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EVENT DESCRIPTION AND PROBABLE CONSEQUENCES 

On October 15, 1979, review of the computer reanalysis by the Plant Architect-EngineerA 

in accordance with the requirements of IE Bulletin 79-14, indicated that a pipe in thej 

Containment Spray System could be subject to stresses above allowable values as a re

sult of a restraint deviation identified October 10, 1979. Based on results of the 

O 6 Ireview, assuming failure of the restraint, operability of the pipe could not be 

assured under DBE conditions. This constitutes a reportable occurrence per Technical 

Specifications paragraph 6.9.2.a.2. o 
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CAUSE DESCRIPTION AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

IThe restraint in question was calculated to be overstressed on October 10, 1979. The I 

I restraint was modified while a computer reanalysis was initiated to identify any 

1 question of inoperability of the piping system. Results indicated.that the pipe in 

question could have been stressed above allowable values had the restraint failed 

under DBE conditions. The piping with the modified restraint was reanalyzed with 
141 satisfactory results.  
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
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LICENSEE EVENT REPORT 79-037 

Cause Description and Analysis: 

On October 15, 1979, review of the computer reanalysis of the Containment Spray 
piping by the Plant Architect Engineer (AE), in accordance with the requirements 
of IE Bulletin 79-14, indicated that the discharge pipe from Containment Spray 
Pump "A" could be stressed above allowable values in the event of a Design Basis 
Earthquake (DBE).  

A restraint had been calculated to be overstressed on October 10, 1979. Based 
on this result, it was determined that the associated piping should be re
evaluated and the restraint modified. The restraint was modified the same day 
(October 10) while a computer reanalysis of the piping system was initiated.  
Reanalysis of the piping system (assuming no support from the restraint in ques
tion) was completed October 15. This reanalysis showed the pipe could be sub
ject to stresses above allowable values under DBE conditions. This could result 
in a condition less conservative than the least conservative condition allowed 
by Technical Specifications paragraph 3.3.2.1.d and is therefore reportable under 
paragraph 6.9.2.a.2. Reanalysis of the pipe with the modified restraint in place 
resulted in acceptable stress values in the pipe and the restraint.  

The restraint deviation was apparently the result of a problem that occurred dur
ing the construction phase of HBR No. 2 and not as a result of the restraint's 
design. The restraint configuration, as installed, differed from that specified 
in the original design.  

Corrective Action: 

The restraint was modified the same day by increasing the size of the base plate 
and adding additional bracing members. This resulted in a restraint much stronger 
than that of the original design.  

Corrective Action To Prevent Further Occurrence: 

Since the condition of the restraint, as installed, was apparently due to an in
stallation problem during orignal construction, and the restraint, as modified, 
has been verified to be more than adequate during a DBE, no further corrective 
action is deemed necessary.  
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