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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHOP'TY-

* CH ATTANOOG A. TENNESSEE 37401
.

500A Chestnut Street Tower II

dcEob'er"15,"1h81|"
(b

" I' * 9Mr. James P. O'Reilly, Directo r
*k -

,.U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commisalon
4 '

Of fice of Inspectic:1 and Enforcement ~f

gg7~98 JggRegion II 7 '

"' %u ,3A101 Marietta Street, Suite 3100
g//*

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 -

Dear Mr. O'Reilly:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AITril0RITY - SEQUOYAll NUCLEAR PLANT UNIT 1 -
DOCKET No. 50-327 - FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE DPR-77 - 10 CFR 21 REPORT

A liquid penetrant examination on fabrication welding of an orifice
flange for auxiliary feedwater piping revealed unacceptable indications
on the flange. If the flange had been installed and had failed, the
auxiliary feedwater system potentially could not have been capable of
delivering design flow. This problem which is reportable under
10 CFR 21 was reported to me on October 14,19tl.

The enclosed Part 21 report contains additional information about this
matter.

Very truly yours,

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTIIORITY

.

11. G. Parris
Manager of Power

Enclosure
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6/21/81
At t aciunen t 1

PAIG 21 RI. PORT

Plant : Sequoyah Nuclear Plant - Unit 1 References: Procurement Cont ract No.
81 P E 6- ] 8.' 86

Coriponen t o r Syst em Ident. il f eat ion: Orifice Flange - 4 inch - 6d0 lb., weld
neck, ralued face, ASME MA-lOS, bored to match schedule 80 pipe, ';. A nch t apped
openings.

S_upylier of "orTonent : llub, Inc., P . O . Ilo x 125, 'lucker, Georgia 30084l

tia t u r e o f D_e f.e._c_t o. .r._!;o_n.c__omn._l i anc e : During. fabrication of a replacer,ent orificei-

flange to a pipe for the auxiliary feedwater systera, liquid penet rant examinatie
of the pipe to orlfice !lange veld revealed unacceptable rounded and 1incar
indications le the llanne ihree other flanges tron the satae cen t rac t

which were not yet in the fabricarfon stage were then liquid penetrant
examined. Of these tla ce , two were found to be unacceptable and one
was acceptable. l! pen receipt .. t TVA, the four (4) orifice flanger were
ace plal>le t c c o n t. ra c t. r eelol ? cment s hat.ed c. vi sita l exar'i na t ico and t eview
01 Ven for cer t i f f ea t ion: .

1:x te n t of Sa t e t v lia r.a rd : I f cor:ponent 1.ad been in:tal!"d and tailed,
the auxiliary t e. elea t e e q .t e- wou l d init h.o. e been ca p.th l e el de!ivering
Asinn llov which ir < <p;i red i m mitirste a veral .n<idents .inalyzed in
tie- ITAr

Date Wh a c l . Di ' < ( or .;on. ep t i.a.. e Um Di sem ered : 09/18/81.-

Nurm. r of Ide:t!eal con n o.ent 3 i n l'ne . "o derieient . or ponent .' have ever
been. Installed ter une,

t

Local 10n of Co to..entp: Auxiliaiv l'cedva t e r Sy:.t eni. The s eroponent s
were tested pric- tc ito; ailation and 'ound unacceptable.

Corrective A_crion Tak"n o. Tc 1+e Taken: The acceptable orifice flange
was install"d in the system. The three unaccept able orifice flanges
were no confo me.' and scrapped locally,

Length of gny P.eclui r ed t o n;nplete Action: Not applic.ible

_li_a_s_d_e f.e c.t .- .o.r. .n.o n_c_o.nr. :_ . _ - been scJiorted lire v iousi v ? Yes No X.

If y by what meann? Not t. ,\il I ca b l e .-m_e aJ

.i ,

|1 0 ,'~Q|j I 'A-b!ro

Prepared liy Date
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.

k

.



1

1

I*

. ' . . *

e

|.

'' t .inel.: rol pi .t r t i < c p. t v.e i.
'

SQA'84
h/'/F1

i

A t. t a_c.hnie n t 2
1

EVAll!ATluN I.OGIC l'0!< l'Al(T 21 '

Yes No

.

plint uec o r i t y ry:.Lem? |} | [y|1. ljeliciency ot a

1. Could eletect create a subst an t t.r t sately harard? C [y_.i

If yes, report as part 21.
,

11. Is Line component net e: ;a ry t o ensnic*
. co.- , : ,, . . .

p- -1. The inter,rity of the i e.tr t o r coo l an t boitnda ry ? U.. . g,

2. The capahilitv to shot down rea.'or anil n'a i ut a i n

it in a :,a t e hhnLilown tond:Launi kJ b '

3. The capability to prevent or mitigate tric
concequences of accidents which could result in
potential offsite exposure coraparable to those
referred to in 10 Crit 100.11? C h]

III. Is defect in a basic component o n e- that hap heen
,

accepted for ownership! [1] i_

Installed for use or oper ation? C {~y,}

if a yes in II anil III above, i oalet felet t c rea t -

a substartial rafety hax..rd? ly] I.[
If yes, report as part 21.

IV. Is defert in a basic romponerit

A conditirni Llia t coni.1 cont:ihnte to ext ceding
of safety 1imit? [] [

l f ye:. t r, one of i I .inil i V al,,,vc , irpoii an p.o n .'I.

L%w. _b... / - h'LtX .- l_6. l'a t e
* ,I

I-
Prepared 1y

Alh _ /f||ffsw.
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