7 % Northeast Rope Ferry Rd. (Route 156), Waterford, CT 06385
- ////A\\\ Nuclear Energy Millstone Nuclear Power Station

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
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Docket No. 50-423
B18135

Re: ASME Section Xl
GL 90-05
10 CFR 50.55a(g)(6)(i)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3
Relief Request from ASME Code Section XI Requirements

The purpose of this letter is to request, consistent with the intent of NRC Generic Letter
(GL) 90-05, relief from the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code Section Xl
requirements pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(g)(6)(i). Attachment 1 provides a description
of actions taken by Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) to make interim
repairs on a through-wall pinhole leak located on the downstream side of a reducer on
line 3SWP-003-210-3, which is the cooling water return line from the Safety Injection
pump cooler (3CCI*E1A) as an alternative to an IWA-4000/7000 repair/replacement.

Consistent with the provisions of GL 90-05, NNECO is submitting this relief request for
a temporary Non-Code repair on a Service Water line leak prior to performing a Code
repair. The Resident Inspector at Millstone Unit No. 3 has been informed of this course
of action and, as has been our practice, we will keep the Resident Inspector fully
informed of all future repairs and/or replacement activities. Permanent Code repair for
this flaw is scheduled for the next refueling outage, expected to begin in the first
quarter of 2001.

There are no regulatory commitments contained within this letter.
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Should you have any questions regarding this submittal, please contact Mr.
Ravi G. Joshi at (860) 440-2080.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

/Koo e

Stephen E. Scace
Director - Nuclear Oversight and
Regulatory Affairs

Attachment

cc: H. J. Miller, Region | Administrator
V. Nerses, NRC Senior Project Manager, Milistone Unit No. 3
A. C. Cerne, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit No. 3
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ATTACHMENT 9.A

TRACKING FORM FOR RELIEF REQUEST FROM ASME SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS

MUST BE COMPLETED AND FILED WITH NRC WITHIN 30 CALENDAR DAYS

UNIT: MILLSTONE UNIT # g CYAPCO

NCRICR>¥ _M3-00- 13/ D DATE: §~é~®(euw>ﬂME: aigeYe) !

1.0

2.0

5-9-60

ORIGINATOR (PTSG)

Processing Time: should not exceed 24 hours

@ Nares: Leaw Foundd

A PP M;Q«/‘Jprw e/ .

1.1 PERFORM INITIAL OPERABILITY ASSESSMENT PER RP 5 (GL91-18) .~ ‘

1.2 COMPLETE SECTION 1 OF ATTACHMENT 9.B |

1.3 NOTIFY RESIDENT NRC INSPECTOR

Person Contacted: BG’TIf S\I@«!EA Date:

1.4 FORWARDED COMPLETED ATTACHMENTS 9.A AND 9.B, NCR AND NDE

MEASUREMENTS TO SUPERVISOR OF PLANT DESIGN ENGINEERING

GROUP (PDEG)

Originator:

PDEG SECTION

Processing Time:

)@L@Q / ST'EU&J Rrﬁ, [g Date: 5/9 /o©

(Si@atq/e/Printed name)

Kok kdkkkhkkhddkk ik

Date Received: S/&/d0)

) C/M'{i Rec
72 hours from flaw detection for documented preliminary (¢ ca. / N
operability assessment per RP 5 (GL 90-05). - Pruce 3

25 calendar days from flaw detection for final operability
assessment per RP 5 (GL 90-05).
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NON-CODE REPAIRS IN SAFETY CLASS 3 PIPING SP-ST-ME-947

3.0

2.1

2.2

23

24

Rev. 1
Page 24 of 27

PRELIMINARY FLAW EVALUATION

Evaluation Completed By: Lo /?/) §T2 Date S /& /50

Notify PTSG

Person Contacted: M (R T:A/A Date 5—4 égédo

END OF CYCLE FLAW EVALUATION

Evaluation Completed By: /. //"’1# B /éb@[ Date $//0/00

T/MOTHY B RAETZ
REVIEW RESULTS OF AUGMENTED INSPECTION

Completed By: S}%C?elﬁ—( ke Date:  S-/6-0D
P VV\§)- oo — O] Al meaSvrements €y cend
If additional inspections are required, notify PTSG Engineer. Triin cnd
Snewd no
FORWARD COMPLETED ATTACHMENTS 9.A AND 9.B TO NUCLEAR ‘Q’U‘gﬁ”‘“e-[
. loca t
W

Supervisor, PDEG Section:

P/(SD\/\Q./ g‘ NQW“‘*F P kS H&?’a@x Date;: 5 =20~00

(SlgnaturelPrmted name)

e o g e e ok ke e ke ek ke ok e ok ok ok

NUCLEAR LICENSING

Processing Time: should not exceed 30 calendar days from flaw detection.

3.1

RELIEF REQUEST SUBMITTED
By: Mo \'\n med B Elm #f,knt,v’
Docket No. So-42%

Date: M@i,ln*a
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ATTACHMENT 9.B
NORTHEAST UTILITIES

RELIEF REQUEST FORM FOR RELIEF REQUEST
FROM ASME SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS

cd m™m3-a> -
UNIT: 3 # —~ilsio DATE: S--00 Time: 2712~

1.0 ORIGINATOR (PTSG)

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF FLAW

Piping/Component Drawing No.: < | ~ SR -k /O P~ SG

P&ID No.: &M ~133 3
’_m,@,d‘jk wan Ll Pent —~A¢¢1°—~

12 IMPRACTICALITY OF CODE REPAIR .
U~ 1.5Q1Aé>¢; //\/c-t‘ @n—/DA/LAé(L o/z,o L CO ACT

h?
3
.,

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED TEMPORARY REPAIR

LQ/.;\JQ_ end AA[Q. AS /3. /™ ST Tem/OC/LA/t P/)')LLA A~p
MCL\ Al A { CJAM Q
1.4 SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE: System Interaction Evaluation

Flooding? AJ/A
Jet Spray? AJ/ A
Loss of Flow? ’d/ A
Other Interactions:
S?Ce_ O MmpPE-oo -0

Failure Consequences?

Impact to Safe Shutdown Capability? v d ~N&

1.5 ROOT CAUSE CAUSAL FACTOR INVESTIGATION

) Root Cause Description: ow SRAJe s Jhe_ '{'t) R,BJM celd,

Other Systems Affected? POSS{L/J /\[ ‘fc/LAJA‘f"e_ TRA (A <8>

A7 REV NN
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1.6 AUGMENTED INSPECTION (must be completed within 15 days of flaw detection).

Assessment of overall degradation of the affected system: é%ﬁmﬁ—

No locea /l_ge,o( Wa ({ "/’ﬂt-ll'tl‘/lcl dekcl@(]
Additional examinations required (based on root cause) - specify number of
inspection locations (five most accessible locations for moderate energy piping
systems): 47 | scq40NS Ao MI3-00- 0866/

Nt .
Description of areas selected for augmented inspection: 70 ~£{d Cu A ’o‘f”'j
DAt FTReAm of RSBuc/~ *C’t'f'-'djs . ESF Ana Aug GIJ .

2.0 PLANT DESIGN ENGINEERING (PDEG) OR STRUCTURAL AND DESIGN
ENGINEERING (SDE)

2.1 DESIGN DETAILS
System: S@LV¢%NATQL U S

3" pipe Pe e ws CI-Swp-21o

Component:
Piping Size and Schedule NA
Nominal Wall Thickness: , 2 9 '

Safety Code Class: 3

Material: SR 466 “%o//q Cy ~oV.

. ) SO pSe
D P :
esign Pressure: 7 SSP c FSTS f°3

_ Design/Operating Temperature: 7=~ 4 A 3 .75 =
Code Minimum Wall Thickness:

22 FLAW CHARACTERIZATION

Flaw Description/Size (i.e., flaw size, adjacent wall thickness, single/multiple (/¢
flaw, total area examined, etc.): 7Arpvgh wall porfron is apprvx Y.
Adsacent oul! bu70nd the fHatd (s ©.2107

Flaw Location: Rehoeen /Zo-4G and Fo 172

Method of Examination: (., 7.

Flaw Type: /Q)?Ao/e— du fo CypSion /carfo S/roal

Referenced NDE Measurement Report:

AHached +» Tach Eval M3 -EV-00-00/9

947 RFV DOC
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2.3

2.4

LR RN

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

947 REV .DOC

CC:

Rev. 1
Page 27 of 27

PRELIMINARY FLAW EVALUATION SUMMARY

Preliminary (72 hour) Operability Assessment Details:
Method Used: Dieft Code Case 0573 Aub NSGT

Limiting Flaw Size: /. 7{0 ﬂ/ww anera s e wa,@( %ckmsg
outsde Haw muse’ be af lefst o0.0757

. Period of Time to Reach Limiting Flaw Size:

42 mon+h <
Evaluation Reference: MI-E—op-0015

END OF CYCLE FLAW EVALUATION SUMMARY

Final Operability Assessment Details:

Drstt
Method Used:, Co‘ﬁo Cas,e. NS/IR  AND Code (as e J&ET7
Estimated Erosion Rate: (. 0o & & /1 / ea

Projected Flaw Size: e f. c fecl +hro 07//1 e lf ,oor/?o"l O’If'

Flaw ¢S 0. 37257 .
Period of Time to Permanent Repair/Replacement: chkm ement o/l be_
in RFO7,5 chedoled +o begin 2/1/200)"
Provide a Discussion of Evaluation of Design Loading Conditions;
Loacding cond.fro4s e@valva teod = pressurc/ aJ/OQJ/élLvMQ//S,F/SA
Evaluation Reference: all were accepfabl<_.

M3 -/ -00—00/ 5 Revl

Discussion of Augmented Inspection Results:

S Preas were U.7: z‘/zsfxckc/. No aréas. oaﬁ /OC'&/‘,@%
FLAW MONITORING Loatl thiming waese deteckd .

Walkdown Frequency (for leak monitoring):

Frequency of Follow-up NDE (for erosion rate assessment):

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (scope, limitations, and specific considerations)

e

EXCEPTIONS TO GL 90-05 L eS €S o2 [l oS
Specify if Draft ASME Code case HAppr ved é”&]_, %’ g
Specify if unapproved Code Case used (e.g. N-513, approved 8/97) ¥7 .

REFERENCES/NPUTS

Originator, PDEG - Responsible Supervisor, PTSG - Responsible Supervisor,
Unit Director, Director Engineering Programs, Nuclear Records



1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

RELIEF REQUEST FROM ASME SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS
Service Water Piping Leak Reported in CR M3-00-1210 on 5/6/00

DESCRIPTION OF FLAW
Piping/Component Drawing No. : CI-SWP-210

P&ID No.: EM 133B
A through-wall pinhole leak located on the downstream side of a reducer on line 3SWP-003-210-
3, which is the cooling water return line from the Safety Injection pump cooler (3CCI*E1A). The

leak is in a 2” long straight section of piping (piece 56) located between a reducer (FW112) and a
tee fitting (FW49) as shown on isometric drawing number CI-SWP-210.

IMPRACTICALITY OF PERMANENT REPAIR
Repair during normal plant operation cannot be completed in the 72 hour LCO action statement
due to piping configuration/location.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED TEMPORARY REPAIR
Installation of a temporary patch of rubber lining material secured in place with a pipe clamp

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE: System Interaction Evaluation
Flooding: The temporary patch for the pinhole leak is secured in place with a mechanical
clamping device and is leak tight.

Jet Spray: Leak sprays will not affect any safety-related power supplies. The temporary patch
installed over the pin hole leak is leak tight, eliminating any spray.

Loss of Flow: The temporary patch will prevent loss of flow.
Other Interactions: None

Failure Consequences: Loss of Service Water cooling for the “A” train Safety Injection pump
cooler (3CCI*E1A) and the the ESF building air conditioning units (3HVQ*ACU1A and
3HVQ*ACU2A).

Impact on Safe Shutdown Capability: Total failure of the piping would require removing “A”
train Safety Injection pump cooler (3CCI*E1A) and the the ESF building air conditioning units,
3HVQ*ACUIA and 3HVQ*ACU2A from service. The redundant Service Water train would be
unaffected and available for safe shutdown.

ROOT CAUSE CAUSAL FACTOR INVESTIGATION:
Root Cause Description: Pipe wall thinning of 90-10 Cu Ni piping due to erosion immediately
downstream of a pipe fitting .

Other Systems Affected: The redundant “B” Train Service Water piping includes sections of
piping of the same material and similar piping configuration

AUGMENTED INSPECTION (must be completed within 15 days of flaw detection)
Assessment of the overall degradation of the affected system:

This type of leak is typical of erosion in Service Water 90-10 Cu-Ni piping. These leaks do not
result from large areas of damage but from very localized wall loss. The Millstone
Erosion/Corrosion Program identifies areas in the Service Water system which are susceptible to
erosion and/or corrosion and schedules periodic UT examinations.

Additional examinations required (based on root cause)- specify number of inspection locations
(five most accessible locations for moderate energy piping systems): Five additional locations
were chosen and are listed below: :

a.) FW-13 (3SWP-150-071-3)



RELIEF REQUEST FROM ASME SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS
Service Water Piping Leak Reported in CR M3-00-1210 on 5/6/00

b.) FW-39 (3SWP-003-085-3)
c) FW 33 (3SWP-003-154-3)
d) FW-18 (3SWP-150-061-3)
e) PC-67 (3SWP-003-211-3)

Description of areas selected for augmented inspection: Small bore Service Water system piping
constructed of 90-10 Cu-Ni located downstream of fittings.

2.0 STRESS ANALYSIS UNIT

2.1

22

23

DESIGN DETAILS

System: Service Water System

Component: 3” Pipe; Piece 56 on isometric drawing CI-SWP-210

Piping Size and Schedule: 3”7, Regular

Nominal Wall Thickness: 0.219”

Safety Code Class: Class 3

Materjal: SB 466 90/10 Cu Ni

Design Pressure: 100 psig

Design/Operating Temperature: 95°F Design; 33°F to 75°F Operating Temperature Range
Code Minimum Wall Thickness: 0.02 “

FLAW CHARACTERIZATION

Flaw Description/Size: (i.e., flaw size, adjacent wall thickness, single/multiple flaw, total
area examined, etc.): The flaw area is highly localized and is limited to the piping section in
an area of approximately 1.25 in>. The through wall portion of the flaw is approximately
0.0313” in diameter. The pipe wall thickness in the flaw area surrounding the pin hole varies
from 0.054” to 0.090” and the wall thickness surrounding the flawed area varies from 0.210”
to 0.222”.

Flaw Location: On a 2” long section of straight piping located between a reducer (FW 112)
and tee fitting (FW 49). This piping is the “A” train cooling water return piping for the
Safety Injection pump heat exchanger (3CCI*E1A) and the ESF Building Ventilation units
(BHVQ*ACUIA and 3HVQ*ACU2A)

Method of Examination: UT

Flaw Type: Pin Hole resulting from erosion/corrosion

Referenced UT Measurement Report: Attached to Technical Evaluation M3-EV-00-0019.

PRELIMINARY FLAW EVALUATION SUMMARY
Preliminary Operability Assessment Details:

Method Used: Draft Code Case N513 (dated 8/13/92) and Code Case N-597 (Approved by
NRC for use on MP3 2/23/99)

Limiting Flaw Size: Total flaw size predicted and analyzed was 1.75”. Minimum average
wall thickness surrounding flaw must be at least 0.075”.

Period of Time to Reach Limiting Flaw Size: 11 months



2.4

25

2.6

2.7

2.8

RELIEF REQUEST FROM ASME SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS
Service Water Piping Leak Reported in CR M3-00-1210 on 5/6/00
Evaluation Reference: M3-EV-00-0019

END OF CYCLE FLAW EVALUATION SUMMARY
Final Operability Assessment Details:

Method Used: Draft Code Case N513 (dated 8/13/92) and Code Case N-597 (Approved by
NRC for use on MP3 2/23/99)

Projected Flaw Size: Predicted flaw size is 1.75%.

Period of Time to Permanent Repair/Replacement: This section of piping will be replaced in
the next refueling outage, 3RF07 which is scheduled to begin on 2/1/2001

Provide a Discussion of Evaluation of Design Loading Conditions: Loading conditions
evaluated include: pressure, deadload, thermal and seismic. The evaluation concluded that
the structural integrity of the piping is maintained and will continue to remain acceptable until
the piping can be replaced in the next refueling outage.

Evaluation Reference: M3-EV-00-0019

Discussion of Augmented Inspection Results: No areas of wall thinning were detected in any
of the additional areas.

FLAW MONITORING
Walkdown Frequency (for leak monitoring): SHIFTLY PLANT ROUNDS

Frequency of Follow-Up NDE (for erosion rate assessment): At least once every three
moiths.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

None

EXCEPTIONS TO GL-05

The evaluations were performed in accordance with GL 90-05, draft Code Case N513 (dated
8/13/92) and Code Case N-597, which was approved for use on Millstone Unit 3 on 2/23/99.
REFERENCES/INPUTS

CR M3-00-1210

CRED M3-00-1210

Isometric Drawing No.CI-SWP-210

P&ID No. EM133B

Operability Determination MP3-008-00

DCN DM3-00-0157-00

Technical Evaluation M3-EV-00-0019, Rev 0, “Service Water Pipe Wall Leak
Evaluation at FW-112 and FW-49 (Ref. line 3-SWP-003-210-03)”

e Work Orders: M3-00-08343(Initial UT), M3-00-08389(Patch), M3-00-08661(Five
additional UT’s), M3-00-08758(Follow Up UT in 3 months), M3-00-08837 (Pipe
Replacement)
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Service Water Pipe Wall Leak Evaluation at FW-112 & FW-49

(Ref. line 3-SWP-003-210-03)

Millstone Statice Ynit 3

M3-EV-00-0019

Tzl B Rat

Preparer f T. Raelz

5/2) )

Independent Reviewer

L. Diluna

Dtina T fSracecesdd
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION No.  M3-EV-00-0019  Rev. 00
1.0 Purpose :

Evaluation of a through wall leak and wall thinning condition identificd on Service Water fine 3-SWI-
003-210-03 as indicated in CR M3-00-1210. This evaluation will determine that structural integrity of
the piping is maintained for the through wall leak and wall thinning in the area between ficld welds
FW-112 and FW-49 and to predict remaining service life for recommended replacement.

2.0 Background :

Per UT data attached, through wall pipe leak and area wall thinning is identified between field welds
FW-112 and FW-49 on Service Water line 3-SWP-003-210-03 as documented in CR M3-00-1210
(Attachment 3). See attached UT data (Attachment 4) for specific location. The piping is to be
evaluated to determine the current piping structural integrity until repair can/should be made.

References : As noted in the wall thinning evaluations in Attachment 2.
3.0 Discussion :

A through wall leak evaluation was performed in accordance with Generic letter 90-05 and Draft Code
Case N513 and Code Case 597 (NRC approved). This evaluation will demonstrate structural integrity
of the existing condition and determine the remaining service life before replacement is recommended/
required.

The minimum UT reading was used with the associated stress levels for the affected locations.

The evaluation for the through wall leak is attached.

Note: Use of Draft Code Case 513 for this application is similar in approach to Code Casc N-597 thus
yielding similar results. Therefore, is acceptable for use in the through wall leak evaluation.

A temporary patch to eliminate the pipe leak using clamps and rubber gasket material will be installed
on the pipe until the pipe section is replaced. This temporary patch will be attached to a 37 pipe with a
potential min. wall of .069”. Using an assumed weight of 10 Ibs for the temporary patch in comparison
to the mass of the 3” pipe section and close proximity of existing supports, it is determined that the
additional weight has insignificant deadload and seismic effect on the system.

Buckling of the thinned area since R/tp>50 was evaluated. Based on the low temperature of the system
and close proximity of existing supports, any potential buckling effect on the pipe would be
insignificant. Existing functional capability check performed in stress calculation 12179-NP([F)-X1913
Rev. 5 CCN 6 envelopes this evaluation and is acceptable.

The wall thinning area at FW 112 was reviewed and it was determined based on its close proximity of

the through wall leak and similar wall thickness values, the through wall leak cvabimton ey chopes the
wall thinning condition and is acceptable for the same duration before replacement is required.

Page 2 of 3



TECHNICAL EVALUATION No. M3-EV-00-0019 Rev. 00

40 Safety Significance :

These Service Water pipe thinning evaluations are performed in accordance with Generic Letter 90-05,
Dralt Code Case N513 and Code Case N597 (NRC approved). This evaluation determined structural
integrity is maintained and predicted service life remaining. This evaluation ensures the system’s
ability to perform its intended function and is not affected by the wall thinning condition. The above
condition does not create/implement changes to Tech Specs, facility, procedures or require any new
tests therefore, a CFR 50.59 Safety screen/evaluation is not required for this Technical Evaluation.

5.0 Conclusion:
Based on the evaluation in Attachment 2, it is determined that pipe line 3-SWP-003-210-03 at the

specified FWs currently meet structural integrity criteria. In addition, the evaluation yield that the
structural integrity of the pipe would continue to be met to April 1, 2001 based on predicted wear rate.

6.0 Attachments :

Attachment 1 : Independent Review Comment and Resolution Sheet
Attachment 2 : Service Water thinning evaluation

Attachment 3 : CR M3-00-6246 \ 21 © TR

Attachment 4 : UT Data

Attachment 5: Pipe Stress Worksketch

Page 3 of 3



Independent Reviewer Comment and Resolution Sheet(s) (Example)

[ndependent Reviewer Name:

Attachment X 1

(Sheet 1 of.2)
{

(ER/EV) No. M3-EV-00-00(F REV. o

hel

L.J. DiLuwA

Page | of 1
Date: 5_'/5’/0’0

Comment No.

ER/EV
Section

Comment

|

H(No L Cco HHBEIOTS  iIDCoRParATED

Independent

If applicable,
Minager’s Signatu

Comments Resolved:

ER/EV Preparer Signature: m%:g /gﬂf/QL
U A ﬁi&@
[V

Reviewer Concurrence- CT0

re:!

N o
Level of Use NGP 531
) ST0 I ) REVIEW ev,
lnformatlon STO THINK ACT IEVIE Rev, 4
_ 24 0f25

Date_5% /4 /0®

Date. 5§ - § ~o©

Date




- leed. el m3.ev-oo-o00\q Rev. oo AT. 2 Syt foes
PART 1 3" pipe outlet to 3CCI*E1A/3HVQ*ACUS1A (near FWs 112-49)

Objective: The objective of this evaluation is to qualify a pin hole leak in 3" service water
line 3-SWP-003-210-3 outlet to 3CCI*E1A & 3HVQ*ACUS1A as described in
CR M3-00-1210 for structural integrity. This evaluation qualifies the piping through 4/1/01.

The foll

nonstd

8700

1.0 SCOPE
This evaluation is applicable to:
a) Class 3 Section 11l Subsection ND piping
b) Operating conditions <200F, < 275 psig
c) Pipe, tube, fittings and flanges - NO WELDING
d) Structural integrity only. This does not demonstrate system operability.
e) t-adj is used throughout this calculation. t-adj is always the predicted t-adj.

3.0 FLAW EVALUATION

This evaluation is applicable to non-planar (through wall holes) and is performed in accordance
with Generic Letter 90-05, DRAFT Code Case N513 (8/13/92) and Code Case N597 (Reference 3).

3.1 tmin and t-adj Determination

a) Determine tm per construction code (Reference 2).
tm=P *Do/(2*(SE +Py) + A
P= presssure, psig
Do= outside diameter, in
S= stress allowable, psi
E= joint efficiency = 1.00
y= a coefficient = 0.4
A= additional thickness (corrosion allowance, threading, etc...)
= O for this analysis

3.500 0.0200 0.088 0.005 14.85 0.0088 0.903

Note 1) The t-adj value is the predicted remaining wall through 04/01/2001.
Note 2) The component considered in this evaluation has been inservice since July 1985.

Note 3) The minimum thickness used is conservative compared to the measured data of
Reference 5.



TeaH. EVaL . M3-EV-00-0019 Rev. 0d

PART 1 continued

3.2 Branch reinforcement Evaluation Method (Reference 3)
a) tadj must be greater than 2*tm

3

0.0750

0.0400

acceptabla

AT 2

b) The postulated circular diameter, d, shall not exceed the pipe nominal
outside diameter.

3

3.500

3.500

1.75

Predicted flaw is set
equal to 1.75 inches.

OK

The following branch connection reinforcement calculation is perfoarmed
iIn accordance with ND 3643.3 (Reference 2).

Required reinforcement area = 1.07*tmh*d1

A1 = area provided by excess wall in the pipe = d2*(Th - tmh)
The mill tolerance on Th is ignored since UT is available.

Note: d2 has been set equal to the maximum allowable hole size.

3 0.0200

3.50

1.75

0.0750

0.075

0.096

OK

¢) Determination of unreinforced branch connection stresses per ND 3650

3] 0075




T Teacu. &AL, M3- E’NJPOO’.OO\ﬂ REV. 00
PART 1 continued

Reference

ATV, <

SHEET 303

The following table presents both the tnom & t-adj corrected Code stress equations:

_272 1275 493 1996 8700 4.36
2721275 811 4822 10440 217
2721275 1477 13121 13050 0.99
2721275 1970 15118 21750 1.44
2721275 1001 6509 20880 3.21

Failure of Eq 10 is acceptable if Eq 11 is met

OK
oK
NO GOOD
OK

OK

d) An additional limitation is placed on the through wall portion of
the maximum hole size. The through wall portion of the crack may not

exceed d/2 or 5 inches.

(1) Based on <1 yr. remaining, f used to determine stress is taken as 1.0.

0.020

in

0.008

in

>Nt

0.028

in

1/8

in

aw

1.750

in

0.375

in

Note: 1) This value includes a .25 inch tolerance.

S&W Stress Calculation 12179-NP(F)-1913-XD, Rev 5, CCN 7
ASME Section Il 1971 Edition through the 1973 Summer Addenda

ASME Draft Code Case N513 (8/13/92),N597 (3/2/98)

UT data (Attached)
DWG. No. CI-SWP-210 Sh. 1-3

1)
2)
3)
4y CR M3-00-1210
S5)
6)
7) Spec. SP-ST-Me-947 Rev. 1.

Ref: Computer Storage: k:\deptdata\raetztb\pipeleak\1913fw1
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Approval Date Effective Date
AR No. CR Form CR No:
Initiation M3-00-1210

Affected Unit(s): Affected System #: Céinponent ID: Source Documents (TR, AWO, Procedure, etc.)
1] 20] 3K Common[] | 37204 3LAK-PNLSF2 CKT-11 | NA
1A. Summarize the condition in a single sentence: :
SERVICE WATER LEAK IN 36’ ESF CAUSED SHORT CIRCUIT IN LIGHTING FIXTURE PLUG CAUSING CKT-11
OF 3LAK-PNLSF2 TO TRIP.
1B. Describe the condition:
e  What happened?
Service water leaking from return header from 3HVQ*ACUSI1A.
*  Describe any relevant physical conditions, e.g., equipment configuration, environment.
No label on lighting fixture plug. This delayed finding power supply.
e Ifknown, are any regulations or requirements Impacted, e.g., codes, tech. specs? If so, specify.

2A. If known, what department created the condition? Na
2B. What process was in use when the condition occurred? Normal operations
2C. What department or organization discovered this condition? U3 Ops

2D. What activity resulted in discovery of this condition and how did this activity result in the discovery?
Smoke detector alarmed on Zone panel 3B zone 11. ’

Method of Discovery
Discovery Date: 5/6/2000 Discovery Time: 2112 (SAP-01 Definitions) Event
3A.  Immediate corrective action taken prior to CR initiation:
Investigated smoke detector alarm
3B.  Actions planned, but not implemented prior to CR initiation:
4. Is this issue a nonconforming condition requiring a Condition Report R
Engineering Disposition (CRED)? [JNo. [X] Yes.If Yes enter the  Tv2me: STEVEN G. PIETRYK
name and department of the individual performing the disposition. Dept:  ENG
5. Recommended corrective action
6. (Optional) What department should investigate the issue? Why?
7. Initiator Requests Follow-up:  Yes [_] No X Time: 2237 Phone No.: 6200
Initiator Name: Todd Berger Date: 5/6/2000 Cost Control Center: 836

MP-16-CAP-SAP01-001
Rev. 000
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////1\\\\ Nuclear Locrgy STRAIGHT BEAM MEASUREMENTS
Plant M '//.Sfo/)(_’ o fru 3 ) - "E‘“(;“ 7 . _«/7 o
Sysiem & Zone o 3326 Eras At Sheet o /'//A

Component 1D Py Fe. 8 ef‘wce_n FU} 79 .f fuj J12 ] AWOY fambe
Component Descnption _S fra,ghf P, pe_
Examination Purpose . S f L ca_/é_ e e o, 3-SWP 179~ %

i)rawmq Mo g2/ 78~ CI-SWrP )0 _Spx./

/13-00-083%3

Instrument & Settings Calibration Block(s) Component Data 5L7 00
Manufacturer I'ype Senal No : tAaicaal Component mcl
. PANA. | ! Taom xY 9 %
Model No. 26 DL Plus | |S76£_Bex. | 98-7200. 190f0 Cunz | | ComponentDia |3
Serial No. 92097912 N | &5 : 7 Altachments. My
Range L5
Velocity 193 Yms Calibration Checks Block Thickness lnstrument Reading
De]ay N/A Type Time Min, Max. Min. Max.
Zero Value 1585 44 Initiat 0300 400" 400" 100" | ,%00”
Cal Tolerance k4 L0005 Intermediate A A/ / A
lntermediate A :/' A A
Search Unit Data Final 0330 .700”| .%00” LI60 7 400 ”
Manufacturer PANA,
Type No. 07298 Couplant Data Coatings Factor Data
Serial No. 12 84%0Y Brand | Soundsate Surface Painted AMO
Frequency 2.5 MHZ Batch No. 99220 A ACT® mils = A/ L
Size L2 ' MRIRIUTC No. 10000396987 ACT X 3 mils = /A

- Average Coaling Thickness
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. ) OM3-vo-oj¢-00
Safety Evaluation Screen Form [+Comm. 4.1.6] ve 1

(sr}aetéaf:z)
Unit _ MP3  Document No.CREDCR M#-00-1210  Revision No. 0 Change No. N/A
SPG# NIA ©

(Attachment 6 Provides Guidance)
A. SUMMARY INFORMATION (Completed by the Preparer)

1. Description of the Proposed Change, Test or Experiment

As identified on CR M3-00-1210 a through wall leak was discovered on Service
Water line 3SWP-003-210-3 on pipe piece 56 of isometric dwg. CI-SWP210 on
spool 3-SWP-174-4. This leak is on the outlet of the Safety Injection Pump Cooler
3CCI*E1A just prior to where the 3HVQ*ACUS1A outlet line ties into the header.
The pipe is 3 inch SB466 NO 706 ANLD SMLS .219 wall pipe. A RECO has been
performed and approved to address Operability concerns. The CRED will install a
housekeeping clamp on the leak using a rubber like material and necessary clamps
for support. The structural integrity of the pipe has been verified by Nuclear
Materials Engineering, based on UT readings taken on the pipe.

The leak repair clamp is intended to protect neighboring equipment from potential
spray until a permanent repair can be implemented. The clamp is not credited with -
maintaining either the Service water pressure boundary or structural integrity of the

pipe.

B. SCREENING QUESTIONS (Completed by the Preparer)

1. Will implementation of the proposed Change, Test or Experiment require a revision to the
Operating License or the Technical Specifications? (If “Yes,” complete (a.), go to Section D and
sign as Preparer - prior NRC review and approval is required. If *No,” complete (b) and go to Question 2.)

(] Yes (OL or 7/S change required) {X] No
a. Reason OL or T/S change required and sections impacted:

b. Reason OL or T/S change not required and sections reviewed:

The structural integrity of the piping has been evaluated by Nuclear Materials
Engineering, as being acceptable with the leak. The clamp will protect neighboring
equipment from potential spray or water damage. Any leakage detected from the
outlet SW piping to the discharge canal, does not affect Service Water System
performance or the ability of Service Water to cool Safety Related Equipment. The
clamp does not affect seismic requirements of the system due to its weight. This is a
Plant Configuration change only. Based on the fact that the repair will return the SW
piping to a suitable state, the repair will not require a revision to the Operating
License or Tech Specification.

Reviewed TS Section 3/ 4.7.4 Service Water System

2. s the proposed Change, Test or Experiment fully bounded by the scope of a previously
approved Safety Evaluation? (Refer to Section B.2 of Attachment 6 to determine if fully bounded. If

RAC 12 Attachment 4
Rev. 2 Ch. 2
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Safety Evaluation Screen Form [+Comm. 4.1.6] pa 8

(Shgegggﬂ
Unit  MP3  Document No.CREDCR M#00-1210 _ Revision No._0 Change No. N/A
SPG# NIA. ©

“Yes,” complete (a.) and (b.), go to Section U and sign as Preparer - a new SE is not required. If “No," go to
Question 3.)

(] Yes (new SE not required) [ No
a. Identification of previously approved SE:

b. Reason previously approved SE fully bounds proposed activity:

3. Is it obvious that the proposed Change, Test or Experiment requires a Safety Evaluation?
(If “Yes,” a SE is required ~ complete (a.), go to Section D and sign-as Preparer. If “Not Obvious, "go to
Question 4. If it is not clear, a SE is required.)

(] Yes (SE required) [ Not Obvious

a. Reason SE required:

4. Does the proposed activity meet the criteria of a Non-Intent Change to the Facility or
procedures as described in the SAR? (Refer to the guidance in Section B.4 of Attachment 6 fo
defermine if Non-intent. If a Non-intent Change, check “Yes,” complete (a.) go to Section D, and sign as
Preparer - a SE is not required. If “No,” go to Question 5.)

[ Yes (SE not required) <} No
a. Reason SE not required and SAR sections reviewed:

5. Will implementation of the proposed activity modify the Facility as described in the SAR?
(Per the guidance in Section B.5 of Attachment 6, ensure that you check “Yes” if the proposed
activity could directly or indirectly as a result of a system interaction, introduce different failure
modes or affect the function or reliability of equipment described in the SAR. If “Yes," complete (a.},
go to Section D and sign as Preparer. - a SE is required. If “No,” complete (b.) and go to Question 6.)

(] Yes (SE required) (X} NoO
a. Reason SE required and SAR sections impacted:

b. Basis for “No” and SAR sections reviewed:
The structural integrity of the piping has been evaluated by Nuclear Materials
Engineering, as being acceptable with the leak. The clamp will protect neighboring
equipment from potential spray or water damage. Any leakage on the outlet SWP
piping to the discharge canal, does not affect Service Water System performance or
the ability of Service Water to c¢ i Safety Related Equipment. The clamp does not
affect seismic requirements of the system due to its weigh. This is a Plant
Configuration change only. Coe

RAC 12 Attachment 4
Rev.2Ch. 2
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Unit MP3 Document No.CREDCR M#00-1210  Revision No. 0 Change No. N/A
SPG# N/A : ©O)

This change and the administrative DCN associated with it does not affect the heat
removal capabilities of the service Water System as described in the FSAR. Thisis
a Plant Configuration change only that will not affect the design basis or any safety
functions of the Service Water System.

The intent of the repair is to return the Service water pipe to state that will meet the
description in the FSAR and as such does not modify the Facility as described in the
FSAR.

Reviewed FSAR Section 9.2.1 Service Water System.

6. Will implementation of the proposed activity modify procedures as described in the SAR?
(Refer to the list of supplemental questions in Section-B.6 of Attachment 6 to evaluate the need for a SE.
If “Yes,” complete (a.}, go to Section D and sign as Preparer - a SE is required. If “No,” complete (b.) and go
fo Question 7.) » . '

(] Yes (SE required) {X] No

a. Reason SE required and SAR sections impacted:

b. Basis for “No” and SAR sections reviewed:

The installation of the damage controlf emergency leak repair clamp is used to
protect neighboring equipment from potential spray. The operation of the SW
system is not affected by the repairs installation. No operating or Emergency
operating procedures are impacted. The clamp is being installed in accordance with
NU procedures and programs.

Therefore , instaltation of a pipe clamp does not modify procedures as described in
the FSAR.

Reviewed FSAR section 9.2.1 Service Water System and sections 10.0 and 14.0 of
the FSAR.

7. Will implementation of the proposed activity involve a Test or Experiment not described in
the SAR? (Refer to the list of examples in Section B.7 of Attachment 6 to determine the need for a SE. If
“Yes,” complete {a.), go to Section D and sign as Preparer - a SE is required. If “No,” complete (b.). go to
Section D and sign as Preparer.)

[] Yes (SE required) {X) No

a. Reason SE required:

b. Basis for “No” and SAR sections reviewed:
The installation of the damage coatrol/ emergency leak repair clamp is used to
protect neighboring equipment from potential spray. The operation of the SW
system is not affected by the repairs installation. The installation of the clamp does
not require any test or experiments to be performed. The scope is limited to a repalr

RAC 12 Attachment 4
Rev.2Ch. 2
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to the pipe. The instaliation of the pipe clamp does not involve a test or experiment
not described in the FSAR.
Reviewed FSAR section 9.2.1 Service Water System and section 15.0 of the FSAR.

C. SUMMARY (Completed by the Approver)

1.

Is a revision to the technical specifications or operating license required? ("Yes, if Question
B.1 checked *Yes") '

O Yesf No

Isa Desigh Engineering Screening Evaluation per the Design Change Manual Required?
(Yes, if proposed Change is an Intent Change to the Facility as described in the SAR)

O Yes & No [ Not Applicable
Is a new Safety Evaluation required? (Yes, if Question B.1, 8.3, B.5, B.6or B.7 is checked “Yes")

(] YesT¥ No

Is a FSARCR per RAC 03 necessary? (Yes, if responses to Question 8.5 or B.6 indicate proposed
activity will cause the FSAR description to be incorrect)

0 Yes‘gj’ No [ Not Applicable

is the proposed activity fully bounded by a previously approved Safety Evaluation? (Yes, if
Question B.2 is checked “Yes")

1 YesTX' No

Is the Quality Assurance Plan, Emergency Plan or Security Plan affected, requiring an
evaluation per RAC 01? (Yes, if response to Question B.5, B.6, or B.7 identifies these portions of the
SAR as being affected by the proposed activity)

O Yesﬁ’No [1 Not Applicable

D. APPROVAL

Preparer: ﬁﬂom ;UO'«/A‘"{L m,,.,‘,, W Date: 5‘/(,/00

Print and Sign

Reviewer:
(if required) N /4' Date:
Print and Sign

o Culls il NN b S

cf and Sign

RAC 12 Attachment 4
Rev.2 Ch. 2




