TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

CUATTANOOGA. TENNIMSE 37401
51 157B Lookout Place

AUG 5 6
iSD-5S0-391/8i 47
U.s. laclear Raeulatory commision
egimn 11
Attention: Dr. J. Isoa Grace, Regional Administrator

101 Marietta Street, W, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Dear Dr. Grace:

MATTS BAR IUCLEAR PLAR (Mi) - Utll 2 - ICOMPLETE OR IUarDOM ID CNCIlImg
OF AMALTIS - MRD-50-391/82-47 - FINAL mIw FO T2

The subject deficiency was initially reported to UMC-01 Inspector

R. V. Crlenjak on May 13, 1982 in accordance with 10 CF3 50.55(e) as

CR Wt CEB 8211. This Ms follod by obr interiareports dated

June 15, 1982 and February 2 and June 24, 1983 and our final report for

unit 1 dated October 4, 1983. Further'interim reports for unit 2 were
ubmitted on Jamary 17, and October 30, 1985. nclosed is our final report
for unit 2.

If there are any questions, please get in touch with J. .AMonald at
(615) 365-8527.

Very tTuly yours,

TI1EfSF VALLEY AUTHORITY

R. 7. Gridley Director
Maclear Safet and Licensing

Enclosure

cc (IMnlosure):
Mr. Jame Taylor, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
MWahington, D.C. 20555

Records Center

I nstitute of Nuclear Power Operations
1100 Circle 75 Parkway, Suite 1500
Atlanta, Georgia 30339

8600180195 860805
PDR  ADCCK 05000391
9 PDR

An Equal Opportunity Employer



WATTS BAR *CL PAIUR [UIT 2
P3LE on nul omar Ei Nm anr | m OF ArALXSIS
WND-50-391/82-47
IC UMWC B 8211
10 CFR 50. 55(e)

Dscriotion of Deficiency

Sl DOS Imain-ring Procedure (IP) 3.03, "Design Calculations,” sectio 2.3,
stated " Safety-related design calulations shall be ohecked for adequacy by
gualfied person or Sroup other than the preparer.”

Durin a routine analysi review, the following deficiencies wre discovered
within TWA's Office of mginering (OE), Civil gin-erin Branch (CMa).

The following piping stss analysis problems do not met th requirments set
forth in i DESEP 3.03 for indepeadent checking: 3-62-7A, -62-SA,
W3-62-9A, 13-70-9A, 53-70-10A, 53-26-5A, and 53-63-2A. The preparer aso
performd the checking for these problem.

In addition, an evaluation o analysis problem 13-72-2A and -SA indicates
that iacople t checkling M performed. The checklist on file for 53-72-2A
and -5A is identified as "preliminary” and only a cursory check wa
performd. A "final" checklist was not completed which requires a detailed
check of the input and output to the computer analysis.

Other analysis problem (03-63-4., 53-70-8A, and 53-72-A) reflect an
indpendent check on the issued isomtrics but do not have on file a signed
off checklist.

The above situations are only representative nrmples and during an
independat check of all pipe stress analysis proble other deficient

el ples ware found. Approximately 30 problem are involved in this
defici ency.

The root cause of this deficiency is that atts Bar Piping Analysis Section 2
wa using preliminary datain the original issue of these rigorous analysis
problems twich wore not documted per EP 3.03. It wa the analysis section's
intent that when a ranalysis was performd, the preliminary data would be
finalized and that the analysis calculations (inuding flange evaluation)

would be prepared, checked, and sent to document storag. There was no system

in effect that would have required these problem to be reviewed or
reenalyzed.
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