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ASLE REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ITEM IDENTIFICATION: NRC Inspection Report NO. 50-322/82-2¢
Appendix A

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Incorporation of E&DCR F-6085E
Into G.E. Subvendor Drawings
1.61-154 and 1.61-156

FROBLEM DESCRIPTION

ESDCR F-6085B implemented a minor design change to the
electrical circuitry in the HPCI and RCIC Systems 1n

order to reduce the frequency of inadvertent trips

to these systems during testing. The E&DCR was issued

as the implementing document to cover the G.E. Design
Change Notice. This particular change was not 1nc§§i§§itp?

onto the G.E. Subvendor drawlngs and the review process
designed to insure that all E&DCRs are properly 1ncorpor-s
ated into the design drawings did not pick uf the fact
that, although the drawings and the drawing log did
indicate that the E&DCR was incorporated, 1t,

was not incorporated. The change was properly in

ated in the field in accordance with the E&DCR.

CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY

In the case of drawing 1.61-154, the S&W reviewer
mistakenly indicated that the E&DCR had been in-
corporated onto the drawing when in fact it had
not been incorporated. The change was relatively
minor, and after investigation, the cause 1n this
case appears to be reviewer error.

In the case of drawing 1.61-156, an administrative
problem invelving the drawing legibility enhancement
program resulted in an assumption that the review
for E&DCR incorporation had been performed on

this particular drawing when, in fact, it had not.
Since no review was periormed in this particular
case (the same E&DCR change) , the same result

was realized.




11. CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY (Continued)

3. with respect to the E&DCR log, the E&DCR incorporation
review process and the E&DCR log update process are
essentially part of the same system. Since the
E&DCR incorporation review process indicated that
these E&DCRs had been incorporat~d, the E&DCR log
recorded that fact and likewise indicated that
they had been incorporated. The system functione
properly with regard to the E&DCR log sO no rep-
ancies in the E&DCR log are attendant to this
problem. The log incorrectly indicated that
EsDCR had been incorporated as a result of the
errors in the review process described above.

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE

There is no safety significance attendant to this problen
for the following reasons:

The E&DCR was properly implemented in the field
and therefore the system will perform as designed.
In previous testimony we have indicated several
times that the E&DCR 1s generally the implementing
document for Construction. We would have expected
that the work was preperly implemented in the
field since the E&DCR, and not the vendor drawing,
is the document used to perform the actual work.

Two (2) plant maintenance procedures were affected
by this E&DCR (Stacion Procedures 47.202.01 and
47.119.01). Both of these procedures correctly
reflect the system in accordance with the E&DCR.

The system would perform its safety functions
properly in either configuration, that 1s either
with or without the incorporation of the E&DCR.
The change was only made to reduce the frequency
of inadvertent trips during testing.

we believe this to be an isolated instance and
therefore we do not believe it has any generic
safet, implications. Further explanation of

this particular point 1S provided below.




GENERIC IMPLICATIONS BEYOND THE SPEC1FIC PROBLEM

As stated above, we believe this is an isolated case of
non-incorporation of an E&DCR and, in order to validate
that judgment, a sample of one hundred seventy-five

(175) manufacturer's drawings of the same general type

as the two (2) identified by the NRC, were reviewed to
determine whether all applicable E&DCRs had been properly
incorporated into these drawings. This review indicated
that all of the manufacturer's drawings reviewed had

the associated E&DCRs properly incorporated. The

review specifically included one hundred five (105)
electrical drawings (the drawings exhibiting the

problem were electrical drawings), covered a time fram
bracketing the time of review of the E&DCRs in gquestion
by eleven (11) months, and included drawings from the
legibility enhancement program to insure that this
particular area was also covered. In addition to de
termining that all E&DCRs in the sample were proper
incorporated, we also determinec that all of the
dArawings sampled which were also part of the legibility
enhancement program were properly reviewed by Sé&W.

The lack of review for this attribute, which was exhibited
by the second (2nd) drawing, is in our judgment also ar
isolated instance.
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CORRECTIVE ACTION

Drawinas 1.61-154 and 1.61-156 were subsequently revised
by S&W with G.E. authorization, properly reviewed, and
distributed to the jobsite.

WHEN WOULD THIS PROBLEM HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED BY LILCO
OR S&W?

A modification to these specific control circuits might
have uncovered the fact that the manufacturer's drawing
did not agree with the installed sircuitry involving the
single adaitional resistor. For the normal testing
sequence of the plant, the plant maintenance procedures
do reflect the as-built condition of the plant and
therefore unless there was some reason to modify these
particular circuits, the deviation probably would not
have been noticed, nor would this lack of detection have
constituted any safety or operational proolem siace,

as indicated earlier, the plant was built as-designed
and all plant procedures properly reflect the as-built
plant.




REFERENCES

NRC Inspection Report No. 50-322/82-2€
Appendix A

Drawings 1.61-154 and 1.61-156




ITEM IDENTIFICATION: NRC Inspection Report NoO. 50-322/82-29
Paragraph 3.5.1

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Screenwash System Check Valve Replucement

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

In December of 1980, due to a crack in an internal com-
ponent (disk) in a check valve in the Non-Safzty Related
Screenwash System, field personnel reyuested (by E&DCRE
F-32519) permissior to replace the damaged valve and tc
procure two (2) spares. The field suggested a change OI
trim material to 316 Stainless Stecl. This was not
approved. Engineering approval was granted fo: replace~
ment of this valve type with an identical type valve oOr
an approved substitute differing only in disk material
(B type valve with a bronze disk instead of an E type
valve with a monel disk). E&DCR F=-32519 required the
field pe:sonnel tc document on a future E&DCR the use

of the B type valves if they were being substituted on

a permanent basis ior the E type. This was required,
despite prior approval for installation, to insure that
the appropriate documentation would be modified. The
field personnel documented on E&DCR F-32519A that B

type valves were being substituted for E type valves.
This was as required by the original E&DCR. As a re-=
sult of a misinterpretation the disposition of E&DCRE
F-32519A approved the installation of one (1) of the
replacement valves of the B type but indicated the other
two (2) as being spares and therefore did not properly
confirm that all of the replaced valves were in fact B
type. Since all valves had been installed as the orig-
inal E&DCR approved, and since the A revision of the
E4DCR was not answered consistent with the requested
disposition, the appropriate flow diagram (FM35B) was
not updated to reflect the fact that the B type valve
was installed on line 1N71WS-157-136 and the specifica-
tion was similarly not updated to include the substitute
type valve. As a result, the flow diagram was incorrect
as to the type number of the check valve installed
although the valve identification number and the func-
tional designation of the valve (check valve) remained
correct.




CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY

We have been able to speak with both the Engineering
personnel involved in this matter and with the Field
Engineers responsible for writing tye E&DCRs and per-
forming the work in the field. We believe that the
cause of the discrepancy was misinterpretation of thc
E&DCRs invelved. Srecifically:

1. %hen the Engineers provided the disposition to
E&DCR F-32519A (the E&DCR documenting that all
check valves of the E type Were being replaced
by the B type) they provided a response based or
a statement in the original E&DCR (F=32519) which
they were reviewing in addition to the A revision.
The statement read "Startu; W1§h§3_29_£?Ela§F,ELS
gggggeijglve_gpd have two (2) new valves as
sgare§?. The Engineers' disposition to the A
revision was a disposition in response to this
statement in the ori inal issue and not to the

specific information proviled in *he A revision.

e 4
=

The field personnel already had permission
original issue of the ESDCR to procure and
either the original E type Or the approved

B type check valves and therefore the instal
was in accordance with Engineering approval g
the original issue of the E&DCR. The followur
(A revision) was only the nctification for 3
documentation updating as requested by the
E&DCR.
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However, realizing that the response to the A re-
visior of the E&DCR should have been merely con-=
firmatory to their documentation of which of the E
type vaives were actually beiny replaced with the B
type, the fiela personnel did not notice that
Engineering had indicated that only one (1) of the
three (3) valves had actually been installed.

OPERATIONAL AND/OR MAINTENANCE SIGNIFICANCE

This is not a salety Related System. This deviation has
no Safety significance since no safety function is 1n=
volved. 1In addition, approved equipment was properly
installed.

This condition has no operational or maintenance signifi-
cance for the following reasons:




111. OPERATIONAL AND/OR MAINTENANCE SIGNIFICANCE (Continued)

1. The two (2) types of valves in question (the E type
or the B type) are equally suitable for this service,
differing only in disk material (bronze vs. monel)
and therefore it was only a questicn of availability
that determined that the B type would be installed.
The E type could egually well have been installed hacd
it been available for replacement at the time.

The actual deviation (the fact that the flow diagran
indicated a different model type of valve) 1s not
significant from the standpoint of plant operation
or maintenance since necessary information on the FM
is the size and functional designation of the valve,
as well as the location in the system, all of which
were correctly shown on the flow diagram.

Since the valves were properly procured in accordance
with the original E&DCR, the apprcpriate documentation
packages were provided and we have verified that they
are in the plant file. The flow diagram would not
have been used for spare parts ordering purposes.

we believe this to have been an isolated i1nstance
S

in
and there¢fore it has no generic implication

GENEFIC IMPLICATIONS BEYOND THE SPECIFIC PROBLEM

we do not believe there are any generic implications
attendant to this finding because, as stated above, we
believe it represents an isolated instance of a minor
nature E&DCRs of this type (replacement of one (1)

type of component with another) for Non=-Safety Related
Systems are the responsibility of the Construction and
Startup Engineers and there are several additional "gates”
including turnover to Startup and turnover to Plant Staff
which would detect any signifi_.ant devi *1o0Ons from these
types of component replacements.

In addition, we conducted a field audit on as many of
these types of Non-Safety Related E6DCRs as could pe
performed in a one (1) woek period (fifty-eignt (58)
E4DCRs) and have determined through field inspections
and/or a review of inspection records, that all items on
the E&DCRs reviewed were either incorporated in the field,
deleted by subsequent E&DCRs, or partially implemented
with the remaining work not yet completed but scheduled
for completion prior to ¥uel Load. In two (2) cases
minor deviations from the specific component descrip-
tions delineated on the E&DCRs were noted but the E&DCRs
had been implemented properly and the design requireme




GENERIC IMPLICATIONS BEYOND THE SPECIFIC PROBLEM (Continued)

in these two (2) cases were 1in fact met.
Because:

1. the deviation identified in Inspection Report
No. 50-322/82-29 was the result of a misinterprc-
tation of the E&DCRs utilized in this specific
case, which we believe was understandable given
the specific circumstances, and

our site practices for Non-Safety Related Systems
are adequat< to insure proper component substitu-
tions where applicable, and

the audit we have conducted has confirmed that
our program does in fact result in proper field
implementation of this type of Non-Safety Related
E&DCRs,

we have concluded th~t this was an isolated case and
that it has no generic implicatiors.

CORRECIIVE A

E&DCR F-32519B was written by Construction and approved
by Engineering to document the fact that all of the ten
(10) inch type E check valves had been replaced with

the B type check valve. This change will be reflected

in the next issue of the flow diagrams and the specifica-
tion. No changes to system descriptions, pre-operational
test procedures, or plant maintenance of operating pro-
cedures are required as a result of this condition.

WHEN WOULD THIS PROBLEM HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED BY LILCC
DR S&W?

This situation would probably have been uncovered when
and if a need for ordering additional spare parts for
these valves became necessary. As stated previously,
the proper documentation package for the installed
valve is a part of the permanent plant file and would
have been available to the plant maintenance personnel
for reference. 1f the specification were used in this
process (it is also a reference document for spare
parts procurement) the difference in the material be-
tween the originally specified disks and the valve
documentation package would likely have been noted and
this would have led to a review of the E&DCRs and sub-
sequent updating of the flow diagram.




WHEN WOULD THIS PROBLEM HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED
BY LILCO CRrR S&W? (Continued)

1t shculd be noted that even if the E type valves were
somehow procured for spare parts purposes (an unlikely
event), it still would not have had any effect on the
operability of the system since the parts are inter-
changeable and, as stated in the E&CCR, either material
is suitable for this particular application.

REFERENCES

I4E Inspection Report NO. 50-322/82-29 Paragraph
E&DCR F-32519
E&DCR F=32519A

E&DCR F-32519B




ASLE REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATIOW

IDENTIFICATION: NEC Inspection Report No. 50-322 82-29

Open Item 82-29-0l

DESCRIPTION: Flooding study for non-safety re

1

ated
fiberglass piping failure in the C ntrol
Building.

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

The NRZ Inspector noted that measures had been taken 1n
order t~ miticate the conseguences of a failure of the
non-safety :elated fiberglass piping on Elevation 44'
in the Chiller Room area of the Control Building. The
inspector did not have a concern as tcC the design of
the modifications made to accommodate this condition
but delineated several Quality Assurance concerns as
follows:

calculations done for the flocding evaluatic
this area be prepared and made available tc

as there were no documents on site which cou i lead
him to conclude that the design was acceptable.

The NRC Inspector requested that a summary of the

-
i

¢

The Inspector questioned whether the appropriate
Quality Assurance measures were taken in the
Engineering and Design area tc support the flood
mitigation measures.

The Inspector (and later NRR) raised the gquestion
as to whether or not this flooding study should be
included in the pipe break portion of the FSAR.

CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY

LILCO was not and is not aware of any requirement
to summarize the design process for this type of
an analysis and therefore no summary was prepared.
It should be noted that the normal design practice
on Shoreham for non-safety related components in
safety related areas is to design and construct
these components seismically so that they maintain
structural integrity in a seismic event and there-
fore will have no effect on safety related components.




11. CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY (Continued)

In rare cases where this is not possible, our
design practice calls for the evaluation of the
failure to ensure that any seismic failure of a
non-safety related component will not result in
an uracceptable effect ¢n safety related com-
ponents. This latter desigjn methad was used 1in
this case since the FG pipe could not be designed
seismically.

The Inspector's concern in this area (proper Quality
Assurance of the Engineering and Design process for
the flooding study) was uniounded since we have
verified that all calculations and design activities
conducted in this area were performed under S&W
Engineering Assurance Procedures and therefore all
Quality Assurance requirements for Engineering and
Design were met. This information was not immedi-
ately available to the Inspector, however, and
therefore the question was a valid one.

The original FSAR Flooding Study addressed ths
1g in question. In was evaluated against

energy pipe break criteria for through wall

However, it was not specificaliy addressed
since it was bounded by other larger pipe breaks
cracks 1n the area. The existing floor drain system
in the area adequately handled the excess tlow f: i
those other bounding pipe breaks/cracks. Therefore,
the FSAR did not contain any reference to this
ticular service water system fib=srglass piping. The
special flooding design is based on a postulated f
rupture of the fiberglass piping.

4 4

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE

There is no safety significance to this particular findina

for

)

the following reasons:

The design calculations were correct and the phys.cal
designs were also correct to address the situation of
concern; that is,the break of a fiberglass pipe in the
Chiller Rooms.

The proper Quality Assurance (Engineering Assurance)
procedures were followed in the preparation of the
calculations to support the design, and in the des’ar
documents themselves.




Item 3

I11I. SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE (Continued)

3. The design was properly implemented in the field
(details of NRC concerns in the detailed implementa-
tion area are covered in Iterm 4,.

4. There are no generic implications to this finding.

IV. GENERIC IMPLICATIONS BEYOND THE SPECIFIC PROBLEM

As stated above, we believe that there are no generic
implications to this item for the following reasons:

1. As stated above, the proper Engineering Assurance
procedures were employed in the design of the Plant.

2. Since this type of a design consideration is ad-
dressed as part of the normal Engineering and
Design process and since assuming a full rupture
of a moderate energy line exceeds the criteria
needed to be incorporated into the FSAR, this
gituation would have no affect on the NRC's review
of the Pipe Break Outside Containment evaluations.

V. CORRECTIVE ACTION

1. A summary of the flooding study was prepared at
the request of the I&E Inspector and will be
forwarded to him for his review.

2. The FSAR will be amended to include a reference
to this particular plant evaluation, However, it
will be clearly pointed out that this evaluation does
not fall under the Pipe Break Outside Containment
(PBOC) criteria and is included for additional in-
formation purposes only.

Vi. WHEN WOULD THIS FINDING HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED BY LILCO OR S&W?

LILCO and S&W were aware of this situation with respect
to the calculations having been performed and that they
were performed under the appropriate Quality Assurance
procedures. In addition, LILCO and $&W were also aware
the* this situation is not covered iun *he Pipe Break
Outside Containment (PBOC) portion of the FSAR., We

believe our summary will satisfy the NRC's concerns



vI.

VII.

Item 3

WHEN WOULD THIS FINDING HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED BY LILCO OR S&W?
{(Continued)

regarding an Engineering summary of the flood analysis
and we will include reference to this particular flood-
ing analysis in the FSAR at the NRQ's reguest. However,
we do not believe that this in ary way constitutes a
failure of the Quality Assurance Prcgram, ncr does it
constitute a situation which was not controlled under
the appropriate LILCO and S&W procedures.

REFERENCE:

1. NRC Inspection No. 50-322/82-29
2. S&W Letter No.LIL-21836 dated 12/06/82.



ASLB REQUESTS FOR ADDITICNAL INFORMATION

ITEM IDENTIFICPTION: NRC Inspection Report No. 50-3
Open Item No. 322/82-29-02
Paragraph 3.5.3.3

ITEM DESCRIPTION: Quality Assurance Verification of
oy As-Built Core Drilling Locations
Appropriate Inspections for Hyd
Floor Seals and Flood Curbs 1n

Related Structures

v
i
S

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

As part of the NRC I&E inspection

the flooding study of the Chiller
Building, the NRC Inspector not

the core Arilling locations anc
attendant to the flooding analysis

by Quality Assurance personnel.

were safety related and since the
being incorporated to protect safe
(although not to perform a safety
Inspector felt that these

Quality Assurance personnel. . ditic
raised a concern that, even though all

pre-approved by Engineering, if these cor

were not actually installed where Eng
evajuated their acceptability, the stru
tegrity of some of the walls could be

CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY

The QA requirements er: ablished for core dri
performed after the erection of concrete struc
include pre-approval by Engineering, buc. not post
drilling verification of location by FQC since the
pre-approval of the location plus the layout of the
location by the surveyors provides adequate assur-
ance of proper pre-approved locations. This is true
for all core drilling in the plant. Therefore. this
situation was in accordance with site procedures
although the Inspector's observation was correct;
core drillings are not inspected by FQC.




1I. CAUSE OF THE DISCREPANCY (Continued)

2. With respect to the dimensional verification of
the curb associated with this issue, in this
particular case the concrete work was designated
as Category II in order to acc mplish the work
when the normal concrete batch plant was not
available. This was acceptable as it does not
perform a safety related function or affect the
integrity of the safety related structure.
Therefore, FQC was not involved in this particu-
lar curb installation although, had the concrete
curb been designated a safety related structure,
they would have been involved. The curb in-
stallation was verified by construction personnel
as is programatically required by the Construction
Site InspectienProgram for Non-Safety Related
Structures.

Wwith respect to the hydrostatic floor seals, thi
work is designatedA Category II as in the case of
the concrete woik covered in 2. above. Therefore,
FQC was not involved in the inspection of this work.
The curb installation was completed and inspected

in accordance with existing site construction
practice.

S

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE

We do not believe there is any safety significance t
these issues for the followlng reasons:

The core drillings associated with this finding
were later inspected by FQC and found to be 1in-
stalled in the prog

The curbing was also inspected by FQC and found tc
be in accordance with the design documents with the
exception of one (1) area where the Construction
Supervisor utilizing good construction practice
increased one (1) dimension by three and one-half
(3%) inches in order to insure that the stop
area would have adequate thickness available. c
was actually an improvement in the originally speci-
fied design and this was verified as being acceptable
by Engineering.

The hydrostatic floor seals associated with this find-
ing were later inspected by FQC and found to be 1in-
stalled in accordance with the applicable design

documents for this installation.




Item 4

111. SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE (Continued)

4.

As noted before in the ASLB proceedings, FQC
performed the required concrete testing on this
work since all concrete pours have cylinders
taken for subseqguent verification of strength
regardless of their QA Category.

The change of Category 1 concrete workscope to
Category II does not degrade the safety of the
plant because of th» FQC involvement in various
phases of concrete work in any case, and because
of the adequacy of our normal site construction
procedures which document the applicable inspec-

tion

attributes for the placement of this concrete.

The penetrations to Category I concrete structures
at Shoreham are properly located because of the
following:

a.

for openings designed prior to structure erec-
tion, all penetrations (sleeves, blockouts, etc.
are inspected prior to the pouring of concrete
by FQC.

For core drillings to existing structures, the
locations of all of these holes must be pre-
approved by Engineering.

In any critical areas, the concrete 1s chipped
away to avoid rebar cutting. Wwhere core drill-
ing is authorized, rebar may be cut.

The locations of core drillings pre-approved by
Engineering are laid out by surveyors to insure
proper location prior to Craft being assianed
to perform the actual drilling operations.

As a result of this issue, FQC has inspected
fifty-eight (58) randomly selected core drill-
ings which were made after the erection of
concrete structures and found all of these core
drillings to be acceptable. It should be noted
that these random'y selected core drillings
covered all major structures including the
Reactor Building, Radwaste Building and Turbine
Building.



GENERIC IMPLICATIONS BEYOND THE SPECIFIC PROB

The only potential generic 1ssues involved in this
case are:

1f core drillings were made in an uncontrolled
manner such that their locations would invalidate
the Engineering analysis and/or judgement which
determine the pre-approved core drilling locations,
then a particular concrete structure might not meet
its design parameters, Or

1f the fact that a particular concrete structure
was not properly designated as safety related
(Category 1) when it should have been, the lack

of an FQC inspection might result in an unsatis-
factory field implementation of the reguired design
if the established construction procedures would
permit this to happen.

we do not believe that either of these is the case.

With respect to item 1l.,we believe that the core drill-
inas at Shoreham meet Engineerinc regquirements for the
reasons outlined in Section 1I1. of this report. With
respect to item 2., we do not believe there are any
generic implications since we believe that there was
Engineering justification for the change 1in this partic-
ular case. For all non-safety related work, existing
construction procedures insure the proper implementation
of the design.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

As previously noted, the six (6) eight (8)irch core
associated with this modification were inspected Ly

and found to be acceptable. FQCT also inspected the

ing and the hydrostatic floor seals and found the installa-
tion to be acceptable as noted. In addition, a review Of
fifty-eight (58) randomly selected core drillings estab-
lished that the existing Construction and Engineerinc
programs are properly pre-approving core drill locations
and that the field installations are acceptable.

WHEN WOULD THIS FINDING HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED BY LILCO OR S&W?

Since LILCO and S&W beiieve that the procedures and practices
involved in this situation were being properly implemented,




Vi. WHEN WOULD THIS FINDING HAVE BEEN UNCOVERED BY LILCO OR S&W
TC€ontinued) ]

and since all actions were in accordance with existing
Engineering, FQC, and Construction procedures, this
finding would not have been uncovered by LILCO or S&W.
Further, we believe that there would have been no adverse
consequences to our not having identified the
identified by the NRC Inspector.

ptems

VII. REFERENCES:

1. NRC Inspection Report No. 50-322/82-89
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