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May 30, 1985

Ms. Marlene Taylor

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region 1

631 Park Avenue

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Dear Ms. Taylor:

As per your request via telecom earlier today, enclosed please find copies of
the two final Radioactive Waste Shipment and Disposal forms dated 2/11/85 and
6/3/83. The latter is so i1legible that I have made a second copy with the
data overwritten in red.

Should you require more information on the Nickel®3 detector, please contact
me or Heinz Ederma (x6744),

Sincerely yours,

BRISTOL-MYERS PRODUCTS
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S. M. Henry, Ph.D.
Manager, Clinical Research Services
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Additional correspondence was included in memoranda dated June 10, June 21,
July 2, July 17, August 5 and August 14, 1985 from W. Butler to Central Files.

Origioal aigned by

Walter R, Butler, Chief
Licensing Branch No. 2
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
As stated
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& UNITED STATES
S B NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
- WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

o

T A6 23 1583
Docket No. 50-3%54

MEMORANDUM TO: Central Files

FROM: Walter R. Butler, Chief
Licensing Branch No. 2
Division of Licensing

SUBJECT: HOPE CREEK INDEPENDENT DESIGN VERIFICATION PROGRAM (IDVP)

Public Service Electric & Gas Company has contracted Sargent & Lundy to
perform an IDVP of Hope Creek. Bechtel is the architect-engineer for Hope
Creek. The following correspondence (enclosed) has been generated by the
IDVP efforts:

Enclosure 1: Observation/Resolution/Completion (0/R/C) Reports 62,
125, 129 and 182 and 8/9/85 and &/7/65 telecon notes

Enclosure 2: 0/R/C Reports 221 and 8/7/85, 8/8/85 and 8/9/85
telecon notes

Enclosure 3: 7/25/85, 7/29/85, 7/30/85 and 8/2/85 telecon notes
Enclosure 4: 0/R/C Reports 18 and 124

Enclosure 5: 7/26/85, 7/30/85, 7/31/85 anc 8/5/85 telecon notes
Enclosure 6: 0/R/C/ Reports 96, 144, 147, 149, 165, 186, and 214

Enclosure 7: §&/2/85 telecon notes
Cnclosure 6: 0/R/C 214

Enclosure 9: 3/6/85 telecon notes



Additional correspondence was included in memorande dated June 10, June 21,
July 2, July 17, August 5 and August 14, 1985 from W. Butler to Central Files.

(R E U

Walter R, Butler, Chief

Licensing Branch No. 2
Division of Licensing

Enclosure:
As stated



Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 7212-30
Hope Creek Generating Station = Unit 1 Page 1 of 2

OBSERVATION REPORT OR No. 221, Rev. _0 , Date

1. Structure(s), system(s), or component(s) involved:
Bailey Meter Company Logic Systems
BPC Drawing Nos. J=11-0, Sheets 1-33 and J-00-0, Sheet 1, Rev. 9
General Plant Design Criteria 10855-D5.1, Rev. 4, dated 8/23/84

2. Description of Observation:
General Plant Design Criteria 10855-D5.1 indicates that GDC 23

has direct applicability to HCGS. HCGS FSAR Chapter 7 indicates
that SACS among other systems is a protection system and there-
fore, GDC 23 applies. (continued on next page)

3. Significance of Observation:
In the absence of objective evidence that the requirements of

the GDC have been implemented, the adequacy of the design cannot
be determined.

4. Recommendation fcr resoiution (cp:ioral):
BPC should provide objective evidence that the design requirement
described in the General Plant Design Criteria 10855-D5.1 and ‘
GDC 23 and note 6 of Drawing J-00-0 has been implemented in the
HCGS design. (Continued on next page)
S. Internal Review Committee classificazicon of Observatior:
Not significant to safety (See Item 6)
x Additional informa:ion required (See Item 6)
Potentially Significant to Safety (See Item 8)

6. Internal Review Committee reason for ncn-safety-significance of
Observation or additional information required:
Additional information is required to evaluate safety significance.
Provide information requested in Item 4.

;4 Internal Review Commitee

A A

haxtman
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Mechanical Representative Elect:xcai’ﬂe esentative
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Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 7212-30

Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 2 of 2
BEERVATION PORT OR No._221 Rev. 0 . Date
2. Description of Observation: (continuation)

GDC 23, in part, states that "the protection system shall be
designed to fail into a safe state or into a state demonstrated to
be acceptable on some other defined basis if conditions such as
disconnection of the system, loss of energy (e.g., electric power,
instrument air), ...are experienced." General note 6 on Bechtel
Drawing J-00-0 also states "Process equipment will be de-energized
during loss of power and will not be re-energized on restoration
of power unless the state of the inputs results in a completed
train."

Objective evidence has not been provided for review which
sufficiently demonstrates that this Bailey Meter Company Logic
System meets the GDC 23 requirements. The documentation provided
indicates the inter-channel interfaces but does not provide con-
clusions or justifications that the overall system effects are
acceptable.

Recommendation for Resolution (optional): (continuation)

Specifically, BPC should address the effects on systems connected
to the Bailey Meter Company Logic System as a result of 1l.) loss
of power to logic cabinets, 2.) restoration of power, 3.) equip-
ment failures within the logic cabinets. In addition, conclusions
should be reached as to the acceptability of these effects and the
basis for these conclusions.



SARGENT & LUNDY

sngiucens 9 ML hoan

FROM: D. P. White TSB- 459
Sargent & Lundy Date: August 9. 1985
18P15 Project: Hope Creek
312-269-6419 7212-30

TO: L. C. Oesterich

Bechtel Task Leader

Bechtel Power Corporation

San Francisco, California
Telecopy No.: 415-882-3211
Confirmation No.: 415-882-1672

CC: W. F. Bauer
Principal Engineer

Public Service Electric and Gas Company
Newark, New Jersey
201-621-2150

W. A. Bloss (2)
J. Milhoan

T. DelGaizo

H. Wang

pages to follow.

Attached is a revised copy of a telecon memorandum between

Y. J. Yaworsky (PSE&G), and L. C. Oesterich, M. R. Custer, T. Ferenchak,
P. W. Schuetz (BPC), and H. Wanag (NRC), and W. A. Bloss, E. B. Branch,
L. L. Ferqusson, B. Obersnel, H. S. Taylor, D. P. White (S&L), dated
August 6, 1985. This memorandum has been revised as of Augqust 9, 1985.

DPW:cdj
Attachment



Page 1 of 2
TSB-459

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation

Revised 8/9/85
Date 8/6/85 Time10:00 a.m

Person Called Company

see listing below see listing below
Person Calling Company
_see listing below see listing below
Project Project No

Hope Creek 7212-30

Subject Discussed
R/CR-166 and OR-125

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments
Person Called: Y. J. Yaworsky

Public Service Electric & Gas (PSE&G)

L. C. Oesterich
M. R. Custer

Bechtel Power Corporation (BPC)

T. Ferenchak
P. W. Schuetz

b e hr N

H. Wang

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Person Calling: A. Bloss

B. Branch

Sargent & Lundy (S&L)

Obersnel
S. Taylor

W.
E.
L. L. Fergusson
B.
H.
D.

P. White

S [N S N NN

BPC will provide a draft Resolution Report by noon on August 7, 1985, on OR-166 which

will cover the following areas:

ev

dd h nger

either a) calculations by section 2.4.2c of G052, b) documentation of the

logic used for acceptance per section 2.3.8 of G052, or c¢) documentation of the

judgement used per revised section 2.4.2c of G052,

2. Revise G052, section 4 ent to be de when determining the
“© W. F. Bauer T. Ferenchak H. Wang L. L. Fergusson

Y. J. Yaworsky P. W. Schuetz W. A. Bloss (2) B. Obersnel
L. C. Oesterich J. Milhoan H. S. Taylor J——
M. R, Custer T. DelGaizo E. B. Branch//
File Telecon - Technical g /’,/r’
Category 4 ; ZZZ‘__-

SL-F713  0/84—F3




Revised 8/9/85

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation August 6, 1985
R/CR-166 7212-30
Page 2 of 2

load on a support.

3. Include in the revised G052 guidelines and criteria (example of, not all
inclusion) for the use of judgement.

4, Provide a survey of other data sheets to provide generic assurance that
other Non-Qs or Non—Qsh supports are evaluated and documented on the
data sheets per 2.4.2¢ or 2.3.8 of GO052.

BPC will provide a draft Resolution Report by the end of the day on August 6, 1985,
for OR-125, that will explain that the 150 F temperature is not applicable as an

operating temperature for the entire system, but is used for flexibility snalysis.
They will state that this gives enough margin so that the unanalyzed 4 31 F 1s ok.

S5L will review BPC's revised Resolution Report and advise to their acceptance.

DPW:cdj



J. L. Milhoan

SARGENT & LUNDY

ENGINEERS
CHICAGO

FPROM : H. S. Taylor TSB- 460

Sargent & Lundy : Date: 8/8/85

18D02 Project: Hope Creck

312-269-6371 7212-30
TO: L. C. Oesterich

Bechtel Task Leader

Bechtel Power Corporation

San Francisco, California
Telecopy No.: 415-882-3211
Confirmation No.: 415-882-1672

CC: W. F. Bauer
Principal Engineer ’
Public fervice Electric and Gas Company
Newark, New Jersey
201-621-2150

W. A. Bloss (2) H. Wang
Z. L. Milhoan
T. DelGaizo

1 page to follow.

Attached is a copy of a telecon memorandum between Y. J. Yaworsky
(PSE&G); L. C. Oesterich, P. T. Sheh, Tuholski, and Bhatt,
(BPC); H. Wang (NRC); and W. A. Bloss, E. B. Branch, R. L. Givan,
R. M. Schiavoni, L. R. Stensland and H. S. Taylor (S&L); dated

August 7, 1985.

HST:nd
Attachment



Memorandum of Telephone Conversation

0“08/7/85 Time 3:00 p.m

Person Called Company

see listing below see listing below
Person Calling Company

see listing below see listing below
Project Project No

Hope Creek 7212-30
Su

bject Discussed
BPC was called to discuss Calculation C678(Q)-97, Rev. 0,

supperting BPC's R/R 182,

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments
Person Called: Y. J. Yaworsky

)Public Service Electric & Gas (PSE&G)

L. C. Oesterich )

TuhoIski
Bhatt

Bechtel Power Corporation (BPC)

P, T. Shéh

H. Wang

JU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Person Calling: W. A. Bloss

E. B. Branch
R. L. Givan

R. M. Schiavoni

L. R. Stensland )

argent—¢—bunmdy—tSeh)

H. S. Taylor

l. It was agreed that the calculation for the mitigating friction forces

between the side rails and bottom rails and the battery case is

reasonable,

2. BPC agreed to revise the calculation to demonstrate that the stresses
in the copper tie bar are acceptable.

3. BPC agreed to revise the calculation to demonstrate that the stress
from the applied load on the battery post is not only within the

allowable stres

material is the weak link and that the applied force will not

. damage the battery case around the post.

cc W. G. Bauer

J. L. Milhoan

W. A. Bloss (2)
Y. J. Yaworsky H. S. Taylor
E. B. Branch

R. M. Schiavoni
L. R. Stensland
L. C. QOesterich

T. DelGaizo R. L. Givan 2 yo /4
Fle. Telecon - Technical /(/ j %%\_
Category 4 : : 7

SL-F713 10/84—F3

Signature



SARGENT & LUNDY

ENGINEERS Mw
CHICAGO

FROM: H. S. Taylor TSB- 462
Sargent & Lundy Date: 8/9/85
18D02 Project: Hope Creek
312-269-6371 7212-30
TO: L. C. Oesterich

Bechtel Task Leader

Bechtel Power Corporation

San Francisco, California
Telecopy No.: 415-882-3211
Confirmation No.: 415-882-1672

1 B ¥. F. Bauer
Principal Engineer
Public Service Electric and Gas Company

Newark, New Jersey
201-621-2150

W. A. Bloss (2) H. Wang
J. L. Milhoan

T. DelGaizo
2  pages to follow.

Attached is a copy of a telecon memorandum between R. C. Kirk and
Y. J. Yaworsky, (PSE&G); G. D. Pedersen, J. Frane, H. R. Shah,

W. R. Goyal, K. W. Burrowes and P. W. Schuetz (BPC); H. Wang (NRC);
and W. A. Bloss, E. B. Branch, T. J. Duffy, B. A. Erler and

H. S. Taylor (S&L); dated August 8, 1985.

HST:nd
Attachment



Memorandum of Telephone Conversation SARGENT & LUNDY

pate 8/8/85 7Time 1:00 p.m

Person Called Company

see listing below see listing below
Person Calling Company

see listing below see listing below
Project Project No.

Hope Creek 7212-30
Subject Discussed

R/CR 44 and 100

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments

Person Called: G. D. Pedersen )
J. Frane )

H. R. Shah )
)
)
)

W. R. Goyal Bechtel Power Corporation (BPC)

K. W. Burrowes
P. W. Schuetz

R. C. Kirk
Y. J. Yaworsky ) Public Service Electric & Gas (PSE&G)

~—

H. Wang ) U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Person Calling:W. A. Bloss
E. B. Branch
T. J. Duffy
B. A. Erler
H, S. Tavlor

The call was made to gain an understanding of BPC's method of handling

friction loads on supports induced by pipe thermal growth.

Sargent & Lundy (S&L)

Pt St ot St P

BPC stated that they considered friction loads on pipe supports to
exist during normal loading conditions and supports are designed for

this effect. However, during upset, emergency and faulted loading
conditions they assume that friction loads from pipe thermal growth
are totally relieved by the seismic motion and that no additional
friction forces on the support due to pipe seismic motion arise.

S&L stated that it is probably reasonable to assume that the thermal

friction is partially relieved, but that new friction forces probably
also arise during the seismic event. Because the degree of relief

oY theérmal motion friction cannot be quantified and because the level
of seismic friction forces cannot be reliably estimated, it would be

¢« W, F. Bauer T. DelGaizo E. B. Branch
Y. J. Yaworsky H. Wang T. J. Duffy
L. C. Oesterich W. A. Bloss(2) B. A. Erler
J. L. Milhoan H. S. Taylor o
File
Telecon - Technical 224;‘;1714*0121
Category 4 Signature

SL-F713 10/84—F3



Memorandum of Telephone Conversation August 8, 1985
R/CR 44 and 100 7212-50
Page 2 of 2

prudent to account for the full thermal induced friction forces in the
upset, emergency and faulted loading conditions.

The following illustrates the BPC and S&L positions:
w

Normal Loads Upset Emergency, Faulted
(Seismic)
Friction Force . Friction force on support:
on support:
F Fuef =KjuW + K, uly
Fn= uW
- " ; Ky = (is probably less than
u = friction factor 1.0 and may even be
W = weight of pipe on zero)
support
K, = a number between zero

and 1

additional normal force
between pipe and support
due to seismic excitation

=
]

Now Fuef = uW [K) + Kp ::]

BPC says Fuef is always zero
This would require that:

[Kl + K2 W| _
w L 0

This means that either:
Kj and K = 0

or K W = =K

W

Neither condition is likely to always be true.

W

Therefore, Fuef % 0. 1In view of the uncertainties, a more prudent
assumption would be to consider that _
kv &) 10
W

Then Fuef = Fn which is the S&L position.

In fact [%1 + K2 E] probably lies between zero and 1

BPC agreed to quantify the expected values of Fn. This will alloy
an assessment of the effect on overall support design of neglecting
the friction load in the upset, emergency and faulted condition.



Memorandum of Telephone Conversation SARGENT G LUNDY

) | | 8,/9/85

Date Time 3:15 p.m.
« Person Called Company :
——See-—Below— —
Person Calling Company
‘' See Below -
Project Project No
Hope Creek 7212-30
Subject Discussed
BPC's Resolution Report No. 44
. Summary of Discussion, Decisions anc Commitments
Participants
J. Milhoan - NRC W. A. Bloss
E. Branch
. ) Y. J. Yaworsky S. Taylor
:) ~PSELG SsL
R. C. Kirk T. Duf£Y‘
R. Givan
J. Frane L. Stensland
R. Goyal ape
N. Senn
L. Oesterich

1. BPC indicated that they had telexed a revised resolution repor!

: for OR-44. SsL had not received it.

cc: W, F, Bauer (PbE&G) A/ ACrumpatk e —{Cal - rélated) L. Oesteficq!

’ 1 Rs € € L4331
~ J, Milhoan (qu_) Ha &\ NoGulicough | (Designmirecess/locusent
:) ' . DelGaizo (NRC) Reguest/QAL related N
Y “:. 2. Blois (2) Ry_M\,Scbiavonl,+alactr1ca&-reiated%

. S. Taylor DR, MDA 2
Fie ' \BRC\ dis tr iBuligs

Telecon - Technical
Category 4

Signoture



BPC indicated that the punch line of the response was that
when they use the higher allowables of the 1983 NF Code, they
will also include the effects of self-weight and friction
loads considering the reduction of the friction loads due to
dynamic loading. _

SsL indicated that this appears acceptable.

SsL indicated that the main purpose of having BPC study

10 hangers was to quantitatively determine the effects of
self-weight and to compare this with a quantitative deter-
mination of the conservatism in BPC existing design. Reports
from S&L persconnel reviewing calculations in BPC's

San Francisco offices appear favorable. This will be con-
firmed on Monday, August 13, 1985,

BPC was requested to expedite the transmittal of revisions
to Resolution Reports No. 44 and 100.



) Memorandum of Telephone Conversation ‘o ' SARGENT & LUEDY
Date 8/7/85 Time 11:15 a.m

Person Called Company \ i
See Below - -

Person Caliing Company : i
See Below - : 'l

Project Project No .

Hope Creek 7212-30

Subject Discussed .
SsL's Comments on BPC's Resolution Reports

Summary of Discussion, Decisions ang Cormmitments

Participants
J. Milhoan - NRC W, A. Bloss - S&L
E. B, Branch - S§L
Y. J. Yaworsky - PSE&G H. S, Taylor - SgL
" ’J. Duffy - SgL
:) . Frane - BPC R, Givan - S&L
. Goyal - BPC H. Singh - S&L

. Shah - BPC

J
R
N. Senn - BPC
H
L

. Oesterich - BPC

1. BPC's Resolution Reports for Nos. 125 and 129 are acceptable

to S&L as previously discussed.

cc: W, F, Bauer (PSE&G) WP O e d) L. Oesterich
Y. J, Yawoxrsky (PSFeG) T, J. Duffy (Styuctural rolated)
-~ « Milhoan (NRC) B—GtcCullough™ (Design—Process/Docunent
) T. DelGaizo (NRC) Reguest/9hTelated) ' )
o W. A. Bloss (2) R«-M+«-Schiavoni (Electrical-related)
B, B. Tavior D.. P, _VWhite—(Mechanical-—sreiated)
File BPC-distribution, nnlir ‘as 1% ired
t‘géﬁvi}%zﬁéfﬁfgnl e

Telecon - Technical P

Signature



The following summarizes the discussion regarding BPC's
resolutions to OR-«0 and 100, and specifically the conser-
vatism in BPC's existina design to accept the increase

in loads when self-weight and self-weight excitation of
hanger components and auxiliary support steel are considered:

a. BPC has agreed to revise their FSAR to indicate that
the 1983 ASME NF will be used. The 1983 code permits
a 1.33 stress limit factor for Service Level B loadings
which includes OBE versus a 1.0 factor in the older
code. The higher stress limit factor, use of actual
accelerations and the SRSS of seismic loads reportedly
provide adequate margin to accept the increase in loads
due to self-weight effects.

b. BPC agrees that when the new code is used, that all
loads will be considered as primary. However, their
company position is that friction loads need not be
considered with seismic loads as the seismic loads
could relieve the friction load. BPC does not believe
that the code requires combining friction with seismic
loads. S&L indicated several sections of the code
that they interpret to require the addition of friction
and seismic loads.

BPC agreed to revise their resolution reports to discuss
their justification for not combining friction and
thermal loads.

c. Since S&L has only seen a summary of the final results
of BPC's assessment of .10 hangers for the effects of
self-weight, they could not quantify the separate effects
of self-weight and friction forces. Copies of the
detailed calculations were requested for review.

BPC indicated that due to the reported use of a pro-
prietary computer program, that the calculations could
not be sent to SsgL for review, but would have to be
reviewed in BPC's offices.

SgL would get hack to BPC to let them know when people
would be at BPC's offices to review the calculations,
This was subsequently determined to be the following
day in order to expedite the closure of these OR's.

d. S&L requested that BPC revise their resolution reports
to indicate that when the higher allowables of the
new code are specifically used, that the effects of
self-weight be considered. BPC tentatively agreed
but would confirm this later.



J. T#ilhoan
j
SARGENT & LUNDY )5/ WA
ENGINEERS

FOUNDED 09!

88 EASY MONROE STREET

STEPHEN TAYLOR CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60603

" L

i ASSOCIATE (312) 2€9-2000
312269 637 Twx 9i10-22:-2007

LSP-109
August 12, 1985
Project No. 7212-30

Public Service Electric and Gas Company
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1

Independent Design Verification Program
Resolution/Completion Reports

Mr. W. F. Bauer

Principal Engineer

Public Service Electric and Gas Company
80 Park Plaza

Newark, New Jersey 07101

Dear Mr. Bauer:

Enclosed for your information and records is one copy each of Resolution’
Completion Report Nos. 62, 125, 129 and 182. These Observation Reports
are considered closed. Please note Completion Report Nos. 62 andé 125
have been revised and Observation Report No. 62 is considered invalid.
Completion Report No. 62 was only revised to reflect Revision 2 of the
Resolution/Completion Report dated July 15, 1985.

Yours very truly,

A A ﬁ;é

.

HST:nd H. S§. Taylor
Enclosures Chairman, Internal Review Committee
Copies:

T. DelGaizo

J. L. Milhoan

L. C. Oesterich
P. L. Wattelet
W. A. Bloss (2)
O. Zaben

W. D. Crumpacker
T. J. Duffy

H. G. L. McCullough
R. M. Schiavoni
D. P. White



JL .- etz ooLBd

Public Service Llectric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 1 of 3
RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 62 Rev. Date 6/7/85

Date 6/14/85
Date 7/12/85
Date EZ/EES

R/CR No.62 Rev.
R/CR No.62  Rev.
R/CR No.62 Rev.

1. Classitication of Observation (by S&L):
Not signiticant to safety
Significant to safety

X Additional Intormation required

2. Reviewee proposed resolution:

See Sheet 2.

3. Reviewee resolutlon report by:

& 22% 7% [y 15

cip ine Group Supervisor /pate,7ﬁ
i
o 7/B7B)"
Bechtel )(oject Engineer Date

4. Public Service Electric and Gas Company review:

/04‘ W ‘5;;£3§%5§§%E¥i-———— 2/ s/FS
Chief Project En Date / 7

5. S&L's disposition of Resolution/Completion Report:
X Observation invalid and withdrawn. See attached Completion Report
Proposed resolution/future action acceptable,
observation closed.
Additional action to be taken by Reviewee (provide
additional information).

6. Final classitication ot observation by Review Committee:
X Not significant to safety
Signiticant to satety

7. Review Committee si tuges: = 7 g
A Taytn Rze
53 (Fragk .

7 -

-




Public Service Elcctric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013

Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit ) Page 2 of 3

KESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 62 Rev. 0 Date 6/7/85

(Continuation sheet) R/CR No. 62 Rev. 0 Date 6/14/85
R/CR No._62 Rev. 1 Date 7/12/85
R/CR No._62 Rev. _2 Date 22/52“:

Response to Observation Report No. 62

4.a
&
4.c

4.b

Bechtel has reviewed the wall thickness measurement records of
all safety-related large pipe bends fabricated by Dravo Cor-
poration tor the Hope Creek Project, and compared them to the
required wall thicknesses. Results of our review indicate that
all satety-related pipe bends meet the after-bending thickness
requirements of the ASME Section III Code. Also, our review
revealed that no 2-1/2" NPS pipe benda has been used.

Since a review ot all safety-related large pipe bend wall thick-
ness measurement records revealed that no 2-1/2" NPS pipe bends
have been made and the bend tables contain no requirements for
2-1/2" NPS pipe bends, it tollows that no 2-1/2" NPS pipe bends
were designed.

A copy ot the wall thickness measurement record for the bend on
line 1-EG-HBC-153 is being sent to you separately. B87-1/2% of the
nominal wall thickness was the acceptance criteria utilized by
Dravo. This acceptance criteria is invoked in Note 22, page 15 of
21 ot Material Requisition 10855-P-201(Q) and in paragraph 5.9.2
ot Technical Specitication 10855-P-201(Q). (The tabulation,
"Minimum Wall tor Bends", covers all exceptions to the 87-1/2%
requirement.)

Attached are coples of the wall thickness measurements for Pipe
Class DB, sizes 10" and 14" NPS as listed on page 131 of Calc.
1(Q). These wall thickness measurement records demonstrate that
the minimum wall thickness documented in Revision 6 of Calcula-
tion 1(Q), Sheet 131, have been met. There are no 12" pipe bends
included in the listing on page 131 of Calc. 1(Q).

Calculation 1(Q), Sheet 150, is intended for those HBC class
pipes whose design pressures are in excess of the 163 psi design
pressure shown in Sheet 80. These lines are 1-EG-157, 158, 797,
801 and 816 as per Line Index, Dwg. N0.10855-P-0501, Rev.17.
Lines 1-EG-157 ana 158 do not have bend sections as documented

in Isometric Dwg. No.l-P-EG-13, Rev.12; lines 1-EG-797, 801, 815
and 816 are all 1" NPS and do not contain any bends.

Lines listed on pages 131 of Calc. 1(Q) have no 12" pipe bends.



Public Service Llectric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 3 of 3
RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 62 Rev. 0 Date 6/7/85
(Continuation Sheet) R/CR No.62 Rev. 0 Date 6/14/85

R/CR No.62 Rev. 1 Date 7/12/85
R/CR No.62 Rev. 2 Date »//5/fs

4.e Changes affecting fabrication are normally incorporated into
the applicable tabrication specitication. 1In this particular
instance, the resulting increases in minimum wall thickness
were not reflected in the bend table for the following reasons:

1. The resulting increase in the required minimum wall thick-
ness did not change the schedule number of the pipe spe-
citied in the Piping Class sheets, Dw. No0.10855-P-0500.

2. Fabrication was cumplete when the changes were made and
the wall thickness of bends as measured meets or exceeds
the new minimum wall required.

The increase in minimum wall did not require an increase in pipe
schedule. The P-201(Q) tabulation was for shop fabrication and
since tabrication was already complete when the changes were made,
there was no purpose in revising the table. 1In the summer of
1982, Bechtel implemented a wall thickness verification program
tor all bend sections in the Hope Creek Project. This verifica-
tion consisted of comparing the wall thickness measurement records
of all benas tabricated by Dravo Corporation against the pipe
minimum wall requirements. There were no violations of the
minimum wall reguirements. It is clear that this verification
occurred prior to OR No.62.

It is an ongoing etrort of the cognizant engineer on the project

to make sure that future increases in calculated minimum wall are
compared with the wall thickness measurement records.

BEC-6/61



Public Service Electric and Gas Company

Project No. 7212-30
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1

Page 1 of ]
COMPLETION REPORT

OR No. g2 Rev. 0 Date 6/7/85
R/CR No._g2 Rev. o Date 7/15/85

Describe resolution/future action to close observation:

This Observation Report is considered invalid because BPC has
provided a discussion that demonstrates that no pipe sizes called

out in the observation report violated the minimum wall thickness
requirements for bends.



Public Service Electric and Gas Como pany

Hope Creek Generating Statior =~ W..t 1l
RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 125
R/CR No., 125
R/CR No. 123
R/CR No. 125

Classification of Observatior (by S&L):
Not sigrificant to safety
Significant to safety

X Additional Information required

Reviewee proposed resolution:

See Sheet 2.

Chief Project ®fgfn
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ublic Service Electric and Gas Company Project No.
ope Creek Generating Station = Unit 1 Page 1 of 1

-

COMPLFTION REPORT OR No. 125 Rev. 0
R/CR No. 125 Rev. 2
CR No. 125 Rev., 1

Describe resolution/future action to close observation:
BPC's response to this Observation Report is acceptable because:

BPC has committed to revise Drawing 10855-P-501 to refle
FSAR and design specification maximum temperature of 140

IS ' 8
:

ct the
é?

8PC has committed to revise Calculation C33 to include the
operating mode.

has committed to a full review of 355-P-501 and appl
em operating conditions to iSur -hat all feasible
S are adequately reflected | the design basis calculatic¢

BPC has stated that for systems . >erate i1n varied operating
modes specific thermal modes are dev ped
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Public Service Electric and Gas

Hope Creek Generating Station -

RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT

1, Classification of Observation
Not significant to safety
Significant to safety

X Additional Info

Reviewee proposed

See Sheet 2.

=
4.

Complet
and withdr
future action
See attached
be taken by
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Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013
Hope Creek Generating Station = Unit 1 Page 2 of 3
RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 129 Rev. 0 Date 6/26/85
(Continuation sheet) R/CR No.129 Rev. 0 Date 7/9/85
R/CR No.129_ Rev. _1  Date 8
R/CR No.129_ Rev. _2_  Date £y

Response to Description of Observation

A design specification is not required for flued head fittings. Flued
head fittings are classified as material in accordance with NA-1220.
Design specifications are required only for camponents, appurtenances
and component supports per NA-3251,

The design process for penetration design discussed in response to
OR-17 Item 4.a identifies that the following information be provided to
the vendor for Class 1 fittings via Appendix F in Technical Specifica-
tion 10855-P-404(Q).

2.a.1 The Class 2 flued head fittings are analyzed to ASME Section III
(design, normal/upset, emergency and faulted) through the ap-
plication of tapered transition joints (TTJ) stress intensifica-
tion factors in Bechtel's piping system calculation, using ME-
101. The TTJs attached to the process piping are the weakest
sections of the flued head fittings. The faulted load (pipe
failure load) which is the governing load for the primary load
case is used only for sizing the fitting.

2.a.2 The Class 2 piping reactions acting on the flued head fittings
for design, normal/upset, emergency and faulted are evaluated
as described in 2.a.1 above.

The Class 1 piping reactions acting on the flued head fittings
for design, normal/upset, emergency and faulted will be supplied
for analysis as identified in Appendix F of Specification
10855-P-404(Q).

2.a.3 The guard pipe reactions acting on the Class 1 flued head fit-
tings will be supplied for analysis as identified in Appendix F
of Specification 10855-P-404(Q). The Class 2 guard pipe reac-
tions on the flued head fittings are analyzed in Bechtel's
piping system Calculation SC-26-1, using ME-101.

2.a.4 The pressure, temperature and time history input for Class 1
flued head fittings will be supplied for analysis as identi-
fied in Appendix F of Specification 10855-P-404(Q). In addi-
tion, Appendix F will define how these pressure and temperature
transients are to be considered in the upset condition evaluation
and in the fatigue evaluation.

2.a.5 The break exclusion criteria for the flued head fittings will
be supplied as identified in Appendix F of Specification
10855-P-404(Q). It shouwl be noted that the break exclusion |f2§
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Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013
Hope Creek Generating Stating - Unit 1 Page 3 of 3
RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No.129 Rev. 0 Date_§!26/85
(Continuation Sheet) R/CR No.129 Rev. 0 Date 7/9/85

2,a.6

R/CR No.129 Rev. 1 Date 7/18/85

R/CR No.1l29 Rev., 2 Date ch[FS'

criteria is only applicable for flued heads P-2A, 2B, 7, 9, 11,
12. The other Class 1 flued heads are classified as moderate

energy lines (FSAR Section 3.6.2.1.2), for which breaks do not éﬁ
have to be postulated, only cracks. However, the piping stress

analysis demonstrates that cracks need not be postulated (i.e.,

the stress limits for postulating cracks in moderate energy pip-
ing have not been exceeded).

The loading combinations for each condition for the Class 1
flued head fittings will be included in Appendix F of Specifica-
tion 10855-P-404(Q). To clarify loads to be considered under
faulted conditions (both under pipe failure and plant faulted ﬁ>
condition), Section 4.2.1.4 of Specification 10855-P-404(Q)
will be revised to identify the appropriate loads to be consi-
dered for each faulted condition case.

The Class 1 and Class 2 flued heads are designed 1n accordanrce

with the rules of NB or NC, respectively. However, for faulted Z@k
conditions the analysis uses the more conservative stress allow-
ables of NF.

Response to Recommendation for Resolution

4.a
4.b
&
4.c

As identified in Appendix F of the Technical Specification, the
load histogram, lcad tables, primary loading cambinations, and
no-break criteria will be provided at a later date. A sample
copy of Appendix F, without load table and load histograms,

will be sent to you for your records by July 12, 1985, BTI's
Class 1 Flued Head Stress Report will be revised to incorporate
the requirements of Appendix F. The Class 2 flued head analyses
are included in the piping system calculations (see Item 2.a.1).
No revision to the technical specification is required for the
Class 2 flued head fittings.

BEC-11/11



Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 7212-30
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 1 of 1

COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 129Rev. 0 Date 6/26/85
R/CR No. 129 Rev. Date B8/B/B5

. -

CR No. 129Rev. 0 Date B/12/85

Describe resolution/future action to close observation:

BPC's response to this Observation Report is acceptable because:

BPC has committed to revise Technical Specification 10855-P-404(Q)
to provide all design information/requirements identified in items
2.a.2 through 2.a.6 of the Observation Report.

BPC has provided an explanation stating that per the ASME B&PV Code
Section III, Subsection NA-3250, a separate design specification

for parts is not required provided that the design requirements

for such parts are adequately identified on a design drawing which
is referenced in the component design specification. Per Sub-
section NA-1262 of the code, penetration assemblies are defined

as "mechanical parts or appurtenances.” Piping Design Specification
10855-P-0500(Q) references the containment penetration drawing
P-3001-1, which identifies the design requirements.

BPC has provided assurance that the applicable subsections, NB or
NC, will be used for the analysis of Class 1l and Class ? head fittings.

It is noted that the faulted condition stress allowables defined in
Technical Specification 10855-P-404(Q) are not in accordance with NB
or NC; however, they are acceptable because they are more conservative

BPC has committed that they will reguire the BTI Report to be revised
to address the ASME design requirements for Class 1 head fittinags.
However, since BPC's piping analysis will address the ASME design
reguirements for the Class 2 head fittings, it is not necessary for
the BTI Report to also address the Class 2 reguirements.



Public Service Electric and Gas Company
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1

RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No.
R/CR No. 182 Rev. 0 Date

Project No.
Page 1 of 2

182 Rev. 0 Date

1. Classitication of Observation (by S&L):

Not signiticant to satety
Significant to safety

X Additional Information required

2. Reviewee proposed resolution:

See Sheet 2.

3. Review resolution report by:

—
iscipline Group ;Zpervisor

w8 /AR M —

Bechtel Project Engineer

' Publc Service

Chiet Proje

10855-013

6/28/85
45

Date

ectric and Gas Company review:

L8 ¥

Date =

S&L's disposition of Resolution/Completion Report:

Observation invalid and withdrawn.

x Proposed resolution/future action acceptable,
observation closed. See attached Completion Report.
Additional action to be taken by Reviewee (provide

additional information).

Signiticant to safety

7. Revij;/Cft:;ttﬁ;/§§9n2>yres:
£ Yonnn £

739>

Final classitication of observation by Review Committee:
X Not significant to safety




Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013

Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 2 of 2
RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 182 Rev. O Date 6/28/85
(Continuation sheet) R/CR No.182 Rev. O Date EE?EZIY

Response to Description of Observation

The class 1E 125V batteries were installed per vendor installation
instructions. The observed approximately 2-1/4" gap between the end
cell and the end restraining wall will not affect the seismic quali-
tication of the battery/battery rack system. The primary load path
tor horizontal battery inertia forces along the longitudinal axis of
the rack is through lateral strut members installed between batteries.

In addition, Bechtel will finalize an analysis demonstrating that the
bus bar and side rail tie rods can adequately transfer the inertial
loads into the rack. This analysis will be referenced in the Seismic
Qualitication package for the subject purchase order. The above ac-
tion will be completed by August 2, 1985.

Therefore, bearing of the end battery against the end railing is not

a design load and as such no tolerances are provided for in the vendor's

installation instructions.

Response to Recommendation for Resolution

4.a BP(C's above-reterenced calculation demonstrates that no hardware
modifications are required.

4.b The as-built battery installation (absence of wood blocking at end
of battery train which was included in the generic seismic quali-
fication test) 1is not signiticant as demonstrated by the above
referenced calculation. The vendor did not identify the need
for blocking in his installation details. Therefore, BPC con-
cluded that there was no need for blocking, nor was there any
breakdown in the qualification process.

BEC-8/21



Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 7212-30
Hope Creek Generating Station = Unit 1 Page 1 of 1

COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 182 Rev. 0 Date6/28/85
R/CR No.182 Rev. 0 Date?7/19/85
CR No. 182 Rev. 0 Date8£12£85

Describe resoclution/future action to close observation:

The BPC resolution is acceptable for the following reasons:

BPC has provided a discussion indicating that an adequate load
path for horizontal battery inertia forces along the longitudinal
axis of the rack is through lateral tie rod members installed
between groups of batteries. Therefore, it is not necessary to
transfer any load to the end rails.

BPC will finalize an analysis demonstrating that the intercell
connectors and side rail tie rods can transfer the net inertia
loads to the rack frame, with no dependence on the end rails.

This analysis will confirm that the as-installed battery/rack
system, with the 2-1/4" gap between the end cell and the end rail,
is qualified by the seismically tested configuration that con-
tained wood blocking between the end cell and the end rail.



TSB=457

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation SARGENT & LURDY
L Date 8/2/85 Time12:30 p.m.
Person Called Company

see listing below see listing below
Person Caliing Company

see listing below see listing below
Voioct = Project No

Hope Creek 7212-30
Subject Discussed

OR Nos. 129 and 125

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments

L. C. Oesterich )

H. 5. Boolani )

K. Burrovs ) Bechtel Power Corporation (BPC)
C. Chern )

J. Frane )

J. MiThoan Y U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
W. A. Bloss )

H. S. Taylor )

E. B. Branch )

R. Givan ) Sargent & Lundy (S&L)

A. P. Dimopoulos )

R. M. Tjernlund )

D. P. White )

The responses to OR Nos. 129 and 125 were discussed.

See TSB-456 for the topics

discussed.
ccW, F. Bauer K. Burrows T. Del Gaizo R. Givan
Y. J. Yaworsky C. Chern W. A. Bloss (2) A. P, Dimopoulos
L. C. Oesterich J. Frane H. S. Taylor 4”’;;_5,_1431nlund
H. S. Boolani J. Milhoan E. B, Branch p Pl:ftzzg:__‘k
File Telecon = Technical ,/////’) = ‘//‘j;>/”’ y
Category & T % /‘/ti//é

SL-F713 10/84—F)

Sq
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- TSB-451

Memorandum of Teleohone Conversation SARGENT & LUNDY
Date 7/29/85 Time 3:45 p.m.
Person Called Company
S. Bhattacharya Bechtel Power Corporation (BPC)
Person Calling Company
R. M. Tiernlund Sargent & Lundy (S&L)
Project Project No
Hope Creek 7212-30

Subject Discussed
Calculations Submitted in Response to OR Nos. 36, 129 and 144

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments

The copies of these calculations which were submitted to S&L are not approved. S&L's

Internal Review Committee requires approved calculations in order to close out

_OR Nos. 36, 129 and 144.

€ W. F. Bauer T. DelGaizo D, P. White
Y. J. Yaworsky J. Milhoan
L. C. Oesterich W. A. Bloss (2)
.S, Bhattacharya H. S. Taylor : ) . o Jf\
File Telecon - Technical A‘SKi‘EX/
Category 3
Signature »

SL-F713 10/84—F3



TSB-446

N
Memorandum of Telephone Conversation SARGENT & LUNDY
Date 7/25/85 Time 1:00 p.m.
Person Callec Company
P. W, Schuetz Bechtel Power Corporation (BPC)
Person Calling Company
nlun Sargent & Lundy (S&L)
1 Project No.
Hope Creek 7212-30
Subject Discussed

JEcllow-up to TSB-445

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments ¢
1) S&L informed BPC that the calculation justifying the gap on the battery racks

would have to be submitted for S&L review. S&L cannot close out OR-182 until the

calculation has been submitted and reviewed.

2) S&L advised BPC that the conference call to discuss OR-18, 97 and 129, has been

scheduled for 1:00 p.m. CDT, Friday, July 26, 1985,

¢« W, F. Bauer J. Milhoan R, M. Schiavoni
Y. J. Yaworsky T. DelGaizo D. P, White
L. C., Oesterich W. A, Bloss (2)

P. W, Schuetz H., S. Tavlor § \ Pt (\

File Telecon - Technical
Category 3

Signature
SL-FT13 W/B4—F)




TSB-446

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation

Date 7/25/85 Time 1:00 p.m.

Person Called Company
P. W, Schuetz Bechtel Fower Corporation (BPC)
Person Calling Company
E; y, Tiernlund Sargent & Lundy (S&L)
Project No
JHope Creek —— 7212-30
Subject Discussed

JFollow-up to TSB-445

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments

1) S&L informed BPC that the calculation justifying the gap on the battery racks

would have to be submitted for S&L review. S&L cannot close out OR-182 until the

calculation has bteen submitted and reviewnd.

2) S&L advised BPC that the conference call to discuss OR-18, 97 and 129, has been

scheduled for 1:00 p.m. CDT, Friday, July 26, 1985.

¢ W, F. Bauer J. Milhoan R, M. Schiavoni
Y. J. Yawvorsky T. DelGaizo D. P, White
L. C. Oesterich W, A. Bloss (2)
P. W. Schuetz H, S. Taylor ~ (N\
File Telecon - Technical
Category 3 —
Signature

SL-F7T13  W/84—-F)
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Memorandum of Telephone Conversation ¥ - SANSENT L LUEDY

Date7/30/85 timel1:15

Persor Calies Company
G. Luh PSESG | |
Person Cailing Company !
T. J. Cuffy Sargent & Lundy
;voncl . Project No
‘Hope Creek 7212-30

Subject Discussed

Sagent & Lundy's comments on BPC's Resolution Reports Nos. 165

and 186.

Summary of Discussicn, Decisions 3ac Cornmitments

I returned G. Luh's call. He is now at the site.

He asked what response we were looking for regarding our comments

on RR 165 and 1%6 which were telexed to BPC on July 26, 1985,

I stated that if BPC concurs with our comments that they should

revise the resolution reports. As most of PSE&G's personnel are

no longer at BPC, I sugoested that the revised resolution reports

be telexed for PSE4LG's signature prior to being telexed to

Sargent & Lundy.

I also indicated that we do have some additional comments on the

calculations. subnitted with BPC's responses to OR-4Z & 100

(Pipe Supports) and OR-165 (Pipe whip restraints). These comments

would be telexed to BPC this afternoon.

Gary asked if I had received BPC's write-up on the Reactor Building

mat reanalysis (2 pages + 2 figures). I stated that I had not

received them but had a phone messacre from BPC that they were

being telexed. I told Gary that after I receive the informat‘on
that I would let him know when our formal comments could be sont +0 BT
€c: V. F. Bauer (PSTLG) B T AR X AR KK SG KRR AK  B.7. Lrlcr
Y. J. Yavoreky (PSFsG) TRANTXNWCIIXAESNrRaSunx kX rgiackd) 1. Sinch
~J. Filhoan Ihooy P WO TER RTINS NS R 9 RS E D S NIN-EETAN TS D P
T. DelGaizo (NKC) ROGUASNARX Xrakxadx i S. Putman
W. A. Bloss (2) BOOB OSSO EAXNAE X AR XM e x L aa X xaXaxeiy
H. S. Taylor DR X NI RN X AN AN KNI XL Ml
Fie

i) Wei-r)3

énnxxaxxwxﬁwaxﬁgiafﬁgﬁ }*YQUQKXxﬂx
Telecon - Technical - 7, /%;'

Ry
= g
Category 3 Sigreteie 27 I




FROM:

cC1

SARGENT & LUNDY

ENGINEERS
CHICAGO

D. P. White TSB-
Sargent & Lundy Date:

456

Auggs:_zﬁ_lges
18P15 Froject: ope Cree

312-269-6419

L. C. Oesterich

Bechtel Task Leader

Bechtel Power Corporation

San Francisco, California
Telecopy No.: 415-882-3211
Confirmation No.: 415-882-18672

¥W. F. Bauer

Principal Engineer

Public Service Electric and Gas Company
Newark, New Jersey

201-621-2150

W. A. Bloss (2)
Y. J. Yaworsky
J. Milhoan
T. DelGaizo

3 pages to follow.

7212-30

Attached are items we discussed in our August 2, 1985 telephone
conversation.

DPW:cdj

Attachment
Telecon - Technical

Category 4



Items in BPC Telecon of 8/1/85 - OR-129

Item 1) Revise item 2b of the resolution report to read:

Item 2)

Item 3)

Item 4)

"The Class 1 and Class 2 flued heads are designed in
accordance with the rules of NB and NC, respectively.
However, for faulted conditions the analysis uses the
more conservative stress allowables of NF:f

Revise item 2.a.6 of the resolution report to read:
"The loading combinations for each condition for the
Class 1 flued heads will be included in Appendix F of
Specification 10855-P-404(Q).

To clarify loads to be considered under faulted conditions
(both under pipe failure and plant faulted condition),
Section 4.2.1.4 of Specification 10855-P-404(Q) will be
revised to identify the appropriate loads to be considered

for each faulted condition case."

Response is acceptable.

Revise item 2.a.4 of the resolution report to read:

"The pressure, temperature and time history input for

Class 1 flued head fittings will be supplied for analysis

as identified in Appendix F of Specification 10855-P-404(0Q).

In addition, Appendix F will define how these pressure and
temperature transients are to be considered in the upset

condition evaluation and in the fatique evaluation."



Item 5) Revise item 2.a.5 of the resolution repart to read:
"The break exclusion criteria for the flued head fittings
will be supplied as identified in Appendix F of

Specification 10855-P-404(Q).

It should be ncted that the break exclusion criteria

is only applicable for Flued Heads P-2A, 2B, 7, 9, 11, 12.
The other Class 1 flued heads are classified as moderate
energy lines (FSAR Section 3.6.2.1.2), for which breaks

do not have to be postulated, only cracks. However,

the piping stress analysis demonstrates that cracks need
not be postulated (i.e., the stress limits for postulating

cracks in moderate energy piping have not been exceeded)."



Recommended Revision to Resolution Report for OR-125
2nd page, lst sentence change to read:

"Item 1 is the only mode of operation for this pipving. Since the

maximum AT is only < 55°F (85-32) V(from Environmental Report Sec. 2.4)

///’:;; effect of this cold mode may be neglected by engineering

jusgement.”

2nd page, 4th sentence change to read:

"ItngFode is used during refueling outages. This mode is the only

change in temverature from for this piping system.
Therefore, the effects of a Q T of on this system can be

neglected by engineering judgement."

2nd page, 5th sentence change to read:

"Calculations affected by items 3, 5, 6 and 7..."

BPL 7o Ver;Jy



rsp- 452
Date: _7/30/85
Project: Hope Creek

7212-30

From: T. J. Duffy
Sargent & Lundy
29D21
312-269-7315

TO: L. C. Oesterich
Bechtel Task Leader
Bechtel Power Corporation
San Francisco, California
Telecopy No.: 415-882-3211
Confirmation No.: 415-882-1672

AND

TO: W. F. Bauer
Principal Engineer
Public Service Electric and Gas Company
Newark, New Jersey
201-621-2150

. Erler (1) - 18

. Branch (1) - 23

. Bloss (2) - 18

+ McCullough (1) - 18

TEmw
Q> W

_2; pages to follow. Attached are comments on calculations
supporting BPC responses to OR-44 and 100 (Auxiliary
steel for pipe supports) and OR-165 (Pipe whip restraints).
Please provide copy to S. Bhattacharya (OR-165) and J.
Frane (OR-44 and 100). ’

T. J. Duffy

/C€C: J. Milhoan - NRC



S P

OR-44 & 100 (Auxiliary Steel for Pipe Supports)

Comments on Calculation OR-44-Cl

We have reviewed calculation OR-44-Cl, Rev. O, sheets 1 thru
4, which addresses the following concerns regarding the design
of auxiliary steel for pipe supports:

1.

2'
3.

Self weight and self weight excitation of component
hardware and supplementary steel in all three directions.

Torsional effects due to eccentric friction forces,

Permitted field tolerances,

The following are S&L's comments:

1.

Please confirm that loads due to self weight and self
weight excitation of component hardware and auxiliary
support steel have been considered in all three directions.

Subject calculations only give final margin factors
(allowable/actual) for ten hangers, four of which have
margin factors below 1.1 with a lowest value of 1.005.
While these margin factors are still adequate, the
results may not lead to the conclusion in all cases
that "the current design method is adequate and meets
FSAR commitments."

Of greater generic significance than the final margin
factors for a sample of ten hangers is the maximum
percentage increase in design load due to the concerns
addressed in the OR's and the availability of current
design margins of all hangers to accept the increase.

It is recommended that BPC revise their reponses to OR's 44 and
100 to address one of the following:

1.

That the maximum percentage increase in design load
due to the concerns addressed in the OR's has been
determined based on a study of 10 hangers and that
the final design margins of all hangers can accept
this increase.

That the maximum percentage increase in design load

due to the concerns addressed in the OR's has been
determined based on a study of ten hangers. For situations
where the maximum percentage increase in design load
cannot be accepted on a generic basis (i.e., pipe supports
with large auxiliary steel systems or with component
hardware large auxiliary steel weights to hanger load
ratios), the concerns addressed in the OR's will be
considered as part of the final as-built review of

the pipe supports,



OR-165 (Pipe Whip Restraints)
Comments on Calculation 625-224(Q)

Calculations for DLF given on sheets 16 thru 23 should consider
the effect of steady state jet force in addition to only
the impulse loading utilized in the subject calculations.

The use of Figure 2-23 of "Introduction to Structural Dynamics,"
by Biggs to compute DLF does not appear to be appropriate

for elastic systems such as the members connections. Figure
2-23 provides the response of elasto-plastic svstems and

does not give the value of Dynamic Load Factor for elastic
systems.



SARGENT & LUNDY

ENGINEERS
CHICAGO

FROM: R. M. Schiavoni TSB- 450
Sargent & Lundy Date: July 29, 1985
18P15 Project: Hope Cree
(312) 269-6221 7212-30
TO: L. C. Oesterich

Bechtel Task Leader

Bechtel Power Corporation

San Francisco, California
Telecopy No.: 415-882-3211
Confirmation No.: 415-882-1672

CC: W. F. Bauer
Principal Engineer
Public fervice Electric and Gas Company
Newark, New Jersey
201-621-2150

W. A. Bloss (2)
J. Milhoan (NRC)

T. DelGaizo (Westec)
2 pages to follow.

Attached is a copy of a telecon memorandum between H. S. Taylor, L. R. Stensland,
R. L. Givan, and R. M. Schiavoni (S&L), H. Wong (NRC), and K. Cooke, L. Lew (BPC)
dated July 29, 1985.

RMS :smg
Attachments



TSB- 450

Page 1 of 2

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation SARGENT & LUNDY
" Dete 7/29/85  Time 1:00 p.m.
Person Called Company

(see 1isting below) (see listing below)
Person Calling Company

(see listing below) (see listing below)
Project Project No

Hope Creek IDVP 7212-30
Subject Discussed

Electrical Resolution/Completion Reports

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments
Those participating in this conference call:

H. Wong ) NRC
K. Cooke ) BPC
L. Lew )
H. S. Taylor )
L. R. Stensland ) S&L
R. L. Givan )

R. M. Schiavoni )

OR-214
g

S6L asked the status of the listing of all Class 1E valves vs. the enveloping case(s)

as noted in the resolution report. (Previously discussed in telecon of July 24, 1985;

TSB-443.)

BPC responded that the requested listing will be supplied by August 5, 1985. The

revised resolution report committing to preparation of this listing will be issued by

August 2, 1985.

& W. ¥. Bauer T. Lew W. K. Bloss (2)
Y. J. Yaworsky J. Milhoan L. R, Stensland
L. C. Oesterich T. DelGaizo H. §. Taylor
K. Cooke C. M. Chiappetta R. L. Givan
File Telecon - Technical /7:/9;/'/42 [(- .
Category 3 ~ L7 Adta
' ture

SLFT1 10/84—F)



Memorandum of Telephone Conversation TSB-450

Electrical Resolution/Completion Reports July 29, 1985
Page 2 of 2
OR-149

To close this OR, S&L needs assurance from BPC that the occurrence is an isolated
one. S&L suggested that this assurance may be provided through a commitment by
BPC to review a sample of Mechanical Specifications with electrical input, as well
as, a sample of Electrical Specifications, for this problem. Other approaches
may also be acceptable, as long as, BPC provides the basis for this acceptability.



Public Service Electric anag Gas Company Project No. 10855-013

Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 1 of 2

RLSOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 8 Rev. 0 Date 5/20/85
R/CR No. 18 Rev. 0  Date 5/28/85
R/CR No. 18 Rev. _1  Date 7/18/85
R/CR No. _1__5_ Rev., 2 Date op3./9y" _

3.

4.

Classification of Observation (by S&L):
Not signitricant to saiety
Significant to satety

X Aduitional Information regquired

Reviewee proposed resolution:

See Sheet 2.,

Revieweg/resolution report by

Discipline Group Sugkrvisor

foreZitats eakny _zfse /s

M_ i e 7/s0/zc .
‘kaechtel Project Engineer Date

Public service Llectric ano Gas Company review:

w' C;jl4aé;C/, _%2421;[93;{:---._*

Cniet Project Eng¥h ' Date

S&L's aisposition ot Resolution/Completion Report:
X Cbservation invalid and withdrawn. See attached Campletion Report.
Proposed resolution/tuture action acceptable,
observation closeaq.
Addictional action to be taken by Reviewee (provide
additional information).

—_—
———

Final classitication of observation by Review Committee:
X hot significant to safety
Signiticant to satety

Review Commgttee iIgnatures
/ \%( . j " 3 /"‘ -“//.
d, Tayl~ LR STeatscanD ey C. 1 “pregra o
sl K7 2= Y/ .
‘—-—V—’Z'/- . - s a o




Public Service Llectric anc Gas Company Project No. 10855-013

Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 2 of 2

RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 18 Rev. 0 Date 5/20/85

(Continuation sheet) R/CR No._ 18 Rev. 0 Date 5/28/8%
k/CR No._18 Rev. _1_ Date 7/18/85
R/CR No._l18_Rev. _2 Date 2 3efsy

Response to Description of Observation

2.a The intent of Bechtel's letter dated September 16,

1) was only to solicit the vendor's (Eaton's) impact due to the
revised response spectra. The letter did not authorize or in-
struct Eaton to proceed. The Material Requisition (M/R) was re-

vised and issued prior to

On this new data. The seguence of events was as follows:

o

Bechtel sent letter to Eaton reguesting an assessment of re-
vised spectra on September 16, 1983 (Attachment 1).

Eaton responded in a letter on September 22, 1983 that there
was no impact (Attachment 2).

BeChtel revisec the M/R (Revision 18) to incorporate the new
SpeCtra. M/R was 1ssued on October 5, 1983,

On December 12, 1983, Eaton's sub-contractor (Patel) completed
and submittec the analysis based on response spectra that ware
igenticai to thosv contained in the new revision to M/R.

Bechtel reviewed testing plan and released vendor to proceed
with gualitication testing on March 1, 1984.

2.0 The seismic criteria contained in the Revision 18 of the material

requisition merely com

tel letter ot September 16, 1983. Since the test procedure uscs

the correct spectra,

Response to Recommendation tor Resolution

4.2 Based on the above,

design process for transmitting revised RRS information to the

contractor, Eaton, or tor reviewing subcontractor seismic reporte tc

current reguirements.

4.b Engineering Departiment Procedure 4.55 describes the BPC methoa tor

control of material requisition including transmittal of revised
engineering documents to the bidder/supplier. This procedure is
applicable to Hope Creek project.

BEC-2/29

1983 (Attachment

the vendor submitting any documents based

plles intormation provided to Eaton via Bech-

it was determined that it could be usea "as js",

we conclude that there was no breakdown in the

1



In reply reference CON: P 16 BIULQUOV Y/ /4 .

Bechtel
M8 850285338 o tel Power Corporation

LEA |‘§I’

San Francieco. CaMorrn
bee Mak Agoress: PO Box 3085, Ban Frarciece, CA Ca1t = -

Purchast .
"urm."n"' s“". “Pt.bﬂ‘ “. ‘m

Engr. Grp. o
§re 6rp. Supy Peply Required: 9/23/83

EATON/CUTLER-HAMMER
4201 N, = 27th Street
Milwaukee, WI 53216

Attention: Mr. Al Gras

Subject: Job 10855, Public Service Electric & Gas Co.
Hope Cruk Generating Station
Purchase Order 10855-E-118(Q)-AC
Motor Control Centers

Gentlemen: P

-~

Per our telecon, attached 1s the revised RRS curves for the
sefsmic test procedurs.

The RRS has been revised to reduce conservatisms and to nclude
the effects of varfations 1n scil properties.

We belfeve this should have no impact on the sefsmic qualifica-
tion procedure being prepared by Eaton. Our specifications will
be revised accordingly.

By September 23rd, please Indicate reccipt of the revised curves
and 1f there will be any fmpact.

Yery truly yours,
BECHTEL POWER CORPLRATION

Lot K ™

Bob Levitt
Hope Creek Procurement
(415) 882-1298

BL/Vev
Attach.

A § I, & e’
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4201 North 27Th Sureet AIW//MﬁVTZ
Miwaukee Wisconsn 53216 —
Telephone (414) 4458000

M 13850285339

Septenber 22, 1983

Bechte! Power Corporation
P.0. Box 3965
San Franclisco, CA 94119

Attentlion: Mr. Bob Levitt
Hope Creek Procurement

Subject : Job 10855 PSEsG

‘ Hope Creek Generating Statlon
Purchase Order 10855-E-118(Q)AC
Motor Control Centers

Reference: CCN 0250507

Gentlemen:

There will be no cost Impact at this time for revision of the RRS curves
submitted with your letter of September 16, 1983,

Very truly yours,

EATON CORPORATION

Rk

B. M. Horter, Consultant
CDC vivision

M /mbk
cc: Mr. A, E. Grams
Mr. R. J. Fritsch

Cutler-Hammer Progucts







Public Service Electric and
Hope Creek Generating Station

RESOLUTION/COMPLE TION REPORT

ification of Observation
Not significant to safety
Significant to safety

Additional Information regu

Reviewee proposed reso

See Sheet

lisposition of Resolut
Observation invali
Proposed resoluti
observation closed
Additional acti

addit

X

Review C
/ /
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7/,30 /25
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acceptable,
Completion
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Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No. 10855-013
Hope Creek Generating Station Page 3 of 3

RESOLUTION/COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 124 Rev. 0 Date 6/24/85
lﬁontlnuatgon Sheet) R/CR No.T24 Rev. 0 Date

R/CR No.124 Rev.” 1  Date

R/CR No.124 Rev. 2_ Date /374

Response to Recommendation for Resolution

4.a

As noted in item 2 above, calculation 12-118(Q), Rev. 1, has been
voided. This calculation would have been voided in the course of
hazards review documentation closeout and calculation turnover
from BPC to PSE&G.

BPC has provided an example (Calculation SS-=10) of the Plant De-
sign stress calculation for SgL review that detailed the stress
analysis results and break locations, These calculations were
performed in accordarce with EDP-4,37, 1In addition, the memoran-
dum that formally transmitted these locations to the Mechanical
disciplines was provided. Although no problems were identified
in the provided example, BPC will review all of the remaining
stress analyses for the high energy piping systems in the drywell
to provide further assurance that all break locations have been
ildentified and transmitted to the other disciplines for their use.
This review will be canplete by August 15, 1985,

BPC provided, in addition, a recent memo and drawing (attached) as
an example of the current program which establishes a set of proj=-
ect design drawings reviewed and signed by the Civil and Mechan-
ical disciplines which document the piping break locations.

On receipt of the NRC response to the HCGS regquest to delete [
arbitrary intermediate breaks, submitted June 11, 1985, the FSAR :
will be revised to reflect the break locations discussed above. fﬁ;
When the ABR is completed, these break locations will be finalized
and any required changes to the FSAR will be submitted to the NRC.I

This observation was caused by improper classification of this

document by Bechtel as a calculation which would be subject to the !
requirements of EDP 4.37 which governs preparation of design
calculations. The EDP requirements were overlooked because this

document was intended to be used as a convenient reference tool

rather than as a design basis for selecting break locations.



Public Service Electric and Gas Company Project No, 7212-30
Hope Creek Generating Station - Unit 1 Page 1 of 1

COMPLETION REPORT OR No. 124 Rev. 0 Date 6/24/85

R/CR NO.124 Rev. 2 Date 7/30/85
CR No. 124 Rev, 1l Date §£]£55

Describe resolution/future action to close observation:

The BPC resolution is acceptable for the following reasons:
BPC has voided Calculation 12-118(Q).

BPC provided a sample of current stress calculations and
documentation of break location determination as well as the
memorandum transmitting the information from the stress analysis

to the design discipline for their use. Calculation SR 10855-Ss5-10,
Rev. 2, provides the break location determination for the HPCI
system,

BPC will review all high eénergy system piping stress analyses in
the Drywell to provide additional assurance that the process
discussed above is adequate. BPC will also review and if necessary,
revise the FSAR data regarding the break locations once the break
locations are finalized.



Page 1 of 4

TSB-449
Memorandum of Telephone Conversation SARGENT & LUNDY
Date 7/26/85 Time 1:00 p.m.

Person Called Company

See Attached List See Attached List

Person Calling Company

See Attached List See Attached List
Project Project No

Hope Creek 7212-30

Subject Discussed

Obsarvation Report Nos. 88, 18, 182, 129 and 97

Summary of Discussion, Decisions and Commitments
OR-88 -~ S&L advised BPC that Rev. 1 to R/CR-88, was acceptable.

OR-18 - Key issue is whether BPC sent Eaton Rev. 18 of material requisition E-118(Q),

prior to Patel Engineers issuing of Test Rocedure PEI-TR-833504-1. BPC

stated that the purchase order transmitting the revised M/R was dated

October 14, 1983, On December 1, 1983, Eaton signed a receipt acknowledgement

form documenting that they did indeed receive the revised material requisition

prior to BPC's review of the Patel Engineers test procedure.

BPC agreed to revise the fourth bullet item of their rescolution report -

response to description of observation to read:

Eatons subcontractor (Patel) completed and submitted the test procedure

= on December 12, 1983, us<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>