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SUMMARY'

. Scope: This routine, unannounced inspection entailed 27 inspector-hours on site
in the areas of pipe support baseplate design using concrete expansion anchors
(IEB 79-02) and seismic analysis for as-built safety-related systems (IEB 79-14).

Results: No violations or deviations were identified.
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REPORT DETAILS

1. Persons Contacted

Licensee Employees

*C. R. Dietz, General Manager
*T. H. Wyllie, Engineering and Construction Manager
*L. E. Jones, QA/QC Director
*J. A. McKee, QC Supervisor
*A. M. Worth, Principal Engineer
*B. Parks, Engineering Supervisor
*W. Hogle, Engineering Supervisor
*M. Monroe, Principal Engineer

NRC Resident Inspectors

*L. W. Garner
*T. E. Hicks

* Attended exit interview

2. Exit Interview.

The inspection scope and findings were summarized on February 22, 1985, with
those persons indicated in paragraph 1 above. The inspector described the
areas inspected and discussed in detail the inspection findings listed
below. No dissenting comments were received from the licensee.

Unresolved Item 325/85-06-01 and 324/85-06-01, " Documentation of Noncon--
forming Condition Corrective Action" - paragraph 6.

The licensee did not identify as proprietary any of the materials provided
to or reviewed by the inspector during this inspection.

3. Licensee Action on Previous Enforcement Matters

This subject was not addressed in the inspection.

4. Unresolved Items

Unresolved items are matters about which rnore information is required to
determine whether they are acceptable or may involve violations or devia-
tions. A new unresolved item identified during this inspection is discussed
in paragraph 6.
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5. Independent Inspection Effort

Construction Progress

-The . inspector conducted a general inspection of the Unit 1 and Unic L
control room to observe plant operations, plant status, general control room
decorum and compliance with Technical Specifications.

Within the areas examined, no violations or deviations were identified.

6. Pipe Support Baseplate Designs Using Concrete Expansion Anchors (IEB 79-02)
and Seismic Analysis for As-Built Safety-Related Piping (IEB 79-14)

On November 30, 1984,~ the licensee submitted a supplemental response for IE
Bulletins 79-02 ard 79-14. An inspection _ was. performed to verify licensee
compliance with Bulletin requirements and licensee commitments. The
November 30, 1984 response was discussed with the licensee and the remaining
Bulletin work was sampled and inspected. Based on the response and the
discussion with the licensee, the following long-term hardware work for the
Bulletin remains:

Four Unit 1 supports and six Unit 2 supports on various plant systems

Approximately 44 Unit 2 Control Rod Drive (CRD) supports

Unit 1 Main Steam (MS) and Safety Relief Valve (SRV) pipe supports

The licensee stated that operability evaluations in accordance with IEBs
79-02 and179-14 had been performed on all-the above noted supports by its
applicable A/E. United Engineers and Constructors (UEC) procedure PP-9527-
062-001, revision 1, page 5, contained the operability criteria.- The
criteria were reviewed by the inspector and ' discussed by telephone with
the licensee's A/E. No discrepancy was identified.

The licensee stated that current schedules call for completion of the pi;,e
support hardware modifications for IEBs . 79-02 and 79-14 by the next
refueling outage of the applicable unit. It was noted that although .;urrent

-licensee schedules project completion of all IEBs 79-02 and 79-14 bardware
modifications by the next refueling outage .of each unit, the Noveober 30,
1984, licensee Bulletin response commits to completion of the BrJnswick 2
CRD pipe support modification by reload 6. Reload 6, accordir.g to the
licensee, is the refueling after the next refueling. IEBs 79-02/79-14
modification completion requirements were reiterated.

On February 12, 1985, the licensee submitted a supplement to licensee event
report (LEP) 1-84-23. The LER identified that two Co_re Spray system pipe
support embed plates in each unit were found loose and adjacent concrete-
broken. The LER attributed the condition to water hammer. The licensee's
corrective action was inspected and the following was noted:
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a. The damaged pipe supports were identified as 1-E21-2SS32,1-E21-2SS31,
2-E21-2SS32 and 2-E21-2SS31. The design for the pipe support modifica-
tions were performed by Carolina Power and Light Company (CP&L) on site
in accordance with the Brunswick Engineering Support Unit Manual and
Instructions Section 3.5, Preparation and Control of Q-List Design
Analysis and Calculations. The calculations for the modifications were
inspected. Plant Modifications 81-077 and 81-078 provided the modifi-
cation instructions. The Plant Modification instructions were
reviewed. No discrepancies were identified.

b. A walkdown of the adjacent piping was performed by the licensee and
documented on memoranda. The walkdowns identified three additional
supports (2E21-2VH30, 2E21-2VH33 and 1E21-2VH33) that were observed to
have incurred water damage that had not been identified in the LER.
However, the supports were subsequently determined by the licensee to
be acceptable for interim operation. The licensee's interim oper-
ability evaluation was reviewed. No discrepancies were identified.

c. The LER stated that Core Spray Operating Procedures and Operability
Test Procedures were reviewed for adequacy in preventing water hammer.
However, no documentation was readily available to identify exactly
which procedures were reviewed, the criteria for the review and what
was found. Furthermore, the LER states that the procedures contain
adequate measures for prevention of water hammer. However, discussions
with the licensee indicated that prior to discovery of the damaged pipe
supports, the procedures may have not adequately precluded water
hammers and the procedures were consequently changed. The LER
corrective action review apparently was performed on the procedures
that had previously been revised. However, no documentation was
readily available to show that other generically similar procedures
were similarly reviewed for potential water hammer problems. Pending
further review of licensee documentation of corrective action, this was
identified as Unresolved Item 325, 324/85-06-01, " Documentation of
Nonconforming Condition Corrective Action".

During the inspection, the Resident Inspector requested a review of
repairs performed on pipe support 2-E11-128PG357, an Residual Heat
Removal (RHR) service water pipe support. LERs 2-81-106 and 2-81-115
had previously identified RHR service water pipe support problems
resulting from vibration in the system. As part of the corrective
action, the licensee had been performing periodic tests to visually
inspect RHR service water supports. During this inspection, support
2-E11-128PG357 was found to have a cracked structural member. A

trouble ticket was issued to replace the member in accordance with the
applicable pipe support drawing. During the subsequent weld
inspection; QC identified an additional weld that was not shown on the
pipe support drawing and two welds that were oversized. These condi-
tions were subsequently evaluated on Engineering Evaluation Report
850043 and determined to be acceptable. The permanent corrective
action for the vibration problem was a modification of the associated
piping, valves and pipe supports. This modification was scheduled for
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the next Unit 2 refueling outage. A review of pipe support 2-E11-
128PG357 repair documentation was performed. No documentation was
readily available to show that the remainder of the pipe supports,
other than the member replaced and its welds, was inspected to verify
that the design had not been invalidated by the work performed. The
inspector recognized that the system modification that will be
performed to correct the vibration problem could result in replacement
or removal of 2-E11-128PG357. However, the inspector reiterated IEB
79-14, paragraph 4.D requirements that the licensee should have
measures that provide assurance that modifications of piping systems,
including their supports be reflected in design documents. This was
identified as another example of Unresolved Item 325,324/85-06-01.

Brunswick Specification 248-107, revision 2, Specification for
Installation of Pipe Supports, was reviewed. During this review, it
was noted that verification of installation of correct pipe support
parts, such as snubbers, struts, rigid rods, etc., was not required by
the specification. This was also pointed out as another example for
the need to assure compliance with IEB 79-14 paragraph 4.D require-
ments.

Discussions were held with the licensee to determine the remainder of
work required to close out IEBs 79-02 and 79-14. Based on the
-discussions, the following were determined to be the remainder of work
required.

(1) Complete pipe support hardware modifications / repairs noted
previously in this paragraph.

(2) Obtain from all design agents a comprehensive listing of systems
and pipe supports evaluated and resulting corrective action
specified.

(3) Verify that plant records confirm completion of the corrective
action specified.

(4) Review IEB 79-02 and 79-14, revisions and supplementr to verify
compliance with each Bulletin item.

(5) Summarize all previous Bulletin responses and submit a final
response stating completion of Bulletin requirements.

Pending completion of Bulletin requirements and licensee commitments,
IEBs 79-02 and 79-14 were left open.

No violations or deviations were identified.


