
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
CHATTANOOGA. TENNESSEE 39401 

400 Chestnut Street Tower II 
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WBR-50-39o/84-o7 
WBRD-50-391/84-O7 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission 
Region II 
Attn: Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Regional Administrator 
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 290C 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

Dear Mr. O'Reilly: 

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 - SUPPORT DESIGNS DO NOT MEET 
REQU1RDEENTS - WHRD-50-390/84-07, WBRD-50-391/84-07 - FINAL REPORT 

The subject deficiency was initially reported to NRC-OIl Inspector 
Dave Verrelli on February 10, 1984 in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55(e) as 
NCR WBN WBP 8408. Our first interim report Was submitted on March 8, 1984.  
Enclosed is our final report.  
If you have any questions, please get in touch with R. H. Shell at 

FTS 858-2688.  

Very truly yours, 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

SM.v1MU 
L. M. Mills, Manager 
Nuclear Licensing 

Enclosure 
co: Mr. Richard C. DeYoung, Director (Enclosure) 

Office of Inspection and Enforcement 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com•ission 
Washington, D.C. 20555 

Rocord-s Center (Enclosure) 
Institute of Nuclear Power Operations 
1100 Circle 75 Parinmy, Suite 1500 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
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ENCLOSURE 

WATTS BAR NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 
SUPPORT DESIGNS DO NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS 

NCR WBN WBP 8408 
WBRD-50-390/84-07 AND WBRD-50-391/84-07 

10 CFR 50.55(e) 
FINAL REPORT 

Description of Deficiency 

In October 1983, TVA requested Westinghouse to submit their load analysis on 

the bottom-mounted instrumentation system (BMI) and the reactor vessel level 

instrumentation system (RVLIS). Upon receipt of the Westinghouse analysis, 

TVA found that the support designs were not in agreement with the analysis.  

For 8a-lysis problem 0600200-10-01, -02, and -03, which involved the BMI 

system, the original analysis and preliminary support design was done by EDS 
Nuclear (now Impell Corporation), and the final support designs and 

installatln were done by TVA. Several of the installed supports do not meet 

the Westinghouse requirements. For RVLIS, Westinghcuse ha4 the original 

cha;age of contract No. 128 issued in January 1980. However, Westinghouse did 

not submit this analysis until requested to do so by TVA, and in reviewing 

this analysis, TVA had found that one support is required which at present 

has not been designed or installed.  

After requesting Westinghouse to supply the analysis on BMI and RVLIS, TVA 
discovered that the rigorous analysis problem 0600200-13-01, involving the 
pressurizer surge line was also questionable. Upon further investigation, it 
was 0ottermined that like the EMI system the original analysis and preliminary 
suppoet design were done by EDS. However, in 1978 the analysis responsibility 
for the pressurizer surge line was transferred to Westinghouse who then 
submitted their analysis to TVA later that year, but TVA failed to incorporate 
the Westinghouse analysis into the plant design. The current support designs 
(EDS designs), therefore, are not in agreement with the current analysis.  

As noted above, the analysis teo: the BMI arn1 the pressurizer surge line were 

initially done by EDS. This was due to the fact that TVA had responsibility 

for these system at Sequoyah Nuclear Plant (SQN), and because Watts Bar 

Nuclear Plant (WBN) was a sister plant, civil designers assumed TVA had 

system responsibility at WBN. However, after approved analysis and support 

designs were received from EDS, and TVA had begun implementing these designs, 

TVA noted that the nuclear steam suppy system (NSSS) contract provided for 

Westinghouse to perform the system analysis. This change in the scope of 

responsibilities between SQN and WBN caused confusion within TVA as to who 

was responsible for the analyses of these lines. This confusion was 

compounded by the fact that an approved analysis was already in the hands of 

TVA design personnel which, in effect, negated the normal design controls TVA 

had in place.  

In investigating the circumstances surrounding the Westinghouse analyses for 

RVLIS, TVA has determired that review of system documentation (i.e., stress 

analysis) is btill ongoing and that the system design has not been finalized.  

Because of this, we believe the work required for RVLIS is part of the norval 

design process and is not a design error that reiuires reporting under 

10 CFR 50.55(e).



Safety Implications 

Because the support designs for the EMI and pressurizer surge line above do 
not meet the requirements of the current rigorous analyses for the systems, 
there is no assurance that the supports could survive a seismic event.  
Failure of any of the supports could cause a subsequent failuke of the 
supported piping. As such, this condition could adversely affect the safe 
operation of the plant.  

Corrective Action 

TVA has assumed responsibility of the rigorous analysis of the BMI, performed 
this analysis, and has received Westinghouse concurrence on the results. This 
analysis will require that restraints be added to two supports for each unit.  
Design modifications for the pressurizer surge lines are also in progress. The 
design work for these items is being accomplished through engineering change 
notice (ECN) 4621 for unit 1 and ECN 4759 for unit 2. The subsequent 
construction work will be complete by May 17, 1984, for unit 1 and September 1, 
1985, for unit 2.  

Because tý-e conditions that caused the confusion over analysis responsibility 
exist only with these two examples and do not nor have not existed for any other 
TVA plant, TVA considers this item an isolated occurrence which does not require 
any actions to prevent recurrence.


