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Docket No. 50-423 
B18135 

Re: ASME Section XI 
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.

0S3422-5 REX. 12-95
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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 

Stephen E. Scace 
Director - Nuclear Oversight and 
Regulatory Affairs 

Attachment 

cc: H. J. Miller, Region I Administrator 
V. Nerses, NRC Senior Project Manager, Millstone 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 # _ _ CYAPCO 

NCF40> M3-C~b LcA DATE: ýýC 1(ýeLe4d)TIME /:d~ 

1.0 ORIGINATOR (PTSG) 

Processing Time: should not exceed 24 hours ZQ* Ls

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: 3a"kT.f 214,J..-. Date: 

1.4 FORWARDED COMPLETED ATTACHMENTS 9.A AND 9.B, NCR AND NDE 
MEASUREMENTS TO SUPERVISOR OF PLANT DESIGN ENGINEERING 
GROUP (PDEG) 

O riginatc r-•)'4 -31t "•reoeA)F e ae 

• 1o--- /,e L t-r- Date: ./ 
(Si! atePite name)

** * * *** * *** *

2.0 PDEG SECTION 

Processing Time:

Date Received: . c/_ idZ) 

72 hours from flaw detection for documented preliminary Lit csLA/4 
operability assessment per RP 5 (GL 90-05). .- f%.a 

25 calendar days from flaw detection for final operability / 
assessment per RP 5 (GL 90-05).
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2.1 PRELIMINARY FLAW EVALUATION 

Evaluation Completed By: 7'< ýT-" Date 4/S /•ffM 

Notify PTSG 

Person Contacted: /,,. A ,/i Date 

2.2 END OF CYCLE FLAW EVALUATION 

Evaluation Completed By: (e1flf 144 Date •"/o!0 
-7rMb77iY fA7A7_ 

2.3 REVIEW RESULTS OF AUGMENTED INSPECTION 

Completed By: • •C- Date: 5--/,_-o-l 

A <:>c wý ~c=,c - 0 (4I A ive~&fsQ ei 
If additional inspections are required, notify PTSG Engineer. -7;• c_4 cL 

_.Sd.'J A 

2.4 FORWARD COMPLETED ATTACHMENTS 9.A AND 9.B TO NUCLEAR 

LICENSING c,- -

Supervisor, PDEG Section: 

S -- -- 1- .i . , Date: -5--,•Oo-0 
(Signature/Printed name)

** * * ** **** * * * *

3.0 NUCLEAR LICENSING 

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

3.1 RELIEF REQUEST SUBMITTED 

By: _ t a K^ z ,,: - a m tl-Ik, I, Date: 

Docket No. - 41-3

j

.)1

P -4
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ATTACHMENT 9.B 

NORTHEAST UTILITIES 

RELIEF REQUEST FORM FOR RELIEF REQUEST 
FROM ASME SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS

UNIT:___#_---_•O DATE: 5---O Time: 

1.0 ORIGINATOR (PTSG) 

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF FLAW 

Piping/Component Drawing No.: SC P - ,iF' -" - -

P&ID No.: .. /•-- I t 33J.  

IkCJAIb.J 

1.2 IMPRACTICALITY OF CODE REPAIR 

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED TEMPORARY REPAIR 

1.4 SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE: System Interaction Evaluation 

Flooding? AJ/A 

Jet Spray? I./A 

Loss of Flow? &// 

Other Interactions: 

Failure Consequences? 

Impact to Safe Shutdown Capability? ,, d-'-

21/ 2--

/AC'Z AC37-

1.5 ROOT CAUSE CAUSAL FACTOR INVESTIGATION 

Root Cause Description: FLo", ,,. , -t"

Other Systems Affected? A l3 Aýl /fC IJ, Ae.

nA7 flPr\ nnr

/

)

23

P-ed" r_-et.  

TR_1:ý I ,J ( rs
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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: ` -7ý 
[J ~NO b d ,d( 

Additional examinations required (based on root cause) - specify number of 
inspection locations (five most accessible locations for moderate energy piping 
systems): 5 Lo_: 4 -T7 ,J oo zs A 0 3-o0-0•o&'• 

Description of areas selected for augmented inspection: '0 -d Cc, AJ/.,, 

2.0 PLANT DESIGN ENGINEERING (PDEG) 01 STRUCTURAL AND DESIGN 
ENGINEERING (SDE) 

2.1 DESIGN DETAILS 

System: ejLVC.. i"-L ^JL A,.  

Component: C @- C 

Piping Size and Schedule 3.4 

Nominal Wall Thickness: * ., I 

Safety Code Class: 3 

Material: S'f3 - 4  /'J C/( C-p'.  

Design Pressure: ' . Z:1 " /°ý3 

Design/Operating Temperature: " 'Z - 7-: " 

Code Minimum Wall Thickness: 

2.2 FLAW CHARACTERIZATION 

Flaw Description/Size (i.e., flaw size, adjacent wall thickness, single/multiple 
flaw, total area examined, etc.): 7"hrD09A Wa/,ttfop-v 4 r 4/pI3, Y/ Atia, aevf wall b,,lA--.ff,, i.'s 0.a/0'" 

Flaw Location: 7•3eUo..z .ý/--- q 4i c -// -

Method of Examination: (, 7? 

Flaw Type: ,>hA0/ofe- 6 At;' 4 nt," /6co0r1-0 AO J 

Referenced NDE Measurement Report: 

41al•kd, lh • •_cA !!-_Vzf M'3-WY-o-ooo-

947 RFV DOC
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2.3 PRELIMINARY FLAW EVALUATION SUMMARY 

Preliminary (72 hour) Operability Assessment Details: 

Method Used: 7-y4, Co Ce V x95/ 3 4A J A - "7 

Limiting Flaw Size: /. 7"- 4 C-x*.4 ickA•2-CS; 

b-e- cj- ~s+ c, o7W 
r•o/ Period of Time to Reach Limiting Flaw Size: 

Evaluation Reference: 93_- _- D c/ 

2.4 END OF CYCLE FLAW EVALUATION SUMMARY 

Final Operability Assessment Details: 

Method Used:, , _ AJS-3 6-10D CA&c_ e.Se_., 7 

Estimated Erosion Rate: 0, 0C S-R ;/161!ca (

Projected Flaw Size: • ,c-c( '/ '/0o- i 40-
i7,cc /5 '. 15 0.  

Period of Time to Permanent Repair/Replacement: P-2P1R•e -1t- t•O;, ( _ 

r• •-@7,•c~ecb~AedOf4•/% ,'/t/l.oo/ .  
Provide a Discussion of Evaluation of Design Loading Conditions
iocv,(;nc( ctv',d, hot1 s Q~/~ presS Ore/1d2,da oq 71- 41r,,S 

Evaluation Reference: 4/I i-OE- accoý-b.•-1_ 
h13 -ZBY-10000/ C, R-ee 

Discussion of Augmented Inspection Results: e- 1/ cc 

,67/9~-rs Se- f-. ~ ,~ 1 A10' aP-ea-s C:) -) 
2.5 FLAW MONITORING 1`7afI 

Walkdown Frequency (for leak monitoring): 

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

2,6 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (scope, limitations, and specific considerations) 

2.7 EXCEPTIONS TO GL 90-05 _S 

Specify if Draft ASME Code case -513 is used ' '

Specify if unapproved Code Cae use e.g. N-513, approved 8/97) /"fl 

2.8 REFERENCES/INPUTS 

cc: Originator, PDEG - Responsible Supervisor, PTSG - Responsible Supervisor, 

Unit Director, Director Engineering Programs, Nuclear Records

947 REV DOC



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

1.1 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*EIA). The 
leak is in a 2" long straight section of piping (piece 56) located between a reducer (FW 112) and a 
tee fitting (FW49) as shown on isometric drawing number CI-S WP-2 10.  

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

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

1.4 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*EIA) and the the ESF building air conditioning units, 
3HVQ*ACU1A and 3HVQ*ACU2A from service. The redundant Service Water train would be 
unaffected and available for safe shutdown.  

1.5 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 

1.6 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 DESIGN DETAILS 

System: Service Water System 

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

Piping Size and Schedule: 3", Regular 

Nominal Wall Thickness: 0.219" 

Safety Code Class: Class 3 

Material: 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" 

2.2 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 in2 . 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 0.2 10" 
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*EIA) and the ESF Building Ventilation units 
(3HVQ*ACU1A 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.  

2.3 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



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 

2.4 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.  

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

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

2.6 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
None 

2.7 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.  

2.8 REFERENCES/INPUTS 

* CRM3-00-1210 
* 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)" 
* 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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TECHNICAL EVALUATION 

for 

Service Water Pipe Wall Leak Evaluation at FW-1 12 & FW-49 
(Ref line 3-SWP-003-210-03)

Millstone U !itj%

M13-EV-00-0019 Rev. 00

PreparerI T. Raetz 

Independent Reviewer L. Diluna

Preparer's Supeiluisor D. Be•'uregard 

E n anager O. Olscn

Date 

Date 

Date 

I Date

olg

t(



TECHNICAL EVALUATION No. M3-EV-00-0019 Rev. 0i0

1.0 Purpose: 

Evaluation of a through wall leak and wall thinning condition identilied on Scicc \\atcl I.-SnI)
003-210-03 as indicated in CR M3-00-1210. This evaluation will determine thaLI structural integrity oF 
the piping is maintained for the through wall leak and wall thinning in the area between field welds 
FW-l 12 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 integrit\ 
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 locatio,,ns.  
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 Case 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 3" pipe with a 
potential minm. wall of .069". Using an assumed weight of 10 lbs for the temporary patch in comparison 
to the mass of the 3" pipe section and close proximity of existing supports, it is determiied al 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 Xwould be 
insignificant. Existing functional capability check performed in stress calculation 121 79-NlI(F)-X 191 
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 'a all leak c\ ck ici .. p ., c. he 
wall thinning condition and is acceptable for the same duration before replacecnie is requ iired.

Page 2 of 3



TECHNICAL EVALUATION No. M3-EV-00-0019 Rev. 00 
4.0 Safety Significance: 

These Service Water pipe thinning evaluations are performed in accordance with Generic Letter 90-05, 
D)ralt Code Case N5 13 and Code Case N597 (NRC approved). This evaluation determined structural 
inctgrity 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: 

B~ased 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 I : Independent Review Comment and Resolution Sheet 
Attachment 2 : Service Water thinning evaluation 
Attachment 3: CR M3-00-0- \z t ol-cr_ 
Attachment 4 : UT Data 
Attachment 5: Pipe Stress Worksketch

IPagc 3 of 3



AttachmentAX I.  
Indep[)ell(dent Reviewer Comment and Resolution S 

(Sheet I of,?) 
I 

(i--=R/EV) No. F13-ý=V-oo-o(

Independent Reviewer Name: L. D. I, Lvu ,j A 

Comment No. ER/EVComment Section 0 Comen

Level of Use 
I nformrvation S[ OP THINK

iheet(s) (Example) 

Page 1 ofI 

Date:- 5/

Date SJ

Date S 7• -c-O 

Date

NGP 5.31 
AC T , rVit [..R v. 4 

. of 25

Comments Resolved: 

-E-R!EV Preparer Signature: • •- -, .  

Independent Rev'iew\er Concurrence: (-T-i-uO..oA- • .  

If applicable, 
MNIanager's Signature:



A,11. 2
514CV-- top-3

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.

Parameter The followina parameters will be aoplied in this evaluation (Reference 1 )
.. . . . ....... . ... , . . . . . . . .  

ts id ...... e... g n 

3 3.500 nonstd 0.219 100 95 SB466 706 80 

1.0 SCOPE 
This evaluation is applicable to: 

a) Class 3 Section I.. 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...  

0 for this analysis 

Instrumen (Ref- 6) Remaining 
tmeas + Calibrat Years of Wear Life 

Outside tm minimurn Tolerane Service Rate Required tadj' (1) 
Dia. (in) (in.) (in) (in) . (yrs) (in/yr) (yrs) (in1)

3.5U0 0-0200 0.088 0.005 1485 0.0088 0.903
.1 _________________

0.0750

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

I • , . V b L t ,M 3 _- G ) o o- o O \'0 R E ý'. o 0



PART 1 continued 

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

P, T-I- 2- -g -- -'

Pip SizebJ..  
Nominal tadi 2:1m

3 0.07501 0.0400 acceptabl,

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

Predicted flaw is set 
equal to 1.75 inches.

I J.bUU I 3.bUU I 1.75 1 OK

6 1 U.UZL

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

Required reinforcement area = 1.07*tmh*dl 
Al = 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.  

RequredExces's 
d2 ... : -Rrioce Pipe Area 

(in) Aea, in Al, in2 
00 3.50 1.75 0.0750 0.075 0.096 OK 

c) Determination of unreinforced branch connection stresses per ND 3650 

I5 1er tn1.04 tadj7 
t-adj Figure SLP SLP 

Rmadj h SIF NC3672. (psi) (psi1) 
75 1.71 0.044 _7.242 2.1 400 1166

tnom .t-adj 

Section Section 
Pipe Size Modulus Modulus 
Nominal tadj Rmadj (inA3) (InA'3) 

3 0.075 1.71 1.744 0.677
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PART 1 continued 

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

272/275 493 1996 8700 4.36

272/275 811 4822 10440 2.17 

272/275 1477 13121 13050 0.99 

272/275 1970 15118 21750 1.44 

272/275 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 

Additional: PredictedWalln.0•.00...W.:•.!....i"n...i.1 0,008 in 
Minimum Wall Reuie To Preveen t 
Epansýion of the' Throug W... ...... 0.028 in 

Measureod Throuh Wall.... Poto of.~ 1/8 in 
J'axiimum Alowed Thr.o.gh W .l .oto of Flaw 

(lesser of d!2 or.S inhes}1.750 in 
Predicted Through "i*:h•.•-%iWa.ll Pot n f•F aw.. 0.375 in OK

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

Reference 1) S&W Stress Calculation 12179-NP(F)-1913-XD, Rev 5, CCN 7 
2) ASME Section III 1971 Edition through the 1973 Summer Addenda 
3) ASME Draft Code Case N513 (8/13/92),N597 (3/2/98) and GL 90-05 
4) CR M3-00-1210 
5) UT data (Attached) 
6) DWG. No. CI-SVWP-210 Sh. 1-3 
7) Spec. SP-ST-Me-947 Rev. 1.  

Ref: Computer Storage: k:\deptdata\raetztb\pipeleak\1913fwl 12-49.xls
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Affected Unit(s): Affected System #: Codnponent ID: Source Documents (TR, AWO, Procedure, etc.) 
1 [] 2 El 3 0 Common El 3720A 3LAK-PNLSF2 CKT-11 NA
lA. Summarize the condition in a single sentence: 

SERVICE WATER LEAK IN 36' ESF CAUSED SHORT CIRCUIT IN LIGHTING FIXTURE.PLUG CAUSING CKT-1 I 
OF 3LAK-PNLSF2 TO TRIP.  

lB. Describe the condition: 
"* What happened? 

Service water leaking from return header from 3HVQ*ACUS1A.  
"* Describe any relevant physical conditions, e.g., equipment configuration. environment.  

No label on lighting fixture plug. This delayed finding power supply.  
"* If known, 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 
Engineering Disposition (CRED)? E] No. Z Yes. If Yes enter the Name: 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 [i No [ Time: 2237 Phone No.: 6200 
Initiator Name: Todd Berger Date: 5/6/2000 Cost Control Center: 836 

MP- 16-CAP-SAPOI-001 
Rev- 000 
Page I of 2 
Sheet I OF 2

I t--i.- \I=VPL.. M ooV.Q- ooIf Rev. 0 Ct. /r I 
2/26/00 ATI-AC--ti e--) T 2/29/00 

Approval Date Effective Date 

AR No. CR Form CR No: 

Initiation M3-00-1210 
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ULTRASONIC I-XAMINATION 
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Ia..' / I

.,v., ,,,,. ,43 -00 - 063 3 
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Instrument & Settings

Manufaclurer 
__.... PANAw./ .. ..........  

Model No.  

Seri3: No. j.o ? ?12 
Range _ ' 

Velocity I9 3 /Ms 

Delay 

Zero Value f."s 

Cal Tolerance 0 ooS• 

Search Unit Data 

Manufacturer 

Type No. 0798 

Serial No. / 2 9 
Frequency 7 " AIf2 

Size ,

Couplant Data Coati 

Brand s,,,YcSaic• Surface Pair 

Batch No- • j• - ACT* mils =

MRIRUTC No. 0000326282 I

Component Data 

Componenil mc, 

1nom v 

Componenl Dia. 3 " 

Attachments. N14

ngs Factor Data

ted I AlO

ACT X 3 mils 

" Average Coating Thickness

PeAfoate T pcon 

Of P/'9e a qc/ MCI 
OaT 7TWO 7 Low Area 
Rtecofa'e,/ Low ,Eeod, 

wilA MI es ,Aea-< ,l 

A/dj'ace)t to TAes• 

area s /s .7/0-2

Sketch/Comments Area - Attach Photo(s) of Relevant Conditions Separately (TE ) 

040 

f'c 
-

T 

17, '- 0 

i•e"jy j-o 

(C,'Pcndc.

Lea A•ci. APP,''.

Examiner (prinl & sign) AIVC o..e/ &,?e~4~ ~ A
Reviewer (sign) ____..  

ANtI if Required (sign) 

evel of USC 
I lfO rttl aticort

I (,. Vl

A/A

'STOP T

ll~voýll toite{20

Dale

'4

-.. . .L Vv....  .:- ,\it: _

AT(- --c " E--)T 4

Calibration Block(s) 

I ype Serial No i ti, a' 

Sic? 13K. 99-7.2oo_ Y90/, CU4_Z 

All4// V

Calibration Checks Block Thickness Instrument Reading 

Type Time Mln. Max. Mi Max.  

Initial p_00 _ /00 , , 

Intermediate AJ 
Intermediate A 
Final 033 /0i Qo "1 ;*'00 ic"g

I ,v/ I
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Safety Evaluation Screen Form [.4Comm. 4.1.6] *e _ 
(Sheet 1 of 4) 

Unit MP3 Document No.CREDCR I41'-00-1210 Revision No. 0 Change No. NIA 

SPG# NIA 0 
(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-SWP21 0 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*ACUSIA 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.) 
El Yes (OL or TIS change required) M No 
a. Reason OL or TIS 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 weighf. 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. Is 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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Unit MP3

DI( "' -c>n- 0 1-7-o 0, 

Safety Evaluation Screen Form [4-.Comm. 4.1.6] %p3 
(Sheet 2 of 4) 

Document No.CREDCR iJ-00-1210 Revision No. 0 Change No. N/A 

SPG# N/A

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

Question 3.) 

E] Yes (new "SE not required) 0 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.) 

n Yes (SE required) Z 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? (Referto the guidance in Section B.4 of Attachment 6 to 

determine 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) 9 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.)

n Yes (SE required) [D No 

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 cc.-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.  

RAC 12 Attachment 4 
Rev. 2 Ch. 2
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Unit MF

"fl%-oCo-O $~-o 
Safety Evaluation Screen Form [4,.Comm. 4.1.6] pj 11 

(Sheet 3 of 4) 

'3 Document No.CREDCR Mi(-0O-1'210 Revision No. 0 Change No. NIA

SPG# NIA 

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. This is 

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 fora SE.  

If "Yes," complete (a.), go to Section D and sign as Preparer - a SE is required. If "No," complete (b.) and go 

to Question 7.) 

[: Yes (SE required) 0 No 

a. Reason SE required and SAR sections impacted: 

b. Basis for 'No" and SAR sections reviewed: 

The installation of the damage control/ 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, installation 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? (Referto 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.)

EZ Yes 

a. ReE 

b. Bas 

ThE 
pro 
sys 
not

(SE required) [ No 

ason SE required: 

sis for "No" and SAR sections reviewed: 

installation of the damage ;ontrol /emergency leak repair clamp is used to 

tect neighboring equipment from potential spray. The operation of the SW 

tern is not affected by the repairs installation. The installation of the clamp does 

require any test or experiments to be performed. The scope is limited to a repair 

RAC 12 Attachment 4 
Rev. 2 Ch. 2
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Safety Evaluation Screen Form [4.Comm. 4.1.61 • 
(Sheet 4 of 4) 

"Unit MP3 Document No.CREDCR NW-00-1 210 Revision No. 0 Change No. NIA 

SPG# NIA (0 

to the pipe. The installation 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 (C 

1. Is a revisi 
B. 1 checke 

F] YesV 

2. Is a Desig 

(Yes, if pro; 

LI Yes & 

3. Is a new E 

E] Yes-' 

4. Is a FSAR 
activity will 

fj Yes[ 

5. Is the pro 
Question B 

[] Yes-I 

6. Is the Qu• 
evaluatio 
SAR as be 

E] Yes"t

D. APPROVAL 

Prepar

Review 
(if requin

oompleted by the Approver) 

on to the technical specifications or operating license required? ("Yes, if Question

d "Yes") 
No 

n Engineering Screening Evaluation per the Design Change Manual Required? 

posed Change is an Intent Change to the Facility as described in the SAR) 

No E] Not Applicable 

Safety Evaluation required? (Yes, if Question B. 1, B.3, B.5, B.6 or B.7 is checked "Yes") 

No 

,CR per RAC 03 necessary? (Yes, if responses to Question 8.5 or B.6 indicate proposed 

cause the FSAR description to be incorrect) 

No E] Not Applicable 

posed activity fully bounded by a previously approved Safety Evaluation? (Yes, if 

.2 is checked "Yes") 

'No 

ality Assurance Plan, Emergency Plan or Security Plan affected, requiring an 

n per RAC 01? (Yes, if response to Question B.5, B.6, orB.7 identifies these portions of the 

ing affected by the proposed activity) 

'No El Not Applicable 

er: -Date: 

Print and Sign 

•er: red) AJ4 Date: 

Print and Sign 

•er: L4, 
ate.i•r 

RAC 12 Attachment 4 

Rev. 2 Ch. 2

Approv


