Sargrrt & Lundy

Don K. Schepler

February 19, 1998
Project No. 9583-100

Docket No. 50-423

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
Milistone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3
Independent Coirective Action Verification Program

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention. Document Control Desk
Washington, D C. 20555

Enclosed are discrepancy reports (DRs) identified during our sview activities for the ICAVP
lhese DDRs are being distributed in accordance with the Communications Protocol, PI-MP3-01

| have also enclosed the following twenty five (25) DRs for which the NU resolutions have been
reviewed and accepted by S&l

DR No. DR-MP3-0098 DR No DR-MP3-0395
DR No. DR-MP3-0106 DR No DR-MP3-0402
DR No DR-MP3-0118 DR No. DR-MP3-047]
IR No. DR-MP3-0119 DR No. DR 1.1P3-0681
DR No. DR-MP3-0121 DR No. DR-MP3-0807
DR No. DR-MP3-0126 DR No. DR-MP3-0864
DR No. DR-M#p2-0165 DR No. DR-MP3-0882
DR No NR-MP2-0182 DR No. DR-MP3-0883
DR No. DR-M¢3-0259 DR No. DR-MP3-0885
DR No. DR-MP3-0313 DR No. DR-MP3-0945
DR No. DR-MP3-0363 DR No DR-MP3-0949
DR No. DR-MP2-0364 DR No DR-MP3-0973

DR No. DR-MP3-0985
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| have also erclosed the three (3) DRs for whicl; the NU resolutions have bee.. reviev.ed but not
accepted S&L colaments on these resolutions have been provided

DR No. DR-MP3-.0366
R Mo DR-MP3.0674
DR No DR-MP3.0703

Please direct any questions to me at (312) 269-6078

Yours very iruly,

)

¢ d/k/{"‘/—, // ( ;‘

D K. Schopfer
Senior Vice President and
ICAVP Manager

DKS spr

Enclosures

(\)pl(‘,\

E. Imbro (1/1) Deputy Director, ICAVP Oversight

T. Concannon (1/1) Nuclear Energy Advisory Council
! Fougere (1/1) NU
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Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0098
Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

PO B POMO AR T 7 UL R E, A 5 4 £ A AT .S T . 5 0N 0 T B WA S YN ARSI SRS F A B | T Y 4
Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element: System Design
Discipline: Piping, Design
Discrepancy Type: Calculation
System/Process. R5S
NRC Significance level: 4

Potential Operability issue
Yes
® o
Date FAXed to NU:
Date Published: 91497

Discrepanrcy: Qualification of End loads for Expansion Joints is required

Description: |n the process of reviewing Calculation 12179-NP(F)-X7823 Rev
1, including Calculation Change Notice (CCN) No.'s 1 through §
we noted the following discrepancy

The calculation 12178-NP(F)-X7823 Rev. 1 has an unverified
assu~ ption that Expansion Joints 3RSS*EJ1A to D and EJ2A to
D are qualified for the end loads computed in the revised
calculation

Review

Inftiator: Singh, R G D
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A D D
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K B =
IRC Chin:  Singh, Anand K D D
Date
INVALID

Dete:  2/16/98
RESOLUTION: Response ID: M3-IRF-00580

Disposition

NU has concluded that the issi'e reported in Discrepancy Repon,
DR-MP3-0098 does not represent a discrepant condition
Calculation Change Notice (CCN) 4 and 5 of the subject
calculation are in - process calculations. It was desirable to issue
CCN 4 and 5 in an effort o expedite the reconciliation of pipe
support loads, equipment nozzles, and other commodities
expansion joint loads were processed through the equipment
vender and were expected to require an extended schedule. As
such , confirmation required status was appropriate for the
resolution of the expansion joint loads. Final approval for the
expansion joint loads is currently under review and is a start-up
item

Note that CCN's 4 and 5 were issued under Stone & Webster's
(S&W) calculation preparation and control procedures which
allow, on an exception basis, issuinn calculations with unverified
assumptions. Once the calculations are issued, S&W is
responsible for tracking resolution of the unverified assumptions

Refer to Attachment A, SWNEO 5.06 which governs calculation
preparation anc control, and Atachment B, interoffice
memorandum room R. Smith to R. Bain which allows
calculations to be issued for the QSS, RSS and S| task with
unverified assumy 'ions

Printed 2/19/98 1107 45 AM

~ Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities
Milistone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0098
Discrepancy Report

Previously identified by NU?

Significance Level criteria do not apply here as this is not a
discrepant condition

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy
Report, DR-MP3-0098 does not represent a discrepant condition
The subject calculation was issued per the requirements of
Stone & Webster Nuclear Engineering and Operation Procedure
SWNEO 5.08, revision 4, attachment A. The written approval 10

issue the calculation with an "inverifieu assumption was provided
by attachment B

Significance Level criteria do not apply here as this is not a
discrepant condition

Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition? ® Yes ) No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved ? Yes % No

Printed 2/19/96 1107 45 AM

Review
Acceptable Not Accaptible
Singh, R cept capty Needed

Neri, Anthony A 8 B B
bt E B 0
- - O

2/16/88

This discrepancy has been resolved in Calculation 12178-NP(F)-
X7823, Rev. 2. Therefore, there is no discrepant condition




Northeast Utilities
Milistone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0106
Discrepancy Report

Review Group

Review Elerment
Discipline
Discrepancy Type
SystervProcess

NRC Significance leve!

Discrepancy
Description

Date
INVALID

System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
System Design
Electrical Design
Drawing

Qss

4

Potential Operability issue
Yes
® No

Dat. FAXed to NU
Date Published: /1497
Logic and Schematic Drawing Discrepancy for QSS MOVs

Note 6.6 on the general notes logic drawing LSK-0-3B indicates
that for valves that perform a safety function, the torque switches
are bypassed 85% of valve travel. The schematic Jrawings for
the QSS MOVs (3QSS*MOV34A & B) indicate that the torque
switches are bypassed with limit switch contgcts. The limit
switch contacts, in effect, bypass the torque switch at 100% of

valve travel. Reference schematic drawings ESK-6LS and ESK-
6LT

A similar condition was identified in the Service Water System
via Unresolved item Report (UIR) No. 2088. The recommended
resolution of UIR 2089 is to revise note 6.6 in the general notes
drawing LSK-0-3B

Review
tnvahd

Morton, R

Neri, Anthony A
Schopfer, Don X
Singh, Anand K

Date:
RELOLUTION

y identifiec by NU7?

2/17/98
Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report CR-MP3-0106 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Drawing LSK-0-23 will be revised to
eliminate the discrepancy. Condition Report (CR) M3-97-3248
has been written 10 provide the necessary corrective actions to
resolve this issue

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0106 has
identified a condition not previousiy discovered by NU which
requires correction. Drawing LSK-0-3B will be revised to
eliminate the discrepancy. No field modifications are required
Covdition Reoort (CR) M3-87-3246 has been written to provide
the necessary corrective actions to resolve this issue

Yes ® No ~on Discrepant Condition? " Yes )

No
Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yes @ No

Printed 2/19/96 1100 18 AM

Review
Acceptible Not Acceptable Needed Date

Gy " Page1of
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MP3-0106
DR No. DR

ICAVP

Utilities

Northeast

rt
' Discrepancy Repo
Milistone Unit 3 -
Neri, Anthony A C
Schopler, Don K D
Singh, Anand K D

N 110918 AM
Printed 2/1¢ /98




Northeast Ut"ities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0118
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
twers vt e & AT RTINS B i L M R AT
Review Group: Systern DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED

Review Elemant. System Design
Discipline. £lectrica Design
Discrepancy Type: Drawing
SystermvProcess: RSSE
NRC Significance level: 4

Potential Operability Isr ue
Yes
® No

Date FAXed to NU
Date Publisied: 91497

Discrepancy: Schernatic and Logic Drawing Discrepancy tor RSS Pump Motor
Circuit

Description: |_ogic Diagrams LSK-27-11A, L8K-27-11B, LSK-27-11J, and
LSK-27-11K indicate that there is a "Loss of Power" interlock in
the =*art circuit of the recirculation pump motors (3RSS*P1A,
P1B. F1C & P1D). The schematic drawings (ESK-5CN, 5CP,
5CQ. and 5CR) do not indicate a “loss of power” interiock i~ the
stanting circuit, but do show the loss of power interiock in the
“rip® circuit. These logic diagrams are not consistent in
representing the loss of , .wer interiock in the starn circuit with
other similar motor stant circuits, such as 3QSS*F3A and
3QSS*P3B (reference logic diagrams LSK-27-12A and LSK-27-
12E)

The representation of the loss of power interlock in the REL iogic
diagrams implies that inere 's a “loss of power" contact in the
start circuit of the motors. The representation of the loss of
power intertock in the QSS logic diagrams does not imply a "loss
of power" contact in the start circuit of the motor. Both the QSS
and RSS schematic drawings, for the pump motors, indicate a
“loss of power” contact in the trip circuit only

Review

Vahd Invalid Neeoed Cate

initiator: Morton, R C] D D 9/8/97

VT Lead: Ne  Anthony A G D D /897

VT Mgr: Schopter, Don K D D D 9997

IRC Chimn: Singh, Anand K G D D 97
Date
INVALID

Date 2/6/98

RESOLUTION: Dispositizn

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0118 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. The drawings will be revised to eliminate the
discrepancy. Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3248 has been
written to provide the nesessary corrective actions to resolve this
issue

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0118 has
identified & conition not previously discovered by NU which

requires correction. Drawings LSK-27-11,*, 118, 11J and 1 1K
will be revised to elimingte the discrepancy. No field changes

Printed 2/19/96 11 1013AM




DR No. DR-MP3-0118

Northeast Utilities ICAVP
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

are required. Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3248 has been
written 10 provide the necessary corrective actions to resolve this
issue

Previously identified by NU?7 . Yes @ No Non Discrepant Condition? . Yes @ No

Raesolution Pending 7 Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yes @ No

Review
Acceptable Not Acceptable Needed Date

217/88
21798
21798

Morton, R

Neri Anthony A
VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K

Singh, Anand K

Date

SL Conmwnents

Printed 2/19/98 111013 AM




Northeast Utilities
Milistone Unit 3

namess A 47 AT

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0118
Discrepancy Report

Review Group

Review Elerment
Disciphine

Discrepancy Type
SystemvProcess

NRC Significance level

Discrepancy
Description

Date
INVALID

Systerm DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Sy 0 Potential Operability issue
Electrical Design s
v ® No
RES

4 Date FAXod to NU:

Date Published: 91497
Logic and Schemaltic Drawing Disrepancy for RES MOVs

Note 6 6 on the genaral notes I"gic drawing LSK-0-3B indicates
that for valves that _.riorm a safety function, the torque switches
are bypassed 95% of valve travel. The schematic drawings for
the RSS MOVs indicate that the torque switches are bypassed
with limit switch contacts. These limit switches bypass the
torque switches at different ranges of valve travel as indiceted
below

The limit switch contacts which are in paralle! with the torque
switches w'll bypass the torque switches at approximately

- 100% of valve travel for MOVs 20A B, C, &D, andd 23A . B, C
&0

- 85% of valve travel for MOVs 38A & B

- 80% of valve travel for MOVs 8837A & B and 8838A & E

Note, a similar condition was identified in the Service Water
System via Unresolved Item Repoit (UIR) No. 2089. The
recommended resolution of UIR 2099 is to revise note 6.6 in the
generul notes drawing LSK-0-3B
Review
Valid Invalid
Morton, R

: Neri, Anthony A

Schopter, Don K

¢ Singh, Anand K

Date
RESOLUTION

bnrﬁcé 215/98 11 \H‘, JLAM

2/9/98
Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0118 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU whic!,
requires correction. The drawings will be revised to eliminate the
discrepancy. Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3248 has been

writien to provide the necessary coirective actions to resoive this
issue

Conclusiun

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0118 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Drawing LSK-0-38 will be revised to
elimin.ie the discrepancy. No changes in the field are required
Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3246 has been written to provide
Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-011%
Disci .pancy Report

Milistone Unit 3

adandend st
the necessary corrective actions 10 resolve this issue
Previously identified by NU? Yes @ No

Non Discrepant Condition? ) Yes

Resolution Pending? Yes ® No Resolution Unvesolved ? Yes

Review
Acc okt Not Acceptable Needed
Morton R -y .

Neri, Anthony A D
Schopfer, Don K D

B
0

Singh. Anand K

minted 219/88 1111 31 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0121

Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
Re ‘lew Group: System DR RFSOLUTION ACCEPTED

Review Element: System Design
Discipline: Elecirical Design

Potential Operability issue

Yes
Discrepancy Typa: Drawing ® No
System/Process: SW”
NRC Significance level: 4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 91497

Discrepancy: Logic and Schematic Drawing Discrepancy for SWP MOVs

Description: Note 6.6 on the general notes logic drawing LSK-0-3B indicaies
1hat for valves that perform a safety function, the torque switches
are biypassed 95% of valve travel. The schematic diagrams for
the SWP MCUVs (38WF*MOV24A B, C 4D, 50A &8 B, 7T1A & B,
and 102A, B, C, & [ indicate that the torque switches are

bypassed with limit switch contacts. The limit switch contacts, in

effect, bypass the torque switches at 100% of valve travel

Raference schematic diagrams ESK-8DD, 6DE, 6DF, 6DG,

6AAK, BAAL, BAAM, BAAN, BAAL, BAAV, BAAW, and BAAX

Note, a similar condit on was identified in the Service Water
System via Unre. ved itlum Report (UIR) No. 2009, for other
MOVs. The recommended resolution ot U'R 2099 is to revise
note 6 6 in the general notes drawing LSi(-0-28

Review
Vaix! invahd Needed Date
initiator: Morton, R D D D 9987
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A D D D o887
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K D D D W87
Singh, Anand K B O O

Date
INVALID

Dete: 2/17/98
RESOLUTION: Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Repurt DR-MP2-0121 has
identified a concition not prev’ously discovered by NU which
requii2s correction. The draw.ngs will be revised to eliminate the
discrepancy. Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3248 has been
written to provide the necessary corrective actions to resolve this
issue

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0121 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Drawing LSK-0-3B will be revised to
eliminate the discrepancy. No changes in the field are required
Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3248 has been written 10 provide
the necessary corrective actions to resolve this issue

Previously identified by NU? ) Yes ® No Non Discrepent Condition? "~ Yes ® No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yes @ No
Review

Printec 2/19/98 11 1200 AM Page 1¢f 2



Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0121
Discrepancy Report

Milistone Unit 3

sars bR s
Acceplable Not Accepta’ de Neeoded
Morton, R

Neri, Anthony A ' -
Schopler, Don K
Singh, Anand K

Printed 2/19/4% 111201 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DK No. DR-MP3-0126
Milistone Unit 3 D‘screpancy Report

Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Elerment. System Design Potential y tooue
Discipline: Electrical Design e
Discrepancy Type: Drawing ® No
Sysio VProcess: SWP

NRC Significance level: 4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 91497

Discrepancy: Schematic and Logic Diagram Discrepancy for Reset of Motor
Lockout Relay and Indication Light

Description: | ogic diagram L.SK-8-10J (3SWP*P1A and 3SWP*P1C)
indicates that the reset of the motor protection locknut relay and
amber light indication requires an interlock from the local/remote
handswitch. The interlock is identified as a “local” contact from
the local/remote handswitch. The schematic diagram (ESK-5CJ
and 5CL) indicates that the interlock should be from & “remote”
contact of the handswitch. Similar logic diagram LSK-8-108
(3SWP*P1B and 3SWP*P1D) and schematic diagrams (ESK-

5CK and SCM) indicates that the interfock is from a “remote”
comtact of the hundswitch

Review

1 Morton, R
Net Anthony A
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Dun K
¢ Singh, Anand K
Date
INVALID

Date:  2/17/98
RESOLUTION: Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0126 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Vhe logic information between the transfer
switch and the reset condition for the motor protection lockout
relay and amber indicating light on LSK-08-10J will be moved
from the Local to the Remote position on the transfer switch to
agree with ESK-5CJ & 5CL. Condition Report (CR) M3-87-
3246 has been written 10 provide the necessary comeclive
actions to resolve this issue

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0126 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Drawing LSK-09-10J will be revised to agree
with drawings ESK-5CJ and 5CL. Nn changes in the field are
required. Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3248 has been written
to provide the necessary corrective actions to resolve this issue

Previou sly identified by NU? ) Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition? " Yes ® No
Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolutios. Unresolved? Yes @ No
Review

T N e " Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0126
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

A aaria
Initiator: Modon R Acceplable Naf Acceptable Needed

r
VT Lead: Neil, Anthony A : -

VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K [:]
IRC Chavin:  Singh, Anand K 8

Date

Printed 211088 111804 AM 2




Northeast Utilities
Milistone Unit 3

Review Group
Review Element

Discipline:

Discrepancy Type

Systerm/Process:

NRC Significance level

Discrepancy

Description

Date
INVALID

B

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3Q168
Discrepancy Report

System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Systemn Design
Mechanical Design
Caiculation

RSS

4

Potential Operabiiity issue
Yes
® Neo

Date FAXed to NU
Date Published: 2697

Minimum Wall Caiculations Reference the FEKs for Design
Temper:ture and Pressure

The minimum wail calculations reference the flow diagrams
(FSKs) for the design temperature and pressure of the lines

The FSEKs are "For Information Only" documents and are
superseded by the piping diagrams and the line list. The desing
iemperature used in Calculation MW(F)-122 is different from the
vaiue in the line list

MW(F)-122 Line List
Temperature 235 260

Review
invald n

Lange! D
Neri, Anthony A
Schopler, Don K

: Singh, Anand K

Date
RESOLUTION

Printed 2/19/86 1113 44 AM

2/17/98
Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0165 has
identified a condition not previously discov.red by NU which
requires correction. Condition Report (CR) M3-97-3460 has
been ap;roved to provide the necessary corrective actions to
resolve the incorrect temperature used in Calculation MW(F)-
122. Minimum wall calculations continue to reference FSKs due
to changes NU has made in the use of controlled documents as
described below

a The FSX's were the documents of record for the design
pressyre and temperature under Stone and Webster. FSKs were
the proper document of reference for most piping calculations
since they were performed when design control was under the
Stone and Webster system. After turnover, information from the
FSKs was translated under the Northeast Utilities system into
Line Designation Tables and P&IDs. FSK's were then retired in
place as historical documents. Seme DCNs have been written
against FSKs to clarify historical information. As a policy, if
changes are only administrative in nature, such as changes in
drawing number, changes in revision level of a reference, etc
Northeast Ulil..ies does not revise all calculaticns which contain
those references. If the calculation needs revision due 10 a
change in values (such as design conditions) which affect the

P-.ge 1 o‘( i




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0165
Milistone Unit 3 Di'crepancy Repon

[RR———————_ R e

results of the calculation, then references would be updated at
that time

b. Pipe minimum wall requirements were based on generic
code allowables and piping specification requirements

Minimum wall calculations veere only used when field conditions
required & more precise calculation Calculation MW(F)-122 was
performed in 1982 to determine the acceptable minimum wall
thickness for & pipe spool which had an indication that was less
than the standard minimum wall allowance for the requ -ed pipe
schedule. At that time the design temperature for that portion of
the system was 235° F. This was changed to 260°F by Stone
and Webster under their program in 1985 (Calculation P(R)-
1186). Calculation MW(F)-122 should then have been updated
to reflect the new condition. The existing wall thickness is 0.318
inches. The calculated allowed minimum wall thickness is
approximately 03 inches. Therefore the existing minimum wall

of the piping in question is acceptable under the changed design
temperature input

This calculation will be updated in accordance with the corrective
action plan for CR M3-87-3460

Conciusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-*MP3-0165 has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Calculation MW(F)-122 will be revised in
accordance with the approved corrective action plan for
Condition Report (CR) M3-87-3460. This calculation will be
updated post startup in accordance with the corrective action
plan for CR M3-87-3460

Previously identified by W7 ) Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition ? " Yes @ No

Resolution Pending ? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yee @ No
Review
L o Acceptable Not Acceptable Needed Date
. 0 0 21798
: Neri Anthony A D D 2/17/98
Schopfer, Don K B O :/\796
Singh, Anand K Cl s

O - O
2/17/98

The item meets the deferral criteria for revising the calculation

Privked 219706 1113 46 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0182
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element: System Design Potentisl Operability lssue
Discipline: Piping Design Yes
Discrepancy Type: Caiculation ® No
SystemyProcess: SWP
NRC Significance level: 4

Date F AXed to NU:
Date Published: 20497

Discrepaccy: Discrepancy in ‘confirmation required’ status for stress analysis
calculation NP(B)-X53002

Description: |n the process of reviewing the following documents

(i) Pipe Stress Analysis Calculation 12178-NP(B)-X53002, Rev
1, CCNs1t0§

(il) Pipe Stress Reconciliation Isometric Drawing 12178-CI-SWP-
32A-4, Rev. 12
(iil) Pipe Support Calculation 12178-NP(F)-Z-739B-258, Rev. 2

we noted the following discrepancy

Background

Revision 1 of the pipe stress calculation (i) has two items that
require confirmation

The first itern s as* imption 2 on page 7. It is appropriately

mark-d or. the cover-sheet of the calcuiation, and has been
confirmed in CCN No. 1

The second is the instaliation of a pipe support modification
assumed in the pipe stress analysis. A lateral constant type (LC)
pipe suppor is assumed at node point (NP) 117 of the §3802D
piping model. Page B2 states that the installation of the assumed
support modification requires confirmation. Page B56 indicates
that a support number for the support al NP 117 will be identified
later. On page E12 it is stated that the new support at NP 117 is
not installed. However, this confirmation reguired item has not
been identified on the cover-sheet

The requirement of a new support at NP 117 has not been
addressed by the calculation change notices 1 through § A
notice of confirmation removal is atteched 1o the calculation. The
notice states that confirmation requirements from the large bore
pipe stress design calculation have been removed entirely. But
the statment only addressus the first item. No mention is made
of the second item

According to (i): The isometric shows a strut marked PSST-258
at the location corresponding to NP 117, The support PSST-258
has been designed and analyzed in (iii)

Discrepancy

the pipe stress analysis calculation (i) the installation of PSST.

Prited 219/98 11 1435 AM Page 1 of 3




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0182
Milistore Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

258 support has not been corfirmed

Vahd Invakd

INVALID

Date: 2/16/08
RESOLUTION: Response ID: M3-IRF-00588

Disposition

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Report
DR-MP3-0182, Joes not represent a discrepant condition
Calculation Change Notice (CCN) 4 repiaces the calculation
Attachment E, "Stress Reconciliation Report® (SRR) with a new
SRR dated 8-19-85 Question 6. a of the new SRR states that all
supports are instalied on line 3-SWP-006-32-3. The Pipe Stress
Reconciliation isometric Drawing CI-SWP-32A-4, revision 12
which delineates line 3-SWP-008-32-3 and support PSST-258 is
referenced on page 2 of CCN-4 as being part of the
reconciliation walkdown package thereby confirming the
installation of support PEST-258. In addition, the Notice of
Confirmation Removal form which is attached to the back of the
calculation end references CCN's 1 through 5 states that
confirmation requirements from the large bore pipe stress design
calculavion 12179-NP(B)-X53802-1 have entirely been removed
The hand written note provided at the bottom of the Inter-Office
Communication (I0C) form provides additional clarification that
the confirmation requirements for assumptions in the caiculation
were removed per CCN-4 and that CCN 1 ‘hrough 5 have no
Confirmation Required items added

Significance Level criteria do not apply here as this is not a
discrepant condition

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Raport,
DR-MP3-0182, does not represent a discrepant condition. The
new Stress Reconciliation Report dated 8/19/85 which is pan of
Calculation Change Notice CCN-4 provides confirmation on
page 16, question 6.a, that all pipe supports including PSST-258
have been installed Significance Level criteria do not apply here
as this is not a discrepant condition

Previously identified by NU?  Yes @ No Non Disciepant Condition? ® Yes | No

Resolution Pending ? Yes @ No Resolution Unrescived? Yes (@ No

Review
Acc: ble Not Ac
itistor: P & cepla ceptable  Needed Date

VT Lead: Neri, Anthory 2 & O O

Printed 2/19/96 11 14 36 AM ; e T i R g
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RC C S
Chrmn:  Singh, Anand K D D D
Date
SL Comments
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Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0269
Millztone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

M

Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
s .
Review Element 'mom Design — —
Disciphine: Fiping LUesiy S
Discrepancy Type: Calcutation ® No
SystemProcess: SWP

NRC quﬁc.ncr evel 4 Date FAXed 1o NU:

Date Published: 9/29/97

Discrepancy: oad combination discrepancy in the computation of
Normal/Upset and Faulted siresses

Dascription: |n the process of reviewing the following documents,

() FSAR Section 3.98 1 4.1 Loading Conditions
(i) FSAR Table 3.88-11 Load Combinations for ASME Class 2
and 3 Piping

(i) Pipe Stress Analysis Criteria Document NETM-44 Revision

-
‘

(iv) Pipe Stress Calculation 12178-NP(B)-X53801, Rev. 6, CCN's
1103
(v) Pipe Stress Calcu ation 12176-NP(B)-X53900, Rev. 5

we noted the foliowing discrepancy

Background

Accord.ng to (i): The structural stress analyses performed for
Seismic Category | ASME Cude Class 1, 2, and 3 piping
consider the 17ading and load combinations spezified in Table
3.98-11 (i)

According to (i), the normal/upset and faulted plant operating
conditions. ASME 111 Subsection NC Equation’s SN/U and 8F,
include loads resulting from seismic loads and occasional loads
other than seismic, i.e. fluid transients. However, no guicance Is
provided on the combination of moments for the different loading
conditions

For Class 2 and 3 piping, the same table (ii) is repeated as Table
4-6 of (iii). Here also, no guidance is provided on the
combination of moments for the different loading conditions. For
Ciass 1 systems, Section 4.1.4.3 of (i) provides procedures for
combining moments due to different loading conditions The
procedure states that "if two or more independent occasional
dynamic load casc: 2ct simultaneously and need 10 be
combined, this is done by square-root-of-sum-of-squares
(SRSS). In the case of time history dynamic cases, the moment
components utilized are those which produce the maximum
resultant moment”

The above stated moment combinations are formed in (iv) as
follows

S(seismic) = S(eq. 9) - S(eq. 8)

S(eq. 9 total) = [S(seismic)*2 + S(timehistory)*2]*0 5+ S(eq. 8)
Here, S represents the stress level, and eq.'s 8 & 8 refer to the

e ASME llI-NC code equations. oo
Printed 2/19/08 1115:53 AM

P.qe 1 of ;
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ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0269
Discrepancy Report

Inkiator

VT Lead:
VT Mgr:

Date
INVALID

v

In (v} the moment enmbinatians 8¢ i0iTHied as T0OIIOWS
S(eq. 9 total) = [S(eq. 9)"2 + S{timehistory)*2]*0.5

This is inconsistent with the above procedure, and is un-
conservative

Discrepancy

in pipe stress calculation (v) the procedure used for combuining
seismic and fluid-transient induced moments is not consistent
with the design criteria, and is un-conservative

Review
Date
Pranash A

Neri Anthony A
Schopter, Don K
Singh, Anand K

Date
RESOLUTION

Printed 219/08 11 1550 AM

2/16/98
Response |D: M3-IRF-01328

Disposition

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Repor
DR-MP3-0259 has identified a condition not previously
discovered by NU which requires correction. NU agrees that the
method of the stress combination performed in calculation 12179-
NP(B)-X53000 Rev. § is not conservative. However, the non-
conservatism is not significant because the static stress
component (Equation 8) is small. In addition, the calcuiation
used bounding values for stress. Thus the ecuation @ stress, a
maximum for all piping locations with the same piping matenal,
was combined with the maximum time history stress considering
¢ll locations in the model. Given only the summary of computer
results, & simplified correct method for dynamic stress
combination is 1o first subtract out the static components of
Equation 9, SRSS the difference with the time history results,
and then con, ine this result by absolute sum to the static
components Since design pressure is the same as maximum
pressure, the static components of Equation 9 are represented
by Equation 8. Calling the total stress Equation T, and time
history TH, one can perform the calculation as foliows

Eq. 9T = Eq. 8 + SRSS(Eq. 8- Eq. 8, TH) (1)
As identified by Sargent & Lundy, calculation 12178-NP(B)-
§3300 contained a manual stress combination that included non-

dynamic components in the required SRSE combination. In
effect, the combination was performed as

Eq. 8T = SRSS(Eq. 8, TH) (2)
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Printed 21998 11 1550 AM

ICAVP bR No. DR-AP3-025%
Discrepancy Report

This combination (2) is not equivalent to (1) and is not
conservative

From the calculation (v) the following stress summary
information is available on pages 75 and 76A
Eq. § at node 2161 = 9648 psi
Eq. 8 at node 40= 4683 psi
TH &t node 445 = 2314 psi
Eq. § allowable stress = 10,440 psi
Using the formula in Equation (1) above, one can bound the total
Eq. 97 stress as
Eq 9T = Eq. 8+SRSS(Eq. § - Eq. 8, TH) = 4683+SRES( 9648 -
46871, 2314)

= 10,160 psi < 10,440 psi (normalupset allowable for
equation 9)
Therefore the stress is within the allowable and the design basis
for the piping is not exceeded. The net effect of the correction
from the reported value of 8822 psi is only (10160 - 9922)/9822
= 0024 or 24%

Similar analysis for the faulted condition and for other locations
would show even less effect. The other 10 stress cailculations in
the x53000 series were checked for their treatment of time
history stresses. Only calculation 12178-NP(B)-x53802 Rev. 1
had any defined fluid transient loading that required analysis. In
that calculation, the time history ioading was combined with
earthquake by SRSS within the NUPIPE-SW computer analysis

A sampling of other calculations were examined. Within the
service water system, calculation 12178-NP(B)-x1800 Rev. 3
conservatively performed an absolute sum to obtain total
Equation 9 strens. This caiculation revision was prepared by the
same individual who reviewed calculation 12178-NP(B)-x53900
Rev. 5. Calculation 12178-NP(B)-x1901 Rev. 3 had defined fluid
sansient loading and was reviewed by the same individual, its
time history loading was combined within the NUPIPE-SW
computer run. In summary, a sample of other calculations
requiring combination of time history stresses with earthquake
did not find any others with a non-conservative manual
combination of the dynamic stresses. It is therefore considered
that the methodological error in calculation 12178-NP(B)-x53900
Rev. § was an isolated error. Additionally, the non-conserval'sm
would be negligible in all but physically unrealistic cases of low
seismic inertia but very high values of both equation 8 and time
history. CR M3-98-0175 was initiated to address the condition. Its
action plan included preparation of a calculation change notice 1o
correct the calculation and review of other calculations to
determine exient of condition. The review, described above, did
not find any other calculations in which the unconservative
method was used. The condition has no impact on satisfaction of
the design basis; thus NU believes the item constitutes a
Significance Level 4 discrepancy

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Report

DR-MP3-0258 has identified a condition not previously

discovered by NU which requires correction. The completed
Page 3of 4
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ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0259
Discreparcy Report

Previously identified by NU?

action plan for CR M3-88-0175 included preparation of &
calculation change notice (attached) to correct the calculation
and a samy 1e review of other calculations 10 determine extent of
condition. ' he net effect of the correction on piping stresses was
less than 5% and stresses remain within the design basis
allowable. The review did not find any other calculations in
which the unconservative method was used. Since there is no
impact on the licensing and design NU has concluded the
Significance Level should be 4

Yes ® No Nonoucnpo-.i(:ondmon?” Yes ® No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yes @ No

initiator
VT Lead

VT Mgr
IRC Chenn

Date

SL Comments

Privted 21986 11 16 AM

Review
Pr A Acceptable Not Acceplable Needed

== B8 B
Singh. Anand K @) - .

- - O
2/16/98

The completed action plan for CR M3-£3-0175NU corrected the
“isolated" caiculation error. Also, NU has performed a review of
similar calculations 1o determine the extent of the condition. This
review did not find any other calculations in which the
unconservative method was used

We. therefore, concur with NU that there is no impact on the
licensing and design basis, and that the Significance Level can be
changed to 4
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ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0313
Discrepancy Report

Review Group

Review Element.

Discipline
Discrepancy Type
SystenvProcess

NRC Significance level

Discrepancy
Description

Date
INVALID

System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Systern Design
Mechanical Design
Calcutation

RSS

@

Potential Operability issue
Yes
® No

Date FAXed to NU:
Date Published: 102397
Calculation P(R)-810 Elevation Error

The dimensions for the pump discharge elevation is incorre.l
The calculation uses an slevation of 22'-8". Drawing EP-79N
nows the sump discharge is at elevation (-) 23'-3"

The calculation for the required pressure drop across the orifice,
is the pump head minus the friction losses minus the elevation
change from the pump discharge to the pump recirculation
nozzie. The pump recirculation nozzle is located at elevation (-)
29'-8". The values in the calculation suggest that the difference
is 52' instead of 8'-5". Subtracting the calculation value from the
pump head will underestimate the required pressure drop of the
orifice by approximately 45'

The system function is not affected since the orifice size was
verified by the pre-operational system test

Review
Invakd Date

Langel D

Neri, Anthony A
Schopter, Don K
Sinph, Anand K

Date

RESOLUTION:

Prited 21998 11 1628 AM

2/17/98
Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0313, has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This discrepancy meets the criteria specified
in NRC letter B16901 and 17010. It has been screened per U3
P1-20 cri*eria and found to huve no operability or reportability
concerns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-97-4128

has been written to develop and track resolution of this item per
RP-4

Conclusion

NU has conciuded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MF 3-0313, has
identitied a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This discrepancy meets the criteria specified
in NRC letter B16801 and 17010. It has been screened per U3
P1-20 criteria and found to have no operability or reportability
concermns and meets the Unit 3 deferral critena CR M3-87-4128

P

Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0313
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

L
has been written 1o develop and track resolution of this item per
RP-4

Previousty identified by NU7 “Yes @ No Non Discrepant Condition? | Yes ® No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yes @ No
Review
Acceptable Not Acceptable Needed Date

_ B 0 0
Neri Anthony A

Schopfer, Don K 8 D %
Singh. Anand K D 8 D

Date 2/17/98
8L Comments: CR M3-97-4128 recommends revising the calculation. This items

meets the deferral criteria since testing has confirmed the orifice
sizing

Printed 219/08 111628 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0362
Millstone Uinit 3 Discrepancy Report

Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element. System Design
Discipline: Piping Design
Discrapancy Type: Calculetion
S ysterm/Process SWP
NRC Significance level: 4

Potential Operability lssue
Yes
® N

Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 11/1397

Discrepancy: Analysis method for venvdrain configurations in calc NP(B)-408
is inconsistent with design critena

Description. |n the process of reviewing the fullowing documents,

(i) Design and installation of Small Bore Piping NETM-24, Rev. 3
(i) Calculation 12179-NP(B)-408-XD, Rev. 0, 4/3/84

(i) Interoffice Memorandum, Review of Calculation 12179-NP(B)-
892-XD, From RFHankinson 1o GPMilley, February 2, 1084

we noted the following discrepa.Cy

Background

According tu (i) In the evaluation of vent/drain configurations
applicable seismic accelerations at the point of attachment (10
header piping of equipment) are the higher of the values from
computer analysis results (of the header piping) or the zero
period acceleration (ZPA). ZPA values are obtained from the
applicable ARS curve for the building and elevation where
vent/drain is located These seismic acceleration vaiues,
multiplied by a factor of 1.5, should be applied 10 calculate
seismic reaction and stresses

According to (ii): The objec.e of the calcuiation is 10 perform &
small bore pipe stress analysis for a general arrangement of
vents and drains for all elevations of all buildings. The vents and
drains and root valve piping were analyzed as free end
connections. 1t is assumed that statically applied deflections at
the connection point would not generate any forces or moments
in the piping system Therefore, static and dynamic
displacements were omitted from the analysis The piping was
seismically analyzed in the X, y and z directions by using the
amplified response spectra curves for all buildings and all
elevations

According to (i)

. *If the vent/drain is rigid in companson with the piping
response, the venvdrain will expenence the maximum piping
response. If the vent/drain is not rigid in comparison with the
piping response the vent/drain will experience an amplification
of the maximum piping response”

- "Piping is excited Dy the building response through its
supporting me ‘ia and as the free standing vent/drain is not
attached 10 the building there can be no defendable justification
for using building response to qualify the venudrain”

Brirded 219/06 1117 48 AM “Page 1 of 3
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ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3.0363
Discrepancy Report

—MM.—-

Date
INVALID

A WS 94 AT 7 S

Date
RESOLUTION

Printed 215708 1117 50 AM

Discrepancy

The scismic analysis performed in (i) I8 Incoi.sistent with the
requirements of the gesign criteria for small bore piping (1)
SpeJifically, no justification is provided in (i) 10 ignore the
possible amplification of the siesmic axcitation put for the small
bore piping analysis resulting from the dynamic response of the
header piping subjecied 1o the seismic excitations alns
attachment 10 the buliding

Review
Vahd Invalid

Prakash A . [:J

Date
107307
Sohopter Don K 11887
"N

Nevded
0
Ner Anthony A " D 1Wam7
-
-

Singh, Anand K

2/16/08
Response 1D:M3-IRF-01607

Disposition

NU has cnncluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0363, has
identified & condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction The discrepant condition should be
reviewed In the contaxt of the design process. As the design
proocss evolved, the criteria for vent and drain qualification was
enhanced. Beginning with the referencc (iil) Interoffice memo
Engineering attempted to develop & defendable position
regarding appropriate amplification factors 10 be applied to vent
and drain configurations. During the final stress reconciliation
process In mid-1685, it was determined that the qualification
rethod 1o be utilized for vent and drain connections would
require that rigidity be demonstrated and that individual
calculations be performed for each vent and drain configuration
utilizitg the worst case accelerations of either the run pipe or
building ZPA. However, the reference (il) = Julation was
performed in 1884 Jtilizing the earlier critena and therefore
should have been revised and/or superseded to reflect the
enhanced design requirements The approved corrective action
plan for CR M3-64-0302 (attached) will revise calculation
NP(B)408-XD to reflect the enhanced design requirements There
is no impact on physical hardware or the individual vent and
drain calculations. As such there is nd effect on the license of
design basis, therefore NU has concluded this to be a
Significance Level 4 issue

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0383, has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires c~rection. The approved corrective action plan
(attached) for Condition Report (CR) M3-98-0302 will revise
calculation NP(B)408-XC to refiect the enhanced design
requirements. There is no impact on physical hardware Of the

P.oe 20l 3




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0363
Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

individual vent and drain calculations. As such there is no effect
on the license or design basis, therefore NU has concluded this
10 be & Significance Level 4 i1ssue

Previously entified by NU? ) Yes { ™ Non Discrepst Condition? ) Yes ® No

Resolution Pending 7 Yeu @ No Resolution Unresulved ? Yes @ N

Review
Acceplable Not Acceptady  Iweeded Date
intistor: Prakesh A :
Q - 0 21698
VT Lead: Nerl Anthony A Ao
VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K 8 D [[_:]] : ‘;w
IRC Chwrn:  Singh. Anand K D - “

- - -
Dete:  2/16/98

SL Comrents: NU's approved corrective action plen for CR M3-68-0302 will
revise caiculation NP(B)408-XD to reflect the enhanced design
requirements. We, concut with NU that there is no effect on the
license or design basis, and the Significance Level can be
changed 10 Level 4

Printed 2/15/98 111750 AM
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ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0364

Dis. 'epancy Report

A ———

Review Group

Review Element
Disciphine
Discrepancy Type
System/Process

NRC Significance level

Discrepancy

Description

Inftiator
VT Lead
VT Mgr
IRC Chrmn

Date
INVALID

SIS AN TS

Date
RESO! UTION

Printed 2/17 98 11 1810 AM

Syotem DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
System Design
Piping Design
Coacutation
SWP

a

Potential Operability issue
ves
® No

Date FAXed to KU
Date Published: 1072357

Evaluation of SWP Root valve piping configuration for V1756
180, 924, 923 and 224 is duplicated

In the process of reviewing the following calcuiations,

(1) Calculation 12179 NP(F)-417-X[* Rev 0, 4/3/84

(2) Caloulation 12179 NP(F)-OSWP-28-V175, Rev 4 10/18/98
(3) Caloulation 12179 NP(F)-SWP-28-V180, Rev 4, 10/18/06
(4) Calculation 1215 8-NP(F)-SWP-328-VE24, Rev 2, 4/20/95
(5) Calculation 121 79-NP(F)-GWP-31A-VE823 Rev 2, 4/26/93
(6) Calculation 121 79-NP(F)-8WP.§7-V224, Rev 1, 10/4/85

we noted the following discrep.ancy
Background

Pipe stress analysis calculation (1) evaluates the root valve
piping configurations for SWP valves V175,V180,v924 VR23 and
V224 Although included in the calculation SWP vaives V180
and V224 are not included in the title block of calculatior (1)

More recently, root valve piping configurations addresséd by
stress analysis calculation (1) have been evaluated ind"sidually
by calculations (2-€)

Discrepancy

it 18 not clear why the root valve configurations addressed by
calculation (1) have also been evaluated by calculations (2-8). If
the new calculations (2-8) supersede (1), then calculation (1)
should be voided

Review
Vahd Invahd W peded Date

[:] 107387
ﬂ 10Wwe?
[_] 101487
D 101787

Patel Ramesh D
Herl, Anthony A
Schopler, Don K

goaa
00ad

Singh, Anand K

2/6/98
Response ID: M3-IRF-01503

Disposition

NU has concluJed that Discrepancy Repor, DR-MP3-0364, has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This discrepancy meets the criteria specified

Page 1 of 2
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Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

in NRC letter B16901 and 17010. it has been screened per U3 Pl
20 oriteria and found 1o have no operability or reportability
concerns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-98-0138
has been written 10 develop and track reso.ution of this term per
RP-4.

Conclusion:

NU has concluded that Disciepancy Report, DR-MP3-0364, has
identified a condition not pre.lously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This discrepancy meets the criteria specified
in NRC letter B16901 and 17010. It has been screened per U3 Pi-
20 criteria and found 10 have no operability or reportability
concemns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-98-0138
has been written 10 develop ano track resolution of this item per

RP-4
Previously identified by NU?  Yes @ No  Non Discrepant Condition? ' Yes @ No
Resolution Pending? ' Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? ) Yes @ No
Review
initlator: Prakash, A Acceptable  Not Acceptable  Needed 2::;
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A m D D 2178
wmosnte: 8§ % § ==
IRC Chmn:  Anand K
.5 0 8 0
Date:
5L Comwments:

Printed 2/16/98 111811 AM Page 20f &«
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e g i bl
Review Group
Review Elament
Disch. ne
Discrepancy Type
Systerm/Frocess
NRC Significance level

Discrepancy

Description

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3.03%96

Discrepancy Report

System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED

SyYSam Oesgn Potential Operability issue
Mechanica Design Yoo

Calcuetion ® o

SWP

4 Date FAXed to NU

Date Published: 1072087

Caloulation 85-ENG-1177-M3 rev. 0 and CCN 01 incorrectly
supersedes portions of other calculations

Calculation 95-ENG-1177-M3 is actually a se'point calculation to
verity the SW inlet temperature 10 maintain the maximum SW
outlet temperature of 85°F from 3HVK*CHL1A & B. This
calculation incorrectly superseded portions of calculations 80-
060-1130-M3 rev. 0 CCN 01, #0-068-1065-M3 rev. 0 CCN 01, 80-
069-1116-M3 rev. 0 CCN 01

The calculation (#5-ENG-1177-M3) does not provide design
basis information as it is being used in the above mentioned (3)
calculations. This calculation supersedes, in calculation 90-069

1130-M3 design information that calc. 85-ENG-1177-M3 uses as
design input

Review
Vald Invald Needed Daty
Inltistor: Dionne B J D . 0 1van7
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A D D D 10787
VT Mgr: Schoapler, Don K D D [:] 101497
IRC Chin:  Singh, Anand K B - , 1001887
Date
INVALID
P s
Date 2/17/98
RESOL'ITION. Disposition

Printed 2/150/08 112628 AM

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Repo 1,
DR-MP3-0305, has identified a8 condition not previously
discovered by NU which requires correction. Calculation 85-ENG-
1177-M3 has been superseded by Proto Power Calculation 87-
123 The approved corrective action plan in CR M3-98-0408 will
correct this issue by determining if calculations 90-068-1116-M3
and 90-u68-1130-M3 should be superseded by the Proto Power
flow model calculations or if active, revise them to be consistent
with the Proto Power flow model calculations. These correclive
actions will be performed post startup

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Repont
DR-MP3-0385 has identified a condition not previously
discovered by NU which requires correction. The approved
corrective action plan in CR M3-88-0408, 10 be com( ‘eted post
stanup, will determine if calculations 90-069-1116-M3 and 80-
068-1130-M3 should be superseded by the Proto Power flow
model calculations

Page 1 of 2
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Millstone Unit 3 Discrepanry Report

———

Re-thew Group: System DR RESOLUTION REJECTED
Review Elernent: Systerm Design
Discipline: Piping Design
Discrepancy Type: Caloulation
System/Process: SWP
NRC Sy, nificance level: 4

Potential Uperabliity lssue
Yes
® o

Dats FAXed to NU
Date Published: 10/10%/
Discrepancy: Density of Fiberglass (J) insulation used in stress analysis is
inconsistant with cited reference
Description: |n the proess of reviewing the following documents

(i) Pipe Stress Calculation 124 78-NP(B)-X1800 Rev. 3 CCN's 1
103

(i) Pipe Stress Calculation 12178-NP(B)-X53000, Rev. §
we noted the following discrepancy

In pipe stress analysis calculations (1) and (i), the density of
Fiberglass insulation Type - J is specified for some lines as 4
Ibs/cft, and for others as 5.25 Ibs/cft. According 10 the reference
cited in the calculations, the density should be .25 Ibs/cft. No
justification is provided for the use of the lower (4 Ibs/cft) density

FPeview
Invald Date

Inltistor: Praxash, A D 107207
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A D 10387

VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K D 101487
IRC Chimn: Singh, Anand K . 0 101487

Date
INVALID

Date:  2/16/08
RESV.UTION: Response |1D: M3-IRF-01010

Disposition

NU has concluded that DR-MP3-0366 does not represent a
discrepant condition. The use of 4 Ibs/cu ft. as opposed to 5.25
Ibs/ cu ft for J-type fiberglass insulation does not represent a
discrepant condition. The use of 4 Ibs/cu fi is the generic
minimum of J-type fibe:glass insulation (See "Specification for
General Thermal Insulation - M821", Transmitted in Transmittal
52 on 7/8/97 ). This generic minimum was used universally until
5/15/84 when a specification wa: obtained for J-type insulation (
Ref Inter-Office Memo from J E. Woods to G. Milley dated
5/3/84 ) that specified the density of J-type fibergalss insulation
as 5.25 Ibs/cu fi. Subsequently, when NP(B)-X1900 and NP(B)-
X53000 were revised, the new density was used to perform the
stress analysis on the length of affected pipe in accordance with
the direction provided in Inter-Office Memo from P.Gopal and R
Bain 10 general distribution. Additionally, calculation 79-236-
821GP Rev. 0 dated 11/12/87 addresses insulation weight
effects and envelopes the above condition

Printed 2/16/98 1136111 AM Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0396
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

Preyiousty identified by NU7 Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition ? Yes ® No

Resolution Pending ? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved 7 Yes @ No

Review

Oierve B J Acceptable Not Accepiable  Neesded Date

Nett. Aninony A D D D V1798
Schopter, Don K & O 0 21798
& ] 0 21708
- J 0

Singh, Anand K
Date 2/17/98

SL Comwnents: The resolution of CR M3-98-0406 will be completed / enveloped
in CR's M3-07-4774, 3807 and 3886. This Is found 10 be
scceptable since this effort will includ . review of all SW
calculations that use or affected the PEGISYS model calculations

Printed 21098 112528 AM
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Millstone Unit 3

Review Group

Review Element:

Disciphine
Di. repancy Type

System/Process:

NRC Significance level

Discrepancy
Descrigtion

Privted 21088 11 2640 AM

ICAVP DR No. DR-mP3.0402
Discrepancy Report

System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
5 wlem Desigr
Mechanical Design Yoo
Calcuiation ® No
sSwp

4

Potertial Operability lssue

Date FAXed to NU
Date Published: 1/22/08
Caic. 90-068-1087 M3 comains errors in the database update

The purpose of Calculation 90-066-1097 M3, Rev 0, through
CCN#4 was 10 update the small bore portion of the
comprehensive Milistone Unit 3 SWS Database which is used in
several PEGISYS service water systermn models. Hem 2 in the
Calculation Workscope Summary, page 9, states that a
benchmark flow calculation will be compared 1o results obtained
for the "CASE" alignm»nt in Westinghouse Calculation FSE/SS-
NEU-1856 (dated 7/1/v4), which later became NU Calculation 90-
069-1116 M3 (dated 5/18/95)

The remaining portion of this Discrepancy Report sites specific
discrepancies in the calculation reviewed. The examples given
are not an exhaustive list of those found, but rather used to
illustrate the types of discrepancies found

Page 49, Section 6, Part B, lem 1 states that nodes were placed
at tno entrance and exit flanges of each component, including
heat exchangers. The nodal diagram on page 13 does not
contain noces at the inlet or outlet of the CCP, CCS, HVK and
RES heat exchangers

On page 67, the component fL/D for the

HVQ*ACUS1A 1B 2A .28 heat exchangers is listed as 11.12
Note (3) for this section references calculation 90-069-1116 M3
Page 33 of the referenced calculation lists the fL/D value for
these heat exchangers 1o be 11.28

Design put 11, page 12 of calculation 80-069-1116 M3 states
that wi. .1 pumps P3A and P3B are tumed off for the CASE
alignment, they introduce additional resistance in the piping
system. The additional loss, K=fL/D, for pumps P3A and P23B
being turned off was determined to be 52 8 by calculation
FSE/SS-NEU-157€. This was addressed in the CASE alignment
of calculation 90-069-1116 M3, but was neglected in the
benchmark run of calculation 80-089-1097 M3. This additiona!
fL/D should have been displayed for pathways 108-100 and 106-
107 on page 99 of calculation 90-068-1087 M3

Some of the heat loads identified on page 67, do not agree with
the heat lcads in the printout of the benchmark run. The heat
load for HVK*CHL1A B is listed as 3,275,387 Btu/hr on page 67,
but is displayed as 6,315 400 Btu/hr on page 85, the benchmark
run printout. The heat load for HVQ*ACUS1A B is listed as
338,750 Btu/hr on page 67, but is displayed as 677,500 Btu/hr on
pages 96 and 97. The neat load for HVQ*ACUS2A B is listed as
387,500 Btu/hr on page 67, but is displayed as 775,000 Btu/hr on

page 87 — ——— : ——T
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To upoate the small bore portion of the PEGISYS SWS§
database, isometric drawing were used (o generate piping
takeoffs. The piping takeoffs were then summarized in this
caloulation correseponding to the nodal diagram established \or
the PEGISYS SWS model. The piping takeoff summaries wer?
subsequently input to the PEGISYS SWSE database (filename =
NEUSWS) The review of this calculation did not include &
comprehensive review of the database updating process,
however, a representative sample was reviewed and found to
contain discrepencies. Examples are given below,

Errors were identified when summarizing the piping takeofts
because an inconsistent accounting method was used. When ¢
node is located at & Tee, sometimes the Tee was included in the
line upstream of the node and at other times, the Tee was
included in the line downstream of the node. For example:
There is & Tee at node 1071 in the line from node 107 - 1071,
see page 122. In the piping summary for this line, page 197, the
Tee is not included, rather, it is accounted for in the line
downstream of the Tee, in line 1071-1072. This is acceptable,
however, the accounting method changed in path 224-2251. A
Tee is located at node 2251, see page 135A. The piping
summary for this line, page 207, includes the Tee for the line
upstream, 224-2251. This inconsistency led to incorrect piping
summaries. The Tee at node 227, page 13€, is included in the
line upstream of this Tee, 226-227, page 137. The line summary
for 227-19 on page 207 also includes this Tee, accouting for it
twice. This inconsistency is also apparent for the line 21-22,
page 137 which accounts for & Te= at both the beg'nning and
ending nodes of the line.

Errors were also identified when transposing the piping takeoff
summaries into the PEGISYS database (filename = NEUSWS)
as described below.

The pipe length for line 66-42 is listed as 39.5 feet in the piping
summary on page 180. The pipe length for this line was
transposed 10 the database as 1 foot, page 257,

The piping summary for line 102-108 on page 202 listed the
elevation for nodes 102 and 108 as 21.3 and 44 8 feet,
respectively. When transposed 1o the database on page 280,
the elevation for nodes 102 and 108 were input as 18.50 and
28 .60 feet, respectively.

When the information for the (2) 90 deg 4D bends were
transposed 10 the database for pathway 79-23, page 315, the
values for the angle and radius of the bends were switched.

The piping summary for line 221-2211 on page 207 indicates
there are (2) 45 deg elbows in the line. The line was entered into
the database on page 321 with (4) 45 deg elbows.

Note: Several SWP calculations used a previous version of this

_____service water system database for PEGISYS modeling, such as

Printed 2/16/98 11.26:50 AM
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Inftiator:
VT Lead:
VT Mgr:
IRC Chen:

ﬁo:
INVALID:

Singh, Anand K

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0402
Discrepancy Report

FSE/SS-NEU-1405 and 90-068-1116-M3. The discrepancies
identified in the databasv may be applicable 10 other service
water sys‘em calculations which used the database after the
update by calculation 80-069-1087 M3. Examples include
Calculation 90-066-1065 M3, and those calculations developed
after the PEGISYS model was converted to PROTO-FLO in the
PROTO POWER / NU calculations 84-065, 96-001, 97.041 87
0.5, 97-001 and 97-ENG-01427D3.

Vahd Invad heeded Date
Dionne, B J B 0 121997
Neri, Anthony A 0O 121087
Schopter, Don K M \v23m7
0 111698

2/16/98

RESOLUTION: Disposition’

NU has concluded that DR-MP3-0402 has identified a condition
not previously discov red by NU which requires correction.

The referenced calculations in DR-M3-0402 have been
supplemented/replaced by Protopower analysis. The corrective
actions necessary to "clean up" the calculation documentation
and references and resolve the issues of DR-M3-0402, will be
implemented and tracked under the auspices of Condition
Reports M3-98-0567 and M3-87-4774. The approved corrective
action plans for CR# M3-98-0567 and M3-97-4774 will correct
this issue

The corrective actions for this issue are:

Review celoulation 90-68-1116-M3, and calculations referenced
within this calculation, and remove all assumptions necessary for
input 10 the P;otopower PROTO Flo calculations (96-001, §7-041
and 97-035) and NU' calculation 80-068-1065M3. Create & new
calculation or technical evaluation for this information. Delete
calculation 90-069-1116M3 and associated flow model
calculations which are based upon the WNES Pegisys SWS flow
model. Review all service water calculations to assure that they
reference active calculations. Review all ICAVP DR's
associated with SWP calculations to assure that all
discrepancies identified as part of this administrative
reconciliation have been addressed. The technical issues cited
in DR-M3-0402 are no longer valid conditions as the calculations
have been replaced with Protopower calculation 96-001.

The Protopower service water system flow calculation, $8-001
represents the physically installed system and has been adjusted
bv actual system flow test data obtained during RFO-5. This
calculation is valid and confirms that the system will perform its
intended safety function in accordance with the design bases,
therefore, this DR is not required for start-up. NU has concluded

Printed 2/10/98 112550 AM
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that this discrepancy is a Significance Level 4.

Condition Reports (CR) M3-97-4774 and M3-98-0567 were
writien 10 provide the necessary corrective ac ons 1o resolve the
issues of DR-V3-0402. The co!rective actions for this issue are:
Review calculation 90-66-1116-M3, and calculations referenced
within this calculation, and remove all assumptions necessary for
input 1o the Protopower PROTO Flo caloulations (96-001, §7-041
and §7-035) and NU calculation 90-069-1065M3. Create a new
calculation or technical evaluation for this information.

Conclusion:

NU has concluded that DR-MP3-0402 has identified a condition
not previously discovered by NU which requires correction.

Dusete calculation 90-088-1116M3 and associated flow i odel
<é'culations which are based upon the WNES Peaisys SWG flow
mode!.

Review all service watcr calculations to assure that they
reference active calculations. Review all ICAVP DR's
associated with SWP caiculations to assure that all
discrepancies identified as part of this administrative
reconciliation have been addressed. Completion of the review of
calculations referenced are not required prior 10 unh start-up
since calculation 96-001 represents the physically installed
iervice water system and therefore, confirms that the system will
perform its intended safety function in accordance with the
design bases. NU has concluded that this discrepancy Is a
Significance Level 4.

T Previously identifed by NU?7 | Yes @ Neo " Non Discrepant Condition? ) Yes (@ Ko
Resolution Pending? ) Yes @ No Resolution Unresolvad? ) Yes @ No
Review
e B e el Lol
VTL.“ Neri. Anthony A E: D D 217/08
VT Mgr:  Schopler, Don K 0 O SAns
IRC Chewr:  Singh. Anand K 0 B 8

Date 2/16/98
SL Comments: This discrepant condition will be corrocted by Condition Reports
M3-97-4774 and M3-88-0567. The significance level was
changed from level 3 to level * based on agreement that the
Proto Flo model of the SWS, as confirmed by testing, proves that
the system functions acccrdingly and this does not presen’ a stan-
up issue.

Printed 2/19/96 11:26:50 AM Page dof 4
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R e e T s et D BT RTLOR AL
Review Group: Operstions & Maintenance and Testing DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element. Operating Procedure
Discipline. Operations
Discrepancy Type: O & M & T Procsdure
SystemV/Process: SWP
NRC Significance level: 4

Potential Operi olih), _.ue
Yes
® No

Date FAXed to NU
Date Published: 1072387

Discrepancy: Procedures not in place 10 ensure compliance with Plant
Technical Specificg'ions

Description: The Tuchnical Specificat ons require the service life of
mechanical and hydraul, snubbers be m_ “ilored to ensure the
service life is not exceed xd. The necessary piocedures 1o
ensure compliance with this Tech. Spec. were not in place at the
time of this independent review. While this DR is written against
SWP, it does apply 10 all systems

Technical Specification 3/4.7.10i (page 3/4 7-26) states, "The
service life of hydraulic and mechanical snubbers shall be
monitored to ensure that the service life is not exceeded
between surveilance inspections. The maximum expected
service life for vanious seals, springs, and other critical pans
shall be determined and established based on engineering
information and shall be extended or shortenad based on
monitored test results and failure history. Critical snubber parts
shall be replaced so that the maximum service life will not be
exceeded during a period when the snubber is required to be
Operable. The parts replacements shall be documented and the
documentation shall be retained in accordance with
Specification 6.10.3."

S&L Request for Information, RFI Number MP3-219 was
submitted on 7/18/87 requesting the Snubber Procedure used for
Snubber Service Life Program to sa''sfy MP-3 Tech. Spec
4.7.10d, page 3/4 7-26. This should have read Tech. Spec

4.7 .10, page 3/4 7-26. The ty; . was the insertion of the d
instead of the i. The description and page numbers were correct

IRF Response 1D | M3-IRF-00202 stated "items 8 ar 3 9 are not
addresseu by an existing procedure. AR $7019941 requires a
new procedure or revised procedure will address these items at a
later dwe”

Action Request, AR 87019041 was issued on 8/11/97 stating,
"Develop appropniate trigger 10 ensure compliance with
Ter~hnical Specification 4.7.10d which 1 Juires snubbers to be
examined following unexpectied, potentially 1amaging system
transients within 8 mor..hs of the event™. Thi’, Action Request
did not address the Service Life Program iss ue

Procedures necessary 10 demonsirate how Miilstone it 3
personnel satisfy Technical Specification 3/4 7.10i are not in
place
Review
Invalid Needed Date

Initiator: Pinner, W, SURSRDI e, S
Printed 2/15/98 112752 AM Page 1 of 2
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A o
Inftistor: Pinner, W D D [‘J 1013%7
VT Lead: Bass M D D D 1017
VT Mgr: schopler, Don K G D D 101697
IRC Chern: Singh. Anand K ) 0 0 101887
Date
INVALID
Date:  2/16/98
RESOLUTION: Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0471, has
identified a condition previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. The lack of a snubber service life monitoring
program 1o satisfy Tech Spec 4.7.10.i was previously discovered
by NU and documented on QAS Audit A23058, 1/24/04, as
Finding 03. The Unit Director's response to the audit and
expected corrective action is found in attached memo MP-3-94.
035, 2/15/94. AR 95046851 was initiated 7/18/85 1o review the
mechanical and hydraulic service life program and, if necessary,
implement a formal program. The initial schedule reference for
corrective action was completion required prior 1o ref. eling
outage 4 ("<F »4). The NU corrective action program during this
time peri v, is well documented as faulty. Because of this, the
corrective astions were not implemented in a iumely manner
950469051-02 was re-scheduled for the current outage and is
required 10 be completed prior to restan

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0471, has
identified a condition previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This issue was previously discovered in
QAS Audit A23058. The Unit's response to the QAS Audit was
10 initiate AR 95046951 10 review the snubber service life
program and implement a formal program if necessary. This AR
is scheduled 10 be completed prior 0 restart

Previously identified by NU? ® Yes No Non Discrepant Condition? ) Yes ® N
Resolution Pending ? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved ? Yes @ No
Review
Acceptable Not Acceplable Needed Date

Initiator: Spear, R . &
G 0 0 216/98
VT Lead: Bass Ken D D 2/18/08
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K D 8 : ‘6‘9&

IRC Chenn:  Singh, Anand K 0 8 0 "
Date

SL Comments

Printed 2/19/98 11 27 52 AM
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Review Group: Sysiem DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
.I
ROVIOW She/unk: Sysiem Susgn Potential Operabiilty lssue
Disciphine: Mechanion Design ves
Discropancy Type: Caloulation B %o
SystemProcess: HVX

NRT Significance Invel: 4 Date FAXcd to NU

Dwte Published: 1/22/08

Discrepancy: MCC & Rod Control Area Co. ling Load and Ventilation
Calculations

Description: During review of the cooling load and ventilatiun calculations for
the MCC & Rod Control Area Air Conditioning System
discrepancies regarding the loads aid airflows were identified

References

Calculation P(B)-1184, Rev
Calculation P(B)-1128, Rev
Calculation P(B)-1129, Rev
Caloulation P(B)-1128, Rev
Calculation P(B)-1129, Rev
P&ID EM-148A-24

Duct drawing ED-45H-12
Duct drawing EB-45M-9

NN -

Background
Calculation P(B)-1184 evaluates t,.e affect of a 6"x2" hole in the
IHVR*ACU1A supply dust on system nerformance

Calculation P(B)-1128 determines the cooling load and

vertilation requirements for the MCC and Rod Control Area Air-
Conditioning system

Air concitioning units SHVR*ACU1A & 1B provide cooling for the
east and west MCC & Rod Control Areas in the Auxiliary Building
as shown on P&ID EM-148A

Discrepancies

1) The hole in the supply duct is caused by a missile from fan
IHVR-FN4A, 3HVR-FN4B or 3HVR-FN5 which are located near
the 52" x 28" supply duct to the east MCC & Rod control area on
elevalion 66'-€" of the auxiliary building. The location of the fans
and duct are shown on drawings EB-45H4-12 and EB-45M-9
Calculation P(B)-1184 determined that 428 cfm would be lost
through "me hole in the ductwork. In evaluating the impact the
hole in tr e ductwork would have on system performance the
calculation considered the effect on overall system performance
instead of the effect it would have on the east MCC & Rod
Control Area

2) Caloulation P(B)-1184 was not revised when ca'culation P(B)-
1120 was updated to evaluate lower than design airflow to the
east MCC & Rod Control Areas wii™ 3HVR*ACU1B running

3) The supply air lost through the hole in the supply duct on
elevation 66'-6" of the auxiliary building will result in air

infiltration into the areas served by AHVR*ACIJ1A/B. Thés wnm'a,
age 10l 4

Printed 2/19/98 11 2007 AM
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increase the cooling load on the system since the temperatures
in the surrounding areas have a higher design temperature
Caluulations P(B)-1126 and P(B)-1184 do not address this
impact on the room cooling loads

4) Caicviation P(B)-1129 takes creait ‘or heat 1088 (0 auxiliary
bullding ductwork passing though the MCT & rod control area
This is not valid for accident conditions whan the non-safety-
related fars (AHVR-MVU2B and 3HVR-FN11) associated with
this ductworx are not operating

Review
Vahd Date

Stot. M D 121187
Neri, Anthony A 121687
Schopler, Den K : el
Singh. Anand K » \ARL

Date:  2/16/08

RESOLUTION: NU has conc'uded that the issues reporied in DR-MP3-0681,
Htems 2 & 3, have identified conditions not oreviously
discovered by NU which require correction. CR M3-08-0475
(Attached) has been written (0 develop the corrective actions
associated with this DR

For tem # 2, Calc P(B)-1184 will be evaluated for the effect of
lower than design air flow to the East MCC/RCA with
SHVR*ACU1B running. Reeveluation of calc P(B)-1184 for
reduced air flows, as evaluated on CCN#3 1o Calc. P(B) 1129,
should have minimal impact as the calculated required air
temperature leaving the culls for the reduced flow rate is higher
than the actual air temperature leaving the colls under a'
analyzed condiions

For tem # 3, Calcs P(B)-1129 and P(B)-1184 will be evaluated
for the effect of infitration of warmer air from the surrounding
areas due 1o l0ss of couling air through the hole in the ductwork
The impact of air infiltration from surrounding areas as noted in
tem # 3 will be minimal. The areas served by 3HVR*ACU1A/1B
are in the Aux. Building, enclosed by key-iocked fire doors, and
in-leakage will be minor. Worst case is in-leakage equivalent tC
the flow through the postulated missile hole, of 428cfm, (not
revic.ad for the lower flow rate to the East area with ACU1B
running) at a temperature of 104 F, 18 Cag. above the
MCC/RCA normal design temperature. This represents
approximately 4% of the total flow. CR M3-88-0475 has been
issued to address the issues identified in tems 2 & 3

In addition, the MP3 Hazards Review Program for the Aux
building, HAZ-01448-M3, has stated that no unacceptable
imMgractions have been ‘dentified due 1o the postulated fan
missile. The System performance will not be signi‘icantly
degraded by flow losses associated with estimated 12 sq. in

Printed 2/19/98 112007 AM " Page2ol 4
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hoie caused by missile

Based on the above, there is no indication that “he unit is oulside
its' licensing or design basis. The DR is considered by NU to L2
Significance Level 4, and the Corrective Action spec'fied in the
CR will be deferred until after restar

NU has concluded that the issues identified in tems #1 & 4 in
DR-MP3-0681 are not considered 10 be discrepant conditions

For Hem #1, evaluating the impact the hole in the ductwork
would have on system performance, the heat load used in the
calculation P(B) 1184 is the heat load for the East MCC/RCA,
taken from Rev. 0 of P(B)-1120, and thus is not considering the
ef‘ect on overall system performance

For tem # 4, Calc P(B)-129 only ‘skes credit for heat loss to the
¢ Awork passing through the MCC/RCA for Case 11, Loss of
Chilled Water. This is the same as Case |, Noermal Operation,
except that the heat load is being transferred to the Service
Water System instead of the Chilled Water System. Heat load
during accident conditions, with the lower heat loads from the
electrical and control equipment in these areas is covered by
Case |l of Calc. P(B)-1129. Case |l does nol take credit for heat
i08s 10 ductwork passing through the MCC/RCA area, and is
bounded by Case I1l, Loss of Chilled Water

In addition, Calculation P(R)-1 .28 will be evaluated / revised for
the impact on the heat load of the increased fan motor
horsepower from 37.2 10 47.1 for 3SHVR*ACU1A 1B, identified in
DR-MP3-0344

Also the Engineering Caloulations Data Base ("ASSPORT) will
be updated 1o include Calc. Mo

P(B)-1184 as a reference in Calculation P(B)-112¢

Attachment
CR M3-68-0475

Previously identified by NU? ) Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition ? "~ Yes ® No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? Yes @ No

Review

Acceptable Not Ac bie  Needed
Inftistor: Stout M D e oy i

VT Lead: Nerl Anthony A D D [;]‘1
VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K D C] L

IRC Chrrny: Singh, Anand K 8 8 E]]
Date 2/16/98

5L Comments: Agree that a 4% reduction in airflow due 10 the hole in the duct
probably would not increase the temperature in the area above
the 120°F design temperature when margin in ihe service water
cooling coil and intemal heat loads are taken into account

On item #4, calculation P(B)-1120, Rev. 2, CCN 3 states that
Case |l is enveloped by Case |Il, therefore Case |l should
addresscredit for heat loss 1o the auxiliary building duct running

Printed 2/10/88 11 2008 AM : Page 30of 4
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through the MCC and Rod Control Area.

Refer 10 DR-MP3-0687 regarding fan missile hazard analysis
noted in NU's response.

The normal electrical loads used in Case |l (normal operation)
are higher than the electrical loads expected for Case || (accident
conditions) and sufficient margin appears 10 be available 1o
account for the &% red ction in airflow due to the hole in the duct.
Therefore, the significance level for the DR has been changed 1o
Level 4.

Printed 2/10/986 11 2008 AM
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Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
Review Group: Systern DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Elerment: Systern Design
Sstes auer mu(d’o::m Issue
Discrepancy Type: Componert Date 'S tio
System/Process. DGX e
NRC Significance level: 3 Date FAYed 1o NU:
Date Published: 1/10/98
T Discrepancy: Means for meeting commitment not identified =00

Description:

RESOLUTION:

Section 8.3 of the FSAR contains the followirj statement. Safety-
related equipment in all plant areas is either protected from
automatic fire protection effluents or, on the basis of test data,
have demonstrated their operability in the environment that may
be caused by the fire protection effluents.

Per item 453 in the annotaded SAR this is an open item, “Yet to
review specifications for cable, equipment, etc., in CO2 areas -
TBD." This note indicates that CO2 effects will be evaluated
However information could not be located which indicated that
Halon effluent effects have been evaluated for those areas
where Halon systems are installed.

Review
Vahd Invalid Needed Date
! Rich J M ) 0 0 1216497
1 Nerl, Anthony A E D D 121787
Schopler, Don K B O 0 122097
¢ Singh, Anand K ) 0O 0 123197

NU has concluded that the issue reporied in Discrepancy Report,
DR-MP3-0807, does not represent a discrepant condition.

The intent of item 453 was * . address the use of CO2 as a total
flooding agent in safety-related areas. During licensing of MP-3,
significant testing was performed to address the effocts of CO2
as a cold agent, anc the impact it would have on electrical
components and fuel tanks

The global issue of the inadvertent operation of all fire
suppression systems at MP-3 was previously evaluated in June,
1985, in the “Inadvertent Operation/Rupture of Fire Protecticn
Equipment” report. This issue was identified by the NRC in I&E
Information Notice 83-41, BTP CMEB 8.5-1, item C.1.b/8), and
GDC 3 of Appendix A to 10CFRS50. The report included
evaluation of the use of Halon, which was limited to 3 locations,
and concluded that there was no impact on the ability of the
plant to achieve and maintain safe shutdown. The study is being
updated by an active assignment, A/R 87021368, which is
scheduled 10 be completed post start-up.

The only additional area that could effect MP-3 operation is in
the MP-1 Fire Pump House, which is protected bv Halon. Halon

Printed 2/19/88 11.20 40 AM
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could have an effect on the operation of the diese! fire pump
engine (Malon in the combusticn air). To address this concem,
the enginc has an independent air intake piped directly from the
outside. The fire pamp is relied upon 10 supply fire fighting water
1o MP-3.  This issue was evaluated in January, 1984, in tFe MP.
1 *Inadvertent Operation/Rupt ire of Fire Protection Equipment”
repont.

It is generally recognizod that Halon does not have the same
effect on equipment as CO2. It is electrically safe, does not
jeave @ residue and can be 'sed In ocoupied spaces. While
CO2 Is ulilized at concentrations between 40% and 60%, Halon
systems use concentrations of between 5% and 10% (7% ot MP-
3). This is well documented in the NFPA Standards.

Memo (GMP-84-535) dated November 1§, 1984, Jetalls the
results of 8 CO2 discharge test performed on November §,
1984, One objective of this test was to determine the impact of
CO2 impingement on specific mechanical and electrical
equipment / components within the Diesel Fuel Oll Vault. This
test monitored both surface and internal temperatures on
electrical components. Three electrical components were
positioned within the vault. They included & spare relay, an
inverter and 8 TV camera which was utilized to monitor the
cor.ditions within the vault. These components were deemed
representative of both energized and heat producing equipment
(inverter / Camera) and non-energized equipment (relay).

Halon system discharge testing performed in November 1985,
was used 10 verify proper concentrations within the Control
Room computer room and the Control Building instrument rack
room and to verif, no significant temperature effects. This test
did not show any significant temperature effects as a result of
discharge of Halon into the *under floor" areas of these room,
therefore, the evaluation of effects of fire protection effluents has
been made and there is no discrepant condition.

Significance Level Criteria do not epply as this is not a
discrepant condition.

“revinusly Hentifed by NU? () Yes (@ No  Non Discrepant Condition? ® Yer () No

Resolution Pending? ) Yes @ Ne Resolution Unresolved? ) Yes @ No

8L Comments:

Initistor: Rich, J M

VT Laad: Neri, Anthony A & )

VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K B 0
] 8

IRC Chenn:  Singh, Anand K

Review
Acceptable  Not Acceptable  Needed Date

T

21998
21688
21708

0000

Primted 2/10/98 11 29 41 AM
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Northeast |itilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0864

1 SIA  D RS PR P S Bt S v S A b0 s
Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element: System Design
Discipline . Electrical Design
Discrepancy Type: Lioensing Dooument D Ne
System/Process: DGX
NRC Significance level: 4

Potential Operability lssue
Yes

Date FAXed 10 NU:
Date Published: 1/10/508
Discrepancy: FEAR Table 8. 3-3 appears (0 be incomplete
Descrigtion
FFAR Section 8.3.1.1 4, Page 8 3-25 states

Loads with & non-safety function which are connected to safety
related buses are protected for short circult and overioad
conditions. These loads are listed in Table 8.3-3

Lighting Pnl ESF Bidg 3LAK-PNL3ESF2P is connected to
IEHS*MCC1B4

Heat Tracing Panel 3HTS-PHLAZ is connected to
JEHS*MCC1B4

Lighiing Panel DSL Gen Bidg 3L AD-PNL3DGO01 is connected 1o
3EHS*MCC1AY

These loads do not appear 10 be listed in Table 8.3-3
The loads were determined by a review of the following drawings

EE-1AJ rev. 28 480V MCC One Line Diag ESF Building Sh
N

EE-1AK rev. 27 480V MCC One Line Diag Dsl Encl & Aux
Bir A

Review
Date
Wamer, | 22187
Neri, Anthony A 122007

Schopter. Don K \22W7
Singh, Anand K 123187

Date
INVALID

Date:  2/13/08

RESOLUTION: NU has concluded that the issue reported Discrepancy Repon,
DP-NMP3-0864, does not represent a discrepant condition. In
Table 8 3-3 (Nonsafety-Related Equipment Connected to Safety-
Related Equipment) under the column titied Equipment ID No. is
listed as a general item "All Isolation Transformers®. Panels
SLAK-PNLIESF2P, 3HTS-PNLA3, and 3LAD-PNL3DGO1 a'e
paneis that are powered from Isolation Transformers which in
turn are powered from Class 1E distribution. Rather than
individually listing all the isolation transformers and their
associated panels in Table 8.3-3, they were encompassed under
the 1orm Isolation Transformers. The three panels lisied above
are individually listed in Table 8 3-8 (Electrical Equip: ent not

Printed 2/19/898 11 3005 AM Page 1 of




Northeast Utilities
Milistone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0864
Discrepancy Report

Previously identified by NU?

Requiring Internal Cabl2 Separation)
Significance level criteric Jo not @ v as this is not a discrepant
conaition

Conclusion: NU has concluded 11, the issue reporied
Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-086 1oes not represent &
discrepant condition. The subject penels are encompassed under
the general term “isolation Transformers” in Table 8.3-3 and
individually listed in Table 8.3-6

Signifizance level criteria do not apply as this is not a discrepant
condition

Yes ® N Non Discrepant Condition? ® Yer ") Neo

Resolution Pending 7 Yes ® No Resolution Unresolved ? Yes ® No

Inftistor
VT Lead
VT Mgr
IRC Chyrn

Date

Printed 2/16/88 11 3008 AM

Review
Crociatt ¢ Acceptable Not Acceplable Needed
Neri, Anthony A
Schopter, Don K
Singh, Anand K




Northeast Utilities
Millstone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MPJ34 882
Discrepancy Report

——— e ———
Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ALC PTED
Roviow Blament: System Dosgn Potential T erability ssue
Disciphine: Piping Design %
Discrepancy Type: Calculation ™
Systerm/Process. DGX

NRC Significance level

Discrepancy

Description

3 Date FAXed to NU):

Date Published: 1/17/98
Evaluation/Acceptance of penetration seal ring loads not
addressed in calculations

In the process of reviewing the following DGX system pipe stress
analysis calculations,

(i* Calculation No. 12178-NP(F)-752-XD, Rev. 3 CCN 2
2 Calcuiation No. 12178-NP(F)-886-XD, Rev. 0 CCN 4
(3) Calculation No. 12179-NP(F)-786-XD, Rev. 1 CCN 2
(4) Caloulation No. 12178-NP(B)-X6000 Rev. 0 CCN 3
(5) Calculation No. 12178-NP(F)-881-X. Tev. 1 CCN 1
(6) Caloulation No. 12178-NP(F)-10018-XD, Rev. 0 CCN 2

we noted the following discrepancy

Background

Penetration seal ring loads as identified below were transmitted
to the stress reconciliation group for evaluation

(1) Sleeve # 3 Line # 3-CNS-750-70-4 Calc. (1)
(2) Sleeve # 11 Line # 3-EGF-002-31-3 Calc. (2)
(3) Sleeve # 5 Line # 3-EGF-150-10-3 Calc. (3)
(4) Sleeve ¥ NP 40 Line # 3-EGF-003-27-3 Calc. (4)
(5) Sleeve # 7 Line # 3-EGF-003-26-3 Calc. (4)
(6) Sleeve # 8 Line # 3-EGF-003-20-3 Caic. (4)

(7) Sleeve # N.P. 95 Line # 3-EGF-003-30-3 Calc. (4)
(8) Sleeve # 10EP60 Line # 3-EGF-002-28-3 Calc. (5)
(9) Seal Ring # S-9 Line # 3-EGF-150-23-3 Calc. (8)

Discrepancy

The evaluation/acceptance basis for these loads is not provided
nor referenced in the above calculations (1-8)

Review

Vald invalid Needed Date

initistor: Patel, Ramesh ( 3 & 0 (Flrel o

VY Lead: Neri Anthony A D U D 1220097

VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K O L‘J D 1212387

IRC Chrmn:  Singh, Anand K D D D 113468
Date
INVALID

Date:  2/13/08
RESOLUTION

Prirted 2/19/98 113106 AM

Response 1D: M3-IRF-01608
Page 1 of 2




. L —————_

Northeast Utilities
Millstone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0882
Discrepancy Report

Previously ientified by NUT

Disposition
NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Report
DR-MP3-00882 does not represent & discrepant condition

There is no programmatic requirement for the stress calculation
1o comain the ultimate disposition of load transmittals. The
calculation is not a tracking document. The objective of the
stress calculations with respect to structural loads is 10 determine
and transmit the loads. Thus the calculation documents the load
transmittal but no confirmation is required because there were
project procedures in place 10 address such ftems Since there
is no requirement for closure within the calculation there = no
discrepancy

The seal ring loads were reconciled in accordance with project
procedure NETM-50 an | documented in calculation 12179
NS(B)-157 Rev. 0. (This is a large two volume calculation; the
pertinent pages 1-7TH and 183-185 are attached.) All subject
\0ad transmittals are logged in this calculation. As described on
page 4 of the calculation, it performed a sampling evaluation of
all seal ring anchor loads in accordance with NETM-59
Separate evaluation of each anchor was not required One of
the subject seal rings was selected for evaluation within the
calculation; it is documented on pages 133-185

Signiticance Level does nol apply here as this is not a discrepant
tem

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Repon
DR-MP3-00882 does not represent a discrepant condition. The
stress calculation is not required to contain the final disposition
of seal ring loads. Seal ring loads were addressed in Calculation
12179-NS(B)-157. Significance Level does not apply here as this
is not a discrepant tem

Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition? ® Yes " No

Resolution Pending 7 Yes ® Mo Resolution Unresolved? Yes ® No

Date

SL Commvments

Printed 21908 11 31 07 AM

Review
Acceplable Not Acceptable Needed
Patel, Ramesh D

Neri, Anthon, A Q D
Schopler, Don K L

0
Singh, Anand K E D
; & -
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Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0883
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
—_
Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element: System Design
Discipline: Piping Design mu(g 'ou;:tmy Issue
Discrepancy Type: Caiculation (i’ -
Systerm/Process: DGX -
NRC Significance level: 4 Sato FAled 4o W

Date Published: 1/17/98
ST Disgrepancy: Pipe siress analysis does not reflect the piping as shown on the
P & 1D drawing (1)
Description: |n the process of reviewing the following documents for the DGX
system,

()P & ID DWG. No. EM-116E-1, Rev. 1
(2) Calculation No. NP(F)-458-XD, Rev. 0, C

CN 3, 7-9-86
(3) Calculation No. NP(F)-458-XD, Rev. 1, CCN

1, 8-16-88
we noted the following discrepancy.

Background:

As shown on the P & ID drawing (1), 1" lines 3-EGD-001-13-3
and 3-EGD-001-14-3 have a 3/4"x1" reducer, and the 3/4" pipe
extends 10 equipment 3-EGD*SP1A & SP1B (Ol separators)
respectivaly. A pipe class break SC3I/NNS is shown at the end of
the reducer.

In the Hipe stress analysis (2 & 3) only 1" piping upto the
beginning of the reducer (1" side) 1 included . The 3/4"x1"
reducer and the 3/4" pipe connected to equipment is not included
in the analysis.

Discrepancy:

No justification for ignoring the 3/4"x1" reducer and the 3/4"
piping which connects to the equipment is provided

Vahd Invalid m Date
Initistor: Patel, Ramesh D B D D 1272287
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A B D D 1272087
VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K E] D D 1272387
IRC Chimn:  Singh, Anand K B 0 0 111398
Date:
INVALID:
_y
Date:  2/16/98

RESOLUTION: Response ID: M3-IRF-01707

Disposition:
NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0883, has
identified a condition not previously

Printed 21688 11.31.24 AM Page 1 of 2




Northesst Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-088)
Millstone Unit 3 D“crepancy Repon

discovered by NU which requires correction. This discrepancy
meeds the  eria specified in NRC letter B16901 and 17010 it
has been screened per U3 P1-20 criteria and found 10 have no
operability or reportability concermns and meets the Unit 3 deferral
criteria. CR M3-98-0515 has been written 10 develop and track
resolution of this item per RP-4

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0883, has
identified a condition not , reviously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This discrepincy meets the criteria specified
in NRC letter B16801 and . 17010 It has been screened per U3 Pl-
20 criteria and found to have no operability or reportability
concerns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-98-0515
has been written 10 develop and track resolution of this term per
RP-4

Previously identified by NU? ) Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition? O Yes ® No

Resolution Pending 7 Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved ? Yes @ No
Review
Patel SamashD Acceptable Not Acceplable Needed Date
D [:] D 21698
Neri, Anthony A
Schopler, Don K &) . . s
. Sohopler an D D D 217/08
Singh, Anand K
- . 0
Date 2/16/08
SL Comments: |n the pipe stress analysis, pip y anchored on 1" side of the
3/4"x1" reducer, instead it shouid have been anchored on the 3/4"

pipe. However, since stresses are low, the modeling error will not
impact the conclusions of the stress analysis

Printed 2/10/08 1131 24 AM
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Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0886

Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
Review Group: Operstions & Maintenance and Testing DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Clement: Maintenance Procedure
Disciphine: | 8 C Dewign ?’:.'. i
Discrepancy Type: O & M & T implementation (i;m
SystemvProcess: SWP '
NRC Significance level 3 Date FAXed to NU.

Date Published: 1/26/08

Discrepancy: Service water strainer timers not in calibration program

Description: Piant Design Change Request (PDCR) # MP3-62-013 replaced
four time delay relays in the Service Water Pump Strainers. The
PDCR was identified as a AQ, Cat. | uctivity and that the new
time delay relays were required 10 be qualified as class 1E
devices. Further, the PDCR documented the requirement 10 up
¢ate procedure PT 31458A, MP3 Timing Device Calibration
Program. Revision 2 CH 2 of this procedure which has an
effective date of Dctober 1, 1987 does not include the replacec
time delay relays.

NU's Quality Assurance Program (NUQAP) states that "Periodic
calibration and adjustment of measuring and test equipment is
performed and controlled to assure accursy is maintained within
limits necessary to verify and control to assure accuracy is
maintained within limits necessary to verify that design and
operating condition requirements have been met. The operating
requirements for these relays is identified in the PDCR as
providing & safe and reliable means of allowing the system to
remain in its automatic mode 1o provide automatic gross filtering
of the service water system cooling water.

No documentation was provided that would verify tiie service
water pi..p strainer timers were included in the Milistone Unit 3
timing device calibration program or were calibrated on a

scheduled frequency.
The PMMS LOCAL ID for the timers in question are:
TOTSM108
TDUSM1198
TOTSM108
TOUSM120
Review
Valid Invalid Needed Date
Initiator: Spear R B8 0 O 1/9/98
VT Lead: Bass, Ken ) 0 0 17996
VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K ) 0 0 11998
IRC Chmn: Singh, Anand K Ej 0 0 112208
e
INVALID:
ﬂ
Date:  2/10/08

RESOLUTION: Disposition:
NU has concluded that the issue reporied in Discrepancy Report,
DR-MP3-0885, does not represent a discrepant condition. Each
Service Water Pump discharges through a separate self-
Printed 2/15/48 11 34 13 AM Page 1 0of 3




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0885
Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

cleaning strainer. Backwash is an automatic function that
initiates on high differentia! pressure across the strainer or a four
hour time delay between motor starts. When the strainer molors
are started on automatic timer function, they operate for
approximately three minutes. The c.atomatic timer function is
credited in the plants accident analysis. The high differential
pressure across the strainer Is the credited safety function
Group D timers do not perform a safety function, Group D
timers are QA Category | only because of their use of safety
prade power and are in a safety circult. Therefore, (hey must be
qualified as 1E electrical equipment. The procedure PT 31458A
states that Group D timers are not calibrated at regular intervals
a1d are not individually identified as part of the procedure for
scheduled timing device calibration. The second character in the
timing device PMMS 1D identifies the Group. The timers listed in
this discrepancy report are Group D. MP3 Timing Device
Calibration Program do not rec .ire calibration of Group D

timers The documentation for the timers was changed in revision
2 of PT31458A which is attached. Item 7 in the procedurt
change summary sheetl deletes TBTSM105 , TCUSM1189,
TBT5M108 and TCUSM120 and makes them Group D

timers Significance Level criteria do not apply here as this is not
a discrepant condition

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Repont
DR-MP3-0885, does not represent a discrep.ant condition The
Service Water Strainer Motor Timers are Group D timars. The
timers do not perform a safety function and are not credited in
the plants accident analysis. The Strainer Motor Group D timers
are qualified QA Category | only because of their use of safety
grade power and are in a safety circuit. The procedure PT
31450A identifies that Group D timers are not calibrated at
regular intervals and are not individually identified as pan of the
procedure for scheduled timing device calibration. The PDCR
documentation requirements were completed in revision 2 of PT
31450A

Significance Level criteris do not apply here as this is not a
discrepant condition

Previously identified by NU? ' Yes @ No Nov Discrepant Condition? @ Yes ' No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresohed ? Yes @& No

Review
Acceptable Not Acreplable  Needed
Inltistor: Spear R .

& 0 0
VT Lead: Bass, Ken
VT Mgr: Schopler, Don K D D EDJ

IRC Chmn:  Singh, Anand K ) J

B J C
2/10/98

S&L concurs that the high differentia' pressure across the
strainers is the credited safety functic. and that the timers are
properly identified as a "Group D" timer

However, S&L recommends that these timers be included in a
survelllance or have the timing function verified on a regular

Printec 21996 11 34 13 AM
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Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3.0886

Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

basis. This would be prudent because of the previously
demonstrated unreliability and the need o cycle the strainers
every eight hours based on operating experence

Printed 2/15/98 11 3413 AM Page dof 3




Noriheast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0945

Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

Review Group: Operations & Maintenance and Testing DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED

Review Element: Corrective Action Process Potential Operabliity lssue
Discipline: Uperations v
Discrepancy Type: Conective Action ‘mplemeritation ® No
SystermvProcess. DGX
NRC Significance lever. 4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 1/25/08

Discrepancy: A commitment to instruct operators to open D/G exhaust hatch
in case of ice buildup has been deleted
Description: |n a letter i) the NRC ciated 5/17/84, the station committed 10
provide instructions to station personnel that in the event of ice
build-up on the diesel generator exhaust access hatch or a
tornado alert that the hatches should be opened. A precaution
axisted in OP 3346A to address this issue

Revision 18 of OP 3348A removed this precaution based on
memo MP3-DE-850863 (PLAAR 3-94-4). Memo MP3-DE-
@50863 datad 7/17/95 was written to remove the requirement 10
open the access hatches in the event of a tommado alert. The
memo does not address the eliminaticn of the requirement to
open the access hatches due to the tuild-up of ice. Since the
precaution that was deleted in OP 334BA addressed both ice
build-up and a tornado alert, this is a discrepancy

DR No. DR-MP3-0949 addresses a similar problem

Review
Valid invald Needed Date 4
initiator: Tamiyn, Tom D D 1/8/98
VT Lead: Bass Ken D E] ['_'] 1/9/98
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K D D D 119/08
: Singh, Anand K D D D

Date:
INVALID

Date: 2/17/98

RES..UTION: Disposition
NU hes concluded that Discrepancy Report. DR-MP3-0945,
identified a condition previously discoverec NU. The
corrective action plan for ACR M3-96-0316, based upon PLAAR
1.94-4 concems, evaluated the need to open the access hatches
in the diesel generator exhaust stacks. A previous analysis
conservatively modeled the site, exhaust enclosure openings
expecied tornado strength and path, available missiles and
piping thickness From the analysis it was concluded that it is
not cred ole for @ tornado to damage either or both of the EDG
exhaust systems. Therefore, there is no need 10 open the
exhaust hatches in the event of a tornado alert. Since the
exhaust hatches do not have to be opened, the inspections for
ice Luildup is no longer required Hence, such procedural
requirements for these inspections are not
required. Conclusion:NU has concluded that Discrepancy Rep
DR-MP3- 0945 has identified a condition previously discover .d
by NU. ACR M3-96-0318 identified concems with PLAAR 3-04-4

Printed 21996 113220 AM " Pageiof 2



Northeast Utilives ICAVP DR No. DR-MP 30945
Millstone Unit 3 D|screpancy Repon

and the associated approved correction action plan determined
the access hatches in the exhaust lines did not have 1o be
opened for tornado alens

Previously identified by NU? ® Yes 7 Ne Non Discrepant Condition? ) Yes ) No
No

Resolution Pending? \es ® No Resolution Unresolved? Yes

Review
Acceptable Not Acceplable Needed Date
Initiator: Spear R

VY Lead: Bass Ken

VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K » 21808
IRC Chimn:  Singh, Anand K o

218608

S le

SL Comments:

Priied Z16/06 1 3290 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR N¢. DR-MP3-0949
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

Review Group: Operations & Me'~ nance and Testing DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
. - p
Review Element: Corrective Actic Process Potential abllity I
Discipline: Operations '

Yes
Discrepancy Type: Corrective Action Impiementation

® No
SystemProcess: DGX

NRC Significance level: 4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 1/25/98

Discrepancy: No AOP that requires inpection of D/G exhaust hatch if a
potential for ice bulldup exists

Description: |n various communications between the applicant and the NRC
resulted in @8 commitment by the applicant that they would
include in an abnormal operating procedure the requirement to
periodically inspect the diesel generator exhaust hatch i1 the
event of an ice storm, snow storm or freezing rain to ensure the
hatch remains operable

The review could not identify any abnormal operating procedure
that would satisfy this requirement. There is an abnormal
operating procedure for severe weather conditions, AOP 35689,
but it only addresses tomado or hurricane conditions
Review
Vid Invahd Nesded Date
1 Tamiyn, Tom 1/8/98
: Bass, Ken 1.9/98
. Schopfer, Don K
. Singh, Anand K

INVALID:

Date: 2/17/68
RESOLUTION: Disposition

NU has concluded that Dizcrepancy Repon, DR-MP3-09498, has
identified a conuition previously discovered by NU. The
corrective action plan for ACR M3-96-0318, based upor PLAAR
3-94-4 concems, evaluated the need 10 open the access hatches
in the diesel generator exhaust stacks. A previous analysis
conservatively modeled the site, exhaust enclosure openings,
expected tornado strength and path, aveilable missiles and
piping thickness. From the analysis it was concluded that it is
not credible for a tornado to damage either or both of the EDG
exhaust systems. Therefore, there is 10 need {0 open the
exhaust hatches in the event of a tornado alert. Since the
exhaust hatches do not have to be opened, the inspections for
ice buildup is no longer required. Hence, such procedural
requirements for these inspections are not required

Conclusion

NU has conciuded tiiat Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0949, has
idertified a ~ondition previously discovered by NU. ACR M3-86-
0319 identified concemns with PLAAR 3-54-4 and the associated
approved correction action plan determined the access hatches
in the exhaust lines did not have {0 be opened for tomado alerts

Previously identified by NU? ® vYes ) Neo Non Discrepant Condition? " Yes ® No

Printed 2119/86 113248 AM AR AL . T T
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Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0949

Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

Résolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresotved? Yes @ No

Review
; Acceptable Not Acceptable  Needed
Spear R
Bass Ken
Schopter, Don K

Singh, Anand K

Printed 2/19/96 11,3248 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0973

e O T BIE BN IS SR
b view Group: Programmatic DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED
Review Element: Corrective Action Process
Discipline: Operations
Discrepancy Type: Corrective Action
System/Process: RSS
NRC Significance level: 2

Potential Operability issue
Yes
® No

Date FAXed to NU:
Date Published: 1/25/08
Discrepancy: Corrective Action incuirectly scheduled

Description: The corrective action for UIR-2278 involves issuing changes to
procedures which implement Technical Specification
requirements relative to valve lineup. Identifying this UIR as
*not startup required"” is inconsistent with NUC PI-20, Priority
Code 2 criteria which identify "Ceficiencies affecting plant
technical specifications” and "Documertation that may have
operability and/or reportability concems associated with it."

Review
Vald Invalid Date

1 Wronz, 3. P 11598

Ryan, Thomas J 119/98
1 Schopfer, Don K 120/98
: Singh, Anand K 122/8¢

Nate
INVALID:

Date:  2/6/98
RESOLUTION: Disposition

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Report,
DR-MP3-0873, does not represent a discrpant condition
Unresolved item Report (UIR) #2278 identified procedures
SP3606 5 and SP3606 .6 as performing valve lineup verifications
to meet Technical Specification Requirements 4.5.2.b.2 and
4622a

These surveillance requirements state that “at least once per 31
days by verifying that each valve (manual, power-operated, or
automatic) in the flow path is not locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in position, is in its correct position.” Procedure Forms,
SP3606.5-1 and SP3606.6-1 had contained the folloving locked
valves for verification of position: RSS*V820, RSS*V821,
RSS*V922, RSS"VE23, RSS*VE46, RSS*VE47, RSS*VE48 and
RSS*V948. These valves are all identified as lockad closed on
the P&ID and Operations Procedure Form 3260B-1 “Locked
Zomponent Checklist.”

Baced on Expert Panel Sub-Commitiee review of this condition
the UIR was Voided based on MEMO MP3-NE-0807 which

allows UIRs previously approved by the Expert Panel that can
now be categorized as non-Startup by referring to Attachment 11
criteria provided in U3 PI-20, Rev. 1. The surveillance
requirements of Technical Specifications 452b2and 468.22.a
were being met by performing the valve alignment check in two
places (SP 3806 .5-1/3606.6-1 and Operations Procedure Form
32602 1) therefore the UIR was voided. Condition Repont, *43-97-

Printed 219/6 11 3906 AM Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0973
Milistcne Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
1485 was initiated 10 identify and track the correction of these

redundant surveillance procedures which implement Technical
Specification requirements related to vaive position verification

Identifying *Hie UIR as "not startup required” is not inconsistent
with NUC PI-20, Priority Code 2 criteria which identify
‘Deficiencies affecting plant technical specifications” and
*Documentation that may have operability and/or reportability
concermns associated with it.* The surveillance requirement of
vaive lineup verifications was being verified in two forms 1) the
locked valves were identified and controlled in accordance with
OP 5. 80-1 locked component checklist nd 2) Procedu. es
apP3806 5-1 and SP3606 6-1 verified valve position on a monthly
basis. Performing these surveillance's by two methods does not
constitute @ deficiency affectir - plani technical specifications or
documentation that may have uperability or reportability
concerns. The procedures went beyond the requirem.nts of the
Technical Specifications. Neither operability nor lack of
adherence to Technical Specifications were issues in relation 10
UIR-2278

Signiiicance Level Criteria do not apply as this is not a
discrepant condition

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Report,
DR-MP3-0673, does not represent a discrepant condition. The
procedures listed in the UIR went beyond the Technical
Specification Surveillance Requirements of 45.2.b.2 and

4 6.22.a No operability or Technical Specification compliance
issues were associated with UIR-2278, therefore voiding the UIR
was appropriate

Significance Level Criteria do not apply as this is not a
discrepant condition

Freviously identified by NU? " Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition? ® Yes

Resolution Pending? Yes ® No Resolution Unresotved? Yes

Review
Acceptable Not Acceptable Needed
initiator: Navarro Mark
VT Lead: Ry«  Thomas J
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K

IRC Chmn: Singh, Anand K
Date

Pried 219798 11 3306 AM




Northeast Utidties
Millstone Unit 3

\CAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0985
Discrepancy Report

M

Review Group:
Review Element:
Discipline:
Discrepancy Type:
Systerm/Process:

NRC Significance level

Disc.epancy
Descrirtion

Initiator:
VT Lead:

VT Mgr
IRC Chimn

[ ————————— et
Programmatic DR RESOLUTION ACCEPTED

Corrective Action Process
pe Potential Operability Issue

Yes
Corrective Action implementation
DGX ® No

4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 1/26/98
. Unresolved ltem Report (UIR 259) Closure '

. UIR 259 and Action Request AR 96007628 discuss a required
change to operating procedure OP3346A and an update to the
FSAR. ACR M3-96-0186 was generated to revise the operating
procedure however no action was taken to upGate the FSAR as
describad nor is there any documented evidence 10 support that
an FSAR update was not required

Review
Invab1 Date

Navarro, Mark

Ryan, Thomas J
Schopfer, Don K
Singh, Anand K

Date:

Printed 2198 113" 34 AM

2/16/98
Disposition

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discrepancy Report,
DR-MP3-0085, does not represent a discrepant condition. In the
Description Section of UIR 258 the recommended actions were
to delete the requirement to open the EDG exhaust during
severe weather or a tornadc, and to delete associated license
requirement and update the FSAR. The procedure OP 33486

Rev. 18 change 6 deleted ste ) 6.8 which contained this
requirement. The section of the FSAR involved is the Q&A
portion which is historical in nature and is no longer updated Pl
20 provides guidelines for completing non-ACR assignment
forms. that is (he Discrepancy ltem Closure Package (DICP)
This guideline only requires identified actions to be listed Since
updating the FSAR was not repeated ii either the
Recommendation Disoosition Details or the Final Disposition, the
DICP did not address the FSAR update issue. The Expert Panel
has reviewed the UIR through the Pl 14/20 process and
concurred with the disposition and required actions. Therefore,
UIR 250 DICP is comiplete Significance Level criteria do not
apply here as this is not a discrepant condition

Conclusion

NU has concluded that the issue reported in Discr. pancy Repon
DR-MP3-0985. does not represent a discrepant condition. Pl 20
guideline only requires identified actions to be listed. Therefore
U'R 256 DICP is compiete ignificancs _ evel criteria dc not
apply here as this is not a discrepant condition.

-~

Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilitias ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0985
Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Repon

e T O B ATALI & B S BT BB NI O R LS R veRae

Previously identified by NU? T Yes ® No Non Discrepant Condition? ® Yes No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved ? Yes @ No

Review

Acceptable Nol Acceptable Needed
inttiator: Navarro, Mark . opt

VT Lead: Ryan Thomas J 8 [D:] 8
VT Mgr: Schopier, Don K [_‘ D
IRC Chimn: Singh, Anand K = D

O G O
Date 2/16/98

Based on further explanation providec in NUs response, we agree
that FSAR Q&A section is historical and need not be updated
However, we disagree that corrective action closeout packages
do rot require evidence that issues documented in the init'al
concern need not be addressed even if the final conclusion(s)
with respect to any particu.«r issue was that no action was
required. Inadequate documentation only invites questions which
the licensee mus' then address. As noted in your response, Pl 20
requires that actions to be taken be listed in the non-ACR
assignment forms as appropriate. Pl 20 does not prevent the
gocd practice of briefly explaining in a closeout package that a
particular concem which was initially dccumented warranted no
action and why. Without thorough documenta‘ion, the Reviewer (
with a questioning attitude and knowledgeable of the process) has
no choice but 1o ask if the issue was addressed. Note that Pl 20
als~ states that "the DICP should be viewed as a stand-alone
document. An outside reviewer should have enough information
within the DICP to fully answer all potential questions regarding
icsue background and resulution.” Pl 20 also states that "the
Disposition listed on the closure request shall contain a discussion
on the related findings and stated solutions”

Printed 2/19/98 11.33.34 AM




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0366
Milistone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report

Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION REJECTED
Review Element: System Design
Discipiine: Piping : Potential O;:o.r:bmty Issue
Discrepancy Type: C “ulation ® No
SystermvProcese: SWP
NRC Significance level: 4

Date FAXed to NU:
Cate Published: 10/1897
Discrepancy: Density of Fiberglass (J) insulation used in stress analysis is
inconsistant with cited reference
Description: |n the proess of reviewing the following documents,

() Pipe Stress Caiculation 12178-NP(B)-X1800 Rev. 3 CCN's 1
to3

(i) Pipe Stress Calculation 12179-NP(8))°'53900, Rev. §
we noted the following discrepancy

In pipe stress analysis calculations (i) and (ii), the density of
Fiberglass insulation Type - J is specified for some lines as 4
ibs/cft, and for others as 5.25 lbs/cft. According to the reference
cited in the calculations, the density should be 5.25 Ibs/cft. No
justification is provided for the use of the lower (4 Ibs/cft) density

Review
Invaiid Date

1 Prakash, A D
. Neri, Anthony A D

VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K D
: Singh, Anand K D

Dale:
INVALID

Date: 2/16/08
RESOLUTION: Response ID: M3-IRF-01010

Disposition
NU has concluded that DR-MP3-0366 does not represent a
discrepant condition. The use of 4 Ibs/cu.ft. as opposed to 5.25
Ibs/ cu ft for J-type fiberglass insulation does not represent a
discrepant condition. The use of 4 Ibs/cu ft is the generic
minimum of J-type fiberglass insulation (See "Specification for
General YThermal Insulation - M821", Transmitted in Transmittal
52 on 7/8/87 ). This generic minimum was used universally until
5/15/84 when a specification was obtained for J-type insulation (
Ref Inter-Office Memo from J.E. Woods to G. Milley dated
/3/84 ) that specified the density of J-type fibergaiss insulation
as 5.25 Ibs/cu fi. Subsequently, when NP(B)-X1200 and NP(B)-
X53900 were revisea, the new density was used to perform the
stress analysis on the length of affected pipe in accordance with
the direction provided in Inter-Office Memo from P.Gopal and R
Bain to general distribution. Additionally, calculation 79-236-
921753P Rev. 0 dated 11/12/87 addresses insulation veight
effecis and envelopes the above condition

Printed 2119/96 113611 AM Page 1of 2




Northeast Utilities
Millstone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0366
Discrepancy Report

Previously identified by NU?

Significance level criteria does not apply as th's is not a
discrepant condition

Conclusion

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report DR-MP3-0366 does
not represent a discrepant condition. As detailed in the
disposition, the use of 4 Ibs/cu ft as the density of J-type
fiberglass insuiation is the generic minimum density of J-type
fiberglass insulation specified in the Specification for General
Thermal Insulation -M821. This generic minimum was used
universally until 5/15/84 when a specification was obtained for J-
type insulation that specified the density of J-type fibergalss
insulation as 5.25 lbs/cu ft Significance level criteria do not apply
as this is not a discrepant condition

Attachment Raferences

1) Inter-Office Memo from J.E. Woods to G. Milley dated 5/3/84
( 2 pages )

2) Inter-Office Memo From P. Gopal and R. B2 dated 5/15/84 (
1 page )

3) Calculation 78-236-821GP Rev. O dated 11/12/87 ( 15 yages)

Yes @ No Non Discrepant Condition? ' Yes @ No

Resolution Pending? Yes @ No Resolution. Unresolved? Yes (@ No

Initiator:
VT Lead:

VT Mgr

IRC Chmn:
Date:

Printed 21698 1136 AN

Review
Prakash. A Acceptable Not Acceptable Needed 1.?:‘;6
Ner, Anthony A D D D &
- 2% O 21798
Schopfer, Don K D D 21708

2
Singh, Ananc. K
O

. O
2/16/98

Current revisions of calcuiations NP(B)-X19800 and NP(B)-X53800
still show the 'old' density value of 4 Ib/cu ft in tha 'Piping Data' for
some pipe segments. Therefore, we still consicer this as a
Significance Level 4 discrepancy




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0674

Review Group: Programmatic DR RESOLUTIONI REJECTED
: G Action P
Review Element: Corrective Action Process Potential Operability lssue
Discipline: Mechanical Design Yes
Discrepancy Type: Corrective Action . No
System/Process: RSS

NRC Significance levsl: 4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 1/398
Discrepancy: Closure of Design Deficiency Report (DDR) No. 641
Description: Discussion

DDR 641 was writte.) to document a concern regarding the
potential for trapped air in the RSS system being delivered to the
suction of the operating Chargir ~ and Safety Injection pumps
Closure of the DDR relied in che 28 10 Operating Pro- * fure
EOP 35 ES 1.3 1o address the ist :. These changes w
incorporated into EOP 35 ES-1.3 Rev. 1 Change 1 pert ...C
meeting number 3-8u-14. Lator, Revision 4 of EOP 35 ES-1.3
removed the changes that had been made without a safety
evaluation per PORC meeting No. 3-91-208. The lack of salety
evaiuation to remove the changes (which had been made to
resolve DDR 641) has been documented by NU in CR M3-87-
1260. The corrective action for this CR is to "determine what
changes, if any, should be incorporated into ES 1.3 after RSS
modifications are complete to the system.”

RF1 852 requested a description of specific changes which were
to be made to ES1.3 resulting from CR M3-97-1260. NU's
response (sent via IRF 874) states that "the changes were
originally made to the procedure in order to resolve the concem
with air intrusion into the operating SIH and CHS pumps
following an accident. This concem is now being addressed by
permanent plant modification DCR M3 97-04£ "

The executive summary and supporting design change package
details for DCR M3-87045 Rev. C were submitted by NU as
attachments to {RF 874 and have been reviewed. Contrary 1o the
IRF response that DDR 641 issues (air intrusion in SIH and CHS

pumps) were now being addressed by permanent plant mod M3-
97045

1. There is no description in DCR M3-87045 which restates the
problems and specific concems which are documented in DDR
641. Based orn our review of the documentation provided, it is
not clear that the concems in DDR 641 are being addressed in
t~e modificalion

2. DDR 641 is not listed as a design input or reference

3. The DCR contains listings of various documents which are
being addressed by the modifications, these include a listing of
ACR's addressed, a listing of UIR's addressed, a listing of OIRs
addressed

and LERs addressed. DDR 641 is not listed among those
documented issues being addressed by the modification

Primad 2/16.96 1135 44 AM o

Fage 1of 2




Northeast Utilities ICAVP DR No. DR-MP3.0674
Millstone Unit 3 Discrepancy Report
B At A LS R AT I LR, ) AT M S NSRRGSR § WL § 5 R ARSIENA 1T WO R K S St B IR

In summary, based on the DCR M3-97-045 Re .. C modification
documents reviewed, it does not gppear that the issues
described in DDR 641 are being resolved as stated in NUs
response, IRF 874

heview
Valid Invaid Needed Date
Initiator: Navarro, Mark D [:J D 127387
VT Lead: Ryan Thomas J [3 G ] 12/597
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K G D U 121197
IRC Chimn:  Singh, Anand K 2 13 O 1272297
Date
INVALID
e b D RPA
Date:  2/11/08

RESOLUTION: Disposition

NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0874, has
idgentified a condition not previously discoverad by NU which
requires correction. This Jdiscrepancy meets the criteria specified
in NRC letter B18801 and.17010 It has been screened per U3 PI-
20 criteria and found to have no operability or reportability
concemns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-98-0474
has been written to develop and track resolution of this item per
RP-4

Conclusion

NU has corcluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0674, has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. This discrepancy meets the criteria specified
in NRC letter B16901 and. 17010 It has been screened per U3 PI-
20 criteria and found to have no operability or reportability
concemns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-68-0474
has been written to develop and track resolution of this item per

RP-4
Previously identified by NU? ' Yes @ No Non Discrepant Condition? ' Yes @ No
Resolution Pending? Yes ® No Resolution Unresoived? Yes ® No
Review

Initiator: Navarro, Mark AcceE]nbh et ECOO“NG N‘D'd.d 207‘;
VT Lead: Rvan, Thomas J D D D 21708

VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K
IRC Chwrn:  Singh, Anand K 8 8 8 i

Date: 2/11/98

SL Comments: |nsufficient specific information provided 1o determine that issue
has been properly addressd in modification DCR M3-87045. It is
our understanding that implementation cf DCR M3-87045 is
startup required. Therefore, the concerns documented in the DR
should be adaressed in the modification or further specific
justification needs to be provided why resolutior of this DR prior
to startup is not required

Printed 2/19/80 1136 44 AM Page 2 of 2
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Northeast Utilities ITAVP DR No. DR-MP3-0703

Milistone Unit 3 Discrepuncy Report
D3 S S R 0 SV N SR L AR AR S
Review Group: System DR RESOLUTION REJECTED
Review Element: Systerm Design
: Potential Operability Issue
Discipline: Mechanical Design O Yo
Discrepancy Type: Drawing ® No
System/Process: HVX .
NRC Significance level: 4 Date FAXed to NU:

Date Published: 12721/87

Discrepancy: Emergency Generator Enclosure Ventilation Inlet Damper
Minimum Position
Description: During review of P&ID EM-150C-16 for the emergency
genz~ Jr enclosure ventilation system a discrepancy regarding
the minimum open position for the inlet dampers was identified:

FSAR Section 9.4.6.5 states "When the emergency yenerator
diesel engines have stopped (less than 280 rpm), the supply fans
are stopped manually from the main heating and ventilation
panel in the control room. The inlet damper goes to the minimum
open position, the outlet and recirculating dampers Qo fully close
and open, respectively.”

P&ID EM-150C-16 does not identify the minimum open position
(minimum airflow) for inlet dampers 3HVP*MOD23A/B

Review
Valid Invalid Naeded Date
Initiator: Stout, M. D ) D 0 112497
VT Lead: Neri Anthony A D D 1172097
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K 0 0O 12597
IRC Chimn: Singh, Anand K ) O O 12987
Date:
INVALID:
ﬂ
Date: 2/16/98

RESOLUTION: NU has concluded that Discrepancy Report, DR-MP3-0703, has
identified a condition not previously discovered by NU which
requires correction. Th's discrepancy meet~ the criteria specified
in NRC letter B16901 and 17010. It has been screened per U3 Pi-
20 criteria and ‘vund to have no operability or reportability
concerns and meets the Unit 3 deferral criteria. CR M3-98-0164
has been written to develop and track resolution of this item per

RP-4.
Attachments:
CR M3-88-0164
"7 Previously identified by NU? () Yes (@ No Non Discrepant Condition? ) Yes (@ No
Resolution Pending? | Yes @ No Resolution Unresolved? ) Yes @ No
Review
Initistor: Stout. M. D Acceptable Not Acceptable ND“d 2::;“
VT Lead: Neri, Anthony A 0 a S
VT Mgr: Schopfer, Don K 8 g 8 i
IRC Chims:  Singh, Anard K
. O O 0

: Dete:  2/16/98
Printed 2/19/98 11.37.16 AM Page 1 of 2




Northeast Utilities
Millstone Unit 3

ICAVP DR No. DR-MP30703
Discrepa R rt
s pancy Repo

SL Comments: The corrective action is not apnarent from the description in CR

Printed 2/19/08 11 37 16 AM

M3-98-0164 and comment "P&ID not required to show this level
of detail” antered on DR screening form

The DR should have been put in the FSAR "bin" instead of the
Drawing "bin"




