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December 14, 1990
ND3MNO:3078

Beaver Valley Power Station,-Unit No. 1
Docket No. 50 -334, License No. DPR-66

Sogg.lAl ReDort

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

Gentlemen:

The following Special- Report is submitted to notify the
commission of the recently discovered potentially overstressed
piping supports at Beaver Valley Unit 1.

Very truly yours,

T. P. Noonan
General Manager
Nuclear Operations
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cc: Mr. T. T. Martin, Regional Administrator
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 1
475 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406

C. A. Roteck, Ohio Edison
76 S. Main Street
Akron, OH 44308

Mr. A. DeAgazio, BVPS Licensing Project Manager
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

J. Beall, Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
BVPS Senior Resident Inspector

Larry Beck
Cleveland-Electric
6200 Oak Tree Blvd.
Independence, Ohio 44101

INPO Records Center
Suite 1500
1100 Circle 75 Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30339

G. E. Muckle,
Factory Mutual Engineering
680 Anderson Drive #BLD10
Pittsburgh, PA 15220-2773

Mr. J. N. Steinmetz, Operating Plant Projects Manager
Mid Atlantic Area
Westinghouse Electric Corporation
Energy Systems Service Division
Box 355
Pittsburgh, PA 15230

Mr. Richard Janati
Department of Environmental Resources
P. O. Box 2063
16th Floor, Fulton Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Director, Safety Evaluation & Control
Virginia Electric & Power Co.
P.O. Box 26666
One James River Plaza
Richmond, VA 23261
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W. Hartley
Management' Analysis Company
112671 High Bluff Drive
San Diego,-CA 92130-2025

J. M. Riddle'
NUS-Operating Service Corporation
Park West II '

' Cliff Mine Road
.Pittsburgh, PA 15275
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Unit 1 Special Report
Potentially Overstressed Feedvater Supports due to Postulated Honoball-Binding

Description of Postulated Condition

In 1989, Beaver Valley Unit 1 initiated a Steam Generator Feedvater Line i

Honitoring Program as a. result of piping misalignment discovered during 7R.
Instrumentation installed on the feedvater. piping inside the Reactor Containment
Building provided remote indication of piping temperature and displacement.
Based on the recorded displacement data and subsequcnt correlative analysis,
Engineering determined that two (2) monoball supports were potentially providing
additional restraint to the Loop A.feedvater piping.- The monoball supports, R-3.
and R 4, vere designed to provide restraint in only one degree of freedom, the
verticai direction. It was postulated that the two (2) monoballs vere providing
restrain; in all three translational degrees of freedom. The effect of this
potential- condition on the feedvater piping was evalucted by Engineering
considering thermal, seismic deadload and fluid transient loadings..

a

Engineering determined that considering the monoball acting as three-way
restraints vould not cause the feedvater piping or supports to exceed their
design. basis allovable stress limits during a Design Basis Earthquake (DBE).
This ensured that the. plant could. perform a safe shutdown following such a
seismic event.

flovever, the evaluation also concluded that the postulation of binding monoball
supports could cause monoball structural frame components .to exceed upset
allovables during an Operational Basis Earthquake: (OBE). .The.feedvater piping
would not exceed its licensing. basis stress limits during an 0BE.

Cause of Postulated Condition

This condition was the result:of postulated binding of two (2) monoball piping
supports on the Loop A . steam generator- feedvater line. These supports are
designed to provide free movement in the two (2) horizontal: directions for the

' feedvater piping over a limited range. .These supports were determined'to be
potentially bound in place and could possibly prevent the piping frow displacing
as designed.
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Background (7R)

Honoball support R-5, previously installed in Loop A feedvater piping at Beaver
Valley Unit 1, was replaced by a support providing similar restraint function.
Field indications, which existed only at R-5,- indicated the monoball may not
have been providing free movement. However, subsequent inspections of the
monoball upon disassembly, revealed no indications of binding. In addition,
visual inspection of all feedvater line monoball supports was conducted. No
visual anomolles were identified on the other monoball supports. Therefore,.
other monoballs vere not suspect.

Corrective Actions

1) Administrative controls vill be. implemented to require the plant to be
shutdown after any seismic event exceeding 25% of OBE. This could result
in Loop A feedvater piping supports exceeding.their upset allovable limits.

2) The monoball piping supports of concern, R-3 and P-4, vill be modified as
required to address deficienczes. This is an expeditious approach as the
inspection and verification of the functionality of the monoballs is a
complex process. Testing of the supports camiot be accomplished during
plant operation and the removal of the supports vould have to be done
during an outage.

3) An evaluation of all other .monoball piping supports has been initiated to
determine if similar concerns exist in other piping systems. Further.
corrective actions vill be initiated if additional concerns are identified.

4) The organization which provided the monoball design has been notified of
the potential binding and has been requested to evaluate the reporting of
these concerns under the requirement of 10CFR21.

Safety Evaluation

There vere no safety implications due to this postulated condition. As stated
above, the Engineering analysis of the potential mechanical malfunction of these
supports vould not cause piping stresses to exceed their allovable limits during
a Design Basis Earthquake, or prevent safe shutdown following such an event.a
(Reference: Beaver Valley Unit 1 UFSAR Section 2.5.3, " Seismic Design")
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