 038 1AFW
RUM(5). This support Was vod= on Feburary 26, lam TVA has 
committed to reviewing 100% of all hanogers using the criteria of their 
sampling program and to satisfy the issues in IE Bulletin 79-M2.  

Suboaragragh SCM3 

The inspector reviewed the Saseplate Analysis Program 222 and was told 
by the 1licenses that the program was superseded by CASOSA 222 on 
Septamer 12, 1963. The new program allows no credit for friction 
between the plate and the concrete; the shear is to be taken all by the 
anchor bolts. The enti re progam of anchor bolts and baseplate desir 
is being reviewed due to the licensee's comltent to check 100 I 
the supports to the criteria set forth in the 79-02 sampling program 

Subtaragraph SCM4 

The inspector reviewed support Drawing No. 37A2064.1- Nev. 3, and 
37A2064.-ZA. Rev. 2, both of the 20 NPFP FCV anid yard piping systems.  
The licensee re" eted coments on acceptability of bolting to the 
Lialtorque actuator in a letter dated February 6,, 1964. Limitorque 
Corporation responded in a letter dated February 14, 1964, stating that 
they cannot, recommend the proceus requested by TVA for this 
particular actuator. TVA redesigned the supports 37A206-8-1, 37A206
S-lA, 37A206-629 a&d 31A206-8-2A to show the actuator being supported 
by a diffe ren t method.  

f. (Closed) Unresolved Item (URI) 390/84-05-01, Factor of safety for concrete 
expassion anchor bolts IE3 79-02. The inspector reviewed TVA 0l1 
Bulletin 79402 Final Aeport-Rvision 2. TWA has comintted to 
reviewing the remainder of wnit 1 pipe supports uain the criteria 
Initiated in the samling perog used in the H$ I.0 review.  

g. (Closed) Unresolved Itom (URI) 390/64-34401l If$ 7942 Shear Force 
distribution to concrete exponsiom anchor bolts. The Inspector 
reviewed TVA 01t Sulletin 79402t Final ReotW Revisits 2. TWA Mas 
committed to reviewing the remainder of Unit 1 pipe supports, usin the 
criteria Initiated In the samlisg progam used in the 1to 790M 
review.  

h. (Close) Vnresolved Item (URI) I*/4.)1 Verified design criteria 
for welds son U ManOW to pipe* The inspecter MeIewe the 
licenSee somrend dated illy 19, 19640 Inrspos to this Item.  
IN reviewing the various codes and addenda statda the aman of 
allowing the use of later a*des It oas found that the, concern of using 
fillet welded leg s e class I pipe was acceptable.



1.(Open) Unresolved Itan (URI) 390/64-79-03 and 391/84-S3-030 Skewed weld 
acceptance criteria. Initially an inspector noted that there was no 
weld size specified for a skewed weld connecting a 300841/ tube steel 
brace to a 4*x4*xl/40 tube steel support, on the applicable drawings 
for pipe support Nto. SSS-740-13. The only weld size specified on the 
drawings for the above support was a 1" fillet weld coinnecting the base 
plate to the 4*x4*xk tube steel. The licensee had stated that a note 
to a general pipe support drawing indicated that similar welds on the 
sawe support would be the sawe size. The inspector made the following 
observations: 

- The weld in question is not a fillet weld and the weld with size 
specified is a fillet weld. Therefore,, the two welds are not 
similar.  

* The weld In Question does not conform to G29C-0-C.1.1(20) of 
11/30#*63s Sheet 21 of 21, R1 figure 9.3 - Alternate Fillet Weld 
All Around Coninection for Ne~ers, Feeting at an Angle. It should 
be noted that the, above document post-dated the inspection of the 
support in Question.  

The licensee, indicate4, that they would look further Into, the uatter and 
determining the following: 

- The visual acceptance criteria at the time of the weld acceptance.  

* Whether the (TVA) inspector of records correctly accepted the weld 
iP Question.  

* The acceptance Criteria applicable at the time of this inspection.  

* The acceptane of this weld and support at the time of this 
I aspect ion.  

The licensee's reply to this ita stated that the support jidetified 
was dowwated om Janury too 1962. The Acceptanc criteria for 
in518cties of weld Joists ON supports at that time wer coDntAine IN 
WSUP4CP4.2) Its, Appendia 4, paragraph 7.1. This procedue then 
reference COWT SPC 6-2C. section P.S. 3.C.S.2 and WSW4C4.13 314, 
Mddieu 3. These referenced documnts co~ntaine the physical 
acceptance, criteria. Additionally, acceptance criteria for skewed 
welds were contained In Of respons to 10 MINU. The insptetr 
reiewed the acemtaace criteria as indicated am*ve bsrVed the weld 
Is queStION, OWd held discOSSiOnIs with personnel from the 
lngineering Wnit a&W OWS. The weld son this supptOrtl 
cmnidered a seal weld met a fillet weld and would have required dasiga 
to re-evaluate W eachs"ort with this wild$ cemftiqration. There IOU 
evidence that desI, Sao perfermed such a review of dravulap prior to 

heue wvr# the it .;ecter was pot able to affira it the drvein¶ for 
ths ppoet as Iscouded In the EMS review. This item will 

invet igated f~rhe by the inspector in a sW"squet inspection.



4. Uesesolved Items 

Unresolved items were not identified during this itispection.  

S. Licensee Identified Items 

a. (Cloted) Itso 39,0/8344 and 391/63-S99 Air Flow. Rates for Safety-.  
Related Roe Exhaust Fans Below Acceptance Criteria (10 CFR 50.55~)) 
The final report was submitted on January 19, 1964, and sopplmt'ntal 
final report on June 1, 1934. The repots have been meiesed and 
determined to be acceptable. The inspector hold discussions with 
responsible 1 icessee representatives, and reviewed suapportl n3 documen
tatlom to verify that the corrective actions Identifiled inI report 
have ban. cempletaid.  

b. (Closed) Item 39/64.01, Improper Desin Loads for Base Plates and 
Anchor solts (10 CFR 50.55(e). The final report was submtted son 
April 161, 1964, with a revised final report on October 10, 134. The 
repors have been reviewed and determined to be acceptable. The 
Inspector held discussions with. repossible licensse represenautivess, 
amo reviewed suporing docemptation to verify that the corrective 
actions Identifiled in the reports have been completed.  

c. (Closed) Item 39/64-43,o Air Return Fan Seismic Support Deficiencies 
(10 CFR WNW5(e). The final report was submitted osn August 20, 1964.  

TMe report has been reviewed and determined to be acceptable. The 
Imspector held discusions with responsible licensee representatives 
and meissed suppt nle documentat ion and observed reprtesetative 
saqles of work to verify that the corrective actions Identified in the 
report have bee completed.  

d. (Closed) Item 390/6447, Destruction of EOS Support Desig Calcala-.  
tiens (10 CFA 50.55(e). The f InAl report was sobmtted asnJaiwary 7's 
196S. The report has bee reviewed and d~tersmned to be accepabl.  
The inspector held discussions with responible licensee repress.  
tatives,j and reisted supporting docusestation, to verify tha-t t e 
corretive action identified IN the ree M hS been cosleted., This 
Item Is wx considered not to be a nononorin Wcndtion &advms to 
the safe opertio" of the pleant by the lIcensee.  

o. (Closed) Item M/0/4-48 Supports may be Derddby used Installation 
Tolerances (10 MF $0.15(6)). The final report ass sulitted on 
January 7,, 1IM. The report has bees reviewed and deteramind to be 
acceptable. The Inspector held discussions with resonsible licesee 
repsewetatives aMW reviewei supporting decolutestto to verfy that 
the Corrective action identified i# the reoom has bwe c" Iete.  
This its Is new considered not to bit a noncoformings condition 
adverse to the safe "orperaio of the plaitt by the ltcemee.

NO violations or 41sviatio. were identified.



t

a. (ClOsed) I . g f. 8305, ASKW flular Codo -Pumps aetd Spare Parts
favfactured by the $mayward Tyler -Pump Compny Units I and 2. TVA 
lettet of Sw ~ine ý7, 1983, reports that the Subject type pmpS *Rd 
spare parts are not used in safety-related coopowets at the station.  

The Inspector Mas reviewed TVAs letter of Septa~er 7, 1963,* and 
determined that the request*4 actions of the bulletin have been 
acceptably addressed. The Inspector Pald discussions with resonible 
utility representatives, and reviewed sopporting documentation to 
verify that the actions 6dentified In the, letter of response have bee 
comleted.  

b. (Closed) lBS R3. 83.07, Apparently Fmrladuet Products Sold by 
bay Pt$ller. loc. TVA's letter of Nasch 2?, 1964, reporte "at the 
svJect type materials are not used In coupoents or systems at time 
statioa.  

The inspector has meviswed TYAls letter of March 22, 1904, and 
determined that the requetod actions of the bulletin havst bee' 
acceptably adiresed. The inspector held discussions with responible 
utility representatives, and reviewed supporting docintautioa to 
verify that the actions Identified is the letter of respoese have been 
comleted.  

7. Ispector Followp ItOD 

to rvyiewing the Civil Erviwieeriag Branch (CEI) Training and Utilization 
Pl Icy (TVA am dated August 10, 196) the inspector tcund that all 
WMerisOrs had Not comleted the reqired docomautiati If they decided

that thte growp did not reqire. a forms -training class., The branch policy 
will be reIsed to assure that all twigimeeing Procedure (EP) Revision 
tratIMin be doaumentd to a~sur C.4mli*MC* Of thi CM-1P Branch Policy.  
Pendngsor 0*Informatioe to be furaished bk the I incense for further review, 
this matter Is Identified at Inseector followup item (MF) 390/86-03.01 4M~ 
39UW604-01, Wsicdest Troainng Dowm~titon


