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ROBERT DIETCH

VICE PRESIDENT

Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attention: Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director

Mr.

Southern California Edison Company

January 29,

P. 0. BOX 800

Division of Licensing
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C.
Gentlemen:
Subject: Docket Nos.

Enclosed are sixty-three (63) copies of the Potential
Finding Reports (PFR) which have been processed and

20555

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770

1982

50-361 and 50-362

San Onofre Nuclear Generating "‘Station

Units 2 and 3

classified by

We
to

If
me

CcC:

PFR-0001
PFR-0004
PFR-0005
PFR-0012
PFR-0018
PFR-0019
PFR-0020
PFR-0021
PFR-0022

General Atomic as follows:

Observation

Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid

PFR-0023
PFR-0025
PFR-0026
PFR-0029
PFR-0032
PFR-0033
PFR-0034
PFR-0039
PFR-0041

Observation

Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Invalid
Finding
Invalid
Invalid

TELEPHONE

213-572-4144

will transmit additional processed and classified PFRs
you during the latter part of the week of February 1, 1982,

a

call.

/22;7truly yours,

Y

NRC Region V, R. H. Engelken (w encl)
ETECH, H. R. Fleck (w encl)

H. Rood (To be opened by addressee only, with
five copies of enclosure) -

020292
gggaanocv\

820129
00361
050 PDR

you have any questlons regarding this matter, please give

&
Gﬂa

=CE

" RECEVED

FEB 11982s

B8 RUCLEAR RECULATORY £gmen S
Loty ‘}ﬁ"é“m" s'ém
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PFR NO._2408-PFR-0001

8 | POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION B

SONGS 2&3. SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATQR

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A
Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG 82

RECUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

P&I Diagram 40112-10
Computer runs Q45H25 and Q39HS59

BASIC REQUIREMENT:
Line 109-24"-C-LLO shouldbe correctly identified in ISO Dwg. 1204-004-1 (Sh.50 PSG 82).

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

Although the line 109-24"-C—~ LLO was correctly modeled in computer runs 045H25 and

Q39H59, the ISO Dwg. 1204-004-1 (Sh. 50 PSG 82) incorrectly identified the line 109
as line No. 002-24"-C-LLO.

PREPARED BY: E. Lin’%irj . DATE:1-18-82

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: _ —_——

DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

8. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER

COMMENTS

’ , R
%/’Zé a7 /MZM’(K (,//f‘ ot 5
—
/?/{’Cfc reypomie & S A
'L\r%'cﬂ‘

Nl
O, AGREE PF IS VALID BW /%7 - jL DATE ///9'/3 g :

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW DATE

O DISAGREE BY DATE _ '

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY:

DATE:




L ;
e e e “’“““WM“"“—. - PAGE 2 @ e osRERETOOY

A - REVISION B

\ C. REVIEWBY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

L O AGREEPF IS VALID
‘ O DISAGREE

: BY: DATE:
“1

: 0. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: @ ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE

VALIDITY: ® VALID O INVALID
o CLASSIFICATION: B & 0BSERVATION O FINDING o o
| JUSTIFICATION: |

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION

BY: j % W DATE: _L/L20/§7 , _
(@

E. GAPROJECT MANAGER

X ACCEPT
O REJECT |
\.., 'i

BY, /j{//’/ Ll -2 DATE: //22‘4 |




. ; A
A s ey

: I‘E\:i’c:‘s'LY'ORIGI.‘.‘&LDECIG‘J OFGAETION . cor.&,u.&'nr' 000/

Drawing 1204~ -109-1 is for Unir. 2 and 3. The configuration as showm 1is for Unit 3;

i ——Hbwever,.. line 109 is mirror fmage for Unit 2. MNo node points were shown.on this ___

[ drawlnr since they were shown on 1204-004~1.. Line 109 is shown on 1204-004~1 be-

e the check valve and node point 40 al thouﬂh not identified. ."1e computer-runs
Wilect the configuration shown on 1204-004-1 and there ore 1nclude this line.

[ “
: -

. [3 DISAGREE //%/’/

BY—//?ZV/LmLM /’ZL,& DATE: Z“/T—ZP\

. RECD"-‘E-"”—‘.T!CNB Y Fi Df\""’”' VW COMMITTEE

DEFIN!TIGH ADEQUACY: - O-ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE

CovauniTy: O VALID O INVALID

10CFR21: D NOT APPLICABLE O APPLICABLE

10 CRF 50.55(c): D NOT APPLICABLE D APPLICABLE )
" CLASSIFICATIOR: ‘D OBSERVATION O FIKDING

) ?Z'Jusnmmo'

'LASS!FICAA ICNCRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FIKDING™

COMMENT ON “02SERVATICON™ CLASSIFICATION

BY: DATE:

. IPT PROJICT MANAGER

O ACCEFT

. O REJECT
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‘i S - R P P B

. - IMPACT ASSESSMENT

J < o . | ) DD{DI

i : ' PER NO. 2408-PFR—0%E‘/

| @ ' = [Y"’
v I

| .I. Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A, Piping Package PSG 82
| AFFECTED ITEM: > ne to Reac P ping 8 .

1. ISTHERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT,
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET ?

No

2. ISTHERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER
ITEMS DURING AN SSE?

No

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL n
SAFETY HAZARD ? :

. No )
4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD?
' No
b. ARE OTHER S!M!LAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST?

I cannot make judgment based on this one case.

. OTHER COMMENTS: ' .
Per discussion with Bechtel on January 1l, 1982, Bechtel was aware of the
incorrect identification of the line 109 on ISO Dwg. 1204~004-01.

/

PREPARED BY: _F- Lin '%/‘{/77 pate 718782

COMMENTS:

/%"/4@ ;Wﬁ /21 ',et.u/.r J,‘ f(.-»s &Cf a"/_ﬁg /f'[cu_c,f_-

(jt/fl ot 74""'*\"

2 l_.. . / . ) .
\, '(‘/L//P\—AL/ T
f & “ ,
BYV:“-'/ l/ ’ y DATE: ///9 t’b/




T ... 2CB-TFR-0OOH |
seisiic BEsIsy VERIFICERIGN  PRRRO.

Lo

e | rgzmnm. CIREING REPOR
e e - SONGS

L - REVICION o
b~ ) .
Lo "t RATION BY GA INITIATCR
N 75 |
f S - - - ;
j AFFECTEBITENS: Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop lA
L Piping Stress Anmlysls Package PSG-245
l NEQUIRENENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:
User's Manual ME 101 linear elastic analysis of piping systems.
BASIC REQUIREMENT: . - -
ASME Section LII NC-3673.2 requires that a stress intensification factor be used for
reducers., ' - '

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIALFINDIRG: At node polnts 144 and 145 where the highest DBE

. sefemic SLTE8E OCCUTS (7180 psi) the reducer is not specified in the input zné there 1s
. no stress intensification factor appiied az that lecation. The code requires a stress
futensification factor for reducers be used which would increase SLTESECS.

. J 2qree A)-L/K e dnf,m«a( .Des?» 075‘. Cougws

orerarcpy: _ N Marsh L. gare 117R2 ~ /20t
REJECTION OF GA TASX LEADER COMMERTS BY: DATE:
RESECTION GF DRIGINAL DESIGH ORS. COMMENTS BY: ' DATE: o e
‘5. REVIEW BY GATASK LEADER ' - COMMENTS

.y //w/éw/- |

ffuls

A e st e atome Dusize Onge -2 7
' . 7wtk

7
i 4
.

EQUEST RE-REVIEW BV DATE '
OISAGREE . BY CATE o

GHEE FFIS VALID 8y C/ /fémmmmﬁ% .DATE [- o S?L




S YA - - PEK UL -
Al

 vREVIEW ﬁ‘Y ORIGINAL DLSIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

Per NC-3673.2, the stress Intensification factor at the reducer is calculated on
™€ ... 12 of calculation 1-1204-063-2 (PSC 243). The SIF for this rcducer was
®determined to be one, and therefore, the SIF at this location 15 included in

the analysis. \See Summer 1976 Addenda to NC-3672-2 for corrected formula.

O AGREE PF IS VALID %/"éé N"ﬁ Ol

[ DISAGREE . /,f?"- o WA
T S A

Cee e , : .—- - . - ' REVISION oiv__’leoog
— ".‘:_ ,.!‘.‘ . o e lt‘“':

BY: // /€ J O/ﬁl Q. paTe: /1 5-22 | - //20 g/

RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: & ADEQUATE D INADEQUATE

VALIDITY: 0 VALID B INVALID
—J0CER2L: —B- PLICABT . K S 2efe2

£ - O APP
CLASSIFICATICHN: O OBSERVATION - O FINDING
CC I STIFINATION: | '

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING”

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION

)

BY: //%/{71‘"(% DATE: : /{20{82

J‘
E. TPT PROJECT MANAGER

{8 ACCEPT

O REJECT

‘ BY:MM/}ZW DATE: //22/92
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i R Yo " W Kl re -

- el _ TERTIAL FINIDING REPOAT 24,03-TTK-0005

- T SONGS M2 SEISIMIC DESIGH VERIFILWEICH  PRRRD. o
o, ) , REVISION

ngmnmmw BY GA INITIATOR

1“ FFECTED JTEMS: Safety Injection Line -to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A
Piping Stress Analysiy Package PsG-78

REQUIREMERT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:  pipe Support Drg Mo. $2-S1-059-H-006

BASIC REQUIREMENT: ,
Calculations use latest design loads.

DESCRIPTION OF PCTENTIAL FIRDING: Support X-rigid at node 143 Drg. No. 52—51~059—H~006
ghows deaizn loads of (+25350 and -25100). Sheet 63 of -PSG No. 78 41s given as

(+43510 and =-39201) for the leading 2t that supporl. 4n unsubstanziated statement that
higher loads are still within the margin of safety was made.

. PREPARED §Yy: . Marsh VAL pate: L{11/82 -

. REJECTION OF GATASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: _ DATE:

'~ REJECTION OF DRIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMHMENTS BY: BATE! e eoe
8. REVICW 0Y GA TASK LEADER COMMERTS -

0 agres. ol orsinl Plossin s Commets
7. . e
o Qe Voo

]
L]

pate Lo£-80
BATE

1

4 ' ' | (
OGREEPFISVALID BY ﬁ [44144'% /O
WECULST RE-REVIEW BY '
O DISAGREE EY

. - BATC e

- O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: . paTe

. 3




& | PAGE 2 ‘ PFR 1. t_'-f-'-i.a-l'r--fooos-‘z
G . . - . REVISION __
| —qpyDY ORIGINAL DESIGH ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

- oarently, the actual physical configuration was not clear to the reviewer.
‘_'r-l_ns')-!'l—()()() {s only a bléck in compression. It was obvious to the design
nf'l‘m-cr that a load of 44 KIPS can be adequately transmitted through a 6" X 6"
o X i/a" thick block of steel(o = 44/6 X 6 = 1.222 ksi vs. Allow of 31.9 ksi).

O AGREE PF IS VALID

., e /lé/w\ﬂﬂj\
O DISAGREE JWilfnd ' .

8(5‘4 -

i - . %?O g
BY::~"/ AT (\ /i?t 2 " DATE: Z-15- B <
3. RECOMSENDATICN BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

. DEFINITION ADEQUACY: B ADEQUATE D INADEQUATE

CVALIDITY: O VALID ' ® INVALID

WLER21: O NOT APPLIGABLE— D APPLICABEE—

10.CRE 50550} = o S ,/%{/ //249/21_

1
| CLASSIFICATION: D 0BSERVATION O FIKDING
- &PmiecaTion: |
' CLASSIFICATICN CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION

‘ &4

E. TPTPROJECT MANAGER

| accerT

D REJECT




| o | . . | . PER NO. 2408-PFR=0012

. " -~ —..POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT - REVISION
: | SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: LPSI Pump P-016 and Support Structure

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: -

. ' San Onofre 2 & # FSAR, Fig. 3.7A-93, 3.7A-94 and 3.7A-95, Bldg. Response Spectra.
CE Spec. 1370-PE-410, Rev. 07
Vendor (I-R) Pump General Arrangement and Installation Criteria Documents
C-8 x 20 WDFB6 x 21, Rev. 01 and L.N. 8x20WDFB6x21l, Rev. 01
. Vendor Analysis Report EAS-TR-7625N

BASIC REQUIREMENT: '
Vendor used acceleration values of 1.0 G vertical and 1.5 g horizontal for static
analysis of pump components, which assumes little if any amplification of building
accelerations. I :

W=

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

Potential failure of pump support structure design to meet assumptions used in vendor
analysis and potential overstress of pump mounting bolts. Check calculation indicates
strength of mounting bolts specified by vendor may be marginal. Documents on design
and analysis of pump support structure were not available for this review.

¥ :
PREPARED BY.- D Stanley paTE: 82

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: : DATE:

B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER - COMMENTS

AN

ay(o/f%c‘r»-;«(’ /;ﬁ’rcv-e-fla”:\ ol fr et

/L(M/ fu//o/f Shracfure /r.u/";?f‘ and d"“(7”} weee 96/“':'5’/ 74""' BPC and fg‘//l:/t’-(,
The rigidYy a}.’/é; Supporf structare was defevained fo be ‘4714 afec and 4 st-check
of Fhe hqpu”‘}‘/r:7 boltsr wuSing Sersmic /oa.//.;;/‘ Comsirtent weth The na/ura( fezuency
sl ,(AM/,,;,7 of Fhe /J“M,o/fuﬂforf arftmé{; and acfual //ow(r) LPwy nojpple
/o://n}/_ /r:p/lénft'd ‘} 3/)[‘ PI('I:‘) 4/'4/7fff rafther Then The .'Ie"'f.” /""/'."7, urat "“
Fhe veadsrr calewlafrons tndicated Fhe shremqy?h of Fhe bolfs fo be 4»/7‘4«7‘6!

Az - RN 74 & »‘/%5'%' 07 |
A7 7 7L i ’? YL/QOC

O AGREE PF IS VALID BY . _ DATE—
B-REQUEST RE-REVIEW  BY //fﬁ/uﬁuﬁ\/ 0ATE L/ %278 2— 2 o ol
O DISAGREE ~BY / DATE y f ’/1,0 ,/yl

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: : -DATE
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" e o e —

PR NQ. 2425 -FR-001 2"

REVISION

” i r/)’a‘(;'{y

C. REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

O AGREEPFIS VALID
O DISAGREE

BY: ' DATE:

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: K ADEQUATE ' 0O INADEQUATE
VALIDITY: , O VALID K INVALID

CLASSIFICATION: - O OBSERVATION O FINDING
JUSTIFICATION:

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION'NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION

BY: zj% 7%*% DATE: _2/ 2%5?2

E. GAPROJECT MANAGER

& ACCEPT

0O REJECT

| Bv;éf/{//&w%&»w . DATE: /@z/pz_




T o ' : PFR 0. 2458 PFR-DO18
‘T POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT - REVISION ’
! SONGS 2&3 SEISAIC DES!GN VEB!F!QA 10N

A. PREPARATION BY CA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITZXS: ‘ Safety Inje.ctinn Line to Bsactor Coolent loop 1A, Pipirg Btrees

:Analyeis Package PSG-78, Hode 146 (,ncortectly eh:un as hodc 1&7. 8&#. 2408-P?ar0006).tq3 1
Bo. S52-51-L39-E-009. :

REQUIREKENT REFERENCE DOCUKERTS: . - ol 7 AR VI 8

sPecifica:Lon 5023-409~2, Nutlear Service tipa Supports, E.i-wera and Accesso*iu iat
San Onofre KNuclear Gemersting Station, Units 2 snd 3. Page 4?-9 £4/24/74).

_»
[

BASIC REQUIREMENT:  Structuzal Steel Desizn per AISC Spee. (Feb. 12, 1969).

DESCRIFTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: S
fovisad Calculstion #450-1.13% = 9.100, Sht. 1 ases wdd nllmble stress cf 13.6 ﬁI.
‘which £8 the allowable in AXSC Spec (1963) for ESOXX elecstrsds. The weld casble stiess

for 2 different electrodes without calling out tba tlu:mdm

7 hus PF/ ‘5 answ/ern/ 1‘?» bz /” & //4/, See "ﬁﬂ%mj)
/ -
. P
. %—\ - 1/23/&
PREPARED BYS L W 1 (> '/Z
+ -REJECTION OF BA TASK LEADER SOMMERTSBY: DATE: 4
-REJECTION OF DRISIMAL DESIGH oas COMMENTSBY: DATE:
B. REVIEWBY GA TASX LEADER
N A"
.AEREE PFISVALID gy 1 OF ‘*""A 0 ///f/f‘ = .
! ATE_T._,.._
O REQUEST RE-REVIEW 8Y , DATE
DO DISAGAEE Y DATE

e .

£n LISC (1569) 1o 18 ISI for EGUEX electrode.. The -calecistion uses weld gllousble stecsael |

Q REVIEW OF DRIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMVERTS BY: NeTE-:

- e ——




@ ) N -
A. Zimmer i 1-18-82

PREPARED BY: DATE:

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER EOMMENTS BY: DATE: __

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER , COMMENTS |

) CAGREEPF IS VALID BY L [ 7 pate _[/1E/7 2= 7
‘ O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY — / _ DATE _/__

O DISAGREE BY DATE

N . - ‘ . PFR ND. _2408 PFR-0018

_ POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION ___ =
" SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to R2actor Coolant Loop 1A, Piping Stress
Analysis Package PSG-78, Node 146 (Incorrectly shown as Node 147, Ref. 2408-PFR-0006) Tag
No. S§2-S1-059-H-009.

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

Specification S023-409-2, Nuclear Service Pipe Supports, Hangers and Accessories for
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, Page 4F-9 (4/24/74). '

BAS)C REQUIREMENT: Structural Steel Désign per AISC Spec. (Feb. 12, 1969).

DESCRIPTION OF POTENT!AL FINDING:
Revised Calculation P450-1.109 - 9.100, Sht. 1 uses weld allowable stress of 13.6 KSI,

which is the allowable in AISC Spec (1963) for E60XX electrode. The weld allowable stress

in AISC (1969) is 18 KSI for E60XX electrode. The calculation uses weld allowable stresse$

for 2 different electrodes without calling out the electrodes.

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: ' —_ DATE:"




! v S ' 7 Fﬂ" REV'S'ON______.
| » i, Ve,
6 REVIEW DY ORIGINAL DESIGY ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

| The: weld stress allowable of 13.6 ksi is not used in the referenced calculation. BPC -
\ m_esign methodology uses the lower allowable stress of the two electrodes used for pipe
upport steel which are given in Specifications S023-206-18 and CSP207.

o : C PAGE 2 GOUE 20C- 1w’ FER KD 2403=prR-0 2
|

\

|

)

i The AISC Code allowable stress for seismic loads is 16.93 ksi in the leg of the weld {based
“7 on Fy = 31.9 ksi and E60XX electrodes and a 1/3 increase in allowable for seismic loading).

The calculation is conservative because the weld allowables used are less than the AISC -
Code allowable for seismic loads.

D AGREE PF 1S VAUD
(@ DISAGREE

= SH‘P ,
- BY: j%/"/ nns:.‘éj_[_/_gz’

D. RECOM*ENZATION BY FNDNES REVILW COMIMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: & ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE
L VALIDITY: O VALID ® INVALID

10.CRE 50 £5(s) A Y2y 02
Y14 30

2} ~

CLASSIFICATION: D OBSERVATION O FINDING
CDsTiricaTion:

- CLASSIFICATION CRITERICN NO. RESULTING IN“FINDING”

COMMENT ON “D2SERVATION™ CLASSIFICATION

v

BYJ/W pate: // 27 /€2

E TPT PROJECT MANAGER

B ACCEFT

DO REECT o '

. BYA%/Z/JM’I/MM/ pATE _Lﬁz_/ b /o2




. N ' : GENERAL ATOMIC COMPANY

| .7 fGA26BREV 679 : .‘ _ . &
b - .

8 . LALCULATIONS FOR

: ~ . __] Eaur. NO. ] PROJ. NO. CALC. NO. - ]PAGE OF

- { PREPARED BY A /i m rheo | OATE REF. DOCUMENTS:

Y i REVIEWED 8Y DATE q », rj’ ‘ “j -7(—- Pm -ol8

“' g APPROVED BY » DATE vin ° 00!8% |
; ; i ; i ' ! i i i i i i ! 'PL
o AL L L I B | [

‘t 'P;/J a fg/ﬁc}m on U 23/32‘ Wittt KL Eoscrj
Qz:.p/ 7%///5 —l[))’um BCCA 7‘e /7'“-’6«9 '('Aa%('/ %a/' 77r<
| %Be&é'ﬁ’/ 0/&0/:,,4 %qmcw’fwcrc /nS'}'V‘ud‘a/ vs la po/ICc. > |
!US‘e Q_d’}q,SCfL/Q 7Z7UC d//d»uaé/ﬁ 5717’655(5 /n57L(4J'07{ %( a//ouw é/”
4/4 ,ﬂ m -/’lle a/cffqzn 5ﬂ€c /5023 409 rd P 4F ‘/) é’mo/

fSM /3 5’ 3 3 2) 74:/— DBF /oao//w% T+ PR 2/lio S?lafé’ﬂ/
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- A . SFA DD, ' ZkCS“PE’--.col?
+ (POTENTIAL FINDIMG REPORT = REVRION -
+~ BDNGS 2&3 SEISAIC DES!G%'VER_IF]CAT!SQ |

.
, . " .
N 4
| S
A P
..
.

r—

" A, PRTPARATION BY EA INITIATOR

AFFECTEDITEZI: - gafety Injecticn uu to Biactor Coolant lecy 1A, Pipins Stress Analysis
| . Packzge PL-73, '.hda 145 (Incorrectly shown as node ©o. IA?. Ref, 24C3~PTE=0006),

RERUTR e R REPEREALE BOCURERTS:

.Specification $023-40%-2, -Buclear Service Pipe Suyports, !L.z:geta end iccessories for
8an Onofre Xuclear Geaeta:ina Station, Uuics 2 aad 3. l’aze 4F-§ (&4-26-74).

‘BASIC REQUIREMENT:

w 141icwable ctress under DBE loading for stmtu-al ﬁ:eal 43 D.50 tizas the minism
+ .. gusrenteed yield stresses listed in the HBC spac {?eb. 3.2, 1659).

-

‘DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: R&v‘!.aed ul:ul;tm P430=1.109 - 9.100, $at. 1
- -uses bending allowable = 15.16 K5I {0.57y x 0.5) e3d eeld chear cllovable scressaes
V 'ofl&-ﬁrSIa:zdz:..o:sxmcha:am:aqudeoé’iafywthamic:equim::nz.

FF 15 /” «/u/ (Sr’ atte 4 a/ F/éjan) . |
(24 Ve c C. .‘:.".‘. % ’ //23/52 .

. PREPARED BY: - ot DATE: -ms{az
L REJECTION OF SA TASK LSADER COLIZNTS OV: .

' *REJECTION OF DRIGINAL DESIGR DRG. COMMENTS BY: L

| B. .REVIEWBY GATASK LEASER

%REEPHSVMID ay ﬂ“ir}“(‘s\/ DATE {1’?/5‘/ o

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW sY
" D) DISAGREE gY

DATE
DATE




@9 - @  PraNo,__24087FFR-0019
.. POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION - '
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to REactor Coolant Loop lA, Piping Stress Analysig
Package PSG-78, Node 146 (Incorrectly shown as node No. 147, Ref. 2408—PFR—0006),

REBUIReMENT REPE R EN R 00 CUMENTS:

Specification S023-409-2, Nuclear Service Pipe Supports, Hangers and Accessories for .
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 and 3, Page 4F-9 (4-24-74).

BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Allowable stress under DBE loading for structural steel is 0.90 times the minimum
guaranteed yield stresses listed in the AISC Spec. (Feb. 12, 1969).

4

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: Revised calculation P450-1.109 - 9.100, Sht. 1
uses bending allowable = 19.14 KSI (0.6Fy x 0.9) and weld shear allowable stresses
of 13.6 KSI and 21.0 KST which are not equal to 0.9 x Fy per the basic requirement.

PREPARED BY: 2 DATE: 1/16/82

REJECTION OF GA TASK L'EADER COMMENTS BY: _ DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY:

DATE:

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER

COMMENTS

- N o
& AGREE PF 1S VALID BY 1/{“ 7((] DATE (1,-9/;1/ ‘

. ’
O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE
O DISAGREE BY DATE

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY:

DATE:




Ao &

. o - ,cF Ulqjlfépzinzwsmw
. i : ‘ : //zsf/m

REVIEW DY DRIGINAL DESICN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

The AISC allowable bending stress for structural steel is 0.6 Fy = 19.4 ksi (A-36 sﬁeel
at 300°F). For DBL loading, the allowable bending stress for structural steel is 0.9 Fy =

.71 ksi (A-36 steel at 300°F). Bechiel conservatively used 19.14 ksi allowable bending
Ptress for DBE loading. )

For weld allowable stresses, BPC design methodology uses the lower allowable stress of the
two electrodes used for pipe support steel which are given in Specifications S023-206-18
and CSP207.

D AGREEPFISVAUD The AISC Code allowable stress for seismic loads is 16.93 ksi in the

. leg of the weld (based on Fy = 31.9 ksi and E60XX electrodes and a 1/3
%D'SA"REE increase in allowable for seismic loading). The calculation is conser-

vative because the weld allowables used are less than the AISC Code
Mw‘/

allowable for seismic¢,loads.
:7' 7 DATE: [

. RECOM' S%N2aTINEY F N NS REIVIDW CONMMTTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: B ADEQUATE D INADEQUATE
VALIDITY: O VALID B INVALID
W0LER 2 O-NOTAPPLIASLE D ARPLICABLE-

) ] 7K YV2y/e?
1 4 - ' 257 )
CLASSIFICATION: D OBSERVATIGN O FINDING

CRTIFICATICN:

CLASSIFICATION CRITERICN ND. RESULTING IN “FINDING®

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION” CLASSIFICATION

BY: //ﬁ% DATE: L/ 2Y/82

P / } . ; '
" BY: \éz////h////%/m, 'DVA"TE.- //zf/é?z_

A%
. JPT PRCJECT MANAGER

B ACCEPT

- D REJECT - '
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"" - -/;;268 Rev. 670 . GENERAL ATOMIC COMPANY .

‘ / CALCULATIONS FOR i . T T
1 / gQuip. 'NO. Ipno.: NO. CALC. NO. lPAGE OF
A ‘PREPARED BY A Z | P Pl DATE REF. DOCUMENTS: :
i REVIEWED BY DATE A f/acé‘ > %8 PHZ - 00/
APPROVED BY ' DATE

,___;A: T I R ‘ | i o ‘ g | ! i
P O___7L6/{’wm _on ’/23/52 w/ﬂ' zf_.é '&i"’f
C?nﬂ/ thers -/;’urn Bech te! LT aas 5711.7[(/ Vhat ﬂc

Be& 7‘n/ M&f’/ n %ﬁ/nc’r’f W-&f“( 7%//_; a po/¢«7/__ >
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‘f ed: 18 kST x 0,707 = 12, 73 KT 71,,,,,,4 a g& ,Lu,. o-ﬁ i, /47,
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A. PREPLRATIOH 8Y GA IHITIATOR

AFFECTED (TE"5: Safety lojection Lina to Raactor Cooleat Losp 1A, Piping Strces Lzglycls
Package FP5G-78. Caleulntioa shosts £or Mode 167, Tag Ho. $2-51-059-5003, :

REQUIREMEHT REFERENCE DOCUUENTS: :
‘gpecificastion 5023-403-2 “Buclear Bervice Pipe Bupports fangerg gnd Accassoriss for

~ BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Allowgble stress=e under DZR for struatural stoel at gtandard tcopatature shall ba 5.9

BO%CS 2 and 3" Certifiad 4/24/7h, p. &7-9 : l i

é‘ — | | PFR KO, 2403-PFR-CO20_ | %
S POTENTIAL FINDIIG REPORT ©  REVISON — = |
& §0MGS283 SEISMIC DESIGH VERIFICATION |

tizes the minipun guaraatesd ylald strusscs 1isted in RISC Bpet. 1369,

DESCRIPTIDY POTE? imiv}icicH : . _
m:eastcﬁ olo it?a; JEJI&L@@.’E? & Pyz (9a 19.14 BBI for allzasble deading STLTGSB. -

electrode mot Sdentified)s '

Jho swbjecr-ef Touy PAA 1 T (q@ o /P

4 g P/C,a— 00/7. .. , RS -
. /

REJECTION OF 6A TASK LEADER COMMEHTS BY: DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGS ORG. COMUERTS BY: . DATE! e

8. REVIEWEY GATASK LEABER ' ColLENTR

]

l

féﬁ/.GREEPHSVAUO ,“, 7””}4(02{\/ B | nmé ///ﬂ/{,v | .

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW  BY DATE oo
O OISAGREE | Y DATE e |
01 REVIEW OF DRIGINAL DESIGR ORGS. COLMENTS BY: DATE:

Shoot & wses 13.6 K51 for ths allcuable sbsaring Stwaae 4n tbs weld., (daterial exd uald

PR s cmitlidl  See spob-PR 001 4}%‘ |



w‘ ! § : ‘ ‘ i PFR NO. _2404-PFR=0020

“ ( ~ POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION il
| : SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

j A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

i AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A, Piping Stress Analysis
Package PSG-78. Calculation Sheets for Node 167, Tag No. $2-51-059-H008.

“ REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

f Specification S023-409-2 "Nuclear Service Pipe Support, Hangers and Accessories for
| SONGS 2 and 3" Certified 4/24/74, p. 4F-9

BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Allov;rable stresses under DBE for structural steel at standard temperature shall be 0.9
times the minimum guaranteed yield stresses listed in AISC Spec. 1969.

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:
. Sheet 3 of the calc:.u:ratlion uses -6 Fy x Q9= 19.14 KSI for allowable bending stress.
‘ Sheet &4 uses 13.6 KSI for the allowable shearing stress in the weld. (Material and weld
- electrode not identified).

S .
| pRepaReppy:T:T-lee 77X - DATE: 1718-82
REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

. | B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS

& E')ﬁREEPF IS VALID BY lﬁ{\}(/ﬂ/j DATE //f/,{,x/ | :
. BY — - |

i
O REQUEST RE-REVIEW DATE
O DISAGREE BY - DATE

[ O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:
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PAGE 2 ST, UV N0 UL LaUnT S

- e . , £-02Z0  jpevisioN
. T _ 9 7/2y/92 _ ,
C.. REVIEW-DY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

This {e ldentical to that of PFR-0019.

"B "The AISC allowable bending wtress for structural steel is 0.6 Fy = 21.6 ksi (A-36 steel,
For DBE loading, the allowable bending stress for structural steel is 0.9 Fy = 32.4 ksl
(A-36 steel) Bechtel conservatively used 19,14 kai allowable bending stress for DBE loading.

For weld allowable stresses, BPC design methodology uses the lower allowable stress of the

two electrodes used for pipe gupport steel which are given in Specifications 5023-206~18
and CSP207.

O AGREEPFIS VAUD The AISC Code allowable stress for seismic loade is 16.93 ksi in the

leg of the weld (based on Fy = 36 kst and E60XX electrodes and a 33 1/3%
AGR Y™ increase in allowable for seismic loading). The calculation 1is conser-
vative because the weld allowables used are less than the AISC Code

allowable for seismic load
BY: /,«/ DATE: _Zcrﬁ&

D. RECCVUENCATION BY FINO'NES REVIDVW COMIMTTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: @ ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE
VALIDITY: 0 VAUD @ INVALID
1

10 CRE §0.65(s):

8LE— O APPLICABLE—

x///( // 2y/82

D NOT APPLICABLE {3 APPLICABLE"

. CLASSIFICATION: | O OBSERVATION | O FINDING
3 JUSTIFICATION: | -

a»v:/ </ /gwrz/(/ DATE: _//2 £2 |

-

CLASSIFICATICN CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING*

COMMENT ON “DBSERVATION™ CLASSIFICATION

TPT PROJECT MANAGER .

33 ACCEPT
- O REJECT

Y oA, ) '
/L (Ll blgepl 2 DATE: //7 ‘{/Zi



PER ao. 2408-PFR~CO21

POTENTIAL FINDING m:mm" REVISION =
SONGS 223 SEISNIC DESIGH VERIFICATION

A PRAEPARATICN OY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED (TEMS: Safaty Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A, Piping Stress Lmalyels
Package P56-78. Calculation sheeta for Noda 167. Tag KFo. £2-51~G55-H003.

AEQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

Specification 5023~409=2, ™uclear Service, Pipa Support Dangers and Accessoxies fo?

BASIC REQUIREMENT:  Structural Design per A1SC Specification. (¥eb, 12, 136%)
. L]

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FIRDIRG:

[

Calculation sheet & uses 13.6 KSI for the allovable ghaaring stress ia the wald. In
A10C Tpec. 1969 the corrcspoading allcvable is 13.0 ¥51.

/F,Q ;emmé'of §ee/z,d¢W,25. Pfﬁ-aoffé%

PEPARED BY: T TeR08 o Z7 A paTEA"28-82 f@ / /}Vﬁ 7 2
AEJELTICH 0F GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: ' _ DATE:
REJECTIO!N OF ORIGINAL 285103 ORG. COLMERTS BY: DATS:

8. REVIEW BY DATASX LEADER .  COMMENTS

D REQUEST REREVIEW  BY
O OISAGREE "

- 0 REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORCS. COMMENTS BY:

e &}u/\ el

DATE
DATE e

BAYE:




PFR NO.

’ : ‘ . 2’;()?5—1'["_1{—()()2!

PUTENTIAL. FINDING REPORT REVISION

-

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

Package PSG-78. Calculation sheets for Node 167. Tag No. S2-SL-059-HOO0S.
REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: |

SONGS 2 & 3 , Certified 4/24/74, p. 4F-9.

BASIC REQUIREMENT:  Structural Design per AISC Specification. (Feb. 12, 1969)

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

‘r

AISC Spec. 1969 the corresponding allowable is 18.0 KSI.

PREPARED BY: _-1-L€® 27/4

| pATEI"18-82.. |
REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL JESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

Calculation sheet 4 uses 13.6 KSI for the allowable shearing stress in the weld.

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection LIne to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A, 'Piping Stress Analysis

Specification S023-409-2, "Nuclear Service, Pipe Support Hangers and Accessories for

. In

i e e PR AT S P AR Sy S b e

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER ~_ COMMENTS

{ | . . g \/ | 3
cﬁﬁss PF IS VALID BY 7@( 7L([/\ . DATE _/( /_’____\ /OV

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW  BY DATE
O DISAGREE . BY - DATE |
O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: | DATE:




Lo o R - - e " - PFR ooai

SR ° B v S

LT ‘ e o . PAGE2 ‘ PFR ND. 2408-rF -ﬁ
\ K REVISION ,_

B REVIEW DY ORIGINAL DESICY ORGANIZATION , COMIENTS
‘ % Response 1is identical to that of PFR-0018.

"BPC design methodology uses the lower allowable stress of the two electrodes used for pipe
- support steel which are given in Specifications $023-206-18 and CSP207.

The AISC Code allowable stress for seismic loads is 16.93 ksl in the leg of the weld (based
on Fy » 36 ksi and E60XX electrodes and & 33 1/3% incrcase in allowable for seismic load-
ing). The 14.85 ksi allowable was used considering only half the increase (i.e., 16 1/2%
instead of 33 1/3%). The calculation is thus conservative because the weld allowables usec
0 AGREE PFISVAUD are less than the AISC Code allowable for geismic loads.”

NW&EE \Z?\J\
BY: ﬂ%/ nate: I/ 2%/€%

1‘ D. RECCMUENZATITNEY F.NDNES REVIEW COMMITTEE

. DEFINITIONADEQUACY: @ ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE

‘ VALIDITY: O VALID - B INVALID
' ~ . E Lk of2q/e2
“ WBCRFEES5—— D NOTAPPLICABLE———E-APPLICABLE

CLASSIFICATION: O OBSERVATION = O FINDING
T JUSTIFICATICN: | '

CLASSIFICATIGN CRITERION KO, RESULTING IN “FINDING®

COMMENT ON “O2SERVATION™ CLASSIFICATION

BY// / /&/g’ _ pate: L 28/82

€. TPT PROJECT MANAGER

@ ACCEPT
O REJECT

7/ / R
/(é//é/ U . pdsrriaeen o



‘ * PFR NO. 2408-PFR-0022

PGTENTIAL FINDING REPOQRT REVISION
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

A#FECTEDITEMS: ‘Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1lA.
Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-78. Calculation sheets for Node 167. Tag No. §2-5S1-
059-HOO08. '

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

Not Applicable

BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Not Applicable

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

The way the bending moment My was calculated in Sheet 3 for W6x25 (vertical) is
difficult to justify from the mechanics point of view.

PREPARED BY: _ ~- I+ Lee Zﬁ/ DATE: 0%

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS'BY:

B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER
.4/)&[-[/‘47%" _ .
/I>‘€” 'l’lé‘\/( C_—Q/C(_g./a 75/7, G o Cd‘”'f?@"feﬁ el €4

o Lt The revrower Kot /4"«4-&/(\“
. ’ @Mﬂ%& ' zf‘f"’w WAy
ey _‘:’/c_%;f__ﬁ/—\_—-- +- s

. /eece[o-eo( % ’Z’f/«é&uﬁl' ’/’((/l.fc/ MZW A
Cornaech o 14;7_'7‘{ p/zﬂ—'ookf ﬁ/"/'/f—-aa 22 4o m;-(/“d'ﬁ/ .‘

—_—

/Zé (,(U‘/,/ia/"/f " Cale S /,:, L/Z/"cﬂc‘wé! T /,,y/fi.
' ‘1 7
¢l w{/ﬂ?‘og Gy Prr /@()//ZMQL

COMMENTS

O AGREE PF IS VALID BY - DATE

F 7
én/saussras-aswew BY /M ZIZ(&/ﬂ— DATE _71_71_/ Ze/8
O DISAGREE BY

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY:




A A . PAGE 2

® PER NG, 2408-PFR-0022
REVISION.

C. REVIEWBY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION

O AGREE PF IS VALID
O DISAGREE

~ BY: DATE:

COMMENTS

0. RECOMMENDAT!ON BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: K ADEQUATE
VALIDITY: S

//19’/&
CLASSIFICATION: © - [ OBSERVATION
JUSTIFICATION:

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION” CLASSIFICATION

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

BY: /j% ﬁ% AIUATE;. /4-’5//81

O INADEQUATE
& INVALID

O FINDING

E. GA PROJECT MANAGER

R ACCEPT

O REJECT

BY: 4//[/// gLt ree.  pATE: /2 7( OQL_




PFR NO, _2403-PFE-0023

QTENTIAL FINDING REPORT . REVISION

SONGS 2&3 SEISHIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

-
»

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A
Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-78.

REQUIREMENT REFER.ENCE DOCUMENTS:
IS0 Drg. 1204-043-1, Computer Run Q22L27.

BASIC REQUlREMENT:_ Valve C.G. should be correctly modeled for computer input.
' .

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

~ * .
® 3 _ Node 17 is the node for the C.G. of the valve.
‘ R The valve has vertical and horizontal offsets.
X @@L+ '
_.\g/@c.e._(?fo/b-) Vertical offset is included in the computer
) S model, however, the horizontal offser is not
R 1¥) — Hord., offsed . luded ) )
V (0. s55 9 ° included.
039-8%¢-pzf”

PREPARED 3Y: Ar Chuane/7) %'1/7 DATE: 1718782
REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 8Y:

DATE:
REJECTION OF CRIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS 8Y: DATE:
B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS
p w RO~ e
& O  AGREE PF IS VALID BY L& [l ') DATE l.;.i_
.3 . . ’ /
O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY / DATE
O DISAGREE BY DATE

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY:' ~ DATE:




. .- PAGE 2 0c23 Pfﬂf\'o,zloﬂﬂ-?}-?'?'-”.‘!"_‘
. g.",‘. - . . . i REV'S'OH ‘_”é,_'x: b
!‘ . ) . .

g, REVIEW DY OMISINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

Orientation of a chock valve {n a horizontal run {e normally with bonnet up,
g™ the C.G. offaet, although negligible, can be

Y model of the piping system,

Therefore,
readily identified and used in the computar

However, this 1s a case where a check valve is located in a
vertical run and the orientation of the bonnet about the vertical axis 18 not controlled
. The analyst has accounted far the axial offset because it {3 known. The lateral offset of
“' 1-5/8 inches can be neglected since the valve is in an 8 inch schedule 140 lipe and taking
‘ it into account would result in minute differences in stresses and support loads, There
1 i8 no effect on the design.

© AGREEPFISVAUD -

Howewer, the effect on the design {s not significant.
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. System piping and supports is not significant.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT | 2408-PFR-0023
o PFR NO. _

Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant. Loop 1A
AFFECTED ITEM: _Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-78

1. ISTHERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET ?

No

2. ISTHERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MlGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER
ITEMS DURING AN SSE?

No‘

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL
SAFETY HAZARD ?

No

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD?
No

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST ?-

There is no indication at this time. another similar deviation will exist.
6. .DTHER COMMENTS:

It is believed that the impact due to this PFR to the design of Safety Injection

PREPARED BY: - Ch“a“g%wﬂ//mm 1-22-82

BY: /@QP&GL/ DATE: /1-7%9 27—

[%4

COMMENTS:




PFR KD. 26408-PFR~0025

POTENTIA®. FINDING REPORT REVISION ___~

SONGS 2&43 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

" A PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITENS: Safety Ihjec::lon Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A, Piping Stress
| Analysis Package PSC-78. Calculation Sheets for Rode 167. 7az Ko. B52-51-059-80C8

: REQUVIREVENT REFERENCE DOCURENTS:
. bot Applicable

. BASIC REQUIREMENT: ' | e

| Bot Applfcable

. DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FIKDING:

ipaszssed leads. Include DON't 1, 2, 3,4,5, & 67Is aot substantisred. (DOS

@ Wodified dimensions.) Sleet 3 shows an 1% szfety margin based on the origical
dipension and load magnitude. The increase in the mzxim= borirsntal load shows ia
Sheet § 18 322. No dfacussion onthe effect of changed dimension was provided.

e

PREFARED BY: T. T. Lee ﬂ,{ DATE: _ 1/18/82
- REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY:

. The note on Sheet 1 ,"Margin of safety in es-built calcoletions ta ndsquate to aceowmodate]

DAT"E:
- REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGK ORS. COMMENTS BY: BATE:
5. REVIEWEBY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS
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/ . PFR NO. 24084 PFK 0025

- POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT  REVISION -
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

-, dimension and load magnitude. The increase in the maximum horizontal load shown in
o9 Sheet 1 is 32%. No discussion onthe effect of changed dimension was provided.

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A, Piping Stress
Analysis Package PSG-78. Calculation Sheets for Node 167. Tag No. S2-51-059-H008

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:
Not Applicable

BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Not Applicable

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

The note on Sheet 1 ,"Margin of safety in as-built calculations is adequate to accommodate
increased loads. Include DCN's 1, 2, 3,4,5, & 6"is not substantiated. (DCN5

gives modified dimensions.)  Sheet 3 shows an 1% safety margin based on the original

" PREPARED BY: 1. 1. Lee 2R, pare, _1/18/82
REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: —_
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:
B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER ‘ S COMMENTS

%REEPFISVALID | BY R@((&’/\\/ DATE l:{/i{g/

/
O REQUEST RE-REVIEW  BY ! DATE
O DISAGREE BY DATE

O REVICW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:




. ' s S rAVE & ' e gy GV T N N e
\‘ —\:&3 i | : | %@2’? ( REVISION __ <025

iy gt

C. REVIEWDY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

The“as-built“revision dated 11/23/81 of the calculation inédvertently was not forwarded
¢ i;o you. Revisions 1 and 2 were sent. Revision 2 references the as~built calculation

. W n the statement "Margin of Safety in As~Built Calcs...”. The as-built cale. is at~
tached.
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N‘: ARATION BY BA INITIATOR

\t AFFETTED !TE'..S $afoty Injaeceica Line to Reactor Coolaat Loop JA, Piniea Stress Anslysis

Dackosa $55-73, Hode 146 (ILacorrectly showvn as Eode 147, Raf. J403-PER-C00S) 7og. Bo.
N £2-01-035-1-009.
B REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCLMER

Soscifitntiva J023~409~2, Eau:lmr s.srvicn Pipe Zwsporte, Doosers and bccessories far
Oen Caofra Huclsar Gemerating §totica, Units Z ead 3 o foctioa 48.1

'? BASIC REQUIREMENT: |
1 katertals ured in the swpport skould be called out on deevicgs and doctmants.

"QEELAIPTION OF POTENTIAL FLIDHG: .
‘: Calcoalations end dmmm én vot $dentify stesl tyse vor mrx alcetzods wad.
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an It 18 Bechtel methodology not to indicate the material and welding proceas/electrodes
* on each caleulation. The material and welding process requirements are specified in

ﬁ . Specification S023-20¢~18 "Quality Class L & 11 Specification for Special Miscellaneous
: Steael...” for vendor naterial, and specificeticn CSP207 for field fabrication.
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PFR NO. Z102-FFP-0029
POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION N

SONGS 2&3 SCISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

“

AFFECTED iTEMS: Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet
(2L-34)

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: .General Engineering Specification for Engineered

Safety features Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet, Specification No. 00000-ICE-
3002, Rev. 04, July 14,1975, Combustion Engineering, Ine.

BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Paragraph 5.11.3 of the Specificatibn states in part that functional equipment shall be
tested in accordance with Section 5.7.1.

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

Section 5.7.1 does not exist as a part of the specification.
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il | | 9 PER 10

L POTENTIAL FINDING REFDAT REVGION .= 5
SONGS 23 SEISIIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A PREPLARATION BY GA HITIATOR

AFFECTED ITENS: The Seitmie Category I Hotor Coatrel Centers (C).

REQUIREMENT REFERERCE DOCUMENTS: Zechisl Power Corporetizn Bpec. ¥o. mzs—;sz-a am!.' .
8 Addendca “Quality Class IT end 1I1-Spesn. for ibtor Coatrol Conters fox".t‘-.a touthazh
Caltfornia Edison, Ban Onofre Wuclaar Canerating Static=s tatts ¢ ad 3:" .

BASIC REQUIREMENT: $eeatdion 4.8 of SpeL. states that the elovatiom and location
of aach FOC vill be es specified in Zxhibit A (Appendix B_of tha Bpec.).

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FLAQING:

1. Bxhibit A dncludes Rlcetrical line dravings, Blevetfon, and loeation
Snforzation i3 aiasin;.( )

2, Dacauce the vondor does not lmow vhere 1220 eve located he does mot hmow vhich
response spectra to teat o (50° or Ereia). .
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- Elevations and locations of MCC's are shown on the one line diagrams of Exhibit A,

% e.g., one line diagram 30137, Rev. B identifies location as “Control Building ESF
* SWGR Room 2A El. 50'~0".°
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| "POTENTIAL FIICING REFORT . REVIIOR
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AFFECTED (TEWS:  8afety Injuction Lina to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A
piping Strcsd analysis rackags P§G~78 .

REQUIREMERT REFEREHCE DDCULEHTS:
150 Drg. 1204~043-1

£251C REQUIREMENT: val\n. veight be included in axial reatraint calculations.

DESCRIFTION OF POTERTIAL FINIDING:  ghoet &4 calculstioa for t'-a exizl veetraist at data
poiat 3 did pot iocluse Cxe veight of 359 ibs for valve (& ~v552) au....mf\,h 1 37 TN
weight of tha pipind (0-:9-%-6—"'@) on both cidea of taa valve w.s .t:acinwd. .
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PAGE 2 //24/E2 PER ND. 2408-PFR=i
' y REVISION
REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

Sheet 44 of calc. no. M-1204=043-2 (PSC~78) is a calculation to take 1nto account the
axial seiemlc load on data point 5, The calculation is conservative because it includes
all the mass on the axial run on both sides of the data point.' ioadings on data point 5

as a result of the valve mass is accounted for in the dynamic analysis and therefore not
included in the calculation shown on Sheet M»_]
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: : o8 PFR nO, 034
ﬁ C "~ POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION -
“ L SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION :

| A PRCPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: SCE Quality Assurance Procedure N18.04, Rev. 18 (11/23/81) and prior

| revisions - "OA Organization Audits - Scheduling, Planning, Performance, Documentation,
ﬁ and Follow-Up

i REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

10CFR50, Appendix B - Criterion 18 and Regulatory Cuide 1.144 (Rev. 1, 9/80), with its
endorsed .ANSI/ASME.. N45.2.12-1977. . ’

i

‘ BASIC PEQUIREMENT: Appendix B requires that "A comprehensive system of planned and :
; periodic audits shall be carried out to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality
assurance program apd to determine effectivencss of the program.” ANSI/ASME ¥45.2.12-197;
i states: "The objectives of the audit system are: 3.2.3 to assess the effectiveness of '

“ the quality assurance program;" ) -
i 4

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

SCE Quality Assurance Procedure N18.04 did not specify assessment of effectiveness of f
the quality assurance program as an audit objective. Consequently, QA audits concerned
. with seismic design output implementation might confirm compliance with established
| controls, for example, without determining effectiveness.
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VIEW BY ORIGIHAL DESIGN DRGANIZATION © COMMENTS

JAP N18.04, Revision 18%#(11/23/81), paragrapn 5.4.5 requires that
audit reports include a summary of audit results (f.e. an
avaluation statement regarding the effectiveness oI the

juality assurance orogram.) Previous rEVisions did not-

‘nelude this provision.
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT
2408PFR NO. 0034

AFFECTED ITEM: SCE Quality Assurance Procedure N18.04

1.

IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET ?

Not applicable

IS THERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER
ITEMS DURING AN SSE ?

Not applicable

COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATEA SUBSTANTIAL
SAFETY HAZARD?

Not applicable

COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD ?
Conceivable. See Item 6, below.

ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST ?
None were identified in the procedure review.

. OTHER COMMENTS: QA audits performed to SCE QA Procedure requirements prior to 11/23/81

may have verified compliance with documented QA program requirements without assessing
the effectiveness of the controls. The established controls may have been deficient

. or requirements may have been omitted. Conceivably, requirements for proper imple-

mentation of seismic design outputs may have been inadequate for effective control.
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| KECEIVED
¢ ‘G. L. WESSMAN

| IANZG 1982 __pmre
Southern California Edison Compavny{.”_E _ e A o
P. O. BOX 800 coPY s6 / vip
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE ROUTE
ROSEMEAD. CALIFORNIA 91770 A
%1' 4.J. ADRIAN January 25, 1982 TELEPHONE

H .2944
I MAMNAQER {213) 872-29

o AINENATION ENOGINEERING
AN0 OESIGN

w Mr. George L. Wessman, Project Manager
5 Torrey Pines Technology

! P. 0. Box 81608

: San Diego, CA 92138

Dear Mr. Wessman:
Subject: Independent Seismic Design Verification

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Units 2 and 3

z This is to advise you that in the rush of getting a

h ‘response out to you we have inadvertently submitted

: : a partial response on PFR 0034. Accordingly, we are.
retransmitting our response on the subject PFR to
reflect the accurate and complete explanation on
this item.

We apologize for the inconvenience.

'Very truly yours,

.

Enclosures




.. POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION -
- SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: SCE Quality Assurance Procedure N18.04, Rev. 18 (11/23/81) and prior
revisions - "QA Organization Audits - Scheduling, Planning, Performance, Documentation,
and Follow-Up'

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

10CFR50, Appendix B - Criterion 18 and Regulatory Guide 1.144 (Rev. 1, 9/80), with its

. endorsed ANSI/ASME N&45.2.12-1977. :

BASIC REQUIREMENT: Appendix B requires that "A comprehensive system of planned and
periodic audits shall be carried out to verify compliance with all aspects of the quality]
assurance program and to determine effectiveness of the program.' ANSI/ASME N45.2.12-1977
states: "The objectives of the audit system are: 3.2.3 to assess the effectiveness of

the quality assurance program;" -

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

SCE Quality Assurance Procedure N18.04 did not specify assessment of effectiveness of
the quality assurance program as an audit objective. Consequently, QA audits concerned
with seismic design output implementation might confirm compliance with established
controls, for example, without determining effectiveness.

PREPARED BY:%/ gfo{@é DATE: £/783/ L2

REJECTION OF GA TAS{( LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER : COMMENTS

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW DATE
O DISAGREE BY DATE
O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: : . DATE:

IS AGREE PF IS VALID BYQ-M\- oaTe _!/17/8% SRR
BY ' |




. PAGE 2 - 'zhoa- PFR NO.=0034

REVISION

C. ’REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION - COMMENTS

QAP N18.04, Revision 18 (11/23/81), paragraph 5.4.5 requires that
audit reports include a summary of audit results (i.e. an
evaluation statement regarding the effectiveness of the

quality assurance program.) Previous revisions did not

include this provision.

@ AGREEPFISVALID EYCEPT AS NOTED ABOVE. SEE ATTACHMENT 1 FOR COM
Ol DISAGREE | - . ;

v
D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: O ADEQUATE D INADEQUATE
VALIDITY: 0 VALID O INVALID
CLASSIFICATION: O OBSERVATION O FINDING .

JUSTIFICATION:

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

COMMENT ON ”OBSERVATIUN" CLASSIFICATION

BY: DATE:

E. GAPROJECT MANAGER
O ACCEPT

O REJECT -

BY: : ' - DATE:




[ ATTACHMENT 1 @

RESPONSE TO POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT 0034
SAN ONOFRE UNITS 2 AND 3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION -

The preliminary finding i1s presented in two parts:

(1) Quality Assurance Organization procedure (N18.C4 - Rev. 17)
does not specify, as an audit objective, an assessment of
effectlveness of the quality assurance program.

(2) As a consequence cf kl) QA0 audits concerned with seismic
desigh output implementation might confirm compliznce with
established controls without determining the effectiveness
of the quality essurance program. A

The first part of the preliminary finding 1s directed to the
written procedures of the SCE QA Organization and it is valig.
Assessment of effectiveness was not stated as a specifiz, ‘
separate otjective in the same manner as in ANSI Ni45.2.12. ,
However, the QA Manual for Units 2 and 3 Chapter 18, Section 18.0.1
does reguire a program effectiveness evaluation. The internt

of the draft of ANSI N45.2.12 was first used by SCE in tr=
development of procedures late in 197L4. . The standard was issued

*in 1977.

Prior to 1974 the SCE azudit prograem was based on Aprendix B to

10CFR50. That regulation requirés the audit program "to verify
compliance with all aspects of the quality assurance program"
and to "determihe'theeffectiveness of the program." Audit plans
and reports cf results in the period 1971-1973 do not'indicate
"assessment of effectiveness of the quality assurance program"
as a'specific, separate objective of the audit. However, a
review of audit plans and reports in that period ané later periods
shows that effectiveness was examined by the aﬁditor 1nis is
documented by reccmmendations zid requests for corrective action
which reflect an assessment which went bevend a mere check of
step- by -step compliance with established procedures,




ATTACHMENT 1

RESPONSE TO PFCTENTIAL FINDING BEFORT o032k ) _ Page 2
SONGS 2&3 SEISKIC DZSIGN VERIFICATION

The evolution of the audit prograrm from 1671 to 1977 was
¢oncurrent with the general development of CA philosophy in

the nuclear power industry. As might be expected, the number

of findings which would be classified as "program omissicns"
versus the number which would be called "program noncompliances"
was larger in that period. This reflects the thrust of the SCE
audit program which measured effectiveness of the quality
assurance program in all areas and recommended the strengthening
of procedures where weakness wzas detected. ~As an example, Audit
Report AE 4.0.2.3.C, which was performed in September, 1973 had
an audit plan cbjective for document review of "determining for
each documented reviewer the extent cf review which took place."”
The recommended corrective action ‘-sul ng from the audit
included steps which were directed <o i”;rOVﬂné and assuring |
Quality Assurance Frcgram effectiveness.

The progrem re~u1r°1ent for a verification of overa;l ef*eetlveneSD
of the Quality Assurarce Program" has b2en clearly stated in

" Chapter 18 of the Project Quality Asturance Manual since the

earliest issues and that intent has been carried out. QAO

management has recognized that the wording of the standzrd and
the regulation posed 2 possible need for a detailed procedural
requirement to "assess effectiveness." One approach which was
considered was to require the auditor tc write a summary para-

‘graph which would be an explicit ass essrent of effectiveness.

This approach was not adopted because assessment of effectiveness

is best accomplished by examining the output of persons performing
safety related activities. Actual effectiveness was accomplished
by verified corrective action.




‘:i

‘assurance program in the area of seismic design. That possibil-

o @  ATTACHMENT 1

. RESPONSE TO POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT 0034

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION Page 3

Special audits and management reviews have been performed in
areas where less than satisfactory effectiveness was detected.
To maintain an overall assessment of effectiveness, a series of

- periodic reports is made to management. A weekly progress report

is made by supervisors to the Manager, Quality Assurance; a

summary review of Nonconformance Reports and Corrective Action
Requests 1s performed quarterly. Results of the review and
corrective action to correct any adverse quality trends are
reported by supervisors to the Manager, Quality Assurance. In
addition, a quarterly report to higher management maintains
visibility of trends and allows management to assess the effective~
ness of the program. Procedural requirements for this series of
reports are given in QAP's: N2.02, N2.C06 and N2.07. '

On a yearly basis (zpproximately), the Manéger, Quality Assurance
has employed independent consultants to assess the effectiveness

of the Quality Assurance Organization.

The second part of the preliminary finding poses the possibility
that, as a consequence of the lack of a specifically stated
objective in the Quality Assurance Organization Procedufe, SCE
auditors may not have assessed the effectiveness of the quality

ity can be evalpated by a review of audits performed and correc—
tive actions accomplished. QAP N18.04, paragraph 5.1.5(c), states
that regularly scheduled audits may be supplemented by special
audits when an independent assessment of program effectiveness

is considered necessary. When the regular audits indicated a
weakness 1n effectiveness, special audits were performed. One
form of special audit which was widely used in the area of design
activity is the joint audit. Joint audit teams are composed




‘ _ o ‘ ATTACHT»?EZN'I‘ 1
« RESPONSE TO FOTENTIAL FINDING REPORT 003l : ' Page &
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC LESIGN VERIFICATION

of qualified auditors from the QA Organization and technical
speclalists {rom other SCE organizztions such as Design Engineer-
ing. Coordinztion of audit plan‘ing, performance and reporting
is done by a Lead QA Auditor. The QAO members of audit teams
assist technical specialists in conducting a detailed,qudit of
the results of an activity such as design. A total of nine
such Joint audits were performed In the Bechtel Design Office
during the period in question. The reports and verified corrective
actions from these audits document the fact tnat SCE QO did
assess the effectiveness of the quality assurance program.

§;7AZ? <:1»~ﬂ»o~. - /-25-8

i ' ‘ M. CURRAN Date -
A2 Manager, Quality Assurance




‘ : ' ‘ PER NO. 2498-PFR=0039

. . POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT - - REVISION
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: 1sC Equipment Field Mounting Design - Installation and Applicable Detailsg
and Drawings for 2LT-0312 and Associated Devices - Calculations for Selsmlc Category I

Eﬁl Stand and Pl
Mouphing MENTREFERENCEDOCUMENTS

Not Applicable

'BASIC REQUIREMENT:
Not Applicable

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: On Calculation Sheet 20 when checking the 3/4" diameter
holes for 1/2" diameter bolts, there is no reference source given for the assumed pre-
tension bolt value and the slip coefficient.

On Calculation Sheet 25 the value of the stiffness of concrete expansion anchor was given,
but the reference source (IOM Calculation No. C-258-7.04, Sheet No. 169) which contains
this value was not provided.

On Calculaglon Sheets 24 and 27 the correct moment of inertia for the support stand should
be 21.9°in’ rather than 17.3 in%.

PREPARED BY: 2-_Tov A ./\%J‘ DATE; _ 1720-82

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: : _ : ‘ DATE:
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER | _ COMMENTS .

[lo - revie s N-ZMLWL&» w7 P Cdole Airmnt  locwcne s
cﬁ%iTgaxtﬂézgx /7£2c”Vs\ Zfi/DCZ,

 Cddibieadd A.i:«u«ntw M rspc“ s wee W»L'ﬁvu Thee | ond 2

On w3 above, BPC admils wocn Asdtin (1L=17316%) ai tha ecleatdls Lt
am th, ﬁ\m&d&“r aMW(I&:Z\q\N")mMW T&&M‘e\um-&ﬁéﬁt

(m't!»-&""""“'u'wm"&m Al ks MM“JWW“QW
Comannmmntone Leom e makuanl [y‘é“ar
Thoune, thai PPR o2 il /j{ (JM Hesfpn Kw/ﬂ/m,.
a AGREE PF IS VALID BY /{ 7 DATE___
& REQUEST RE. ¢ JV5\/ //23/8+
ST RE-REVIEW BY DATE# ,
O DISAGREE | BY : DATE

0O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:
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. | T REVISION
C.~ REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS :
O AGREE PF IS VALID | ‘ -
O DISAGREE | |
!
BY: ' DATE:

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: & ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE .
VALIDITY: ‘ O VALID K INVALID
CLASSIFICATION: D OBSERVATION O FINDING

JUSTIFICATION:

CLASSIFICATIDN CRITERION NQ. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION” CLASSIFICATION

szg///gw;{}{ (DATE: /2y /L2

E. GAPROJECT MANAGER °

& ACCEPT

1 O REJECT

| L - |
BY: LAW/A—/{M/ZL/-WC/ ‘DATE: //ZYZS/L
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: ‘ . . ) . . PFR NO. 2408-PFR-0041

Lo ' . -PUTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION
’ . SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR

AFFECTED ITEMS: I&C Equipment Field Mounting Design — Installation and Applicable
Details and Drawings for 2LT-0312 and Associated Devices -~ Calculations for Seismic
Category I Mounting Stand and Plate.

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

i Not Applicable

BASIC REQUIREMENT:

Not Applicablé

i; DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING:

i No reference sources or data sheets were given for the weight of instruments and
i associated tubing, valves, and plates on Sheets 19, 20 and 21.

! - prerarenay: 2 Tov Q. s DATE: 1720782
P REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE:
‘ REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

B. REVIEWBY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS

A f/‘u;//é clesd 5. ﬁé7 4 ““5’4"""{
ﬁ L~>Q4}7f17— 7£1:/€£ - 2%87 ;7 FZ e //OA&)Af ) Zgzzgc/geqf?, Qop

/4$,é ,57? AN o~ 'i?(/qﬂtkh'ﬁ f y fi7j7z*1’4h\ ‘;%g—\
N o SV AR =N yespirablecers dz? (M@; A7 Cgzpf
‘ /D-Cr—a/J C-&L{_dﬁ lea c‘/(,édré‘éf A » |
/ - . -
| Ru-mimind of the paighf vabuse frm The eddbil dreaminte offwid from BPC

o 1] ook Hhat? tight vabuce sk o tht el toune nesomable dnd emadntil
T%'WPFK@ ol /\’QCQ'M '/”5]31/[;01/13/5‘/
O AGREE PF IS VALID BY L2 — DATE '
. %UEST REREVIEW  BY _ [ ) ///L Co J— DATE ﬁ-/ 287
| O DISAGREE BY DATE

|- O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: v " DATE:
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PFR NO. _ 2408-PFR-0041

- REVISION

C. REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS

0O AGREEPFISVALID
O DISAGREE

BY: DATE:

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: K ADEQUATE O INADEQUATE

VALIDITY: O VALID | _ X INVALID
CLASSIFICATION: [J OBSERVATION O FINDING

JUSTIFICATION:

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN “FINDING”

COMMENT ON “OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION

BY:/J/ /gu//{ pate: L 28/82

E. GAPROJECT MANAGER

& ACCEPT

O REJECT

BY: Cé/é/ééz,l/wwu DATE: 4/27/82




