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C. Lance Terry February 1, 1996

Growp Vice President

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
“ashington, DC 20555

JECT: COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELECTRIC STATION (CPSES)
DOCKET NOS. 50-445 AND 50-446
RESPONSE TO NRC REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON
CPSES INDIVIDUAL PLANT EXAMINATION OF EXTERNAL EVENTS
(TAC NO. MB3608)

REF: 1) TU Electric lev.er logged TXX-95171 from
C. Lance Terry to USNRC dated June 27, 1995
2) NRC Letter from Timothy J. Polich to C. Lance Terry,
dated December 12, 1995

Gentlemen:

On June 28, 1991, the MRC issued Generic Letter 88-20, Supplement 4,
“Individual Plant Examination of External Events.” TU Electric submitted
a response to the Generic Letter via Reference 1. The NRC subsequently
issued a Requect for Additional Information (Reference 2) regarding

TU Electric’'s response (Reference 1). In accordance with Reference 2,

TU Electric’'s response to the NRC Request for Additional Information is
attached for your review. The documents included in Enclosures 1 and 2
are also provided for your information and future updates/revisinns to
those documents would be available at CPSES.
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If you have any questions regarding the enclosed IPEEE submittal, please
contact Mr. Hossein G. Hamzehee at (B17) B897-8674 or (214) B12-6826 or
Mr. Carl B. Corbin at (214) B12-8859.

Sincerely,

€. 3. Ty

C. L. Terry

. & w/ .

Roger D. Walker
Regulatory Affairs Manager

CBC/grp
Attachment Response to NRC Request for Additional Information
Regarding Individual Plant Examination of External Events
Enclosures 1. Individual Plant Examination of External Events, Seismic,
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, ER-EA-001,
Revision 0, August 1994
(651 total pages)
2. Plant Walkdown Screening and Evaluation Sheets
(64 total pages)

¢ - Mr. L. J. Callan, Region IV (w/0 Enclosures)
Mr. T. J. Polich, NRR (3 copies)
Mr. W. D. Johnson, Region IV (w/0 Enclosures)
Resident Inspector, CPSES (w/o Enclosures)
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NRC RAL # 1.1 (Seismic) :

Provide a table indicating the following: (1) a 1ist of all individual Safe
Shutdown Equipment List (SSEL) components for both Units 1 and 2 that were
considered in the seismic IPEEE; (2) a brief summary of the screening basis
and/or walkdown findings for each individual component; and (3) a description
of any noted anomalies and their resolutions.

TU Electric Response to RAI # I.1(1) :

Enclosure 1, “Individual Plant Examination of External Events, Seismic,
Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station, ER-EA-001, Revision 0, August 1994."
provides a copy of the CPSES IPEEE Seismic report. Appendix A, “Individual
Plant Examination of External Events, Seismic, Safe Shutdown Equipment List
Report, May 1994." of that report (pages 000088 thr igh 000334 of Enclosure 1)
is the Seismic SSEL report which includes in Table . 1 (pages 000190 through
000212 of Enclosure 1), the complete 1isting of components in the SSEL for
Unit 1. At CPSES, the units are similar in layout and therefore, with minor
exceptions, both SSEL 1istings are represented in this single listing. The
minor exceptions were a few components where the tag numbers differ, but the
functional description is the same. These differences were identified prior
to the walkdown. In general, for Unit 2, the component tag is designated 2-
TAG# versus the 1-TAG# shown on the 1ist.

Electric Res to RAL # 1.1(2) :

The walkdown was performed consistent with the EPRI NP-6041, A Methodology
for Assessment of Nuclear Power Plant Seismic Margin (Revisicn 1)." using the
reduced-scope seismic margin methodology as discussed in NUREG-1407,
“Procedural and Submittal Guidance for the Individual Plant Examination of
External Events (IPEEE) for Severe Accident Vulnerabilities.” The screening
basis that was used for this evaluation is found in Appendix A, “Basis for
Seismic Capacity Screening Guidelines for Structures, Equipment and
Subsystems,” of EPRI NP-6041. The screening guidelines themselves are found
in Tables 2-3 and 2-4 of NP-6041. As noted in Enclosure 1, the walkdown 1ist
is a subset of the SSEL consistent with the EPRI NP-6041 reduced-scope seismic
margin methodology and as discussed in NUREG-1407.

As noted above, Enclosure 1 provides a copy of the CPSES IPEEE Seismic report.
Appendix B of that report (pages 000335 through 000651 of Enclosure 1) is the
Seismic IPEEE walkdown report which includes the area walkdown packages for
Units 1 and 2 as Attachment 2 (pages 000356 through 000651 of Enclosure 1).
The area walkdown packages provide the plant walkdown and screening
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evaluations sheets for each component on the wa'kdown 1ist. These checklists
were developed using the recommendations of EPRI NP-6041, Appendix F, “Check
Lists and Walkdown Data Sheets.” The walkdown for the reduced scope seismic
margin placed emphasis on anchorage and systems interaction, however, in
addition, the walkdown and document review also included review of many of the
equipment -specific attributes discussed in Appendix F to EPRI NP-6041. The
walkdown findings for each component are provided on the plant walkdown and
screening evaluation sheets.

TU Electric Response to RAI # 1.1(3) :

The walkdown observations and resolutions are provided in Table 5-1, “Walkdown
Observations and Resolutions,” of Appendix B of Enclosure 1 (pages 000348
through 000350). These observatiors are also noted on the walkdown and
screening evaluation cheets.

NRC RAL # 1.2 (Seismic) :

Identify components that were not accessible for walkdown, and hence, were
evaluated on the basis of available documentation only.

TU Electric Response to RAL #1.2 :

The components that were not accessible for walkdown are noted on the walkdown
and screening evaluation sheets. The sheets for these components are provided
as Enclosure 2.

NRC RAL # 1.3 (Seismic) :
Describe how the containment systems equipment 1ist was developed.
[U Electric Response to RAL # 1.3 :

Attachment B to Appendix A of Enclosure 1 (pages 000318 through 000334)
entitled, “Containment Review for Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station Seismic
IPEEE,” describes how the containment systems equipment 1ist was developed.
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NRC RAI # III.1 (High Winds. Floods and Other Events (HFQs) :

Provide a discussion pertaining to GI-103, “Design for Probable Maximum
Precipitation,” for Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station; explain the basis
for resclving the issue.

IV Electric Response to RAI # II11.1 :

For the purpose of resolving GI-103, “Design for Probable Maximum
Precipitation,” an evaluation of the CPSES design against the considerations
of GI-103 was performed. The two considerations, namely flooding and building
roof loads due to probable maximum precipitation, are addressed in the CPSES
FSAR and have been reviewed by the NRC in the CPSES SERs. A summary of the
evaluation is provided below. The results show that the issues presented in
GI-103 have been adequately addressed in the existing design of Comanche Peak
Steam Electric Station.

The design for maximum probable precipitation is addressed in CPSES design
basis document DBD-C5 071, “Probable Maximum Flood.” Although the CPSES
probable maximum flood (PMF) analysis was done prior to the issuance of
Regulatory Guide 1.59, “Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power Plants,” a
detailed compariscn shows that it complies with revision 2 of this regulatory
guide with a few minor exceptions as discussed below.

Revision 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.59 refers to ANSI Standard N170-1976. The
CPSES PMF analysis differs slightly from the recommended methods in ANSI N170-
1976 in three areas.

. The probable maximum precipitation (PMP) used in the CPSES
analysis is based on Hydrometeorclogical Report (HMR) No. 33.
ANSI N170-1976 refers to HMR-33 and also to a draft version of the
later HMR-51. The use of HMR-33 PMP data instead of HMR-51 has
only a small effect on the calculated high water levels.

. The CPSES PMF analysis used a rainfall time distribution that is
slightly different from the time sequence recommended by ANSI
N170-1976. This results in no significant difference in the
calculated maximum water height for either the reservoir or Safe
Shutdown Impoundment.

. ANSI N170-1976 recommends using an antecedent rainfall preceding
or following the PMF. The CPSES analysis assumed the reservoir is
full to the top of the conservation storage. The assumption of
antecedent rainfall results in slightly higher calculated maximum
water levels.
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The combined effect of these three computational differences results in
calculated maximum water elevations that are within the design limits.
Specifically, the resulting freeboard values are in excess of the required
freeboard heights for protection against wave action at the peak of the flood.

With regard to roof loading, the evaluation also shows the design to be
adequate. As stated in DBD-CS-071, "Probable Maximum Flood,” each building at
CPSES is equipped with a roof drainage system that i1s designed to effectively
collect, pass and discharge the water volume resulting from a six inch
rainfall in one hour with a maximum intensity of two inches in five minutes.
The scuppers are in the parapet walls and the scupper invert elevation will
not be more than three inches above the roof at the outside wall or more than
five inches above the low point of the roof. The roof drains and drain pipes
are designed in accordance with “Roof Drain Design for Nuclear Project Safety
Related Buildings,” by Southern Services, Inc., dated December 8, 1972. The
roofs of all CPSES nuclear-safety-related buildings are designed to support an
eight-inch maximum uniform depth of water in addition to the regular live
loads considered (see Figures 2.4-2 and 2.4-3 of the CPSES FSAR). The parapet
walls have relief openings to ensure that the eight-inch level will not be
exceeded.

The results of this evaluation show that by consideration of the subsequently-
released information on hydrometeorological data, there is no significant
impact on the design limits of the structures at CPSES. PMPs per the
subsequent documents, namely HMRs 51, 52, and 53, are all based on the data
contained in HMR-51. The CPSES evaluation considered the “all season
envelope” provided within HMR-51. The resulting PMPs from HMRs 51, 52, and 53
are as stated previously in Appendix 1A(N) of the CPSES FSAR. The use of HMR-
33 PMP data instead of HMRs 51, 52, and 53 has only a small effect on the
calculated high water levels.

There is sufficient freeboard at Squaw Creek Dam to consider the slightly
higher PMF. Further, the PMP and resulting one-hour rainfall results in less
than the 8 inches maximum uniform depth of water on building roofs considered
1n the original design. Therefore, no additional drainage evaluation 1is
required.

Based on the foregoing, it is recommended that GI-103 be considered resolved
for Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station.
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Plant Name: CrEES Unit: /

Walkdown Area Identification
Building: S5 Floor Elevation:. 75o Room No.: /= o0o&

Success Path Equipment In Room

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 1
1
NTITIT Sumr 7o i~
1. Pump -5/ wugenon /- 88 11A r Vil ON U NA
2. Y N U NA vuuuu‘
[3. Y N U NA Y NU NA
4 Y N U NA Y N U NA
£ Y N U NA Y N U NA
Is Y N U NA Y N U NA
7 Y N U NA Y N U NA
8. Y N U NA Y NU NA
8. Y N U NA Y N U NA
10. Y N U NA Y NUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. 6% seismically qualified? @ N U N/A
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence @NU NA
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ NU N
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? @ N U N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ N U NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

NA = NOTAPRLCARE 500001 Sheet _ of _
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| TI
A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: S6 Floor Elevation: P50 Room No: /= Ocas™
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
/) SEQEP - wWEC) - O//e Qi 1ALIFIED RBY Aalrt yErs
Ey wWemb
5 Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
/!
Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @
Is further investigation required? Y NA

Comments: Va /k( [-SEI1A /= /ﬂ(d(/ Pt /9& Yo
+~an L C valve (sofa tion  4an k ) u/a//c/;u/ﬁ //,fr 4’/

- >
.y //&/6 bty bu/

D. Evaluated By: ) 000002
Name: ¢ “ OMA Date: %4/4 }

Name:

Date: 5-20-92
Oste: __Zlo/d2

Name:
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PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: (S ES Unit: f

A _DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification " p

Building: R /7 Floor Elevation: 08 . &€ Room No.: / £ ¢/ 4
P T AT

Success Path Equipment In Room

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT CEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- )?
1 LTON caTMT -g/é0 @ N U NA @ N u NA
sor_per |1 7F16 I
2 RC  Pemp -0/ N U NA DN U NA
¢ we iyl | —88/5 4 O
3. \RHR |-p/ w7 @ON U NA OnN u NA
(HEk  bii |-88/16A4 | L
a ST |-o/ CHE ~ OnNuNA @N U NA
Valve |ISIL-g6/94| I
CCF |-0l/107 tO @ nNunNa ON U NA
(L [ CHE i | 5 -8900A b 4
RC pump N
. U N/A N U NA
CHK. VALVE 1C5- 8268 A T ® ©
7 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
8 \ Y N UNA Y N U NA
\\‘
E AN Y N U NA Y N U NA
N
10. ‘“u\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. EVA seismically quahfied? ® N U N/A
YST INTERACTION EFFECT
Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence @ N U N/A
by adjacert elements?
- Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3 No other interaction concerns? @ NoU NA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ K NIA

¢ e N s NO U = UNSATISFACTORY wa = notareucast 000003
Sheet



PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET sSucard of 2.

A Walkdown Area identification
f o’
Building: R B Floor Elevation: G008 - 0 Room No: /54 4
B Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

le ffffé’A‘gf)C’M’OW/: Qaa//ﬁf/é)/ fect ond” 0""'//’”)'
2, SEASP- WECM-)2p0: Fualilied by el sis
(3”’ Check (/ﬁ/{/fi ‘
3. SE@asp- WECM-|16: Qualified by @nal,sis
(¢ Check UValve),
4 SEQsSP- MS520A./-31: @ualited by Gna il sis
(1"@ Check Ualve),
5. SEQSP -MS204./-30: @Ruealfiedd by Sr2hs;s
(1"# Check Velve),

. s s
G SéasP-MSZOA.‘-Bg',QNLﬁ(gL\4.7 aw\a}‘}&v |

C. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
Neone

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Yy ® N/A

Comments: Alcess 10 oréq was 4’11’/ d&( 1o pecent
contomire .oN, a _yisva/ osee revien o £
cverheac” Lidins Gh méri way pge ‘vafo./

D. Evaluated By:

Name: mM Tom Roche Date: /‘Zza(zz N
Name: DG FATankaR Ppudmodon  oye  Jol28)92

Name: MWVMW Date: /9

L4 ——— .

000004
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PLANT N SCREENING A ALUATI -

Plant Name: C PSE S Unit: 1

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area ldentification

Rulding: 2 4 Floor Elevation: §0& Room No.:. /£ ¥

Success Path Equipment In Room

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
1S SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- )7
Vi RC PMP sea/ I-g/ T @N U NA @nNuNA
woter 5o WiV g//2
RHR PMP -0/ Wi N U NA @n
U NA
10/ flocye s0 Vv | | =@ P01 A ’ 4 o
Y N U NA Y N U NA
\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
\\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
\
\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
.
\ Y N U NA v~u~ml
10. \ Y N U NA v~u~m|
Is ail above listed equipment in room no. /S ¥ L seismically qualified? ON u NA

C. SYSTEM INTERACTI FFECT

1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence @N U NA
by adjacent elements?

- 3 is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?

3. No other interaction concerns? ® N UNA
's all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ N ONA
Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N A = NOT APPLICABLE

000005 creer ¢



PLANT WALKDQWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET syagrZ o 2

A, Walkdown Area Iden. fication
Buiding: £ /3 Floor Elevation: § OF Room No: /§ ¥ 0
B. Listing ot Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

|, SEGSP-WECM-056; Glualited by &
Combravion of tess cnel anoly sis
(27 Mov),

1. SE@SP- WECM=- |05 Gualifiec b, &
combretion of resr ond’ @uol 5is

(127 & Mov),

. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
Neone

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Y @ N/A

Comments: _(o«/// ret ;a.'n Greess o o a/uf ad

e En " cenramona f/'aﬁF POV b A'ﬂ/fwc/ >

_é/éggf»r(a a1, e,

D. Evaluated By:

Name: ~#%7 M Tom Reoche Date: “/ 20/ 3

Name: L. G '?;TAN'(M( )’éﬂo)ﬂd‘a—t’ Date: }0/2,8 /73 B

Name: _Aﬁg&"_}g/up Date: _/Q/A#/93

000006
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PLANT WALKDOWN R ING AN VA Ti H
Plant Name: C PSES Unit: 1
A _DESCRIPTION
Walkdown Area |dentification
Building: R 3 Floor Elevation: 08 Room No.: /¥
P L i TI
Success Path Equipment in Room
ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/ICLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE I
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
y 7 (SEE PAGE- )7
< Pomp |0/ ®
1. N N U NA N U NA
Sont Clock Loppe | 1€5-8350A4 | I O)
2 R¢ FPemp )0/ ON U NA N u na
Seat clotd vogpe | (€5-83674 | T
3. |RCS colt” reg DN u NA U NA
19/ Tompd |-TE//E | EF O
4 Y N U NA Y N U NA
\,
5. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
N\
6 \ Y NU NA Y N U NA
7 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
\.
8. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
9 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
\
10. : Y N U NA Y N U NA
s
Is all above listed equipment in room no. [5 ) 4 Z seismicaliy quahfied? @ N U N/A
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
: 8 Is all above histed equipment in room ftree from influence @ N U N/A

by adjacent elements?

2 Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that

could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns?

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects?

Y = YES N =NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

N'A = NOT APPLICABLE
000007 ...,

N uUNA

@n u A
Q@ N U NA



PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET ’“":&“ 2

A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: RB Floor Elevation: 903 Room No: [/ £&'
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

[§2: S5EQSP-MSI0A.1-03]: Quali ¥ied”
by 000&{:; (2”/ Check Vﬂ/ye).

3: CEqsp- ESE ?-0l: Gualified by 1€5+

( Temgere vese @ /emeiey ;

c. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
Neone
Are all potential problems satisfactonly addressed? Y N @
Is further investigation required? Y @ N/A
Comments: (L eele’ net /ig,n G cceéss ?/‘/f 1< A«fs ’{
ra%o yien = rea, %camv: re 1 Ch r€ & € et
L€z / corme é
D. Evaluated By:

Name: J&Zm GZJ( T om ﬂdﬁ‘e Date: /4/2 9[7} -
Name: D-G'PATANI(AR W&JW Date: 10 (28 ,73

Name: glﬁ ( 4 el e Date: M‘f 3 -

000008
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PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: C PSES unit: 1
A _DESCRIPTION
Walkdown Area identification
Building: R 4 Floor Elevation: &/ 27 Room No.: /5T
B. EQUIPMENT EVALUATION
Success Path Equipment In Room
ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
L (SEE PAGE- )7
i\ |RE Fomp /-02 Sad @~ u na N U NA
worer chock sofe| 1€5-87500 | 9
2. RHR +to RecP 122 N U NA N U NA
et oo | 1-89v98 | £ | © ©
3. Y N U NA Y NUNA

) \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

5. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

6. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

7 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

8. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

9 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

10. Y N U NA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. [ 5 d J_ seismically qualified? @ N U N/A
YST | RACTION EFFECT

1 Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence @ N U N/A
by adjacent elements?

- & Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto e juipment?

3. No other interaction concerns? @ N U N/A

Is all above listed equipmant in room free from interaction effects? @ N U N/A

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N A = NOT APPLICABLE 000009

Sheet of




PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET greqrd on d

A Walkdown Area Ident:ification
Building: R 0 Floor Elevation: & /2 Room No: /5% ./
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

l. SEQsSP-MS20A4.)-03: Geal R é/
analys:s (2”%’ Chock (/0/#5’)'

A SEQsP- WECM-116: Qualified by
anaéﬂ;‘ (€72 Check (/ﬂ/pe)'

s Describe potential probiems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
None

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N( N/p

Is further investigation required’? Yy (@ NA

Comments: __Coela’ pot K <k Gccess Q’ﬁf 7>

Ligh _rediatien Qrea, cfocomente 4ron  poiear
pertorme 7

D Evaluated By: 000010

Name: (gn7 m/z 7om KLoche Date: /’/2’/7,},
Neme: U@ /aTANKhQ )4’%&2—' Date: /0 /2”2[ 135 .

Mo é//\)“‘% Date: /0 JRF/ 23 .
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PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: C/pf Ef Unit: by

A _DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification

Building: R fF Floor Elevation: 9/ 2 Room No.: / & & £
P T T

Success Path Equipment In Room

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

NO. | DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 17

1. RC Pump [|-03 @ON U NA ®nNu Na

Sea’ Ubver (HEUY| | CS5-8I50C I
2 Y N U NA Y N U NA

3. Y N U NA Y N U NA
]
4 \ Y N U NA
5. \ Y N U NA
5. \ Y N U NA
7. \ Y N U NA
8. \ Y N U NA
9. \ Y N U NA

10 : Y N U NA

Is all above listed equipment in ro0om no. /_f‘?’k seismically quahfied? @ N U N/A

N/A

__SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECT

1 |s all above histed equipment in room free from influence @ N U NA
by adjacent elements?

> 3 Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?

3. No other interaction concerns? @ N U NA

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ N U NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY NA = NOT APPLICABLE

000011 Sheet of




LANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET o 00r 2 ,o @

A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: & /2 Floor Elevation: £ /2 Room No: /$ & k&
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

l. SE@SP-MS20A./1-03/: Gualdified %
anaé;r; (2”@' Check W/"f>.

C. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
None

Are all potential problems satistactonly addressed? Y N @

s further investigation required? Y® NA

Comments: Covld het Ran cccess dve te /7/!4
M tion qarea, ng_é/ﬁr?hrd PO  teview
pertormed ,

D. Evaluated By:

Name: % M ﬁn ﬂﬂ‘le Date: /4/2 ,/,;
Name: Do e ‘PATANKA"( ?tg)&mco“’ Date: }0/2‘3 [ 7 5_ B

Name: W Oate: M~,_ St

000012




PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Sheet[ of Z

piant Name: L PSES Unit: z
A DESCRIPTION
Walkdown Area Identification
Building: 2 3 Floor Elevation: &/2 Room No.: / §4 ¢
P T T!
Success Path Equipment In Room
ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 1?
! RC Vlemp 1-0¢ @~ U Na @ON U NA f
sont worerup | 1€5-G3500| I
2 Y N U NA Y N U NA
3. \ Y N UNA Y N UNA
Fav \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
8. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
6. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
7 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
8 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
] \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
10 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. (54 L  seismically qualified? @ON U NA
. SYSTEM | RACTI FFECT
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence @ N U N/A
by adjacent elements?
2. is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U NA
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? O N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ N YA
v = YES N o= NG I = UNSATISFACTORY N A = NOT APPLICABLE
000013 :reer 1



p
LANT WALKOOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET . . 2 ,. &

A Walkdown Area Identification
Bulding: R Floor Elevation: & / 2 Room No: / ¢y
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

le SEBRSP-MS204.1-03/; &ool fiec” by
060/;,)’/)’ (27 Check W/V(),

= Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
None

Are all potential problems satistactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Y@ N/A

Comments: _[zg[a{ et 4e/h GCe€sS 1o  prea g(va 1+
hfL‘ Mé‘g#aon.

D. Evaluated By:

Name: 7 | ‘/4 _Tem Reche = ome _‘Y29/937
fhin D.GPATANKAR DUt Jea oate: 10124193

Name: MW pate: 0/A7/93




Sheet ) of &
PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET
Plant Name:  PSES Unit: -
A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification

Building: R S Floor Elevation: & 3 2 Room No.: /$54

B. EQUIPMENT EVALUATION
Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. | DESCRIPTION NO. CATICLASS [~ e . e
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
E5TABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 17
56 )0/ Fw N U NA N U NA
S6 /-0/ leve/
RPAU PR z ON u na &N uNa
P2R |-07
) ’ |-PT-oyss| I QNUN/A (I N U NA
Y N U NA YN U NA

\ Y N U NA Y N U NA
6. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
7 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
8 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
9 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

10. : Y N U NA Y N U NA

s all above listed equipment in room no. [ ffL seismically qualified? @ N U N/A

C. SYSTEM INTERACTI FEECT

1 le all above listed equipment in room free from influence & N U NA
by adjacent elements?

2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that 0 N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?

- No other iriteraction concerns? ﬁ N J NA

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? 7 N NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000015 cree o



PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEEI‘mr‘z ”_'__
A Walkdown Area identification
Building: R B Floor Elevation: 332 Room No: /4 4§ £
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
| SEQSP-M5208.1-002! Qualled by
analysis ( &7 heck Vd/f/a
d, SEQSP- FSF-03-2/" Qualtfie b
test  (Bavon 769 Thawsom: Hes),
3. SEQsp- ESE-/A-01 Guafifies 4,
€5 + ( Kok vor FHns /m,#a)
C. Describe potential problems indicated by '‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
None
Are all potential problems satisfactorly addressed? Y NQq/
Is further investigation required? Y@ N/A

Comments: AC(@(; 1o X¥t g was het an'A' é/gi
éd/( +o /7,'? 4 raclia tion /S fonte Vdd -4 -ﬂpy;
f'éeLmﬂr T2 v/on rev e/ jM /orm el

D. Evaluated By:
Name: (T&mm M Tom Kockhe Date: 'Vt /93
Name: D, & PATANKA& MW Date: /0/:‘7/?3

Name: /X 42/_2—_‘:;‘4&_/_____ Date: /O/RAF/ 73

000016




Sheet! of @

PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: <~ PSE S Unit: L
A DESCRIPTION
Walkdown Area Identification ) oy
Bulding: R B, # 41 Floor Elevation: 8 ®2 - 0O Room No.: 1- 161 A
| T Tl
Success Path Equipment In Room
ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. | DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
1S SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQ! JACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- )7
|1 | PorV GATE VALVE | | - 8oec A CAT.Z | Ovuna | @NuNA
(1 30LAT ON)
2 URIEZER SAFETY| | . U N/A N U NA
FressoriE2eR SAETY| |- Qol08  |CAT. I O 9
|3. Y N U NA Y N U NA

< \ ¥ N U NA Y N U NA

5. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

Ie. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
7. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

8 \ Y N U NA Y NUNA

9 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

10 Y N U NA Y N U NA

is all above listed equipment in room no. _[ 6 / A seismically qualified? @N U N/A

_SYSTEM INT T! FFECT

Is all above listed equipment in room free from intluence @ N U N/A
by adjacent elements?

3 Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?

3 No other interaction concerns? @ N U NA

Is ail above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ N U N/A

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000017 sheet  of




PLANT WALK R | A A Ti [l
Sncﬂ'é 9'&—

A Walkdown Area Identification
! "
Building: R. & , # | Floor Elevation: §€Z - O Room No: -/ & 1A
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

[. PoRV GATEVALVE - SEQ 5P- WEcM-01>4 QUALIFIED BY JEST €
ANALYSS -

2. Fress. SAFRTY VALVg -SERSP-WECM .00 38 _QUALIFIED Y rﬁ-sfiw

. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
None

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N

Is further investigation required? Y@N/A

Comments: (ol not Gccess yalves Fe ro //; 4
tazigtion, d‘(gﬁrlnr b€ € e !¢a é&mré

D. Evaluated By:

s

Name: Z& (Sl Tm /70({(__ Date: /%?/4?} R

Name: D. q PATANKA'R WLJC% Date: /0/24/73 .

Name: ’%W}oféu/ Date: &/~ 7r/ 973
000018




Sheet | of 2
PLANT WALKDQWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: PSES Unit: 1—

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification , -

Bulding: €. 5. # f_ Fioor Elevation: 945 - o Room No.: [ - /&l B
8. _EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEiSMIC ADEQUACY
NO. | DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/ICLASS [
IS SEISMIC NG HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- )2
1. |PRESS. PORY RELIEF || ey p4-550| T (N u Na ON U NA
VaLve
|2‘ Gwee VALV& IRC'&O_SBE’ I @NUN/‘ @NUNIA
3. Y N U NA Y N U NA

4. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
8. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
6. \ Y N U NA Y N UNA
7 \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
8. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA
9. \ Y N U NA Y N U NA

10. Y N U NA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. /Q / € seismically qualified? @ N U N/A
Y INTERACT! FFECT
o
:. Is ali above listed equipment in room free from influence (Y N U NA
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?
- No other interaction concerns? @ N U N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? O N U N/A
Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000019 shee _of _



P T WA W REEN! A ALUATI HEET

SHee r‘.z. oF ?_—
A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: K I3, Floor Elevation: 8 S _ O " Room No /- /6lE.
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

[. SEQS P-WEcm 090 -@UALIFIED BY TRsT §ANALISIS,

2 SEQsP- MS-20A:1-18 - RUAUFIED BY ANALYSIS

- Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
None

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Y@ N/A

Comments: {a/ﬂ/ hot Grc€ss P 6/ pgﬂ 94( i< 4/;1 4

m_da {iOM, &_‘_Mf ’Ch PR ﬂ_@ véwrat{ VM: ﬁn/

PORY ¢ learance 16 hresacrien pig C(PE-SwEC- FUM-C5 08
Aiea /él pa}e Zgo

D. Evaluated By:

Name: %_M__& 1?0([£ Date: /%7/¢) o

Name: DS aTANKAR %Dd}&w\,k_a—v pate: 10/ 25/ 72

Name: _A/_’QMM— Oate: [ 0/A 4. y2 o
000020




PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

CPSES

Plant Name:

Unit: /i/

Walkdown Area Identification

Building: Aur:/ias y Floor Elevation: &/ Room No.:. 2273
Success Path Equipment In Room
EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
' (SEE PAGE- )2
ccP1-0777-02 (DN U N @uuum
Minflon Valve ||-81/10 b 4
cch /-of @ N U NA KN U Nia
g,;z Chock tufie | |-BY8/4 L
“IT -0/ to @Nnuwna | DNUNA
Chng Fomp Sey |-G 556 Z
< Fewmp Saas/ - &N u NA ON U NA I
Uister  Conepo/ [-HC -/ 8 2
RC Pemp Sear @NUN/A (DN U NA I
Marey Iy Tevawon|ICS-GIys5 z
Y N U NA Y N U NA
Y N U NA Y N U NA
Y N U NA Y NUNA
Y NU NA Y N U NA
Y NU NA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. 227  seismically qualified? @N U NA
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence @ N U N/A
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room iree from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? @ N U N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? @ N U N/A

Y = YES

N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000021 sheet  of



Sheet & of 2

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A, Walkdown Area Identification
Building: 4y //a.,t/ Floor Elevation: & /& Room No: /&7
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

lv SERSP VECM-056: Gumfilinc by Test f Araf g 5
(Smart/ tbote globe rrow)

2. SEQsP-wECm- 23 GAuadifieol by Gnelys;s
(" Check Va/“j
3, SEQSP-wEMZIY! Qualifieel by anels s

(87 check ialve)

Y, SEQSP-ECA? - 0P Qual/llea’ by T1estf analls/s
(27 pov) |
5 SEQsP- Ms20A alifacl by Graly £is

(27 Check &ra/rc)

e Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
VALVE )=-5110 1S LOCATED N A CONTRMINATION ALeR D THE VALVE

WAS INACLESS/IBLE . THE AS- SUNLT DRAWNG BEP- CS-1-A8 - 0068
WAS REVIEWED., TS DRAWNG 18 QUALIFIE) PER SwEC Srmess
PROBLEMS | =087A AND /-COSRAV. SYSTED /ATERACTION 7D L
THIS KOOm WARS COMPLETEL AS FART™ 05 7WE COMMNEr) e
Keview, AND NO Durce oF /T KE=mnra)sS A 7975 X0

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y/N N/A

Is further investigation required? Y @N/A

Comments: N’] &

D.  Evaluated By: _ 000022
Name: D/Z\P D e i Date: 3 \ K ‘ 1

Name: /’Wl @Ml/ Date: ‘z//{/fj’

Nam;: __dm QM" -7 Date: 8//7 /7}




Sheet_/ of _a'
ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: ['PSES =

A.DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification
Building: G Floor Elevation: 785 Room No.: .2 . 04 kL

B_EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

- IS SEISMIC
ADEQUACY
ESTABLISHED
(SEE PAGE- 2.7
RHR PmpP 202 70 I Cip”"“
7 Scucrion) VAV E

SI PmP 2 -0//2-08 N/A
SUCTION CHE JALVE

N/A

/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

”
Is all above listed equipment in room no. ) Z b seismiceally qualified? C{\N U N/A

C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS

e

.. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence ) Y N UNTA )
by adjacent elements?

is all above listed equipment in room free from potential < ources that Y N U@
could flood or spray onto equipment? N

3. No other interaction concerns? Yy N UuAa

-
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? YNU K;A/‘

000023

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE




Sheet 2-of Z—

A. Walkdown Ares Identification
Building: s6 Floor Elevation: 78S Room No: - 002E

B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentatio~ for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

[\ 5%5 - WE;CM—'O" Sn Kivse mountesl
SE&SP. WECM -0) 1l S e W Cuant 2el

Describe potentiel problems indicated by ‘No' or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

N [ A~

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N WB)

Is further investigation required? Y AIN/A

Comments: __J4sC, Mtlipgr Qus Localbel o G Coteprecoi Vo

ausd fakrw he Ciatory and Py, v vo7
Llglhed Agun /"V . Aﬁ (llena pres  AS YT IiAL -

D.  Evaluated By: 000024

Name: <7z, pge. > Date: /fu (B, S

Name: Dpa WM [/om: A B

Name: /07 ZA.A‘l?;{ : b =129




Sheet_/of <

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: Chass Unit: £

A._DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification

Building: sG Floor Elevation: 78s” Room No.: o2- 06 F

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT SLISMIC ADEQUACY
NO.

IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY
ESTABLISHED

{ AGE-2 )7
EHR. HX 2-0/ ;E i,

<2-87304 . -
OUT_cHK ViV -
LMl PP 2-~01 ThCLr

o7 -ER04Y A -

N/A

DI 0] IALVE - S8/ A
-0/
S,f,;:”’,z,f 2-£85/ A -
Ump &0/
st Ve - - 5955A
AWST 207 7D £H £
Ampe 2-01 e iy ~-&G5K A
EHR 7D ccp 2+0//00
§ac.mw cHE VLY - = EFLT A
LHE MY &2 O 8YP RO
CTRE UMVE Z-FCV ~06/8
Hx -0t Fro CTae
‘H‘y% F-HCV = OOl

is all above listed equipment in room no. éZ F seismically qualified? 0« U N/A
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NU NA
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NU NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000025



Sheet Zof <
PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: =6 Floor Elevation: 788 Room No: 2 -0~
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
|.Segsp . Weecm.-0))§
2 . SEQsP. WECTM -0 1
3. SgdsP - Weem - 005 @
4 SEQST-WECM .23
5 Segsp -Weem-olzf —
¢ SEQsP- WEcm-011&
7. SEQSP - WECM - 11T
8. SEQsP- WECKH - o0 W3
9, SEQSP - Weesm .- o042

All T+ewrs In Y-
M ounteol -

o Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsastisfactory’ and provide evsluation.

N[ n
Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @
Is further investigation required? YR N/A

Comments: __7AL WL&A Qs Aocalsd oy oo BrHrrtyeafosii
LU /. ;/4', /Q‘g/( Gn [Dus gV /:/aﬁ/é@;;gﬂ‘/
v T Cpihnie Wi c'Mg/u/-

D. Evaluated By:

000026
Name: % LD/".: £ 13 ’ﬁf
Name:

24
W @J'f Dste: __ h42-4L




Sheet / of <

BLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: Qﬂjés_ Unit: 2

A _RESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area |dentification

Building: 38 Floor Elevation: %0 Room No.: <2 -0G2S
B, _EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment in Room

RHE TO SI Pum/l

Is all above listed equipment in room no. .2- 06l 6 seismically qualified? (9 N U NA
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence YNU @
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U p&//
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? YNU ﬂ//p
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? YNU p(//

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000027



Sheet Z of p —

BLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: Yo Floor Elevation: 750 Room No: &2~ 043 &
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

/. SEQSF w&m -0 1/9

- Describe potential problems indicated by 'No’ or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

Sl o

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Y @ N/A

Comments: wﬁ 2o fotsnd Zbns G167 ZrS
&F

czrn? atked Aryn,

Evaluated By: 000028

\%ﬂf‘_’ Date: M/}; [59S
%MJ‘—&“{ qou: Clinlqs™

fayﬂos% Date: _k-12-98
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BELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: ORse < Unit: —

A DESCRIPTION

Waealkdown Ares ldentification

Building: S& Floor Elevation: 272 Room No.: =7 ~ OGS
B__EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

Cusrow y= Scimip 7D LN L

w2 -0 T 150 VLV
Casrm TS 2 70 CT”

e 2-f08 Iuc S0 NV

4

Is all above listed equipment in room no. 2'60{ seismically qualified? & N U N/A
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. le all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NU @
by adjacent elements? o
2. Is ail above listed equipment in room free from pntentisl sources that Y N U (@
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? YNU w
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NU W
Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000029



Sheet Fof &
PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: S& Floor Elevation: 759 Room No: &2 -~ OGS
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

/L, SEQSP wew - o2
&L SEASK WS 2068./- F&

w8 Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

[

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N N/

Is further investigation required? Y @ N/A
-

Comments: N sce, o7 sorzes £ Ak ALocado S dorsc ol fhe
it 20 glroac .

D. Evaluated By: 000030
Name: %‘_jw Date: ,//é;._ /3, Vi 4

Name: ‘D/@&Pﬂ/ﬂdw 4.t.: cﬁ ’ 13 ) 9 5
Name: j’h @lf Date: £-12-95




Sheet_/of 2—

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: __ P4s&ES Unit: &

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Ares Identification

Building: e Floor Elevation: 2% Room No.: &2 -2
B _EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

IS SEISMIC NG HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS

ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 24>

Gt SIPfccr Suc NbR .
XNE Vv @ ~-RE07A4 (QN N/A YN u@

&

S PmP D -oljo> e
I ELD Ler VeV < - 38/3

s Fism) Vi o~ FCV- 36 /0

U
LHNR Prg 207 NIA v (//)
U

CT PP & -0l Kecike WV - FV/ - /702 -/ N/A

7 PmP 2003 DiscH

N/A
78T LAt /S0C ViV = CT~ 0050

omp 2-0] Sucr
nclvs’ac iy 2C7 - 00&¥

Cromp o -0/ DIscH
/S0, VL ST~ 0097

Is all above listed equipment in room no. S~ 007 seismicaily qualified? j N U NA
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NU NA)
by adjacent elements?
/P/\
2 Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U v
could flood or spray onto equipment?
A
3. No other interaction concerns? YNU W
o
is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? YNU W

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 0000 31



Sheet Zof 2—
ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: S6 Floor Elevation: 770 Room No: Z-0¢7
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

/. ESEQSPL WECM -0N0
Q. S&Qs,p WELmM-005¢
4

SEQASP  mS - 400 -00%
Ss7 seqQsr” mS 208)~23
b. SEQSP  ms S0k ) -ou

C. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory' and provide evaluation.

NP

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? YN @

Is further investigation required? Y AD N/A

Comments® - Y zéu:f/"(./ et B o it e
/feu'r:/L' ¢$/7Z/Zﬂ’/ LAl s M/ﬂ/r\/ 7 g RO
= v

D. Evaluated By:

| 000032
Name: %#‘;w Date: _ 73 (Rl

Name: D’é}_m Date: ¢ / I3 } 75

Name: —@&_’% Date: 6-12-95




Sheet | of 2~

PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name:  (RSES Unit: &

A RESCRIPTION

Walkdown Ares |dentification

Building: &5 Fioor Elevation: /0 Room No.: oo=C7 2/8
B EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 217
Uz CHe PmP 70 €S r @uumx Dnu wa
CHTMT 150 Wiy 2106 | 2~ 8706
2 DN CNTMT ORC YN
vy o - 12X 4 z
RerP 20 S TR YN
AT VLY J-F35/A z
fep 202 S 7%
(AT VeV ~-8357 é Z
rccx' & ~0/fo2 I KoL
YLy 380/4 2-880/A " of
ST PmP 2-0/78 HL
253 M /S0 ViV < -8805A F 4
ene 7D L2 ~0/f02
NI oL Viv & -&RO9A Z
\SL 2P D-0//e2 T2
Ce I 450t VLV o -58 35 Z
RHe 7 Hea-03/03
/NI /80e Viv < - 58550 e
CT MWK 2-0/
SUTLET ViV Z
Is all above listed equipment in room no. 17 Jb seismically qualified? @N U N/A
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence 9 N U NA
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all sbove listed equipment in room free from potential sources that @ N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No otier interaction concerns? & N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? (9 N U NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTCRY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000033



Sheet —of 2—

BLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A, Walkdown Area Identification
Building: S & Floor Elevation: Sr0 Room No: O . 0274

B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
| $&Q5 P— W €CH 0134

2. 5e95P - WECNM « et

344" SEQSP WEkeM-c0 56

s ée/qf;,s?,wgc.m-olzq Al V«.\/EUQS [ R

' 0 _wWECcMm-0130 in L ted

SEQ S‘F " L@, ™MOum

¢ sexsp- Wech -0 %3

q. 5eqsp - WEM - /!
o SEQSP - M 5208130

C. Describe potential probiems indicated by 'No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide eva'uation.

J (A

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y NN '

Is further investigation required? L @N/A
Comments: M & wAﬁ_/_Z}lr}Q!)/" /J i ,/0(4)‘// <rw @7

== :
G g ith FO WJL@M_#J// @urdf e
MM@:#M_W Weia, I8¢

D.  Evsluated By: 000034
Name: % e A— Date: «é?t/a' /TR
Name: M?@VMM 4to:¢l’3 ‘ 16

Name: _z@_é:%’ Date: £-/3-95



BLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: < PsES Unit: b=

A _DESCRIPTION

Wealkdown Area Identification )
Building: AR Floor Elevation: ¥ & 1
B EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

NO.

EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT

CAT/CLASS

Sheet ' of -

Room No.: = -.2%8

EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

IS SEISMIC
ADEQUACY
ESTABLISHED
(SEE PAGE- 17

NO HARDWARE
CONCERNS
EXIST IN FIELD?

Qe Seme wrta \~T
futd 1-01 [Tex -CS™ s T

-0

Y/N U N/A

@aunm

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Is ali above listed equipment in room no. 7r g B seismically qualified?

C.SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS

f.

3.

Is all above listed equipment in room free f
by adjecent elements?

Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that

could flood or spray onto equipment?

No other interaction concerns?

rom influence

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interact..., effects?

Y = YES

N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

N/A

@vUN/A

P N\

Y N U(N/A

Y N U/NA

-
n ()

YN UNA)

000035



Sheet L of 2.

PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: A2 Floor Elevation: BG1 Room No: < - ++ 88
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

| SEQSP - WRCM-0DET - St Inen ™

=9 Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No’ or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

s

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N
Y N/A

is further investigation required?
Comments: This Aowen 1% ‘Fa\/ {;L&/{ S’j)fejf{c.a//éj an~ oo

tlar 1noeeedivle Hovevey Unit 2 4 Cemann e 39"5mf'c/
Nemge3wmic FY"U‘YW ealtuates all K)mfafJY Commod: RS oy Hho

St e By avd henCe theve /2 no spd;‘aﬂ Lesm ¢ infevach
D. Evaluated By: 7

Name: WM"Q"V Date: = IG {‘1§ 000036

Name: %}1“4/ Dau;/ér% /L2 /59
Name: ]0’?7 ﬂm\ﬁ?f Date: b~17-9r




ELANT WALKQOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET
Plant Name: CP5Egé

A _DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Idontifigation
Building: R ea C tzv ;) }J.‘ n{ Floor Elevation: QLT?

B._EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

Unit: 2-

Sheet | of 2~

Room No.: 2 - /& ¢4

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- g+
CENTRINMENT /o =
1. - 2| /N U N/A YN UN
iseLation VaLvg | ¢ 8160 o Y%
HR PUOMP-HL RECIR 57
2. K _ ‘'Y N U NA YN ggﬁ
MR 1SoLATION VaLig | 2 - 8 700 h . S/ v
3. CHESK YRALvE. |2-881% p 3 N U NA Y NUAX
4 CHEL) VM VE. 2-8%8|8A T PN U NA vuuﬁ
5. CHES VALVE |2-c5-8368 A T (YN U Na YN UM
6. CHeeq VAVE|2-5I-88MH™ A | T YN U NA Y N U WA
7. KELIEF '/41,\/2, 2-R70%4 o (VN U NA Y N U NA
8. Y N U NA Y N U NA
9. Y N U NA Y N U NA
10. Y N U NA Y NUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. = - 'Sy A ~sismically qualified? YN U NA
CSYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
: 8 Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence YNU N/JAJ‘ >,
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potentisl sources that Y N U N4/
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? Y NUNA_
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y N U NA

Y = YES

N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000037



Sheet Z-of .

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area |dentification
Building: £ ¢4 Cf;i Floor Elevation: & O b4 Room No: [ 54—A
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
’ wiele o
No AmticeAls o Gt Noeml MeuNTE) VAN
2. wueiem - ciof
r eyl o N ¢ L7 ENT L\\
¢ =00
e Pers o Al wla w2
e Ne S A ‘[ “’\:'

e
Ny Amcwar Al LSl

4 Se@s® MS aLA| -038
No hevcnenst . GO

/ -

o Scls 25 A 1 =03

T SPRPE P R SR

wiem 2o 3b
Ne mucnoddn s & Q0D

i Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

|

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N /l—\

Is further investigation required? Y@ N/A

4

Comments: Wﬂ/@ 22 whe oS W ”
3. A

D. Evaluated By:

Name: %P};W
Name: D"Pa Pq,\,./f(_a-—v

Name: f) /"‘7 w




Sheet / of 2~

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: CFSE S Unit: e

A. DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Ares identification

Building: K_ea ¢ o/ Floor Elevation: S’ag Room No.: 2~/ &S

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
. ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 217
CHEOH- \/M_ve 2T
CrEck VALVE N U A
LEVEL /YN U NA
TRAM EMIT T ERR ~
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room no. Z~ /89S seismically qualified? E N 1) N/A
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y N U NA )
by adjacent elements? ~ e
18 Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U @
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? Y NUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction etfects? Y N U N

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000039



Sheet Z-of 4
PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A, Walkdown Area Identification
Building: R e c Fory Floor Elevation: & &8 Room No: /5 &~ /3
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

| SEQSYF wECmMm - O/ e

2. Se@<r MS-204./-03/
7 ge@sr VS -530-0/ umirrel Ey TEST, ARICHORARE Ry

CANE AS T L, [o2HE - EMCR) - /35 24

. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

+
Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y NN/A
Is further investigation required? Y@N/A

Comments: MW/’WJ Lag 20 W Py S ”

O faersngin? pive ik liinsr Bod 2o 82rre /2,

D. Evaluated By:

000040
Name: _ N s P — Date: /éf!l /é /77 &
Name: D@C«‘WW Dato J‘l’ l"t S

Name: _&7)_@‘# Date: L=l 39~



Sheet / of 24—

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET
Plant Name: & FPSE S Unit: L

A _DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area Identification

Building: K ¢ ¢ Y7y Floor Elevation: % R Room No.: o7 - /& 40D
B._EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- "2+
-1 2. U N/A UN/
VALY E 81 ol
~ 1 / - \
CHEEL YALVE |2C1-003D N/A
I1S20LAT /0N "
> _ N/A
A, 2-HY/-515®
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room no. e /% ) seismically qualified? 6 N U NA
CSYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y N U NA

by adjacent elements?

2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U AU/A )

could flood or spray onto equipment? o
3. No other interaction concerns? Y N U N&
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NU NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000041



Sheet ot 2

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: R_e. odoy Floor Elevation: & & X Room No: [ 54 [

B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

{ SEQSF Meen! -00E ¢
2 SEQSP ME- 202,/ -00¥

<. SEASP M- 60Y-01, QUALIFIED By A Crmémiinad oF 7esr
ANO ANAC /578

c: Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory' ar.d provide evaluation.

M-

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Y @ N/A

Comments: Wﬂt 2 2l M
Yol 2 Corfgsirend ity 1iihid hrsr 2oy o

sy Fse .

D. Evsluated By: 000042

Name: _gﬁ-_(gﬁ.uc, Date: % /é, /TP
o etk O ( {)nlas

" Date:

Name: __&ZM Date: (=13~95




Sheet / of

PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET
Plant Name: <~ F S ES Unit: =

Walkdown Area ldentification
Building: R e ¢ oV Floor Elevation: 8 2 Room No.: 2 - /S0

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- P
CHEeK \/ M. VE 2—87434 aumk YN@
CHEeW VAtVE |2 <5-83504 Juuum Y
CHEEel VALVE |2 C€5-33E7AH @:UN/A
CHEck VALUE |2 5I- 89%04 i
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room no. ng..‘?‘/,( seismically qualified? 6 N U NA
C. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
5. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NUNAS

by adjacent elements?

2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment? ‘

3. No other interaction concerns? Y N U NA

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y N U NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY NiA = NOT APPLICABLE 00004 3



Sheet Z of _'_&

BLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area |dentification

Building: Re 4 ¢ fov~ Floor Elevation: & /72__ Room No: | 5 47

B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
|, S&EQsr Nzem —o1/7

23, S£Q=F s DoA. -03&
Y scasp MWE-S0R./-030

G Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

-

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N N
Is further investigation required? Y & NA
Comments: .éé’&/ £ 7 /A"ﬁhm Wae gl Lgdod 2. 7/

Ll 1 G letiargst Caw clalbod Zfprr v
%/./ /,./ﬂ/"

il

D. Evsluated By: 000044
Name: __Eﬁté_,ry@xg omz/ézz /8 FE<
Name: </Prw—!c_—w Date: 6' 13 ' s~

Name: /4" /AA‘A’ Date: b=~1d » 0~



Sheet | of 2"

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: CF S€ S Unit: 2

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Areg |dentification

Building: K ¢a o +U'Y Floor Elevation: /7 Room No.: & ~ /S LT
B. EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO MARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTAOUSHSD EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE /47
CHEck Vatve - SN U A
CHECK VALVE BN U Na
U N/A
U N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room no. &7 -/5‘/._.]_ seismically qualified? f N U NA
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence YN U N/R‘}

by adjacent elements?

2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources thet Y N U @\71
could flood or spray onto equipment?

- 8 No other interaction concerns? YNUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects?

Y N U NA
000045

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE



Sheet _Z’of N ol

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: K C.o ~4py Floor Elevation: 8/ 2 — Room No: [ &5 & T
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

| =EQSKr wWeEW) -0/6
2 SEQSP ms WOA. /- 238

c. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

N n-

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N@

Is further investig: » #Quired? Y fON/A

Comments: _._M 2 _Cm Az ipriir S L) 27 dgiheA S
// pe? 1 CorfAtrrrin wlag 2ibed plpzesr 20

-roy, S

D.  Evaluated By: 000046

Name: ~SFe. e & e Date: - &

Name: _MM Date: 6' '3 lﬂi_
Name: j47 @»—%ﬁ Date: b-13-9 5




Sheet { of 2—

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: CPSE S Unit: &

A, DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area |dentification

Building: K ca ¢ foy Fioor Elevation: <[ 2 Room No.: o7 = /S ¥4
E._EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment in Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE L+
A
CHEele VALVE |2<5-8350C] /ﬂNUN/A
Y N U NA
N J WA
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room no. ol AL ZZ_ seismically qualified? /g N U NA
L. SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
5. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y N U NA,
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U @
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? Y N U XNA
Is ail above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NU J

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISEACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000047



Sheet Zof 2

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVAL 'ATION SHEET

A Walkdown Area |dentification
Building: K 2.4 ~fay Floor Elevation: &/ 2 Room No: /55 4 e
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

—

{ =z@cf - m< o0A. 1035

= Describe potential problems indicated by 'No' or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
M / e

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N &7B

Is further investigation required? Y @NIA

Comments: ot 2 Coplhtrntet tire sut waihid 7
.ZLLMMM/ Ule siaibid inz: 2o

o Lo

D. Evaluated By: 000048
Name: \%/ p— Date: /g-/- -
Name: MQQMW Date: & ’ 15196

Name: ‘&@?t Date: b~31-~9




Sheet | of 2—

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: < SE S

A, DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area ldentification
Building: ,Qeac‘fo“

Unit: e

Floor Elevation: < (2

Room No.: o?=/ASY L.

E._EQUIPMENT EVALUATION
Success Path Equipment In Room
ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
. ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 24
" | CHEC R VALVE -c5-83500| T INuNa [ v N
2. Y NU NA Y N U NA
3. Y N U NA Y N U NA
4. Y N U NA Y N U NA
5. Y N U NA Y N U NA
6. Y N U NA Y N U NA
: Y NU NA Y N U NA
8. Y N U NA Y N U NA
9. Y NU NA Y N UNA
10. Y N U NA Y NU NA
~
Is all above listed equipment in room no. & /S ¥ seismically qualified? (x N U N/A
Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y N U NAD

3.

by adjacent elements?

No other interaction concerns?

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects?

Y = YES

N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?

Y N U N
Y N U A
000049



Sheet :’_/of _?’
PLANT WALKCOVWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A, Walkdown Area Identification

Building: K e c_‘ﬁgg Floor Elevation: Q! y Room No: | S4-(_

B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

|, seqQcr Ms 29A4,/-038

C. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

M)A

Are all potential problems saiisfactorily addressed? Y N MR

Is further investigation required? Y @NIA

Comments: Mﬂﬁ'//’”‘ Lido 247 dabrs' 77,
lﬁ/ 7L corfvsnt Ulag Walhof Zdowzr 2. .
2P s s M

D. Evaluated By: 000050
Name: %;aq,& Dato:_/‘ﬁg = A
Name: wm c Date: G (13 as .

Name: /”" /ﬂa‘lf Date: 612795




Sheet / of 2—-

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

.

Plant Name: & PSS <

A, DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area |dentification L
Building: Rea e 1oy Fioor Elevation: £ 5 2

B._EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO DESCRIPTION NO CAT/CLASS

IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS

ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 2+

-

(sctATioN VALE | 2 < T- o4~ DN u NA

Y NU NA

Is all above listed equipment in room no. « E€L seismically qualified?

CSYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS

1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NU NA
by adjacent elements?

Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment? -

No other interaction concerns? Y N U NA

Is all above listed equipment in room free from intersction effects? Y N U NA

Y = YES N = NO U » UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000051




Sheet 2ot 2

A Walkdown Area Identification

Building: Féac+f( Floor Elevation: %3 2. Room No: /| S & D

B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room

SEQSP ME 08L&/ —-08&

Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation

Are all potential problems satistactorily addressed? Y N @

Is further investigation required? Y N N/A

Comments: _L#UF 2 lwitenpirf yao 27 g hetf T i
el L Conliverrp? fag waihid ersr @os oo
w3 oS

9. Evalusted By: 000052
Neme: R M#-;ﬁ Lo Date: 2l /= /7 ‘7é~

4 . )
Name: V /J—(N«{/ o Date: & “31 q SW_
Name: _fm y«d-«l‘?— Date: j' -/ ] =9




Sheet/ of Z2—
PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET
Plant Name: & P S E S Unit: 22—

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area ldentification
Building: R eaC fooy Floor Elevation: £ 32 _ Room No.: & ~/ES S

B, EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NC CAT/CLASS

IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS

ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 21?7

1SeLATIeN VALVE |2-Hy- 47258 | L @ U N/A

U N/A

N/&

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

- el

Is all above listed equipment in room no. IS g G seismicolly qualified? j N U NA
L SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence YNU A

by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potentisl sources that Y N U #/A

could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? YNUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NUNA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000053



Sheet _ of 2

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A, Walkdown Area ldentification
Building: R e Cj;-{ Floor Elevation: % 3 2. Room No: 1 5 § &
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

| SEQsP-MS-0600- 018 - 3n bian Mowmt el

o Describe potential probiems indicated by ‘No' or ‘Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.
Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? YN QZA )
Is further investigation required? Y N N/A

Comments: é&’/ é od G /dwwaf o _ewn/~ dbe b s
ey /QK/ L Gt apsi 7 o Waihed K -, )
D d o w225 riSan

D. Evaluated By: 000054

Name: Mf«r el Date: /Mx. (2, /77T
74 /

Name: D’éﬁ&i‘&«m—-—v Date: G | ‘3] q5

Name: _&7@ Date: b-17-92



WWEAWM

Plant Name: < F 5-E =

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Ares Identification

Unit: <

Sheet /of Z—

Building: K eo ¢ fay Floor Elevation: ©¢ o Room No.: o2 -/££ L
Success Path Equipment In Room
ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
NO. DESCRIPTION NO CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISH EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE 2?7
PRESSUVM B — f NA
1 TRANEM | T TR 2-P7T-04-5% y o5 ‘j\"uum i P
2. CHrefe VAVe. |2 Ew -019¢ - YN U NA YN UNA
3. Y N U NA Y NU NA
4 Y NUNA Y N U NA
5. Y NUNA Y N U NA
6. Y NUNA Y NUNA
7. Y NUNA Y NUNA
8. Y NU NA Y N U NA
9. Y NUNA Y N U NA
10. Y NUNA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no. 'S 5 L seismically qualified? C N U NA
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NU NA
by adjacent elements?
2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment? =
3. No other interaction concerns? Y NUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from intersction effects? YNU KA

Y = YES

N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY

N/A = NOT APPLICABLE

000055



o

Sheet of 2
ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A Walkdown Area Identification
Building: K .8 C fov Floor Elevation: § & 2— Room No: |5 5L
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

. vt o 16 EMNCBD - CU5-
[, SEG5P-Ms-0@1A -6 Lp - SVPPrRT [hnicH /2’3455-mw ~caf. iz

'L,;EC.:P '/\/35'2—0@'/-@3—&‘\ (\;\\._ Mrewnted

C. Describe potential problems indicated by 'No' or 'Unsatisfactory' and provide evaluation.

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? YN @

Is further investigation required? ~ Y@WA

Comments: //quf o2 & /A//Il/ /2 f “4/2g) 2.7 ik r /
/D% P JOAWW/ ) Ay b S g/ﬂ*'/z/ 2r/ o,

&ﬁ rd ’/ﬂ,v
D. Evaiuated By: 000056

Name: %7— Lo Date: a/%df‘t = 7 P
Name: M;'pa,ktw»‘('/—u Date: & |13las

Name: M Date: b)) 95




Sheet / of <

PLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: & PSE S Unit: <=

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area identification

Building: A e C'C'W Floor Elevation: 8 0 Room No.: X - ./ &S5 /1
B_EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- % )?
T SeLATION 0
' « . Y N U NA N UNTA
Dar PR R 2 HV- 55449 <. %
N U NA U N/A
N U N/A N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
. ) ) L g 5M . - /' A\
Is ali above listed equipment in room no. ' seismically qualified? \1/ N U NA
G SYSTEM INTERACTION EFFECTS
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y N UANA

by adjacent elements?

2. Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U WA

could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? Y N UNA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? YNUNA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000057



Shnt*-:_/of =
ELANT WALKDQWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: K ca ctoy Floor Elevation: £ @ (0 Room No: { & % )7
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

I, SEXSP-M5-86.03 — 3uv Loar mowntad

ol Describe potential problams indicated by ‘No' or 'Unseustactory’' and provide evaluation.
)

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N NA)

Is further investigation required? Y D N/A

Comments: ﬁ&t P MWL/J/&J ) Ay -/
//m/ L ot sz g ? Ut g ihhed HSwp Z.
I dany

D. Evaluated By: 000058
Name: % — y\—&'ﬂ o Date: jé‘-{ /'3; 179
Name: D’QM - Date: ¢ ’l'}(‘f;ﬁ

Name: _&&% Date: £-17-95



Sheet_| of 22—

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: C F SE S Unit: 2

A DESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area ldentification

Building: Fco ntmy Floor Elevation: G p & Room No.: o2 ~ /@O A

E__EQUIPMENT EVALUATION

Success Path Equipment in Room

EQUIPMENT
DESCRIPTION

EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT
NO. CAT/CLASS

EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY

IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
. ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 247
ISpcaTION 2 81-01710 sl Cv;unm Y N UNR
Alv e
3
/vcthvloN 5.5T.0/8® I A uNa Y N uAa
ACcOMOLATOR  |cP2-srATerel]| T COnuna | v N ummD)

Y NU NA Y N U NA
Y NUNA Y N U NA
Y NU NA Y NUNA
Y NUNA Y N U NA
Y NU NA Y NUNA
Y NU NA Y NU NA
YNUNA Y NU NA

Is all above listed equipment in room no. / éoﬁ seismically qualified? @N U N/A

1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence YNU N/é p

by adjacent elements?

2. is all above listeu equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U (&/\A~ )
could flood or spray onto equipment?

3. No other interaction concerns? Y N U NA

Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NU NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE 000059



Sheet < of Bl

BLANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area Identification
Building: R@cw Fioor Elevation: 7€ & Room No: [ &0 A
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.

182 SE@SP. MS-20A11-0]2- =20 ke ™ et ol
A 56:{5()— N)S-é;- 0% A’”Chmﬁﬁe- ia%s_ém(@,ZH,

!

- Describe potential problems indicated by 'No' or 'Unsatisfactory’ and provide evaluation.

ST

Are all potential problemns satisfactorily addressed? Y N NED
Is further investigation required? YO N/A
Comments: _par o (i arsa? Wiel 47 GkiZ 4 rs
Ll L Cortrramint i cwaskid dowrn 2rd .
gty 1 0 .

D. Evaluated By: 000060
Name: ___%#;mé_/ Date: /'S IF99S
Name: MPWW Date: _© ' '3]1 S .

Name: /07 /"«AA?(' Date: {=12-91



ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: C PSE S Unit: <

A, DRESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area ldentification N
Building: W& 00 ~fay Floor Elevation: 2 77 Room No.: <2 ~/dp /L

Success Path Equipment In Room

EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
DESCRIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 2.)7
-
KeoT VALVE ZLRC-8653(3 CYN U NA Y N U A
Y N U NA Y NU NA
Y N U NA
Y NUNA
Y NUNA
Y NU NA
Y NU NA
Y NUNA
Y N U NA
Y NUNA
“
Is all above listed equipment in room no. o - L' D seismically qualified? f N U N/A
@ is all above listed equipment in room free from influence Y NU QJ/A‘\
by adjacent elements? o
- Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N U N/A
could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? Y NU NA)
Is all above listed equipment in room free frc. = interaction effects? Y N U NA

Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = KOT APPLICABLE 000061



Sheet 3 of 2

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Welkdown Area Identification

Building: K €0 C"‘h’ Floor Elevation: £ 7 7 Room No: (G ! O
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
{ ;;’:-".“ mnYy~- LJ0R .\ =0\ K )
A - - we MounTLT) v A vl
Ne Bagciiui ALE GL@ e/ e

. Describe potential problems indicated by ‘No' or 'Unsatisfactory' and provide evaluation.

J |

Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? YN @

Is further investigation required? Y @NIA

Comments: M Z/W?//r/ Wta! g/ e ol by

laul ) oo prunt Wag waikes vy @1 cov

el iSO

D. Evaluated By: 000062
Name: w 716-«(7—'/_/ Date: e / 2 /9P
Name: P{P e R . Date: _© }1319 8

Name: /07 fmj;’r Date: 6~/ 7-95



-

Sheet. of 2

ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

Plant Name: < FS€. S Unit: &

A _DRESCRIPTION

Walkdown Area identification

Building: Rea oty Fioor Elevation: C70 5 Room No.: 2 —/4 /&

Success Path Equipment In Room

' ITEM | EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT TAG EQUIPMENT | EQUIPMENT SEISMIC ADEQUACY
' RIPTION NO. CAT/CLASS
" —-— - IS SEISMIC NO HARDWARE
ADEQUACY CONCERNS
ESTABLISHED EXIST IN FIELD?
(SEE PAGE- 0.)7_
1. Block VACVE 2.- 30002 ,\/juuum YNUNB
> |SAFETY VAL/E |2- %01/ YN U NA YNUED
3. |JELIEF VHLVE 2-PCY-045Th Y)N U N/A Yy NUSA)
4 Y NUNA Y NU NA
5. Y NUNA Y N U NA
6. Y N U NA Y NUNA
7. Y NU NA Y NU NA
8. Y N U NA Y N U NA
9. Y N U NA Y NUNA
10. Y NUNA Y N U NA
Is all above listed equipment in room no.J - b = seismically qualified? G N U NA
1. Is all above listed equipment in room free from influence YNUNA

by adjacent elements?

& Is all above listed equipment in room free from potential sources that Y N UTA

could flood or spray onto equipment?
3. No other interaction concerns? YNUNA
Is all above listed equipment in room free from interaction effects? Y NUNA
Y = YES N = NO U = UNSATISFACTORY N/A = NOT APPLICABLE




ELANT WALKDOWN SCREENING AND EVALUATION SHEET

A. Walkdown Area |dentification
"
Building: K. 22 (*7r/ Fioor Elevation: ﬁZ’g Room No: [ & | £
B. Listing of Seismic Design Documentation for Success Path Equipment identified in the room.
( Wkl MM =i 3h - No Anic e AL LG v o R TPL TR T 5 T VAL VT
- (9 M o= 209 - Ne e LR VI IRV WOTTY I NLrNE  MouNTE) ¥ AL
- ‘ A
i i e codo Wo »acioidgy LiQuia ) Ne g moumn T Y
S
e, Describe potential problems indicated by 'No' or ‘Unsatisfactory' and provide evaluation.
\
NI A
Are all potential problems satisfactorily addressed? Y N D
Is further investigation required? Y RON/A

Comments: Uil B Copifagnerss? Linas pif Watk of Low .

Ui/ 1 Ol ¥ oy ittt APssy 2pt L

M/‘/ ’//U

D.  Evalusted By: 00064

0
Name: S ety Date: @ (3, /755"
2otk te | é|1r1ag

Name: Date:

Neme: .@M Date: (=1d=-9S




