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Southern California Edison Company 
P. 0. BOX 800 

2244,WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 

ROBERT DIETCH ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770 TELEPHONE 

VICEPRESIDENT February 5, 1982 213-572-4144 

Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
Attention: Mr. Darrell G. Eisenhut, Director 

Division of Licensing 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission FES 8 2 
Washington, D.C. 20555 

Gentlemen: 

Subject: Docket 50-361 and 50-362 
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station 
Units 2 and 3 

Enclosed are sixty-three (63) copies of the Potential 
Finding Reports (PFR) which have been processed and 
classified by General Atomic as follows: 

PFR-0007 Observation PFR-0030 Invalid 
0011 Observation 0035 Observation 
0016 Invalid 0038 Finding 
0024 Observation 0042 Observation 
0028 Invalid 0052 Finding 

We will transmit additional processed and classified PFRs 
to you as soon as they are completed.  

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please give 
me a call.  

Very truly yours, 

cc: NRC Region V, R. H. Engelken (w encl) 
ETECH, H. R. Fleck (w encl) 
H. Rood (w encl - 10 copies) 

R A2DOK923O 820205 
PDR -ADOCK -05000 361
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 2408-PFR-0007 

SPFR NO.__ ___ 

Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop lA 
AFFECTED ITEM:Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-78 

1. ISTHERETHE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINSTO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET ? No 

2. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER NO 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE ? 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL No 
SAFETY HAZARD? 

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD? No 

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 

Other reference deviations may exist.  

. OTHER COMMENTS: It is felt that the response spectra referenced in the package 

as the one used in the analysis, should be the one contained in the package, instead 

of one that is not referenced. Otherwise, I agree with the original design 

organizations comments.  

PREPARED BY:N. Marsh DATE: 1/20/82 

COMMENTS: 

BY: DATE:



POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT >" P-P1,F R-nr 
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION PFR N0.  

REVISION 

PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTED ITEMS: LPSI Pump P-016 and Support Structure 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: San Onofre 2 & 3 FSAR, Fig. 3.7A-95, DBE Vertical 
Acceleration Response Spectra at Elev. -]5'-6" of Safety Equipment Building (Safety 
Injection Area).  

BASIC REQUIREMENT: Building response spectra curves indicate vertical acceleration value 

of approximately 1.2g at 33 to 40 cps with 5% damping.  

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: Vertical acceleration specified by C.E. and used in 
pump vendor (Ingersoll-Rand Co.) static analysis is 1.0g (Ref. C.E. Spec. 1370-PE-410, 
Rev. 07, and I-R Analysis Report EAS-TR-7625N), which is less than the FSAR criteria.  

Jt/ D. Stanley 1/13/82 
PREPARED BY: D___Stanley'_ DATE: 1/13/82 

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: 1,14 DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

O AGREE PF IS VALID BY DATE 

o REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

o DISAGREE BY - DATE 

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:



- PAGE 2 [F 1, ) 

. REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

Per Bechtel telecon (R. Rogers --BPC to J. M. Westhoven C-E) 4:15 'p.m. EST January 21, V 

The FSAR reproduction of the seismic response curve is difficult to read in the area of 
concern. The BPC project curve, which is clearer, indicates better that 1.Og is the 
appropriate value. It is noted that a seismic response curve is a smooth envelope of 
calculated accelerations vs frequency values and is conservative for this reason.  

The C-E project specification for-the component was reviewed by BPC project personnel 

3 AGREEPF ISVALID for proper interface and was provided status one (1) designation 
on 7/26/77. The specification appropriately identified 1.Og as 

E DISAGREE the seismic vertical requirement.  

BY: _ __ DATE: 

0. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: l ADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: -1 VALID 0 INVALID 

10-CFR-21-: -- O .NOTAPttCABtE------PPtdGABE/< /2S-' 

10 CRESit.554e); 0-NOT-APPHCABLE------0--APPLCABLE

.CLASSIFICATION: 0 OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" 

COMMENT ON "OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

BY: DATE: 

E. TPT PROJECT MANAGER 

Z ACCEPT 

0 REJECT 

By:- /Lr~- L - DATE: 2-
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
. PFR N0.  

9 ECTEDITEMJf~ lA~f -/ ct44 S 

1. ISTIIERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN M.1ARGINS TO THE EXTENT 

DESIGNALLO'iABLESARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIRE.1ENTS ARENOT MET? 

. IS THERTHEHE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAiL OR ENDANGER OTHER 
ITEMIS DURING AN SSE? ..  

COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITM URING AN SSE C.EATE A SUSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD? UrI .  

4, COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD ? 

5, ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST ? 

OTHER COMMENTS: 

PREPARED BY: DATE: L _ 
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POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 
SONGS 2&3 SEIS1IC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

PPREPARAT ON BY GA INTIATOR 

AFFECTED ITE,.1S: The engineered safety features system control panel (Panel 2CR57) of 

the I&C System.  

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: The Bechtel Power Corporation Specification for 

control room and field mounted panels specification number S023-502-5 with Addenda I, 

II, and III.  

BASIC REQUIREMENT: That the acceleration level at device mounting points on the panel 

not exceed 3"G" when the panel is exposed to the control room floor (30' elevation) 

DBE response spectra (Section 4.6.5.4 of Addendum I to the specification).  

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: The specification fails to require the vendor to 

consider the anchorage details designed by Bechtel (the embedments ) in his analysis or 

his test of panels. Consideration of such details might result in natural frequencies 
and mode shapes which would cause the maximum specified "G" level at device mounting 
locations to be exceeded during seismic excitation.  

PREPARED BY: Stan Rodkin DATE: 1-17-82 

REJECTION OF GATASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMP1ENTS BY: DATE: .  

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

O AGREE PF IS VLIO BY DATE 

o REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

O DISAGREE BY DATE 

O REVIE.7 OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. CO'.?.'E JTS BY: DATE:..._.__----
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(E VIEW BY ORIGINAL D[SlGN~ OrGANIZATIflN COMMAENTS 

*atached sheet.  

0 AGREE PFIS VAUD 

M DISAGREE 

:DATE: _____ 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: M ADEOUATE 0 IN~ADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: 0VALID JO INVALID 

IDOTAMPICABLE 13 

~ASIfCATIO1: 0 OBSERVATION 13 FINOIG~ 

~IFICAT I 0I N' 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NOD. RESULTING IN 'FINDING&_______ 

COMMENT ON "OBSERVATION"l CLASIFICATION 

8 y DATE: 

E. 'TPTPROjECT MANAGER 

JO ACCEFT 

03 REJECT



Attachment to 
2408-PFR-0016 

Specification S023-502-5 requiren the vendor to consider the anchorage details 

designed by Bechtel. Tho following paragraphs of the specification and addenda 

substantiate this statemnt: 4.6.5.1, 4.6.5.3, 4.9.4.22, 4.9.6.1, 4.9.6.2, 

4.9.6.3. Conference.not#s numbers .1466 and 1475 provide additional clarifica

tion of the anchorage requirements.  

Vendor compliance with the required anchorage is demonstrated in Wyle Test 

Procedure No. 3570 (Log !No. S023-502-5-12), page 7, article 4.1, and in Wyle 

Test Report No. 54498 (hog No. S023-502-5-501), page 3, article 3.2.  

In conclusion, Wyle Test Report No. 58379 (Log No. S023-502-5-679) documents 

in-situ testing performed on control panel CR-57 installed at the San Onofre 

Nuclear Generating Station. The test results show the first mode of CR-57 to 

be 28 hz.



ADDENDUM 
TO 

POTENTIAL FINDINGS REPORT NO. 2408-PFR-0016 

Prepared by: D.C.A. Koopman Date: 2/4/82 

Concurrence by Initiator: S. Rodkin 

The response to the PFR, in conjunction with the additional information 
supplied by Bechtel is satisfactory. This PFR is declared invalid on the basis 
of the following considerations: 

1. In Specification S023-502-5. Addendum 1. par. 4.6.5.1 of Seismic 
Design states: 

The structural system for the panels. including the attachment 
interface of all panel mounted equipment and the base anchorage of the 
total system to the floor or wall, shall be designed and qualified to 
meet the requirements of Seismic Class I Equipment as specified herein 
and in Appendix 4F 

2. Under -Design and Construction Details par. 4.9.6.2 (Addendum 1) 
states: 

Means shall be provided in the structural bases so that panels can be 
welded to the foundations of the panel base-.  

3. Par. 4.3.6.3 states: 

....the Vendor shall submit for review and approval. drawings showing.  
details .of the basic anchoring method-.  

4. Conference Note 1475 (Ref. 0016-2) states: 

1. The main control room floor has been poured and inbeds installed 
to meet control panel layout previously provided to Jelco in 
transmittals of CSE and Electrical floor plan drawings.  

2. The panels will be welded to these inbeds.  

5. Section A of Appendix 4F of S023-502-5 states: 

-A complete qualification procedure and monitoring technique shall be 
presented by the Vendor to the Purchaser for review prior to the actual 
start of qualification work.- Wyle Test Procedure No. 3570 
(S023-502-5-12-2), is the procedure for testing the subject panels 
(Ret..0016-1).



6. Para. 4.1 of this Test Procedure states in part: 

Mount the specimen. on the test machine utilizing a. 4 inch square tube 

interface fixture. Weld the control panel to the fixture in its normal 

mounting manner. Weld the fixture to the surtace of the test machine.  

This is to simulate the in-service anchoring method.  

References: 

0016-1 Test Procedure for Seismic Qualification Testing of Two Control Panels 

for San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station for JELCO Inc. Rev. B 6/8/76.  

Wyle Test Procedure No. 3570, Bechtel Log No. S023-502-5-12-2; SCE No.  

0376, (TPT No. 1348-9196).  

0016-2 -Conference Notes No. 1475." Bechtel. Wyle. JELCO. Feb. 6, 1976.  

(TPT No. 1348-9127).  
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PFR NO.  

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTED ITEMS: Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop lA 
Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-78 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

ASME B&PV Code, 1974 Edition 

BASIC REQUIREMENT: Input data for Seismic Anchor Movement (SAM) should be clearly 

specified in the calculation package.  

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: The criteria used for determining the seismic anchor 

movement (SAM) is not adequately documented and the calculation for the SMi at 

anchor 140 are not adequately explained.  

A. Chuang ' 2-2-82 
PREPARED BY: - ATE: 

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENT 'BY: - DATE: 
REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: - DATE: 2 .Q 

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER CO ENTS 

67c /) <_1 ef-e -- 7r 2 Vs -iZA ~ 

/7; //.  

b GREE PF IS VALID BY DATE 

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY - DATE 

O DISAGREE BY DATE 

-REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:



PAGE 2 PFR NO.  

REVISION 

REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

O AGREE PF IS VALID 

O DISAGREE 

BY: DATE: 

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: ZADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: Di VALID O INVALID 

CLASSIFICATION: M OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" 

COMMENT ON "OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

BY: DATE: 
E. GA PROJECT MANAGER 

A ACCEPT 

0 REJECT 

BY: ~DATE: 2 £
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i froo C/5 d-ta wan jud~eed tlu bc negiibl so a conuervative movement of 0.125 in the 
Y and Z directiona vas used.  

The dctermination for the S1li at the anchor 140 to given on sheets 26, 27 and 23 of 
ca1c. M-1204-043-2 (PSG-78). The calculations and data used are adequately documeted 
and traceable.  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 2408- PIF!'()U2! 

PFR NO.  

Safety Injection Line to Reactor Coolant Loop 1A 
AFFECTED ITEM: Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-78 

1. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET? 

No 

2. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE ? 

No 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE ASUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD ? No, the errors in this package are small values and will 

not create a safety hazard.  

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD ? 

No 

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? P-robab 1ill, it t!-y-here iz 
no titi for dcniann thci SAM.. tarl a 

OTHER COMMENTS: The crite'iia used for determining the seismic anchor movement (SAMi) 
is not adequately documented, nor in the actual calculation of the SAM at node 140 

adequately explained. In addition, six copying errors were discovered during the 

review, one is on sheet 27, and five are on sheet 26 of PSG-78 (see attached sheets).  

All the magnitude of the SAM values are small, therefore, the error will not affect 

the design.  

PREPARED BY: A. Chuan / DATE: 2-1-82 

COMMENTS: a 

B1Y:. DATE: 2-2 -9



PFR NO. 2408=PFR-0028 

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 
SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTED ITEMS: Engineered Safety FEatures Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet 
(2L-34) 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: General Engineering Specification for Engineered 
Safety Features Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet, Specification No. 00000 -ICE 
-3002, Rev. 04, July 14, 1975, Combustion Engineering, Inc.  

BASIC REQUIREMENT: Paragraph 5.11.1 of the specification states in part. that. the 
equipment will be considered Class I seismically qualified if certain requirements are 
met when the equipment has been subjected to - motions of the floor to which the 
equipment will be mounted.  

DESCRIPTION OF.POTENTIALFINDING: The specification does not give the specific RRS to be 
used nor does it give any references as to where the specific RRS is to be found, although 
several sub-paragraphs of paragraph 5.11.2 refer in a general way to RRS and TRS and to 
the need for the TRS to envelope the RRS 

PREPARED BY: S. RodkiTg /2 -ATE: 1-18-82 

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

C AGREE PF IS VALID BY DATE ' 

Q3 REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

O DISAGREE BY DATE 

0 O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE



PAGE 2 PFR NO. 2408-PFR-0028 

REVISION 

. REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

The specific RRS was not transmitted by the specification, as the specification was a 
generic one, used for a number of plants. Plant specific RRS information was trans
mitted to the equipment vendor and was incorporated into a generic RRS as documented 
in the seismic qualification test plan (Wyle Laboratories Qualification Test Plan 
#541/3385-ZE/ES, 6/20/75). Prior to qualification the test plant was reviewed and 
approved by C-E.  

O AGREE PF IS VALID 

G DISAGREE 

BY: DATE: 1/22/82 

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: R ADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: 0 VALID i INVALID 

CLASSIFICATION: 0 OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" 

COMMENT O-N "OSERVATION" eLA3SIFIeAT-M 

BY: DATE: 

E. GA PROJECT MANAGER 

& ACCEPT 

0 REJECT 

* By:-. DATE:



Addendum 
to 

Potential Findings Report No. 2408-PFR-0028 

Prepared by: D. C. A. Koopman ate : 2/4/82 

Concurrence by Initiator: S. Rodkin 

The response to the PFR, in conjunction with additional information 

suppliea by CE is satisfactory. This PFR is declared invalid on the basis of 

the following considerations: 

1. In specification ICE 3002 under Testing par. 5.11.2.1.1 states: 

The required input motion is characterized by the response spectra 

(DBE, 1% critical damping, in each of three directions - major axes) 

of the surface to which the cabinet will be mounted for service. These 

are the Required Response Spectra (RRS).  

2. Par. 5.10 states: 

"The Supplier shall perform the tests in accordance with written test 

procedures which have been submitted to and approved 
by the Purchaser 

(at least 60 days before testing).  

Ref. 0028-1 is the Seismic Test Procedure.  

3. Ref. 0028-1 Fig. 5 and 6 show the horizontal and vertical RRS for Southern 

California Edison. which are the floor response spectra at 30' elevation 

provided by Bechtel.  

References: 

0028-1 Seismic Test Plan for an ESFAS Auxiliary Relay Cabinet

Wyle Test Procedure 541/3385-2/ES Rev. A , 6/16/75, TPT No. 1347-9978.  

NOTE: Reference 0028-1 contains no CE approvai signatures. This is due to 

CE procedures. See Telephone Communication Record attached.  

III)



FR(_ _ _ _ LOCAT I ON: DATE: 

TO: ___ LOCATICN: __ DATE: 

TELEPHONE COMMUNICATION RE CORI 
(PLEASE HN IITE LEGILY IN BLACK OR PED INK) 

CALL INITIATED BY: e d4 p,',,#/ AT GAC OTHER: 

CALL RECEIVED BY: A/34f/-/st-4 v 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS: +d- /f-

,PROGRAM NAME --PROGRAM rU,BER 

DATE: TIME: Pa/ / _ _ _ __>_ ___ci 

SUBJECT: Y7, 5 0 

SUMMARY: &9 As 

77 

A4 

. . ............... . ............ . .........~ . .. .  

Date Person 
ACTION ITEMS: Required Resconsibie 

DISTRIBUTION: _ -A' , 5 

____ ~~~~FilehA _______



---- PF R N O . 24 08- PFR-00 30 

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTEDITEMS: Engineered Safety Features Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet 

(2L-34) 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: General Engineering Specification for Engineered 

Safety Features Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet, Specification No. 00000 -ICE 

-3002, Rev. 04, July 14, 1975, Combustion Engineering, Inc.  

BASIC REQUIREMENT: Paragraph 5.11.2.4 of the specification requires that no major 
structural resonances below 10 HZ. shall occur.The same paragraph requires that 

construction of the cabinet shall preclude amplification factors that could result in 

failure of equipment mounted therein.  

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: The specification does not require the vendor to 

consider the anchorage details Cembedments) supplied by Bechtel in his analysis or in 

his test. Consideration of those details might result in amplification factors and 

natural frequencies outside the specified limits.  

PREPARED BY: S. Rodkin DATE: 1-18-82 

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE:

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

AGREE PF IS VALID BY ' DATE 

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

O DISAGREE BY DATE 

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DES[GN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:



PAGE2 PFR NO. 28P~ p-nr 

REVISION 

C. REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 
It is not necessary for General Engineering Specification for Engineered Safety Featurel Actuation System Auxiliary Relay Cabinet (Specification No. 00000-ICE-3002, Rev. 0d, July 14, 1975, Combustion Engineering, Inc.) to require the vendor to consider the anchorage details (embedments) in his analysis. The seisnic levels to which the cabinet was tested were agreed unon interfaces between STE, Bechtel, and C-E. C-E was responsible for specifying the embedment/cabinet interface. It is then the responsibility of the architect/engineer to ensure that the floor response plus embedment response do not exceed the C-E specified embedment/cabinet interface 0 AGREEPF IS VALID levels in Specification No. 00000-ICE-3002, Rev. 04.  

1 DISAGREE 

BY: C_ 17 _ _ DATE: 1/22/82 / 

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: JE[ ADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: 0 VALID INVALID 

CLASSIFICATION: 0 OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" 

COMMENT 9N "OBSERVATION" CLASSFICATO 

BY: ~ DATE: / 
E. GA PROJECT MANAGER 

21 ACCEPT 

0 REJECT 

BY: DATE BY:_______________ DATE:Z$1 _ __



Addendum 
to 

Potential Findings Report No. 2408-PFR-0030 

Prepared by: D. C. A. Koopman Date: 2/4/82 

Concurrence by Initiator: S. Rodkin ,y-.- /24 -

The response to PFR-0030, in conjunction with additional information 
supplied by CE and Bechtel is satisfactory. This PFR is declared invalid on 
the basis or the following considerations: 

1. Par. 4.2.7 (ICE 3002) -Cabinet Mounting- states: 

Provisions shall be made to securely bolt and/or weld the cabinet base 
to a floor mounting. The method used shall be designed to meet the 
seismic requirements of section 4.2.5. and 5.11.- Par. 4.2.5 (Seismic 
Design Requirements) requires no loss of function during or atter a 
seismic disturbance. Par. 5.11 is the seismic qualification procedure.  

2. Under -Test Fixture Design-, Par. 5.11.2.3.1 states: 

The cabinet shall be oriented (with respect to gravity) and mounted, 
on the test table, as intended for service.- Par 5.11.2.3.2 states -If 
a test fixture is used to simulate in-service mounting, it must be 
rigid to seismic excitation.  

3. Par 5.10. Tests Required- states: 

....- The Supplier shall perform the tests in accordance with written 
test procedures which have been submitted and approved by the 
Purchaser. Ref. 0030-1 is the seismic test procedure.  

4. Par. 1.2, -Specimen Tiedown- of this Test Procedure states: 

The mountinehole pattern in the base of the specimen will be 
transferred to the test fixture .... The Specimen will be attached 
using 7/8- bolts ..... . The test fixture will be welded to the test 
table 

5. Bechtel Drawing 25131-4, Sheet 5 and 25132-3, Sheet 6 shows the control 
room floor construction detail for the Aux Relay Cabinet, including the 
7/8 embedded anchor bolts and the bolt pattern.  

Therefore, we concur that the specifications and test procedures have 
taken into account the anchorage details.



References 

0030-1 Seismic Test Plan for an ESFAS Auxiliary Relay Cabinet-. Test 
Procedure 541/3385-2/ES Rev A Wyle Laboratories 6/16/75. (TPT No.  
1347-9978.) 

0030-2 -Aux Bldg Control Area Conc. Sections and Details, Sheet 5. Bechtel Dwg 
No. 25131-4 (TPT No. 1348-9199).  

0030-3 Aux Bldg Control Area Conc. Sections and Details, Sheet 6, Bechtel 
Dwg. No. 25132-3. (TPT No. 1348-9198).  

NOTE: Reference 0030-1 contains no CE approval signatures. This is due to 
CE procedures. See Telephone Communication Record attached.  

671 &tLY _ 1



FRO4: _ LOCATION: DATE: 

TO: LOCATIC!: DATE: 

.oe-7PFR?-c)a C30 

TELEPHIONE COMMUNICATION RECOR)D/y / 
(PIEASE HAND I=IE LEGIELY TN BIACK OR PED INK) 

CALL INITIATED BY: L ) A2±j PA#7,#- AT GAC j OTHER: 

CALL RECEIVED BY: A/84r/-/' 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS: & +T--3
v 

PROGRAM NAME PROGRAM NUMBER 

DATE: TIME: aLOI 5 _>__c2 _o> 

SUBJECT: PY 3,0 

fta -~ 

Date Person 
ACTION ITEMS.: Required Resconsibie 

DISTRIOUTION: -!. pA & 5 2e'p -1 

___ ___ __ ___ ___ __ ___ __ ___ ___ __ ___ __F 1~~N 0 _ _ _ _ _



. ~PF RN O. 2-3 

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTED ITEMS: Low Pressure Safety Injection (LPSI) System from Pump P-016 

(System 1204) to System 1206 in Piping Stress Analysis Package PSG-57.  

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

BPC Calculation No. PSG-57, Computer Run Q36Ll9 

Area Drawing -2C2 Dwg. No. 40365-9 (IDCN Dated 12/21/81) 

BASIC REQUIREMENT: 

A design change notice has been issued concerning a valve in the above referenced piping 

analysis.  

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: 

The referenced change notice changed the manual operated valve -2TE0351Y (as analyzed) 

to a motor operated valve. The weight and C.G. location change was not incorporated 

into the analysis.  

.ikering 1-19-82 
PREPARED BY:!- DATE: _ 

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

It' AGREE PF IS VALID BY __DATE * 

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

O DISAGREE BY DATE 

O REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: DATE:



-PA 
C E 2 PF F T %* . 2 ( ' 

cORGNLDISIGNJ ORGANIZATIO' l E u 6TS 

irefvr enced chnngi! notiCe WaS reviewed for possible irpcCt on the piping Ztress L r~i -1 

and approved by the Piping Streso Groun aG inldicated in the "Approval Signature" 

The increase in weight and change in C.G. location were not considered significanlt n:' 

to impact the current anatyaits since piping atress levels were very low, le,-, than 1c~~ 

in the vicinity of the valve. klso, the analyzed valve/piping confi-,uratiofl rcoulta in 

valvt g-loading in the rigid range. The change from manual to motor operated valve w~'u±.  

not shift the g-Ioading from the rigid range.  

A flS AD owevez:, uo impact on design.  

* BY7~?~~/~>DATE: 

D. pED.', KN Cy F " 5 F r Vi IW C 7.TWFE~ 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY. 91 ADEOUATE C3 INADEQULATE 

VALIDITY: VALID M INVALID 

* CLASSIFICATION : OBSERVATiON (3 FINDIN~G 

:JLI S- IF ICAT I -l 

CLASSIFICATION CRITiERiION NO. RESULTING IN4 "FINOINS 

COMM.'ENT ON "'ODWSERVATIDN' CLAS1FICATION Krc A-.,K-i 

BY: DATE: / ' '' 

E. 'rPr PROJECT MANAGER 

90 ACCEPT 

R IEJECT



IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
2408-P'FR-00 

PFR NO.  

AFFECTED ITEM: Piping Stress Package PSG-57 

1. ISTHERETHE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINSTO THE EXTENT No 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET? 

2. ISTHERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER NO 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE ? 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD ? 

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD? o'P 

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 

Similar deviations are likely to exist but were not found by this reviewer.  

6. OTHER COMMENTS: 

I agree with BPC assessment that the impact of the weight and C.G. location change 

due to the motor operated valve should be minimal. The stress report, however, should 

document any geometry change that has the potential of effecting the stress results.  

L. Pickering 1-27-82 
PREPARED BY: ________ ______ DATE: _____ 

COMMENTS: 

BY: DATE:/



- INTEl;m.AL CORRESPONDENCE 

GA 1070 

IN REPLY 

OM J. L. Pickering REFER TO 

TO Review Finding Committee DATE 

January 28, 1982 

SUBJECT PFR 2408-PFR-0035 

This memo is an amplification to the description given in the potential 

finding report (PFR) No. 2408-PFR-0035. This PFR is a result of the review 

of the -Bechtel Power Company seismic piping analysis package of the Low 

Pressure Safety Injection (LPSI) and containment spray piping system calcu

lation no. PSG-57. The scope of the review included 10" and 12" piping 

between.the LPSI pump 016 in system 1204 out to the flow orifice in system 

1206 plus valves 10"-025-C-406 and 12"-039-C-173 (2TE0351Y).  

Change notice no. 40365 changed the manual operated value (2TE0351Y) 

to a motor operated valve. The PFR was written because the new weight 

and CG location was not incorporated into the piping analysis.  

JLP:sc 

cc: F. S. Ople 

0II



2408 PFR NO. 0033 

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PE ARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTED ITEM4S: Design Process; Interface Control 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

(a) Attachment 3, PSAR Section I paragraph 4, and 
(b) Section IV, paragraph 3.  

BASIC REQUIREMENT: (a) "The CE Project Managers within the Nuclear Power Systems 

Division function as the principal line of 
communication for all project technical 

matters between C, the engineerpcontructor and the utility customer." 
(b) "... the 

project manager will ensure that all approvals as may be required from utility 

customer have been obtained." 

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: 

.Above requirement not reflected in CE working manuals 
and procedures. See Attached.  

PREPARED BY DATE:.  

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DIGN ORG. CMENTSYDATE: / 2 

B. REVIE'.'! BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

AGREEPF-IS-VALID AE 

0 REQUESTR-a REV !E W BY 0DATE_....._._.....  

0 DISAGREE--- BY DATE 

-- REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: k DATE:



2408 PFR No. 0038 

age 2 

The QADM does not clearly delineate how to posi y r rsgn inter ges 

information between CE and A&EIutility. 
QADIM section 5.3, paragraph 3.1 discusses 

Projct Manager's responsibility for defining external distribution and review 

requirements of CE documents. Neither the responsibility nor a methodology 
for 

control of incoming design information 
and its distribution and review requirements 

are specified in this QADM. QADM Section 5.0, exhibit number 5.0-1 
clearly indi

cates Project Office to be within the mainstream of "mandatory quality steps".  

Though the exhibit 5.0-1 of QADM specifies utility customer review approval 

requirements for some procurement documents, prior design manuals 
such as PE-00 

and RD-l do not address such requirements. 
Additionally, the design control 

documents for Reactor Design group prior to 1976, RD-l, did not clearly define 

project office involvement in controlling 
the design interface.  

C , 

9I



, . . PAGE2 PFR NO. 0038 

REVISION 

REVIEW BY ORfGtNAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

1. Refer to QADP 4.0, ApplicabilEty.  

Paragraph 4.1 states in part "The requirements of this manual are mandatory for 
activities, perfomed by the Enrineering and Develoc-ent Decartments, which 
encompass the design of safety class syst-ma: and comcnents". Project Managers, 
who are in the Co-.2rcial Department, perform adinistrative and coordinating 
functions rather tnan safety related design activities. The QA program does 

SAGREEPFIS VAUD not require that acministrative procedures be included and 
the QAC.3 does not apply to the Cc=r'2rcial Oecartment. There

EX DISAGREE fore, the co~mants ragarding lack of controls of Project Office 
activities in the QAC are not applicable.  

BY: _ DATE: 

0. RECO'.1ENDATION BY FINDIN0GS REVIEW CONITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: 3 ADEQUATE C INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: H VALID 3 INVALID 

CLASSIFICATION: D OBSERVATION W FIDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIfICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" r9 

COMMENT ON "OESERVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

BY: DATE: 

L GA PROJECT I.1NAGER 

M ACCEPT 

0 REJECT 

BY 7DATE:92



Response to 2408-PFR-0038 (Cont.) 

2. The information in item 1 above also applies in general to the lack of controls 
of Project Office activities in RD-1 and PE-001. The exclusion of Project 
Office activities in these procedures is even rore appropriate since they each 
describe controls for one particular Department.  

3. Exhibit 5.0-1 was reviewed with Torrey Pines QA in Windsor during the January 
19-20, 1932 visit. The legend for the heavy line on the flow chart for Quality 
Assurance of Design and Procureeznt should be considered as either "Mandatory 
Steps" or "landatory Quality/Administrative" steps. Additionally, QADP 5.0 
only provides a description of the overall process; the detailed procedures 
that follow provide the appropriate controls.  

4. Specific references in appropriate procedures that identify Project Office inter
faces to the engineering groups that are under the applicability of the QA pro
cedures include the following: 

a. QADP 5.1, Rev. 0, Design Input - Section 5.1.2, states in part, "Project 
Manager supplies information regarding any design tases specified in the 
contract documents, regulatory guides and/or industry standards to be 
employed in the d2sign." 

b. QADP 5.3, Rev. 0, Design Interface - Section 3.1, states in part, "All 
required reviews external to C-E are defined by the Project Manager or 
his designated representative. The distribution of infornation 'to 
appropriate external organizations and agencies and the coMpilation of 
their cGments for design group evaluation is the responsibility of the 
Project Manager or his designated representative." 

c. RD-1, Appendix H, Section 1, states in part, "The c-gnizant design group 
supervisor is responsible for the technical adecuacy of design interface 
information suoplied by his group for Reactor Design." 

d. RD-1, Appendix H, Table I, Reactor Design Interfaces - Item 1, Architect
Engineers and Utilities interfaces are controlled by "Reactor Design 
functional groups. interface through PE/CAE (Projector Class Application 
Engineer) who, in turn, interfaces with the Project Manager." 

e. PE-001, Rev. 0, Section 6.4.3, Client Interface Control.  

(1) Section 6.4.3.1 states in part, "Interface design information results 
from the design process and is forwarded through the Project Manaqer 
to the client/AE by one or more of the listed documents." 

(2) Section 6.4.3.3, "All client or AE comants on design interface docu
ments will be received by the project office and forwardad through 
the appropriate group supervisor to the cognizant engineer for acticn." 

(3) Section 6.4.3.4, "Any client or architect-engineer design interface 
documents forwarded to C-E for approval, review and ccument or for 
information will be received by the project office and then forwarded 
through the appropriate Group Supervisor to the Cognizant Engineer 
for action."........



4 

Response to 2408-PFR-0052 (Cont.) 

4. The Project Offices perform administrative functions in the Commercial Deoartment.  
Since the administrative functions that are performed in the Project Offices are 
not Included in the scope of safety related design activities and since the quality 
assurance of design.procedures (RD-1, PE-001., QAE:1) are not applicable to the 

Connercial D2partment, Project Office controls are not in these procedures.  

5. The monitoring functions that the Project M1-nager performs as part of his respon
sibility for the overall coordination of the project are not safety related design 
activities and are not included in Quality Assurance of Design Procedures. The 

actual design activities and the independent verifications are safety related 
activities performed in the appropriate engineering organizations and are included 
in the QADP's.



IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
PFR NO. -0038 

AFFECTED ITEM: Design Process - Interface Control.  

1. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET? 

N/A 

2. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE? 

N/A 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM-DURING AN SSE CREATE ASUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD? 

N/A 

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD ? 

Yes, because design requirements, inputs and interfaces may not have received 
proper routing and coordination.  

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 

N/A 

6. OTHER COMMENTS: 

This PFR is of a "procedural" nature, that is, the basic requirement was 

not addressed in CE written procedures. CE may in fact have actually done 
adequate design control.  

PREPARED BY: DATE:/ 

COMMENTS: ?., 

BY DATE:



Project 2408 

PFR-0038 

Attachment I 

Review of CE Comments (and phone conversation of 1/29/82 - see attached) 

CE maintains that the Project Office work does not fall under the QA program, and 
therefore Project Office activities need not be documented as part of the QA program.  
However, the Project Manager function is desctibed several times in Appendix A to 

the PSAR (Attachment 3) which is the CE Quality Program Plan. The PSAR makes commit

ments for the Project Manager which appear to place the Project Manager in a key 
interface role which we consider to be a key part of t:he QA program for design. As 

o such, the Project Manager functions should be described in the QA procedures.  

CE correctly points out that some CE Design QA procedures do address the PSAR "basic 

requirement". However, the procedures in question do not provide the level of detailed 

instructions which-we believe are appropriate for this activity, and which would be 

consistent with the level of instructions provided for other functions covered by 

these same procedures.  

* CE stated in their reply, and confirmed in phone conversations, that the.Project 
Office is not part of the QA program. They also stated in a phone conversation on 

1/29/82 that there were no procedures available to describe details of how the 
Project Manager ensures that design documents are properly routed into and out 
of CE.  

The lack of specific procedures to describe how the Project Office ensures that 

design interfaces between CE/AE/utility are controlled constitute the basis for 
this PFR.  

9II



PROJECT 2408 
General Atomic Company 

QUALITY ASSURANCE DEPARTMENT 

Record of Long Distance Telephone Call 

a * 1/29/82 
Party: Called = 7 Date:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Calling L= Time: Completed 11:45 

Started 11:30 

Name Dick Bennett, Vin Hall, George Huba On-line :15 

Company Combustion Engineering 

Location 

Telephone No: A/C No.  

Dicu~in:Bennett, Hall & Huba returned my call to Iluba this mDrning when I called withDiscussion:

7,yson and Chandler to review their response to PFR-0038. Following are the essentials of the 

discussion: 

1) I reviewed out PFR process in general, and pointed out that we are now at the Doint of 

calling CE to discuss their comments on PFR-0038.  

2) Hall/Bennett explained again that CE does not consider the Project Office to be Dart of the 

QA program. They function in an administrative capacity to process documents in and out 

of CE and perform no technical or OA role, thus they do not consider them to be part of 

,kQA program. ._________________ 

egarding item (b) of the PFR, CE explained that the required SCE approvals referred to 

approvals for commercial purposes (P.O. payment, etc.) and so are not part of OA.  

4) I pointed out that we believe the functions that Project Office carries out in the inter

face areas are an essential part of the design OA program, to ensure that the proper docu

ments get sent to the proper parties. I said if there were any written procedures (even 

though not in the QA domain) which describe how the project office carried out their inter

face function, these may resolve our concern and invalidate the PFR. I asked if any such 

procedures exist, and if so, could they send them to us? I pointed out that our con clsion 

can only be made based on documentation; we cannot accept verbal information as ipnut to 

our decisions.  

5) CE (Hall/Bennett) said that they cannot give us any Project Office procedures as there are 

no specific procedures that cover the function we are interested in. There are apparently 

some internal memos, but there was nothing he could send us to document the Projeot Office 

function in interface control.  

6) CE asked what happens now. I said I give our input to the FRC and they classify the PFR 

as invalid, Finding or observation. They asked if the "shade is drawn" on them now. I 

aid I'm not sure - our action goes to SCE who gets back to CE, if approriate.  

asked me to tell Wessman that CE would like to Record Made byB 
Tcuss this matter and understand when and how they 
Will hear of the resolution of PFRs.  

cc: G. Chandler 
D. Tyson 
C. Wessman



2108 PFR NO. - 42 

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION  

SONGS 2&3 SEISMIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PREPARATION BY GA INITIATOR 

AFFECTED ITEMS: Piping supports for the suction line between the refueling water 

task (T-006) and the low pressure safety injection pump (P-016) 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

PSA Drawings: 

S2-SI-033-H-002 S2-SI-031-HI-003 
S2-S1-004-H-013 S2-SI-002-H-020 

BASIC REQUIREMENT: 

The PSA Drawings should reflect the field configuration of the supports.  

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: 

See Attachment No. 1 to this PFR for description of Potential Findings.  

See Attachment No. 2 to this PFR for review of Original Design Organization's 

comments.  

PREPARED BY: r DATE: /,1 d/9 

REJECTION OF A TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

O AGREEPFIS VALID BY DATE 

O REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

O DISAGREE BY _A__ 

REVIEW OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS. COMMENTS BY: 84 ^ 1',P DATE: 117- Vz-



PAGE 2 PFR NO.' O 

REVISION 

REVIEW BY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

O AGREE PF IS VALID 

O DISAGREE 

BY: DATE: 

D. RECOMMENDATION BY FINDINGS REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: ( ADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: 0 VALID 0 INVALID 

CLASSIFICATION: 0 OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" 

COMMENT ON "OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

BY: A DATE: 

E. GA PROJECT MANAGER 

I ACCEPT 

o REJECT 

B Y: 41__t,__ e-__ DATE: 4 S'y2*



PFR No. -0042 

ATTACHMENT I 

PIPE SUPPORT DRAWING FINDINGS 

S2-SI-033-H-002 

On DCN 01, Item H, the distance between bolt noles shows 11". On Rev.  

0, they show 10" (min). Actual distance is 10-1/4".  

S2-SI-004-h-01-) 

Location of W4 x 1j relative to anchor Dolts on lower base is not as 

shown on drawing. Dimensions should ce o" to lower bolts and 9" to 

upper bolts. Actual dimensions are 10" to both rows of bolts.  

S2-SI-0!1-H-003 

Location of item G on existing W6 & W8 are not as shown on DCN y05.  

S2-SI-002-H-020 

Complete audit was performed on support with the following items 

noted: 

1) Item F , base PL, is welded to vertical embeddeo plate. This 

weld is not as shown on drawing.  

2) Clearance between lugs on pipe and stops on support (east 

side on pipe) are greater than 1/6i". (0.1o/0.176 measured)



2408-PFR No. -0042 

ATTACHMENT II 

Review of Original Design Organization's comments 

I. S2-SI-033-H-002 

The potential finding is invalid. The 11" dimension specified on DCN-01 

is not a dimension that must be specified. The original "10" minimum" 

dimension specified was adequate. The original design organization stated 

that the dimension should only be specified exactly on the PSA drawing if 

it deviated below the 10" minimum. Therefore this discrepancy does not 

affect the seismic integrity.of the support.  

II. S2-SI-004-H-013 

The potential finding is invalid. The written response by the original 

design organization was inadequate. However, further discussions revealed 

that Section 5.4.5 of CS-P207 defines that the center of gravity of the 

member must only be within the allowable load area of base plate. The 

Original Design Organization defined the center of gravity as the center 

* of gravity of the cross-section at the point of attachment.  

III S2-SI-G4 --H-003 

Original Design Organization has provided a calculation verifying that the 

as-built configuration is acceptable. The initiator agrees that the 

calculation is adequate (reference: review of calculation by C. Charman 

1/27/82).  

IV S2-SI-002-H-020 

1) Original Design Organization has provided adequate justification that 

*the condition described in the PFR is acceptable.  

2) Original Design Organization has not provided adequate justification 

that the impact on the design is not significant (reference: conversation 

with C. Charman 1/27/82).



* Jiv~Lr.~ ORiGIN:AL DEcICN-0 FG4'4ZATION VOME N TS 

See attached sheet.  

DAGREE PFIS VAUD 

L3 DISAGREE 

c* PED.E&TNL J~R~E .ATEE 

DEFI1-1TION ADEQUACY: 0 ADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: (3 VALID 0 INVALID 

10 CFR 21: 03 NOT APPLICABLE 0 APPLICABLE 

ID1 CRF so.SS5e): D NOT APPLICABLE 0 APPLICABLE 

CLASSIFICATICN: 0 OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

114SSIM'ATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING GIN -FlI NDING"_______ 

COMENTON "OBSERlVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

BY: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ DATIE- _ __ _ 

* T P C'.1E CT ! CR 

O ACCEFTf 

0REJECT 

By.  

BY: ___ ___ ____ ___ ___ ___ DATE-_ _ _ _ _



Attachment to 
2408-PER-)042 

S2-SI-033-H-002 

Construction specification (CS-P207, Section 5.3.3) allows deviations in 
concrete fastener location from those given on the drawings as long as the 
minimum center-to-center spacing given in CS-C8 (10 inches in this case) 
is not violated.  

Disagree with potential finding.  

S2-SI-004-013 

Answer will follow on 1/26/82.  

S2-SI-031-H-003 

As-built configuration is acceptable. See attached calculation.  

Agree with potential finding.  

S2-SI-002-H-020 (Item 1) 

The load carrying members are items A, F, G and the 'U' insert plate.  
Grout is not required to transfer load. An additional, but unrequired, 
weld was made to the vertical insert plate. As-built condition acceptable.  

Agree with potential finding.  

S2-SI-002-H-020 (Items 2 and 3) 

Pipe support installation specification (CS-P207) allows a 1/16 inch 
undersize weld for 10% of the length weld (Section 5.6.1.2).  

Disagree with potential finding.  

S2-SI-002-H-020 (Item 4) 

A response to this PFR will follow on 1/26/82.



PAGE 2 Addendum to PFR NO 

RIEVISIOUN 

C. REVIEW, CY ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

e attached sheet.  

O AGREE PF IS VAUD 
See attached sheet.  

O DISAGREE 

BY: T - IJ *' DATE: /--6 

0. PECO'"E',>TI EY F,,PN3S FEViEW CO!.'?MITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: 0 ADEQUATE 0 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: 0 VALID 0 INVALID 

10 CFR 21: 0 NOT APPLICABLE 0 APPLICABLE 

10 CRF 50.55(e): 0 NOT APPLICABLE 0 APPLICABLE 

SIFICATION: 0 OBSERVATION 0 FINDING 

WSTIF!CATICi: 

CLASS:FICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" _ 

COMMENT ON "OBSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

* 

BY: DATE: 

E. TPT PROJECT MANAGER 

0 ACCEPT 

0 REJECT



Attachment to 
2408-PFR-004 2 
Addendum 

S2-SI-004-013 

Paragraph H.1.a .of "Pipe Support C/S Criteria and Procedure", calculation 

number P-450-1.10 provides design criteria that allows variability in 

anchor bolt location. This criteria was developed to allow construction 

latitude for locating anchor bolts in the event that obstructions, such 

as rebar, are encountered when fastening the plate to wall. The as-built 

configuration is within allowable construction latitude.  

Disagree with potential finding.  

S2-SI-002-H-020 (Item 2) 

Clearance between piping and piping supports is maintained to a minimum, 

typically 1/8" total clearance. For the subject support, total clearance 

is less than 3/16". The effects of slightly larger gaps between piping 

and supports are negligible for the following reasons: 

1. Increase of the gap size increases flexibility of the piping systems 

resulting in reduction of thermal and relative seismic motion loads 

and stresses.  

2. Inertial seismic loads are not expected to increase more than cal

culated values because friction force effects are not considered 

in the calculations of the seismic inertial loads.  

Agree with potential finding. However, impact on design is not signifi

cant.  

(0



CALCULATION SHEET 
CALC rJO.  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
2408- PFR NO. ODA? 

AFFECTED ITEM: Piping Support S2-ST-031-H-003 

1. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET ? 

Not .in this case.  

2. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE ? 

Unlikely since a calculation was prepared and the as-built 
configuration was found acceptable.  

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD ? 

Unable to assess.  

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD ? 

Unable to assess.  

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 
Since Bechtel prepared a calculation to cover this Potential Finding as the result 
of the GA walkdown, there could be other similar deviations of this nature.  

OTHER COMMENTS: 

PREPARED BY: r DATE: _____ 

COMMENTS: A 

BY: DATE:



IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
0042 

2408- PFR NO. 0042 

AFFECTED ITEM: Piping Support S2-SI-002-H-020, Item 1 

1. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINSTO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET? 

Unable to assess based on the walkdown information 

2. ISTHERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE ? 

Unable to assess 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD ? 

Unable to assess 

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD? 

Not applicable 

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 
Twelve supports were checked as a part of the walkdown and this was the 

only Potential Finding of this type found.  

OTHER COMMENTS: 

The addition of the weld actually improves the structural integrity 
of the support.  

PREPARED BY: ---- DATE: 

COMMENTS: 

BY: ~ DATE: _



IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
2408 PFR NO. 004 _ 

AFFECTED ITEM: Piping Support S2-SI-002-H-020 (Item 2) 

1. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET? 

Unable to assess 

2. ISTHERETHE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTHER 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE? 

Unable to determine 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD? 

Unable to determine 

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD? 

Not applicable 

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 
Unknown - this was the only deviation of this type found on 12 supports.  

6. OTHER COMMENTS: 

It is my opinion that the original design organization has provided 
insufficient evidence that the impact on the design is not significant (reference: 

conversation with C. Charman 1/27/82).  

PR EPA RED BY: __ _______ DATE: ___ 

COMMENTS: MJo nms/s 

BY: -2 _=_ DATE: ---



2408- PFR NO. 0052 

POTENTIAL FINDING REPORT REVISION 

SONGS2&3 .SEISPAIC DESIGN VERIFICATION 

A. PREPARATION SY GA INITIATOR, 

AFFECTED ITEMS: Project Design Management 

REQUIREMENT REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

Attachment A, PSAR Section III, Paragraph 6.  

BASIC REQUIREMENT: "The Project Manager is responsible for the overall coordination of 

the project, and in this capacity monitors the design and checks conformance with design.  

specifications and licensing requirements and compatibility of the design with the 

engineer-constructor interfaces. This monitoring consists of an overall check of 

design adequacy." 

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FINDING: 

The CE design control documents PE 001 and RD-1 do not address implementation procedure 

for above requirement. The current procedure QADM (in effect since 5/3/76) also does 

not effectively address project management task requirement.  

PREPARED BY: *~ DATE:/- 2 

REJECTION OF GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS BY: DATE: 

REJECTION OF ORIGINAL DESIGN ORG. COMMENTS BY:. DATE: 

B. REVIEW BY GA TASK LEADER COMMENTS 

tAGREE-PF IS VALID BY r- DATE/l 2 -F 
Ol REQUEST RE-REVIEW BY DATE 

0 DISAGREE-- BY D 

0-REVIEWOF4ORIGINAL DESIGN ORGS;COMMENTS BY: DATE:



PAGE2 2408- PFR NO. 0052 

REVISION_ 

G. REVIEW BY ORIGINAL OESIGN ORGANIZATION COMMENTS 

PE-001 provides controls for safety related design activities performed by the Plant 
Enoineerina Decartment.  

2. RD-1 provides controls for safety related design activities performed by the 
Reactor Desicn Decartment.  

3. QADM provides controls for safety related activities performed by the Enaineerino and 
Develonmant Departmmnts after May 3, 1976. The applicability of 

SAGREEPF IS VALi) the QADU includes the Plant Engineering and Reactor Design 

ENDISAGREE Departments.  

BY: 1 DATE: _ _ 

0. RECO.,1-ENDATI0N BY FINDINGS REVIEVJ COM ITTEE 

DEFINITION ADEQUACY: 0 ADEQUATE 1 INADEQUATE 

VALIDITY: 8 VALID 1 INVALID 

CLASSIFICATION: ( OBSERVATION Z FINDING 

JUSTIFICATION: 

CLASSIFICATION CRITERION NO. RESULTING IN "FINDING" _ _ 

COMMENT ON "OSSERVATION" CLASSIFICATION 

BY: DATE: _ 

E. GAPROJECTELANAGER 

E ACCEPT 

C REJECT 

BY: _0 ATE-,/ 'l



0 

Response to 2408-PFR-0052 (Cont.) 

4. The Project Offices perform administrative functions in the Conercial Decartment.  
Since the administrative functions that are performed in the Project Offices are 
not included in the scope of safety related design activities and since the quality 
assurance of design-proceduras (RD-1, PE-001, QAD) are not applicable to the 
Conercial Department, Project Office controls are not in these procedures.  

5. The monitoring functions that the Project M:nager performs as part of his respon
sibility for the overall coordination of the project are not safety related design 
activities and are not included In Quality Assurance of Design Procedures. The 
actual design activities and the independent verifications are safety related 
activities performad in the appropriate engineering organizations and are included 
in the QADP's.



IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
PFR NO. -0052 

AFFECTED ITEM: Project Design Management 

1. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING DESIGN MARGINS TO THE EXTENT 
DESIGN ALLOWABLES ARE EXCEEDED OR DESIGN REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT MET ? 

N/A 

2. IS THERE THE POTENTIAL THAT THE ITEM MIGHT FAIL OR ENDANGER OTKER 
ITEMS DURING AN SSE? 

N/A 

3. COULD THE FAILURE OF THIS ITEM DURING AN SSE CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL 
SAFETY HAZARD ? 

N/A 

4. COULD THE PROCEDURAL VIOLATION CREATE A SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY HAZARD? 

Yes, because designs may not have had the proper interface controls.  

5. ARE OTHER SIMILAR DEVIATIONS LIKELY TO EXIST? 
N/A 

6. OTHER COMMENTS: 

This PFR is of a "procedural" nature, that is, the basic requirement was 

not addressed in CE written procedures. CE may have in fact actually 
controlled interfaces and reviews.  

PREPARED BY: DATE:/~-9 9Z 

COMMENTS: i 

BY: DATE:


