3.1(1)1(2)

8.1.2.11g)

§.3.2.1(s)

QUADREX FINDINGS PREVIOUSLY REPORTED

UNDER 10 CFR 50.55(e)

QUADREX FINDING L.

accident gnvironment. NO accident
environmantal analysis has been per-
sormed for outsioe containment. For
ESF system components, this situation
{s not adequate.

38R assumptions regarding MAB dead loads

may not be representative of actua) condi- .
tions. In reviewing the design of the .
#100r elements in the MAB and EAB, it

was determined that s1though the #inal - (
design may be adequate, there were areas v
where the calculations were hard to

#311ow and there was evidence the

amplification effects of vertical seismic

were not properly considgered.

The common {nstrument air 1ine, as gepicted
ip FSAR drawing 9.4.2-2 attached to Question
R-5, does not meet the single fatlyre criterion
requirea dy LEEE 279-1971 and 10 CFR 50 (see
Question £-15). The occurrence of this de-
sign error in the latas 1970's {n concert with
the B4R response to other single failure
criterion questions suggests tnat B4R is rot
sufficiently experiencec ir the periormance
of a Fallure Mode and Effects Aqglysis that
crosses giscipiine boundaries. 7/

HLAP REPORT

Incident Review Commi ttee
Report ¢#67

“Ayx, Feedwater Pump Motor

Qualﬁficotion”

Incident Review Committee
Report #12
“Underdesigned Beem Con-
nections for Category 1
Structura! Steel"

See extensive HLB? response
tc NRC gquastion 211.4 re-
garding 8IPCRSS 5-
ctucn/;'
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QUADREX FINDING h
L

\

In most crganfzations, the I1&C cis-
cipiine would detect and fmmeciately
correct this type of design error by
parforming a rigorous exsmination of

the separation provided between
redundant divisions in the safety-related
portions of the plant for all involved

disciplines.
§.3.2.3(g) B4R requires the vendor to interpret and Y0 Inctdent Review Committee
1 implement applicable portfons of industry g O Report (71) “Electrica)
*  standards (see Question E£-5). It would Equipment-Verdor Surve!llance
be mors appropriate for BAR to provide , Breakcown"

deteiled guidance to vendors.
(49) "Breskdown fn Quality

Program Procurement Cycle
Purchased Materials”

¢.5.5.1(c) Althcugh vandor design calculations and 6]
dats submittals were receiving & techni- >,
cal review by Brown and Root staff, there 3 Y
are concerns about the uhquc{ of B&R's “é '
review (see Questions M-30, M-43, M-50,
and M-51), and the general lack of docu-
mentation regarding the depth and findings
of such reviews (see Question M-41),

$.3.2.7.(t) Mo formal procedurss for the vendor docu- )
mentation review process exist (see Question Gad
£-3). For sxample, the assignment and
procedures for reviewing approving reliability
evaluations within these disciplines was not
made clear, yet vendors wers being requested
to submit such evaluations (see STP document
IND99ESO71-E, Section 3.4, and Question E-5).
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4.8.2.4(r)

0.1.2.30)

4.6.4.5(%)

QUADREX FINDING

Refinement of the reactor cavity w100
cooling system pressure drop A ©
calculation sppears to be neces- s,
sary (see Question H-15).

potantia) overconservatism was observed =14
ir the containment structure and catle i
tray areas (see Questions C-4 and c-18). KY
The cahle tray and conduit supports area

wes evaludisd becsuse of fts potential

impact on enginearing and design menhours.

It 1s also an area that {s frequently @

bottle neck because of interfscing pro-

blems between Engineering and Construction.

The systems and procedures developed by Srown

and Root for cable tray and condu't support

design seem iv Le gl -nroanizec and utilized
sourd methodology for standardization. Ris-

ever, 1t is our Judr-nt that the “standard”
support system ceveioped by Brown and Root

{3 overly conservative, and may cause

tncreased construction cost and complexities

as compared with other industry designs. There
seamed to be excessive long!tudine!

connections batween supports.

The division of responsibilfties for similer
flow and heat transfer analyses betweer

Keavy Civil, Nuclear Analysis, and Mechanical
Acalysis of the comporias cooling weter (CCw),
emergency cooling water (ECW) and the essantial
coaling pond (ECP) nay the potential to cause
design interface projiems in these systems
(see Question N-16)
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Incident Review Committee

Report #78
*Cooling of Primery Shield

Penetrations”

Incicent Review Committee
Report #81
Cable Tray Support Design®

Te

Incident Review Comittes

#23 Report
“Safety Injection System
smargency Sump Piping Design”



