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Pref ace

This subcategory report isone of a series of repertl prepared for the

Enpl oyee Concerns Special Program (ECSP of the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA). The ECSP and the organization ich carried out the program the
Enpl oyee Concerns Task Group CECTG. were established by TVhA' Manager of
Nucl ear Power to evaluate and report On those Office of Nuclear Power (ON\P)
enpl oyee concerns filed before February 1, 1986. ~Concerns filed after that
date are handled by the ongoing ONP Enpl oyee Concerns Program (ECP).

The ECSP addressed over 5800 enployee CONCerns. Each of the concerns Was a
formal, written description of a circumstance Of Circunstances that an

enpl oyee thought was unsafe, unjust, inefficient, Of i nappropriate. The
mission of the Enployee Concerns Speci al Programwas to t horoughl y
investigate all issues presented inthe concerns and to report the results
of those investigations to @ formaccessible to QW enpl oyees, the NRC, and
the general public. The results of these investigations are communicated
by four levels of ECSP reports: el enent, subcategory, category, and final.

Elenent reports, the lowest reporting level, wll be published only for
those concerns directly affecting the restart of Sequoyah Nuclear Plant's
reactor unit 2. An element consists of one or fore closely related
issues. An issue isa potential problemidentified by ECTG during the
eval uation process as having been raised inone or nore concerns. For
efficient handling, what appeared to be simlar concerns were grouped into
el enents early | nthe program but issue definitions energed from the

eval uation process itself. Consequently, SOME elements did include only

%r|1e Istsue, but often the ECTG evaluation found more than one issue per
enent .

Subcat egory reports summarize the evaluation of anunber of elenents.
However  the subcategory report does more than collect elenment |evel

eval uations. The subcategory |evel overview of element findings leads to
an integration of information that cannot take place at the elenent | evel .
This Integration of information reveal s the extent to which problens
overlap more than one el ement and will therefore require corrective action
for underlying causes not fully apparent at the element level.

To make the subcategory reports easier to understand, three Itens have been
placed at the front of “each report: apreface, a gl ossary of the

term nol ogy Unigue to ECSP reports, and alist of acronyns (terns formed
fromthe ?Hst letters of a series of words).

Additionally, at the end of each subcategory report the reader will find at
least two attachments. The first I'sa Subcategory Surmary Table that
includes the following infornation: —the concern number, a brief statement
of the concern, and a designation of nuclear safety-rel ated CONCerns. The
second attachment |salisting of the concerns included | neach issue

eval uated | nthe subcategory.
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The subcategories are themselves swrarized ina series of eight category
reports. Each category report reviews the major findings and col lective
significance of the subcategory reports i none of the follow ng areas:

* mnagenent and personnel relations
* industrial safety

* construction

* material control

operations

* quality assurance/quality control
wel di ng

engi neering

A separate report on enployee concerns dealing with specific contentions Of
intimdation, harassment, and wrongdoing will be released by the TVA Cffice
of the Inspector General.

Just as the subcategory reports integrate the Information col lected at the
el ement level, the category reports integrate the information assenmbled In
all the subcategory reports within the category, addressing particularly
the underlying causes of those problens that run across more than one
subcat egory.

A final report will integrate and assess the i nformation collected by all
of the lower level reports prepared for the ECSP, including the Inspector
Ceneral 's report.

for more detail on the methods by which ECTG enployee concerns Were

eval uated and reported. consult the Tennessee val | ey Authority Enployee
Concerns Task Goup Program Manual. The Manual spells out the program s
obj ectives. scope, Organization, and responsibilities. |t also specifies
the proceduares that were followed in the investigation, reporting, and
closeout of the issues raised by enployee concerns
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ECSP GLOSSARY OF REPCRT TERMS*

classification of evaluated issues the evaluation of an issue leads to one of
the follow ng deternuinations:

dass A Issue cannot be verified as fact ual

Oass B Issue isfactually accurate, but what i sdescribed Isnot a

problem (i.e., not a condition requiring corrective action)

Oass C Issue isfactual and identifies & problem but corrective action
for the problemwas initiated before the evaluation of the issue

was undertaken

Cass D Issue isfactual and presents a probl em for which corrective
action has been, or Isbeing, taken as aresult of an evaluation

Cass E Aproblem requiring corrective action, which was not identifiled
by an enpl oyee concern, but was reveal ed during the ECTG
eval uation of an issue raised by an enployee concern.

collective significance an analysis which determnes the inportance and
consequences of the findings ina particul ar ECSP report by putting those
findings i1 nthe proper perspective.

concern (see "enpl oyee concern”)

corrective action steps taken to fixspecific deficiencies Of di screpanci es
reveal ed by a negative finding and. when necessary, to torrect causes In
order to prevent recurrence.

criterion (plural: criteria) abasis for defining a performance, behavior, or
qual ity which ONP inmposes on Itself (see also "requirement”).

element or element report an optional level of ECSP report, bel ow the
subcategory level, that deals with one or nore ISSUES.

enpl oyee concern @ formal, written description of a circunstance Of
Circumstances that an enployee thinks unsafe, unjust, Inefficient or
iKn]gppropriate; usual |y documented on a K-form or aform equivalent to the
-form
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eval uator(s) the individual(s) assigned the responsibility to assess a specific
grouping at enpl oyee concerns.

findings includes both statenments of fact and the judgments made about those
facts during the evaluation process; negative findings require corrective
action.

issue apotential problem as interpreted by the ECTG during the eval uation
process, raised inone or more concerns.

K-form (see "enployee concern")

reguirenent astandard of performance, behavior, or quality on which an
eval uation judgnent or decision may be based.

root cause the underlying reason for a problem

*Terns essential to the program but which require detailed definition have been

defined i nthe ECTG Procedure Manual (e.g., generic. specific, nuclea*e
safety-related. unreuiewed safety-significant question).
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Acr onyns

Administrative Instruction

American Institute of Steel Construction
As Low As Reasonably Achievabl e

American Nucl ear Society

American National Standards Institute
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
American Society for Testing and Materials
American Wl ding Society

Browns Ferry Nucl ear Plant

Bel | ef onte Nucl ear Pl ant

Condi tion Adverse to Quality

Corrective Action Report

Corrective Action Tracking Docunent
Corporate Commitnent Tracking System
Category Evaluation Goup Head

Code of Federal Regul ations

Concer ned | ndi vi dual

Certified Material Test Report
Certificate of Confornmance/ Conpliance

Desi gn Change Request

Division of Nuclear Construction (see also NU CON)
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DNE Division of Nuclear Engineering
DNQA Divirlon of Nuclear Quality Assurance
DNT Division of Nuclear Training
DOE Department of Energy
DPO Division Personnel Oficer
DR Di screpancy Report or Deviation Report
ECN Engi neering Change Notice
ECP Enpl oyee Concerns Program

ECP- SR Enpl oyee Concerns Program Site Representative

ECSP Enpl oyee Concerns Special Program

ECTG Enpl oyee Concerns Task. G oup

EECC Equal Enpl oyment Cpportunity Comm ssion
EQ Environmental Qualification

EMRT Emergency Medical Response Team

EN DES Engi neering Design

SRT Enpl oyee Response Team or Enmergency Response Team
FCR Field Change Request

TSAR Final Safety Analysis Report

FY Fiscal Year

GET General Employee Training

NCI Hazard Control Instruction

HVAC Heating, Ventilating, Air Conditioning

I 1 Installation Instruction
| NPO Institute of Nuclear Power Operations

IRN Inspection Rejection Notice
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L/R Labor Relations Staff
VKA Modi fications and Additions Instruction
Kl Mai nt enance I nstruction
VSPB Merit Systems Protection Board
XT Magnetic Particle Testing
NCR Nonconforming Condition Report
NDE Nondestructive Exam nation
NPP Nucl ear Performance Plan
NPS Non-pl ant Specific or Nuclear Procedures System
NQAM Nucl ear Quality Assurance Manual
NRC Nucl ear Regulatory Coimmission
NSB Nucl ear Services Branch
NSRS Nuclear Safety Review Staff

NU CON Division of Nuclear Construction (obsolete abbreviation, see DNC)

NUHARC Nuclear Uility Management and Resources Cotmmittee

OSHA Occupational Safety and Hedth Administration (or Act)
ONP O fice of Nuclear Power

onep O fice of Wrkers Conpensation Program

PHR Personal History Record

PT Liquid Penetrant Testing

A Quality Assurance

AP Qual ity Assurance Procedures

Q@ Quality Control

@« Quality Control Instruction
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QcP
QTC
RIF
RT
SQN
SI
sopP
SRP
SWEC
TAS
Tal
TVA

TVILC

WBECSP

WBN

Quality Control Procedure

Quality Technology Company

Reduction in Force

Radiographic Testing

Sequoyah Nuclear Plant

Surveillance Instruction

Standard Operating Procedure

Senior Review Panel

Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation
Technical Assistance Staff

Trades and Labor

Tennessee Valley Authority

Tennessee Valley Irades and Labor Council
Ultrasonic Testing

Visual Testing

Watts Bar Employee Concern Special Program
Watts Bar Nuclear Plant

Work Request or Work Rules

Workplans
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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY
MECHANI CAL

Report Nunmber: 17100
Revision Nunber: 3

SUMWARY OF THE | SSUES

Of the 44 concerns evaluated within the Construction - Mechani cal
Subcategory, 39 were evaluated at WBN. Four of these concerns were
deened potentially generically applicable to SQN as well as an
additional SQN specific concern. Three of those concerns were found
potentially generically applicable to and evaluated at both BFN and
BLN.  Four additional site-specific concerns were raised and eval uated
at BLN. Therefore, atotal of 54 site concerns were evaluated within
this subcategory. O these, nine site problenms (17 percent) were
identified that had not been fully addressed.

The 44 concerns received were related to six issues normally considered
i nthe mechanical engineering discipline: valves, heating, ventilating,
and air-conditioning systems (HVAC); mechanical equipment; insulation;
pipe/fittings; and mixed structural connections.

The five problematic concerns (actually nine site concerns) addressed:
(1) aCass Bvalve inaCass Aline; (2)Limtorque valve orientation
and mai ntenance; (3) containment penetration vendor welds not properly
hydroed; (4)the perception that the ERCW system was designed as
stainless steel but not constructed as such; (5)cosnetically rusted
val ves.

MAJOR FI NDI NGS

One of the concern identified problens, Cass Bvalve inCass A line at
WBN, had already been addressed under an NSRS evaluation. Corrective
action had been identified and conpleted at the time of this

eval uati on.

Three of the problematic site concerns were actually one Limtorque

val ve orientation/mintenance concern raised at BLN and eval uated at
each site. Itwas found to be a problem issue at three of the four
sites:  WBN, BFN, and BLN. This issue was being partially addressed at
those sites by the Environmental Qualification programs (EQ

Bi nder s/ QVDS) .

One other VBN Issue (containment penetration vendor welds not properly
hydroed) was factual and a problem at WBN and also was potentially
generic to all sites. Proper documentaticn (NCRs) of this condition had
been issued and the CAQ made generic to all sites before the concern was
raised through QIC.  This evaluation found that neither SQN nor BFN had
addressed this potential CAQ at their sites.

Page 1 of 4



The concern citing that the ERCW system was designed as st ainl ess steel
but not constructed as such was found partially factual and a problem at
SN SQN had inplenmented an ECN to change portions of the ERCW system
piping Inside the plant from carbon to stainless steel because of
corrosion problems. The change-out was performed on a piece-neal basis
as outages and manpower pernitted. The conplete status of the pipe
change-out was not adequately known; therefore, DNE and SQN
Mbdifications were inthe process of evaluating the as-built pipint.

The last site concern related problem (the ninth) was identified by a
BLN specific concern. It cited that some val ves_i nthe plant were,
"rusty on the outside but okay on the inside". The concern itself was
found to not constitute a problem however, inthe process of
evaluation, it was deternined that DNC enployees did not have a vehicl e
conparabl e to the ONP Maintenance Request for initiating and tracking
corrective maintenance of plant equipnent. The current vehicle at their
di sposal was the enployee concern program whi ch thais eval uation

concl uded, was a very inefficient means of identifying and correcting
ni nor maintenance Itens.

The remai nder of the 54 site concerns (83 percent) were found to be
either not factual or f'ectual but not a problem

COLLECTI VE SI GNI FI CANCE

Al of the issues evaluated were each represented by one concern with
three exceptions: (1)the two concerns addressed under Procedure
Violation (containment penetration vendor welds not hydroed), (2)two
concerns (raised by the sane individual) citing that the ERCWline at
WBN was originally designed as stainless steel but that stainless st eel
was not installed, (3)five concerns were raised citing that nixed
schedul es and grades of pipe were welded together at WBN within the same
systems. No col lective significance could be assigned to issues (1) and
(2)and no overall patterns or trends were identified when all issues
were coal esced. However, the five factual but not a problem concerns.
issue (3), did inply a problem Wy did the five concernwd i ndi vi dual s
think that a problemexisted? |t was the evaluator's opinion that the
probl em perception was due to ignorance of pipe classification criteria
and the fact that system design change points could be appropriately
desi gnated where the criteria changed. ~ Based on the concer ned
individuals ignorance of these basic facts, the effectiveness of
management i nanswering basic questions such as these ei ther through
training, enployment involvement meetings, or a sinple question and
answer nust be questioned.

CAUSES OF THE MACOR FINDINGS

The inadequacies and incongruencles found inthe VBN BFN, and BLN
Limitorque preventative naii.tenance prograns were due inpart to the
fact that numerous persons/organizations were assigned the
responsibilities of defining these activities for their respective
organi zations. The problenatic findings were also attributed to
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i nadequate programs and controls established to ensure that all
applicabl e vendor, EQ and other TVA specified PM activities and storage
requiremefits were defined and updated as necessary, schedul ed, and then
performed at the required intervals and on the required equipnent.

Designer error was the root cause, as specified on the applicable NCR
for a 2-inch Oass B check valve having been installed inaCass Aline
at OI\/\BN. The valve tags not being inplace was attributed to normal wear
and tear.

The causes for corrective action not being taken on cosmetically rusted
valves at BLN could be attributed to two factors: (1) DNC enpl oyees had
no erficient vehicle, such as the ONP MR program for initiating and
tracking corrective maintenance or plant equipment short of the enployee
concerns program and (2)the responsibilities of ONP enployees for
initiating an MR when the need for corrective maintenance was identified
was not delineated I nthe appropriate plant procedures.

Wthin the HVAC, mechanical equipment, mxed structural connections, and
insul ation issues; no problens were identified.

The concerns evaluated at each site under "Procedure Violation" cited
that neither the vendor nor TVA had hydro tested a circunferential
vendor weld inthe process pipe portion of containnent penetrations at
WBN. The cause of this problemat WBN, as cited on the previously
generated NCR's docunenting this CAQ was that the DNE Contract
Engineering Unit failed to ensure that code requirements had been met on
the DUE-procured penetrations inquestion. The evaluation of this issue
for generic applicability to SN had been initiated inresponse to t he
VBN NCR but had not been conpleted at the time of this investigation.
BFN had not yet begun their evaluation at the tine of this
investigation. The cause for evaluation delay of this potentially
generic CAQ to BFN was the BFN Design Project not perforning the

eval uation according to procedure, but attenpting to transfer the
responsibility for the evaluation of this potential CAQ to the ON? Site
Director's Organization. The BFN Site Director was also at fault for
neither accepting nor rejecting this transfer of responsibility. The
cause for BLN not revising their applicable QCPs requiring their
inspectors to specifically examine the welds inquestion during
hydrostatic testing, as stated intheir response to the Potential
Generic Condition Evaluation nenorandum was attributed to a

m scoi muni cation between the cognizant DNE and DNC engi neers.

The second problemidentified within the pipe/fittings issue was at SN
and was related to a WBN concern which cited that the ERCW piping was
required to be stainless steel. At SQN, portions of the ERCW pi pi ng
systemwithin the plant were changed from the original design of carbon
steel to stainless steel under an ECN.  Sone of the piping was
changed-out; however, the as-constructed status of the system was not
adequately known. The DNE Mechanical Pipe Unit was inthe process of
evaluating the as-built piping. The cause for the portion of the SN
ERCW piping, required to be stainless steel under the applicable ECs,
not being changed from carbon steel was that the design change had been
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initiated after the plant had gone into operation wth the originally
desi gned carbon steel piping; thus restricting the ability to get the
changes made ina tinely manner.

CORRECTI VE ACTION ON MAJOR FI NDI NGS

BLN had taken action to address the incongruencies intheir DNC and ONP
PH programs by assigning the equi pment Preventive Mai nt enance assessnent
responsibilities to the appropriate OW System Engi neer.  Although this
was a step inthe right direction. ithad not been brought to fruition
at the time of this evaluation as docunented by the deficiencies
identified i nthis report.

An SCR had docunented the issue of aCass Bvalve ina Cass Aline at
WBN. The valve was upgraded under an ECN by Kerotest, the vendor. The
Oass 1 ASME tag was placed on the valve. The SCR was closed.

An NCR had been issued to document and resolve the issue of containment
penetrations not properly hydroed by either the vendor or TVA. This NCR
had been closed on a use-as-is basis. An additional NCR had been issued
to further document the cited problemat VBN (both NCR's had been
generated before the enployee concern). At the tine of evaluation, the
second NCR was still open pending hydrostatic testing and arbitration
between TVA and NRC relative to the acceptability of the first NCRs
use-as-is disposition. SQN, BFN, and BLN had been notified of this
potential CAQ however, only BLN had responded to the Potential Generic
Condition Evaluation menoranduns at the time of this evaluation.

Rel ative to the SQN ERCW system piping change-out, three ECNs had
already been issued to document that part of the ERCW systemwas left as
carbon steel instead of replaced by stainless. The DNE Mechanical Pipe
Unit was i nthe process of evaluating the as-built piping present status.
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Esecutive sunmmary Table 11

ISSUES SR
|

I N-85-719-001
During the 1979
hydrostatic test ofi
a thirty-six inch
mai n steam line,
the valve which
isolated the tur
bi ne |eaked. This
valve was |ocated
in the south valve
room

IN 86-284-002 X
Val ves V329 and
V330 in the in-corel
i nstrunment buil di ngi
were pressure-test-|
ed by air in 1980,
but these valves
shoul d have been
hydro-tested. C
stated that the
valves were re
pl aced (possibly I

2460T

X

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGCRY 17100

| FINDINGS | CAluse I

J 11
I

|
| This concern issue was | None None
jfactual in that an MsIV
| seat | eakage probl emwas
| encountered during the 19791
lunit 1 main steam hydro- I
Istatic test. However, ap- |
I plicable portions of G 29
lall owed for seat | eakage
I during hydrostatic test
I conduct; therefore, this
Iwas not considered a defi
Icient condition. The | eak-1
| age problem was attributed |
Ito the operation of the
val ves under abnornal con
Iditions (hydrostatic vs
I dynam c steam) rather than
seat failure. No val ve
seat perfornmance problens
had been identified nor
Irepairs nmade since instal
Ilation of these val ves.
Il
| This concern issue could | None None
Inot be verified as factual |
since both pneumatic and I
hydrostatic tests were
Irequired and perfornmed on |
It hese val ves. The val ves I
in question were replaced |
in late 1983 after they I
failed and could not be I
Inmodified to pass a pneunat-|
lic containnent isolation I
ivalve leak rate test which |

CORR ACT.
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I COLLECTI VE
I S| GNI FI CANCE
INOTE:  The follow ng summary of
I collective significance was
| applicable to all issues eval uated
Iwithin this subcategory.
I
Al of the issues evaluated were
| each represented by one concern
Iwith three exceptions: (1) the
[two concerns addressed under Pro
| cedure Violation (containment
| penetration vendor welds not
| hydr oed), (2) two concerns
I (raised by the same individual)
Iciting that the ERCWIline at VBN
Iwas originally designed as stain
| ess steel but that stainless
Isteel was not installed, and (3)
Ifive concerns were raised citing
Ithat m xed schedul es and grades of
| pi pe were wel ded together at VBN
Iwithin the same systens. No
I collective significance could be
| assigned to issues (1) and (2)
land no overall patterns or trends
Iwere identified when all issues
Iwere coal esced. However, the five
Ifactual but not a problem
I concerns, issue (3), did inply a
I problem Wy did the five con
Icerned individuals think that a
| probl em exi sted? It was the
| evaluator's opinion that the
| probl em perception was due to
l'ignorance of pipe classification
Icriteria and the fact that system
| desi kn chance Doints could be
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ISSUES

IN-86-284-002
(conti nued)
after testing).
Cl has no further
i nf ormati on.
Construction Dept.
concern.

XX-85 094 -007
L.imtorque val ves
at Bll were not
stored or
installed in the
correct attitude.
nor were they main
tai ned properly.

2460T

Is
|

INS ( FINDINGS

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGCRY 17100

CAUSE CORR ACT.

Iwas required by Appendix J |

lto 10 CFB 50.
| ment

tin early 1984.
loriginal valves and
I repl acement

The repl ace-
val ves were success-
[fully retested (pneunatic)
Both the

t he

val ves were

| hydrostatically tested

| before conduct of
Imatic test
late 1983).
Ithe statenent of
| cern,

the pneu-|
(late 1982 and
Contrary to
the con
no pressure tests

were conducted on these

val ves in 1980.

IVBN DNCs Preventive Hainte-|ul er ous
I nance Program Linitorque

I val ve operators adequately
| addressed the applicable Pl i ons were

land storage requireents

Iwith the followi ng excep-

I tion: storare | evel

" Cl

I specified no humidity or

| teaperature control,

no

| The corrective act:ionl
| per sons/ of NCR 7199 RO is the
| coge@ciziave action
Iplan to close this

I responsi - | CATD
Ible for de-lI
Ifining Liml
|'itorque

mai nt enance |
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I COLLECTI VE
1 S| GNI FI CANCE
| appropriately designated where the
Icriteria changed. Based on the
| concerned individuals ignorance of
Ithese basic facts, the effective
mess of managenment in answering
| basi ¢ questions such as these

|l either through training, oenploy
Iment involverent neetings, or a

I sinple question and answer nust be
| questi oned.

10 the 54 site concerns, 83 per
Icent were found either not factual
lor factual but not a probloem Wy

Idid 34 persons (85 percent of the
I concerned individuals) perceive

[ probl ems when problenms did not
lexist? It was the evaluator's
lassurption that this collectively
I significant question would be

| addressed on the Category or ECTG
| Final Report levels. Neverthe
iles, this question was evident
(upon reflection on the evaluation
[ findings.



Executive Smmary Table 91

ISSUES (SR INS
[-S  -094-001 I
(Cont i nued) 1

I
I
I I
.
I
I I
I
I I
I
I
I
I I
Ul

2460T

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

I FINDINGS | CAUSE I COR ACT.
I I |
Ipreferred operator orienta-lactivities |
Ition specified, no inspec- Ifor their |
Ition of notor |eads for I respective |
| oi | / grease damage duri ng | organi za- |
(PM and no verification of Itions. Al-I
[limt switch assenbly screw so. inade- |
Ilengtb  and | ock washer (quate pro- |
linstallation. grams and |
| (CATD 17101- UBN-0I) (controls I
| est abl i shedl
[to ensure |
I all applic-I
lable ven- |
Idor, EQ |
land other |
| TVA speci- |
(fied PH I
I

(The UBe ONP Limitorque PH

| Program was found deficientl
in areas of conplying with
reconendati ons and
(testing operator notors.

(vendor

| (CATD 17101- UBN- 02)
|
|

(activities

| and st oragel
Irequire- I
Iments were |
| defi ned and
| updated as |
I necessary, |
schedul ed |
[ and per- I
Sf or med. I
| |
| See above |LlImitorque PH
(instructions will be
(revised to include

| neggering of CSSC op-|
lerator notors and ex-
| ereising on non-CSSC
(operators where and

[
I
I
I
I
| | when Dractical. A

COLLECTIVE
RTAIUYTPAWEM3

Page 3 of 53



Executive Sumary Table #1

| SSUes ISI 1us

A 1~
1X-a5-094-007
(Conti nued)

2460T

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGCORY 11100

FI NDI NGS I CAUSE

|ﬁound

| Based on the deficiencies |See above

ILiitorque vave operatorsl.
| OPs progranicontrols werel
| i nadequat e.

I I

CORK ACT.

Irevieww || be per- |
Iformed to assure all |
| appl i cabl e vendor, I
|QDS, and other TVA |
Irequirenents are I

I being net. Review I
| and docunentation of |
|deficiencies will be

I done according to
IAI-9.2. Al 1E harshl
[ envi ronment Lim
Itorque notors wll bel
Itested as the PR

| schedul e dictates.
IDNC plans to take
Iresponsibility for
(devel oping their own

| PH program

|

| Proposed corrective
laction is to revise
IAl-9.2 attachment 11.1
IRSL 2.2, and ESL 4.5
Ito include eval uationl
| of other TVA spei - I
Ified requirements forl
IPM activities and [
[ eval uation of any I
| avai | abl e docurmented |
| operating experience.|l
A program is now

| underway to eval uate, |
I review, and revise
Ithe RRS and ENS PH

| program As a mini-
mum this ProRram

COLLECTIVE
SIGNIFICANCE

Page 4 of S3



Eeecutive Sumary Table

issues
I 1
x| -5-09a4- 007
(Conti nued)

2460T

ISB I NS

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

I FINDINGS | CAUSE
1 I
|
ITS 01.00.15.14.03 (DPM N82 |See above
[Al7). RO paragraph 7.26
Irelative to the m ni num
storage requirenents for
Ithe Limtorque valve opera
Itors was inadequate.
| (CATD 17101- NPS-01)
I BLN shoul d establish | See Above

adequate progranicontrols |
I[to ensure that all appli- I
I cable vendor, EQ and otheri
| TVA specified PH activitiesl
land storage requirenents I
| (such as DPM N82M3) are I
lidentified, updated as I
| necessary, schedul ed, and |
[then Performed at the I

| CORR ACT.
I I
(will evaluate all
| CSSC Pfs before
lunit 1 fuel Ioad.
IThe Site Director/ [
| Project Manager will |
Ireview the VBN PH
| program to deternne
lif changes sinmilar tol
[the BNP PH program |
[woul d be cost
| effective.
I
| DPH N82A17 will be I
Inodified to include |
ILiritorque Corpora- |
[tion reconmended
Il ong-term storage I
Irequirenents. These |
lare consistent with |
|EQ requirements. Thel
lapplicable portions |
lot N82N3 dealing withi
I storage of Limtorquel
| operators will be [
Ireviewed for incor- |
I poration into DPH N821
| Al7.
I I
| Qur review of this I
| probl em reveal ed one |
lite. related to
[limtorque preventivel
| mai nt enance for whichl
Icorrective action is |
Irequired. This Item |
lie related to the [
l'inpl enentation of DPHI
IN82MB by section I

COLLECTIVE
SIGNIFICANCE

Page 5 of S3



Executive Suanry Table 0l

ISSUES

11-85-094-007
(Conti nued)

2460T

|s3

VECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

I NSI FI NDI NGS

Irequired intervals and on
[the required equipnent.

| (CATD 17101-BLU- 01)

| BLE DECI storage procedure,
shoul d be revised
| speci fying proper Lim
Itorque operator storage

| QCP-1. 2

[level and orientation
[ requirenents
| (CATD 17101- B1N-02)

CAUSE

| See Above

CORE ACT.

linstruction letter
| ENSI L-14.3.1. The
Ilimtorque mainte

I nance requirements
I contained in EMIL
114.3.1 will
lin a plant procedure
[which requires PCC

Ireview. This action
Iwill be conpleted by
109/01/87. No other

| program defi ci enci es

Irelated to |initorquel

| preventive mainte-
I nance has been
lidentified.
| Concerns related to
Ithe application of
I vendor requirenents
[ and environnental
I qualification
Irequirenments inthe
| BLNP preventive

mai nt enance program
lare addressed in our
Iresponses to CATD
[lumbers 17101- BLNI1-03
land 17101- BLN- 05.
I
| BNP- QCP-1.1 (Receiv-
ling Inspection)
Irequires the N-5

| Recei ving | nspect or
(Itoforward a copy of
| BNP-QCP-1.1 Attach-
Iment C to the Plant
| SuDeri nt endent of

be placed

COLLECTIVE
SIGNIFICANCE

Page 6 of 53



Esecutiu

ISSUES | SE
I

11-65-094-007
(Cont i nued)

2460T

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

Su-ary Table 0l

I NS FI NDI NGS
|
I

BLN OUP Standard Practice
IBLH-3.1 should outline
guidelines to be used by

| Syster Engineers in assess
Inent of equipnent PH

| Storage requirelent. These
| ONP PH St orage assessnent

I guidelines were currently
ispecified in Construction

| Procedure QCP-1.3.

CATD 17101-BLN-03)1
I

| See Above

CAUSE

CORK ACT.

Mai nt enance PS(M to
I'specify any special |
| st orage/ mai nt enance |
Irequirements of

| pernanent material/ |
| equi paent received ati
the warehouse. BNP- |
(QCP-1.2 requires the |
IPS(K) to performa |
Ireview of vendor I
(literature to deter- |
m ne special require-|I
Iments for storage of |
materials or equip- |
I ment covered by I
Ivendor manuals. The |
storage levels and [
lorientation of I
[limtorque operators |
Iwhile instorage

Iwoul d be specified

Iby the PS(H) on the

| Attachment C of
IBNP-QCP-1.1. I
I I
| The gui delines for I
|ONP system engi neers |
[to use in the assess-|
Iment of equi prent

| PM storage require-
Iments isgiven in

| Standard Practice

| BLA7.8. Section 5.0
Preventive Nainten-
lance. This procedurel
Iwill be revised by |
May 1,. 1987 to state |

COLLECTI VE

STnYMTPT(AM 1|
SI GNI FI CANCE

Page 7 of



Executive Su ary Table 01

Fseqygiye Suinary Taphe Dl
|
Xl - 65-094-001 |

(Cont i nued)
I

2460T

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

S  FI NDI NGS CAUSE
I I
I
I
‘ gpci fed in Section 5.0 ofl
| Standard Practice BLA-7.8 |
IR6 should be pecified I
Ii’%ctirh' n ~-. |rcie
P pcfe lhudh
lit i hDt r~ I h
I~lo het—te I h
Irpcfe n~SL1.. I

| The mai nt enance activities |See Above

|Also, the PH activities I
|soecified in EKSIL-14.3.1 |

CORR ACT.

ITI n assessing the

I need for periodic

mai nt enance, the

| (nai nt enance) sec- I
Itions shall consider |
| vendor recoi nenda- I
Itions, other TVA
Ispecial PH require- |
Iments. the probable |
Istatus (e.g. dry lay-I
|up, wet, deenergized,|
letc.) of the equip- |
Iment fromtime of
I[tentative transfer tol
I pl ant operations and
Ishall review DNC
lpreventive nainten-

| ance met hods to
Idetermne if they

I should be continued |
lafter transfer."”

(BLE 10 "Long-Term I
(Preservation and

Mai nt enance of Plant |
| Equi puent” is the I
(upper tier document |
Ifor inplenentation oft
| BNP- QCP-1.3 and

| BLM 3. 1.

I

| BLA7.8 Section 5.0
Irequires *.ie system

| engineer to have the
lgrease in Limtorque

| operators replaced ifl
Ithe grease in the I
Ilimtorque operator |

COLLECTI VE
™ S M bevp

Page a of 53
Page S of 53



executive Sumary Table 8l

ISSUES

1X-85-094-007
(Conti nued)

2460T

ISR

lE
|-

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGCORY 17100

| FINDINGS

| (reference DPK- N82K3)

I shoul d be specified within
the PH program

(CATD | 71010 BLN- 04)

CAUSE

CORR ACT.

lis not Nebula EP-1.
IThis is presently

| bei ng acconpl i shed
Ivia MR No correc
Itive action is
Irequired in this I
tarea. The grease in |
(the limt switch
Igears of all Cass ill
| operators located in |
I harsh environnents I
Iwill be changed to I
| f obi | grease 28 by DNCl
(prior to system I
| conponent transfer tot
I plant operations. A |
(l'imt switch grease |
i nspection program |
Iwill be initiated I
ljust prior to fuel I
Il oadi ng. ENSIL-14.3.11
twill be put in an I
jElectrical nainte- I
I nance Cui del i nes

| (ENG and i npl enent ed)
[through the PH data |
t base by 9/1/87.

|| Reference CATD 30801-1
| BLN-01, ECSP Report |
Its 308.01-BLN for I
l'inclusion of inspec- |
Ition programinto the)
I BLN PM program

| |

CCLLECTI VE

STl GTPTCAMCR
SI GNI FI CANCE
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Executive Slumary Table
ISSUES | si

X1-85-094-007 |
(Cont i nued) |

2460T

11

I NS
I

FI NDI NGS
|

| BLN had no QHDS i npl enen-

(tation program or

| ment al

| (CATD 17101- BLN- 05)

any I
Irecognition of environ
qualification main
Itenance requirenents within
(their mai ntenance prograns.

I BLN shoul d be inplenenting

| HDS PH requirenents.

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100
Page 10 of 53

| CAUSE CORK ACT. COLLECTIVE
I STIMTPTAM'PR
INOTE: The following | St N FTVAWR
I  was the CAP forl
| CATD 30801-BLN-1
I 0L
I
| The BLN (DNC and ONP) |
APM program data base |
Iwill be revised to [
linclude requirenents |
(for lubricant inspec-|
[tion inthe Limtor- |
lque limt swtchgearul
lof the operators.
IThis action will be |
| | completed by July 1,
11987.
I

| See Above

[EEN
—

-
~

DNE conplete the |
devel opnent of anl
EQ program for I
BLN whi ch I
conplies with thel
requirements of |
10 CFR 50.49 and |
Regul atory Cuide |
1. 89.

ONP i npl enent t hel
requirements of |
EQ mai nt enance i nl
pl ant procedures.|

nw—un—— ~un~—

[EEN
—
—_ 0D
~

| Backgr ound

IBLN s current program
(for naintenance of I
lenvironnmental |y |
lqualified (EQ equip-I
Iment is described in |l



Executive Sunary Table Ol
| SSUES lsa Insl

XI - 85- 094- 007
(Conti nued)

2460T

FINDINGS

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

CAUSE

I CORR ACT.

[BNLML, Section 1.10 onl
[ NVai nt enance of O ass |
S E equi pnent, and I
lalso in BLM O 1, I
| Section 2.2.2 and I
13.0, Preparation of |
IMRs.  Purchase of I
| spar e/ repl acenent I
Iparts of Class |E
(equi pment is describ-|I
led in BLA9.1 and I
| BLA9. 8. |
(IDNEstarted devel op- |
Iment of an EQ program
[to conply with the I
I requirenments of I
110 CFR 50.49 and I
| preparation of an EQ |
I manual to classify I
Iparts work was

| stopped on the I
| program for BLN.

[ This work activity I
lis being tracked on

| TRO (SCR BLN- EES- I
18543).

L

Page 11 of S3

COLLECTI VE
SI GNI FI CANCR
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Executive Summary Table 01
ISSLJEEueutveSuar Tng I%'?

I -1-
ri-85-055-1104

The NRC identifiea | Xl

the follow ng

concern from review |

of CTC f.le.

Emergerty hand

val ve incrrectly I
instaeled at SQU. "

2460T

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FINDINGS CAUSE |

| Based on a review of NA I
lexpurgatid file IN-5 058,

I conversations with both

Ithe SQN Conpliance

I Li censing Supervisor and

Itwo . QN Reactor Operators.
land interviews with bot!h

Ithe VBN Assi stant Opera
Itions Supervisor and a VBN
|| Reactor Operator; the

I concern citing "Eaergency

| hand val ve incorrectly
linstalled" rould not be
lverified as factual.

| Contrary to h rel evant
Istatement the Cl nade
Idurinn his interviewwth

| QTC, (docunented in the
(expurgated concern file) no
I.ine was ever |evied
lagainst SQO for the cited
Ireason or anything simlar.
| The cogni zant personnel
linterviewed at both SQN
land WBN stated that no
Ivalve installation as

| described existed at thise
| sitet.

COBR ACT.

Pag*
ag

COLLECTIVE
RTfNMTTPrAMPV

12 of S3
1 o 5



Executive Summary Table IL

| SSUES ISR INS
[

BMP-QCP-10.35-B-17 X |
Somw valves ia the |
plant (BLU) were I
rust ed. He said I
they were probably |

OK but just |ooked |
bad.

2460T

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

| FINDINGS

| M functional problem
existed in accordance with
Ithe statement o. the

I concern, only a cosnetic
lone. A problemwas in

| evidence in that the

| enpl oyees concern about a
Iroutine plant maintenance
lissue was raised through

| QCP-10. 35 which was an

| enpl oyee concerns program
[t was found that DNC

| enpl oyees did not have a
Ivehicle conrparable to the
IONP MR for initiating and

Itracking corrective mainte-

I nance of plant equi pnent.
It was also found that the
Iresponsibilities of QOUP

| enpl oyees for initiating
Icorrective action (an MR
I when the need for correc-
Itive maintenance was
(identified was not deli-
(neated in the appropriate
I pl ant procedures.

| (CATDs 17101-BLN- 06 and
107)

Page 13 of S3

| CAUSE I CORR ACT. COLLECTI VE
| S | _CTI\A/MJ;DCVPAUf o
| The causes |General Enployee |

Ifor cor- | Trai ni ng course GET

Irective lidentifies that all

(action not |enployees have the
I being takenlresponsibility for

lon cosnet- linitiating a minte ||
lically | nance request when
(rusted Ithe need for correc
Ivalves at Itive mai ntenance has
IBLI could Ibeen identified. Al
[be attri- | plant personnel are
Ibuted to Irequired to attend

I two | GET 4 training.
(frctors: I

1(1) DC I

lenployees IDNC will initiate a

I had no program that providei»L
jefficient I DNC enpl oyee's a

| vehicl e, Ivehicle to initiate

Isuch as theland track corrective
(ONP MR pro-| mai ntenance on

gram for | permanent plant
[initiating |equipnent. Thi s

land track- 1lprogramw |l be in
ling correc-l1the form of a new BNI?1
Itive main- |procedure or revistio'l]l
Itenance on (to an existing BNP

(pl ant | procedure. The new

| teui pment lorocedure will be

I short of l'incorporated into thel
I'the | exi sting DNC program |
| Enpl oyee | by December 15, 1987.1
| Concer ns I I
| Program I

land (2) I



)

Executive Sumary Table 01

| SSUES

QCP-10. 35-8-17
(Cont i nued)

I N-8S-463-003
Sheet netal cover
box could not be
installed over an
el ectrical penetra-|
tion in the unit 2
I n-core Instrunment
Room because of
interference with
either Flow Controll
Val ve (FCV)-30-20
or FCV-30-S8.

2460T

| SE
I

INS
|

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FINDINGS
I

CAUSE

I Ithe respon-I
Isibi lities
lof 01P
Implloyees
Ifor initi-
latinig an

when

| the need

| Ifor correc-|
Itive Main-
Itenaince wasl

[ liden lified,
|was not

[ Ideli,neat ed
lin tllie
| appr opriatel
Iplanit
Iprociedures. |

| This concern was factual i ni None

Ithat a potential interfer- |
elonce exi sted between valve |
12-FCV-30-S8 and the sheet |
Imetal cover for an adjacent)
lelectrical penetration. Noj
I personnel el ectrical hazard)
lexisted fromthe exposed I
lelectrical penetration con-|
(ductors since no cables hadl
Ibeen terrinated at the

I penetration (the installa-
[tion of the cover was a
Iprerequisite to cable
Itermination). |
I I

INone

coaR ACT. I

_SIGNIFICANCE

COLLECTIVE

Page 14 of 53



MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

Executive Sumary Table 11 Page IS of 53
| SSUES ISP INS | FINDINGS I CAUSE | CORR ACT. | COLLECTIVE
Sl I I | | SIGNIFICANCE
1- S5-034- 001 | | I This concern was factual inlNone INone I
Mechani cal di screp Ithat a "nechanical discrep-|
ancies existed on lancy" did exist on both I I |
not or operat ed 12-FCV-62-90 and 133 at the
val ves. Itime the concern was | |

| expressed (Septenber 1985).1 I |
|QTC for confidentiality I | |
jreasons, would not provide |
l'information descriptive of
(the mechani cal discrepan | |
Icies. For organizational | |
Ireasons, they were assuned | |
Ito be clearance rel ated,
I however, this eval uation I I |
Idid not support that ass- I
lunption. At the tine.
110 CFR SO SSe deficiency | |
Ireports had been issued | |
against these valves be | I
cause of an NCR documenti ngi
Ithree conpensator housing
failures in 1983. These | |
failures were on val ve | |
|l operators of the same nodel | | |
I nuaber and casting materiall | |
I(grey iron). As correctivel | |
laction, all gray iron com
| pensator housings on this | |
I model val ve, including the
Ival ves in question, were | I
Ireplaced with ductile iron
lhousings. The new housingal
Iwere on naterial restraint |
Ifor a long duration; how |
I I

2460T



Executive Sum-aryt Table #1

ISSUES

|
EX-85-034-001 I

(Conti nued) I

| - 85- 169- 001 1!
A two-inch Cass B |
val ve was install edl
inaunit one Cass
A system

2460T

ISE I NS

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

I FI NDI NGS

| val ves in question, were

Ireplaced with ductile iron
The new housi ngs

| housi ngs.
|were on material restraint
Ifor a long duration; how
| ever, they were received

land installed under a work
Irelease inearly 1986. The

| proper operation of the
Ival ves after conpensator

| housi ng repl acement was

| document ed under the work
Irel eases by test 70 to

| QCP-4.10.9. Because of

[limted concern informationl
land since no deficient con-I

Iditions were noted for

[these valves under test 70
| of QCP-4.10.9, the Orechan-

l'ical discrepancy” was as
Isumed to be corrected by
Ithe conpensator housing

[ repl acenment

I

I

| This concern, Cass B val vel Desi gner
lin aCass Aline, was fac-lerror

[tual. The concern was ad-
I dressed by NSRS Report
11-85-169-001 and inre-

I sponse, an SCR was gener a-
Ited to document the condi-
[tion adverse to quality.

[An ECN was witten to cor-
|

CAUSE COR ACT.

and tear.

| stall ed

Page 16 of 53

COLLECTIVE
I SIGNIFICANCE

MR A496490 was inlti-I

and lated to fabricate, |

wearlinstall, and docunentl
I[the installation of
Ithe TVA ID tag. As
[far as TVA class and |

dr awi ng tag, the up

I graded ASHE tag in
by UP E5841-11
| I



Executive Sumary Table 01

ISSUES ISR
I N-85 -169-001
(Continued)
I
I
EX- 85- 046- 001 | X

The fire danpers i nl
Di esel Generator
Buildings 1 and 5 |
had never been ob
served to operate

properly.

2460T

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FINDINGS CAUSE

Irect the discrepant draw ng|
I and have the check valve

l either upgraded or re

| pl aced. The vendor upgra

I ded the valve and a work
Iplan installed the upgra

I ded ASKE tag; however, no
Ivehicle was generated to
treplace the m ssing system |
1D and TVA d ass and draw
ling tags as identified in |
Ithe NSKS report. The con
Icern was closed with this

I deficient condition not ad-|I
| addr essed. I
| (CATD 17101- UBN- 04)

I

I

INSRS investigation report 1None
I'1-85-757-UBN adequately ad-|I
| dressed the DGB fire danper
lissue. According to this
(report and the responsible
[test personnel, the fire I
Jdanpers in Diesel GCeneratori
[Buildings 1 and S were
Itested in Preop Tests

| TVA-24 and TVA-74F, respec- |
tively. Al danpers passedl
Ithe tests required by the |
Itest docunents.

I

I I
I

CORR ACT.

I has the required ASHEI

Iclass 1 identifica-

Ition and al so has

t hel

[ figure nunber which

lis also the vendor

ldwg. for the valve.

| There is no other
Irequirenent. One

(probl emwas identi-
[fied with a TVA dwg.

Iwhich still shows

told valve dwg.
| FCR-87-58 has been
linitiated.

| None

t hel

COLLECTIVE

SGrNTngﬁIY%

Page 17 of S3



Executive Suinary Tabl e Il

I SSUES (SK INS | FINDINGS I CAUSE | CORR ACT.
I I I |
| H- 85-879- 001 [ I I I
The i nspections | The concern related to the |None tNone
done in 1981 on theN lunit 1 lce Condenser Systeni
air supply and re- | Iwas factual; however, not |
turn wall ducts fort I considered a probler. Thatl
the unit one lce lconcern cited that the as
Condenser System | sociated ducts were
revealed that a | "bl ocked/restricted varyingl
nunber of the ductsa Ifrom 30 percent to 100 per-|
were bl ocked., re Icent." The cited bl ockagesl
stricting the air lhad been previously identi-|I
fl ow tbrough the Ified in the related Preop |
ducts. | Test. A test deficiency I
lhad been generated, correc-I
Itive measures taken, and
Ithe affected test section
I successfully retested to I
1clear the deficiency. Sorel
I duct bl ockage was consid- |
lered acceptable since the |
Irequired average air flow |
Irate was exceeded in the
Iretesting and no signifi
Icant ice condenser tenpera-|
Iture increases were I
I recorded. I
I I
PH 85- 035- 004 Xl I I
A tank in the Aux | From di scussions with cog- |None None
iliary Building. I ni zant personnel and review

el evation 713, unitl
one, was over pres-|
surized by approxi-|
mately 200 psi.

2460T

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

| of construction NCRs 3877,
IRevision 1 and 6379. it wasl
Idetermined that the facts |
Iwere that the unit 1 and 2

I

Page 18 of 53
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Executive Summary Table 11
ISSUES ISR I4S
I
PH 85- 035- 004
(Cont i nued)
This caused a bul gel
in the tank at an
angl e iron band.
The tank was
bought - of f by
Engi neeri ng becausel
it could not be
renoved for repair.

I N-85-559- 001 X
Neut ron det ect or
boxes, in-core
reactor two, eleva-l|
tion 713 or a lit- |
tle above. The
40-inch by 30-inch |
boxes were shown ont
the Uestinghouse I
drawi ng but were I
fabricated and in
stalled onsite
(1974/1975) .

2460T

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY

ruDINuGS

| Vol une Control Tanks had

I been or could have been

| over pressuri zed. However,

Ithe statenent that the tanki

Iwas "bought off" was found

gnot justifiable. Noncon-

| formance reports identi-

Ified each case of possible

| overpressurization and for

[ each NCR a conprehensive

| eval uation of the tank was

Idictated as the corrective

jaction. These dispositions

Iwere based on significant I

| West i nghouse input and

| approval and field inspec- |

Ition, measurenents, and

tests. The tanks were

I found acceptabl e-as-is.

I

I

A UBN- PMO response stated !

Ithat fabrication by TVA I

Icraft personnel of itens ont

| West i nghouse drawi ngs was |

lan approved practice via I

I numrer ous net hods. Discus- |

Isions with cognizant per- |
I
I
|
|

I sonnel confirnmed that this
Iwas an accurate statenent.

| These itens were intended
Ito be fabricated and in-
Istalled by TVA. Therefore,t

CAUSE

None

11

INone

17100

CORK ACT.

COLLECTI VE
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ITNHTRTPAMfR

Page 19 of 53



MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100
Esecutive Summary Table f1

| SSUES [S1 INS | FI NDI NGS | CAUSE I CORR ACT
I I I
I N-85-559- 001 Ithis does not represent a |
(Conti nued) I condition adverse to qual- |
lity.
I
I N-85-070-001 X I
There was a possi IA review of the response | None INone
bl e cracked sl eeve Ifrom QI ERT revealed the |
t hrough the crane I foll ow ng: I
wal | around the 11, Concern as stated cannot

react or cool ant
system piping in
unit one. The con

be factual since neitheri
hot or cold |eg passes |
t hrough crane wall .

I
I
I
1
(Ca) did not know I secondhand and was over-
I
I
1

cerned i ndividual 2. Concern as expressed

whi ch [ oop or heard nearly three years
whet her it was ago.

around the hot Ileg 3. A sleeve generally

or cold leg piping. serves as a form for

concrete placement to
keep concrete off the
pi pe going through the
hole. Cracks in con-
crete in the biologica
shield wall have been
eval uated by the subcat-|
egory OConcrete." I
Cracks were determned |
to be shrinkage cracks |
I
I

and either within the

l[imts of G2 or evalu-

ated by DNE. 1
14. Even if a crack existed |
I it would not affect pip-I
I ing since the only I
I possi bl e |l oading on the |
I sl eeve is conpressive.

2460T
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Eeecutive Su-ary Table #1 Page 21 of 53
ISSUES (SB INS I FI NDI NGS CAIUSE CORR ACT. COLLECTIVE
I 1 | _1SIGNIFICANCE
| - 86-311- 001 I X | Di scussions with cognizant | None INone
Bel l ows were in | construction personnei |
stall ed w t hout lcould not identify a fire |
proper paperwork [room However, bellows
the annul us area linstallation in the suer |
behind the north lof 1985 did occur in north |
fire roomin the I val ve roor

sumsr of 1985. I
| Numer ous problems were en
Icountered with fit up,
| alignment, and damege of
(the bellows. These prob
Ilems were all docunented
lvia a nunber of NCRs. I
|
| For the problemof damaged |
(bel l ows, no acceptance cri-|
Iteria existed. However, a |
| consultant recently exam |
lined the bellows and I
I recommended a "use-as-is" |
I di sposition. Therefore, |
(the bellows are acceptable |
las is. There is not a
| probl em of inproper paper- |
Iwork. The CI may not have |
| been aware of the NCRs that
Iwere filed or the consult- |
[lant's study of the bellows.1

2460T



MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

Executive Sulmaryr Table 91 Page 22 of S3

| SSUES ISR INS | FINDINGS I CAUSE I CORK ACT. COLLECTIVE
I I I I SIGNIFICANCE

| N- 86- 205- 002 X | | According to the "Respon- | None INone

Engi neering person-| (sibility Descriptions" for | | |

nel were allowed tol VBN, the assigned System |

give bad technical | t Engi neer's responsibilities

direction to the I | vere: "Provi de enginoeeringi l | I

craft on unit tw | I support and interpretation | I I

Feedwater Heaters | Ito crafts. Ensure instal- | | |

(numbers | and 2, [lation is in accordance I I I

on el evation 692). Iwith design, vendor, and QCl | |

Both work. and finall Irequirements. Perform non-|I I I

hardwar e adequacy | | QA inspections.” Met with | I I

were affected by I Ithe DNC Mechanical Engin- | | [

techni cal nisdi - I leering Unit Engineer re- I I I

rection, including I | sponsi bl e for/cognizant of | | I

i naccurate "shoot- | [the unit 2 feedwater heater | I

ing-in" of heater (change-out. The cognizant I I

centerlines by | Syst em Engi neer provi ded

engi neers. I[the followi ng information: |

' The nunber 1 and nunber 2
feedwater (FU) heaters
were not |ocated on ele-
vation 692 but on Turbine
Buil ding floor elevation |
708.

* These vessels were non- |
safety-related and were |
outside the scope of the |

I
I

—_—— — = =

I VBN QA program there-

| fore, site QA procedures

| for equi pnment setting didl

I not apply. I
I I
I |
I |
I I

2460T



Executive Summary Table #1

| SSUES

I N-86-205- 002

(Cont i nued)

2460T

ISE INS |

1

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FI NDI NGS | CAUSE |
I - |

10 No specific equi pnent

setting tol erances werel
given on DNE or vendor
draw ngs/instructions. I
Nomi nal center l|ine ele-
vations were given on TVA
pi ping draw ngs and on I
TVA revisions to the yen-I
dor draw ngs. I
The VBN beater bases mod-|
ified by TVA to adapt thel
Yel | ow Creek Nucl ear I
Plant heaters to the WBN |
system pi ping and enbed- |
ded rails. The finished I
installation was corn- I
prised of field shortenedl
pedestals on YCN heaters |
bolted to sal vaged wheel |
assemblies cut from the |
pedestals of the scrapped|
WBN heaters. This was I
acconplished by neans of |
two wel ded base plates. I
Provision was made for I
shims to adjust heater I
center line elevation. I
The heaters were set I
using an optical level tol
| ocate the shell-end cen-I
ter line (as marked by I
the vendor). Cvil QC |
control points were used |
as elevation references |
for the optical |evel. I
The shell center line wasi
transferred to the heater |

CORR ACT.
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Executive Sunmary Table #l Page 24 of 53
ISSUES ISR INS FI NDI NGS CAUSE CORK ACT. COLLECTI VE
I I | | S| GNI PI CANCK
1N- 86- 205- 002 opposite end using a
(Cont i nued) water level. Measure

ments were taken to the
cl osest 1/16-inch. Shinst
| were installed as re- I
quired in 1/8-inch incre-|
ment s. |
1* The finished installationl
net all design require- I
aments and was accom I
plished with good engin- |
eering practice.
The heater center lines |
were |located as close as |
| practically possible and |
| were determ ned to be
| acceptable by the DNC
| Mechani cal Engi neeri ng
I Unit.
|
| The Feedwater Heater In
Istruction Manual for the
| number 1 and nunber 2 heat-|
lers transferred to UBN from
I YCN was reviewed for rele- |
ivant information. Under I
["Setting Heaters," it gave |
Ino tolerance instruction/ I
Icriteria for heater center
Iline elevation. It did
Istate, "The fixed supports
| have been designed so that
Ishins have to be used to
lobtain the proper elevationt
land orientation." I

2460T



Executive Sumary Table 91

| SSUES

I N- 86- 205- 002
(Conti nued)

I N-85-186- 001
The high pressure
24-inch and 48-inchl
steam lines for I
both units were ii-|I
sul ated incorrectlyi
by North Brothers |
Contractors. The
metal insulation
covering overl aps
one-inch which did
not conply with thel
speci fication that
the metal edges
touch wi thout over-|
I ap.

1ge .

ISR IS |

L

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FI NDI NGS | CAUSE
I I
| QAPP 10 revision 3, "Qual- |
[lity Assurance Program Pol -|
licy - Inspection," para- I
Igraph 2, "Scope," stated in
I part, "This programis I
| applicable to all safety- |
Irelated itens (contained inl
Ithe @ List, when it is

I i ssued) The Q Listl
Iwas reviewed for docunenta-|
Ition of the statement that |
(the number 1 and nunber 2 lone
| heaters were non- QA and; I
Itherefore, did not require |
IQA inspection. It listed |
I"all wvalves, instrunents, I
| equi prent, and piping: forl
Isystems 2, 5, and 6 as non-|
IQL. Relative to system 3
lit listed "heater A, Bl,
land A" as non- QA

I

IAreview of the P1O re- None | None
I sponse to this concern re- |
Iveal ed that the subject in-I
Isulation was installed un- |
Ider two contracts
1(71C62-54462 and
176K72-820594) . I nvesti ga
Itions by PRO, revealed thatl
Iboth of the above contractsl
I specify a two-inch lap of |
Ithe metal insulation cover |
land that the insulation andl
lits metal cover were in- I
Istalled in full conpliance I
Ito the contract specifica

I[tions. Upon interviewing |
Ithe individual responsible I
| |

CORR ACT.
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Executive Sunaary Table 01

| SSUES | SR

I N- 85-186- 001
(Conti nued)

I N- 85- 008- 002
Some insul ation
over ceiling platesi
and cable tray sup-I
ports in the Auxil-I
iary Building, ele-
vation 737, was in-|
stalled contrary tol
procedure in the
fall of 1984. The
slits in the mater-|
ial were directly

2460T
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1
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MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FINDINGS CAUSE CORR ACT.

I

for the PRO response, it

was determ ned that TVA

Contract Specification 2967

governed the installation

[of insulation at WBN.

Il

| Revi ew of TVA Contract

| Specification 2967 veri- I

Ified the fact that a two- |

[inch overlap in the netal I

linsulation cover was re- I

lquired. This specification
Idid not require the covers |
[to touch without overl ap, I I Nne
las described in the con- I

I cern.

Il

| Based on the acceptable
Iresponse by the PRO and a
Ireview of the requirenents
[for installing netal in

I sulation covers, there was
no problemwi th the pipe
linsulation installation.

I

I

| The NSRS investigation de-
Itermined that at |east one
| application of the fire
Ibarrier material was con- I
Itrary to procedure (e. g.
Ithe slits in the material I
Iwere directly over one I
| anot her instead of 180"
Japart). Based on this, thel
NSRS reconmended that an I
| engi neering eval uation be |
| |

None INone
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Executive Sunmary Table 11

ISSUES SR INS
[
I N- 85- 008- 002
(Conti nued)
over one anot her
instead of at |easti
90- degrees apart.

PH 85- 003- 004 Xl
There was no
i nsul ati on bet ween

punps on el evation
692.

2460T
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I FI NDI NGS CAIUSE
I I
Iperformed to determine if
Ithe installed configurationl
Iwas accvptable, The Nechan-|
lical Engineering Branch I
I (MEB) responded to this I
I reconnendati on by enphasi
lzing the fact that TVA had
Icommited to the NRC to in
Istall this material in
| accordance with "3Msup
Iplied docunentation.”  Thisi
| docunentati on was based on |
I barrier configurations thati
I had been satisfactorily I
itested. A problem Identi
Ification Report (PIR) was None
lissued to address and tracki
Ithis item According to thet
IPIR, the vendor peforaed a
I[test to determne the
Ilacceptability of the in- I
Istalled configuration. Thel
I responsi ble 3H Corporation |
l'individual stated that the |
I subject test was performed |
land was successful in qual-I
lifying the as-installed
Ifire barrier configuration.l1
I I
I I
[Interviews with various re-INone | ~one
| sponsi bl e personnel failed |
I[to reveal any problems or |
Irequirements with regard tot
Ithe insulation of punp. I

CORR ACT.
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Executive Sunmary Table

| SSUES

PH- 85- 003- 004

(Cont i nued)

I N- 86- 200- 004
The Cl observed a
foot to ISO
foot run of 30-inghl

2460T

| SR

1

INS
I

I FI NDI NGS
I

MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

| The Design Standard Speci -
Ifications covering the var-|
lious punps at UBN required
I[that all contractors supplyl
l equi prent that was in full

| coapliance with

all GCccupa-|

Itional Safety and Health
| Act (OSHA) Standards.

[
Ilnterviews with

both the

| Construction and Operation

| Saf ety Engineers did not
lidentify any punps that
Iwere in violation of safetyl

| st andar ds.
|

IA wal kdown of all punps on

| el evation 692 di

d not re-

Iveal any conditions that

lconflicted with

the speci-

I fications. Sowe of the

[punps in unit 2

wer e not

linsulated. However, this
Iwas because of the ongoing
I construction work and wll

Ibe corrected as
[tion progresses.
|

construc

(Based on tha above find

lings, there was
Iwith insulation
| punps.

I

|

| The concern was

[ifiled di aneter

no problem
bet ween

CAUSE

not factual | None
I since no pipes of the spec-|

(30-inch)

None

CORe ACT.
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Executive Sumary Table |1
I SSUES 'R INS

IN-86-200-004
(Conti nued)

od pipe drop in
the Turbine Build
ing 3 to 4 inches
when a hanger was
removed under a
wor k package.

I N-85-211-001 and

I N-85-211-002 I X
The Essential Raw
Cool i ng Water
System (ERCU) was |
desi gned to be
stainl ess; however
it was not con
structed of stain
| ess. |

2460T
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FINDINGS. I CAUSE CORR ACT.

Iwere located in the

| described area. A 24-inch
Ipipe in the described area

| had undergone hanger re
[work; however, the cogni

| zant engi neer was not awar el
lof the pipe noving the I
Icited 3 to 4 inches. The |
| hangers for this section of
| pipeline inthe Turbine

| Building were tenporarily

| pinned (pending filling of | Nne
Ithe line). According to

| G43, they will be pernan
lently set at time of hydro-|
Istatic testing and any I
| hanger discrepancies will |
Ibe identified and corrected
at that tine.

| The concerns related to | None N~one
| di screpancies in the ERCW

| pi peline between the punp
ling station and the plant
(WBK) were not factual

| The NSRS eval uation found |
no evi dence or documenta- |
[tion of |eaks, or punp dam|
| age because of water star- |
Ivation. They also deter
mned that the section of

| pipe inquestion had al waysi
I been specified as carbon I
Isteel and not stainless.
IThis report concurred wth

|
|
|t hose concl usi ons. |
| |
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Executive Sumary Table Ol Page 30 of 53
| SSUES I SR INS | FINDINGS CAUSE CORR ACT. COLLECTIVE
| | _ |_SIGNIFICANCE

I N-85-211-002 | The SQN eval uation includedl The design ICorrective action wasl

(Conti nued) I Ithe ERCW system inside the Ichange had |two pert:
I plant buildings as an | been I1. The seislnic
| additional scope to the linitiated | anal ysis will be
Iconcern. Portions of the lafter the | revised to incor
| ERCW systemwi thin the pl ant had | porate the carbon
I plant buil dings werw chang-lgone into | to stainless steell
led fromthe original carbonloperation | pi pi ng changes.
Isteel to stainless steel Iwith the I
(under an ECK in February loriginally 12. Another ECN will
lof 1981. Some of the | desi gned be witten to backi

|
| pi ping was changed-out as car bon I out portions of
(plant operations pernitted;Isteel pip- | the original ECN
I however, the as-constructedling. The | utilizing OW
|
I
|

status was not adequately |plant as-constructed
I known. | operations i nformation.
I restricted
Ithe abilityl
Ilto get all |
Ithe changeso
Sl ade. |
I I
I N- 85-964- 002 and
PH 85- 035- 001 |
Tenporary | The following findings re None | Naho
mat eri al s/lines [late to concern
were put into per IIN-85-964-002. citing that
manent sevice with-| la superintendent had tenp
out proper docu- I lorary materials put into
nment ati on. I | permanent service in the

lintake puaping structure.
I
I IAccording to interviews
| Iwith the named WBN Craft
| Superintendent, an addi
Itional UBN Craft Superin
Itendent and ot her know
1 I

2460T
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Executive Sum-ary Table #1 Page 31 of 53
| SSUES | SB I NS I FI NDI NGS CAUSE CORR ACT. COLLECTIVE
I I I I _ I SIGNIFICANCE
IN-85-964-002 and | I Il edgeabl e individuals, the I I
PH- 85- 035- 001 I linplicated craft superin- |
(Conti nued) I tendent was not involved

I lin any work at the Intake
I | Pumping Station (IPS) dur- |
I ling the specified tinmeframnel
[(late 1984, early 198S). I
IInterviews with the cogni
l zant systemengi neers sup
Iported that fact. (System
167, Essential Raw Cooling
[Vater (ERCW and system 26.1
|H gh Pressure Fire Protec- |
[tion (HPFP) were the Q I
systens |located in the IPS
I land were already trans
Iferred at that tine. A re
lvi ew of applicable ONP I
transfer docunentation sup-|I
f Iported this. The cognizanti
| engi neers were not aware of |
lany work perforned that fit]|
I Ithe concern description. I
(They also stated that the |
[fittings could only be I
12-1/2-incbhes or 3-inches I
Isince fittings smaller than)
I | 2-1/2-inches are socket I
I wel ded, not butt wel ded. At
Ireview of workplans per- I
[formed during the specifiedi
1 Itimefraae on the referencedl
systemas reveal ed that no I
Iwork of the nature de- I
I scribed had been perforned |
Iduring the tieframe speci-I
I Ified by the d.
I I I

2460T
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ISSUES
11-85-964-002 and

PH-65-035-001
(Cont i nued)

2460T

MECHANICAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FINDINS CAUSE

| The following findings re
Ilate to concern

| PH 85-035-001 citing that |
la 4-inch SS drain line run-I
Ining fromelevation 676 to
1713 fromthe collector tankl
[in unit 1, system 77 or 26
wua installed as a tenpor
lary line; however, the linel
Iwas left as permanent, withl
Ino inspection or paperwork

| docunent ed.

I

| Conversations with DNC,

IDNE. and ONP engi neers I
Idetermined that the line I
Icould not be a fire Protec-|
Ition Line (system 26) sincel
Ithe fire protection system |
Idid not utilize SS nor any |
Itanks in the described lo- |
I cation. System 77, waste
Idisposal, utilized both SS |
| pi ping and tanks on the

| described el evation and wasil
(assumed to be the system inl
| questi on.

I

| The cogni zant DNC and DNE |
| system engi neers (the DNC

| engi neers consulted were

| cogni zant of system 77 bactl
I[to 1973) had no know edge
[of any tenporary SS |ine

I being installed nuch |ess
Ithe described case of one

Ibeing installed tenporary
I I

CORK ACT.

COLLBECTIVE
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ISSUES 1Sf INS | FINDINGS CAUSE CORR ACT. COLLECTIVE
| I [ CrflmTcr-ulf'

I ) | WJ&'JIAF A~.allu~.~
IN-85-964-002 and I land |eft permanent wi thout
PH-65-035-001 | | proper paperwor K.
(Continued) | I
I A review of the applicable |
Iflow and physical draw ngs
Iwth the aid of the cogni
I zant DI C engi neer as well
I I las conversations with DNE
Irevealed that only the
Itritiated drain collector
I Itank, had 4-inch SS lines
| I Icoming fromelevation 713.
L] | There were six of these
I I Ilines shown on the applic
| | able drawing. According tol
Ithis drawing, all of these
| I Ilines were class H there- |
Ifore. they provided no
ro | Isafety function. A coapar-|
I lison of the tritiated draini
Icollector tank and the I
I 1 [floor drain collector tank I
I I I'piping installation (by
] Ifield inspection) with the
| appl i cabl e as-constructed
| drawi ngs revealed no dis
| crepanci es.
I
I I | According to drawi ng notes
| hydrostatic tests did not
lapply to these lines (QCT
14.37). Also a draw ng notel
Istated I . . . all system |
| pi ping shown is TVA class |
IH unless indicated other- |
I
I
I

Iwise . . .." The line and

I grade procedure was not
I

2460T
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ISSUES
IN-85-964-002 and

PH-85-035-001
(Conti nued)

2460T

(SR
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MECHANI CAL SUBCATEGORY 17100

FIUINGUS
|

| applicable to the sections

| of pipe in question since
Ithey were eabedded drains

I having no segnent ID. The
lonly docunented inspection

| applicable to these class H
| enbedded drain lines was I
I DEC QCP-2.2, RO "Concrete |
| Pl acenment and Docuaenta
[tion." Paragraphs 6.5.1
land 6.5.4 stated that the |
[pour card isthe contro

land concrete record for

| each pour and that the cardl
[functions as a rel ease wheni
I'signed by the appropriate |
| engi neers and Construction |
I Shift Engineer. The pour |
| cards applicable to the [
Iconcrete where the drain [
Ilines cone through the
Iceiling (692) above the
[tritiated drain collector
Itank had been initiated byi
Iboth the lines and grades

[ engi neer and the mechani cal

| engineer. Their signature |
Isignified that installa- [
[tions conformed to draw ngsa
| di mensional tolerances and |
[ not es. |
I I
I I
I I

CAUSE

CORK ACT.
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