
704NNESSEEF VALLEY AUTHOR"T 
CHATTANOOG3A TENNESSEE 37401 

4W0 Cinstnut Street Towr rl 

July 27, 1962 

VFRDý-5-390/81-07 

U.S. Nucxlear Regulator'y Commission, 
Region II 
Attn: Mr'. jamsa P. O'Reilly, Rogional AJuinistrator 
101 Ihrietta Street, Suite 3100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dew r '. O'Reilly: 

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT UNMIT1 AND 2 - tM(NCSERVATrU I LA1 ON PIPE 
SUMItRT WIr KAiDIFICAITORS - tBRD-50-390f81-07, *BRDý-5-391/181-06 
P11TH INTERIM PEilot? 

The vibject 4. ~i:3ncy was initialiy reported to UDC-orE Inspetor 
R. W. Wright an Decuwe:- 11, 1980 in accordance with 103 C'1 50.55(g) as NCR 
WWU C28 8013. Thi~s ý.n3 fo~l-laed by our wifl.,ria reports dated JamimLry 19, 
March 2, April 1, ard ALvgust 12, 1981. Enclosed is our fifth irtLeria 
report. We expect to provide additional infort-tion on or ao June I", 
1983. This omcwonformace, ws also reported for laquoyah Nif-clear T lart as 
NCR SQ1 C98 9039.  

If you have any quemrti.ons, p!sase get in touch witu R H. 51*e1l at 
M'T 858~-2688.  

Very truly yours, 

I.. M. Hill;, **]¶Ager 
Xulear Liran.i4ig 

"'nolosure 
cc: Mr'. Richard C. DeYou-ig, Direct%,' (Enclonurn) 

Office of Inspection and Enforl-ement 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission 
Washingtor. DC 205r55 
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VATI'S BAR IIRLEA PLANT ONfS I AID 2 
UN(MhIATUVE LOADS CIS PIPE SUPPOR MU IEODWICfTIC4I3 

SCI M1 WE 8013 
BWBU-5-390/S1-O7, *RID-5-391/81-06 

10 CF3 50.55(e) 
FIFTH INTERM URCPOT 

Piping system analyses and support design for class 1, 2, and 3 
sy-itew inside containment were cointracted out to EDS Nuclear, 
Ineorporated. EM tabulatea design loadn tar the pipe supports an 
support drawings. EMS had design and revision responsibility for &ll 
piping reanalysis results Which could ijave an tmpat on~ existing 
support designs. Load increases that i-esulted trom piping reenaly,,::s 
hut 'Ad not require design vvAifinutiona were not revizsd on the 
suppk%-t drawings. Design control respons!bility for all support 
,,ravings was subsequently tu~rnied ovver Wt TVA, and subseq~uent dvsign 
moIfi ications by TVA ware ba;3ed on the design loads tabulated on the 
draw r~p. Therefore, some design imdLifiations by TVA may be base on 
unconservative loads. At the time of EDM's contract, TVA did riot 
recognize that these load increases could have an adverse impact on 
sutL!equent support cesigns an, therefore, did not -'equir'e ;hat FM 
tabulate thsei l.3ad.6 ýn the affectid support drawings.  

TV' has reviewed ;kw subject~ deficiency an.. me~termined that &ai desigr 
review to; unit 1 and nil. 2 will 'u- *caplete !)#,amber 41, 1982, rad 
April 'YO, 1983, respective~y. TVA v1:l" suppi; at~dition il tnfo-mation 
upon (c.x)l~toi ( * the design reviso.


