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Abstract:

Drywell vessel.

" ReportoriCiark___ W

This report summarizes the activities performed by GPUN to
mitigate the corrosion mechanism attacking the Oyster Creek
The report provides a "road map” of the
documents created to implement corrective actions taken
"during the 14R.refueling outage.

‘A bay-by-bay discussion of thé condition of the vessel,
results of UT inspections and gtructural evaluation, with
respect to code requ:.rements, is included. .

It is concluded that, by completing 14R actxvit;es, future
corrosion has been stopped in the sand bed region, but that
the pending pressure reduction submittal to NRC must be
approved to provide a corrosion allowance for upper.
elevations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The potential for corrosion of the drywell vessel was first xecognized
when, water was noticed.coming frxom the sand bed drains in 1980. It was
confirmed by ultrasonic thickness {UT) measurements taken in 1986 during
11R. Since that time a great deal of evaluation, inspection, analysis,
planning and corrective actiocn has been_dirgcted toward mitigating the
problem. The first extensive corrective aétion, i.e. installation of a
cathodic protection system, proved to be ineffective,

In 1990 an intengified effort was initiated. As a result of laboratory
experiments the corrosion mechanism in the sand bed was determined to be
galvanic. The .upper regions of the vessel, above the sand bed, were
handled separate from the sand bed region because of the significant
difference in coryosion rate and physical difference in design.
Corrective action for' the upper vessel involved providing a corrosion
allowance by demonstrating, through analysis, that the design pressure was
conservative. R Technical Specification change request was submitted. to
the NRC in July of 1991 to reduce the design pressure from 62 psig to
44 psig. The new design pressure, when approved, coupled with effective .
measures to prevent water intrusion into the gap between the vessel and

the concrete will allow the upper portion of the vessel to meet ASME code

for the projected life of the plant. .

The high rate of corrosion in the sand bed region required prompt cor-
rective action of a physical nature. Corrective action was defined asg;
(1) removal of sand to bzreak up the galvanic cell, (2) removal of the
‘corrogion product from the vessel and (3) application of a protective
coating. Keeping the vessel dry was also identified as a requirement even
"though it would be less of a concern in this region once the coating was

-applied.. The work was initiated during 12R by removing sheet metal from
around the vent headers to provide access to the sand bed from the Torus
Room. . During operating cycle 13 some sand was removed and access holes
were cut into the sand bed region through the shield wall. The work was
finished during 14R. )

After sand removal, the concrete floor was found -to be unfinished with
improper provisions for water drainage. Corrective actions taken in this
region during the 14R cutage lncluded; (1) cleaning of loose rust from the

“drywell shell, followed by application of epoxy coating and {2) removing
the loose debria from the concrete floor followed by rebuilding and
reshaping the floor with epoxy to allow drainage of any water that may
leak into the region.

During the 14R outage UT measurements of the drywell vessel were taken

from the sand bed region. In general these measurements verified pro-

jections that had beer made based on measurements taken from inside the

drywell. There were however, several areas thinner than projected. 1In
~all cases these areas were found to meet ASME code requirements after '
' structural analysis. The details of this analytical work are presented in

Section 6 of this report.

The cleaning, reshaping and coating effort that was completed in 14R °
should mitigate corrosion in the sand bed area. Since this was accom-
plishad while the vessel thickness was sufficient to satisfy ASME code
requirements, the drywell vessel in the sand bed region is no longer a .
limiting factor in plant operation. Inspections will be conducted in
future refueling outages to ensure that the coating remains effective. In
addition, UT measurements will also be taken. The frequency and extent of
these measurements will be evaluated after 15R. =~ :

0127107
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DRYWELL CORROSION MITIGATION PROJECT

BL 402950

1.0 INTRODUCTION _ '
1.1 Background

Ledkage was observed from the drains in the sand bed, which surround
the lower exterior surface of the carbon steel drywell vessel,’
during the 1980, 1983 .and 1986 refueling outages. Inspections
performed during the 1986 refueling outage 1l1R confirmed that
corrosion was occurring in the sand bed region (elevation 8 feet,
11% inches to 12 feet, 3 inches). -Later .investigations confirmed
that corrosion was also taking place at elevations above the sand
bed. A program of repetitive ultrasonic thickness (UT) measurements
was established to monitor the corrosionr in the vessel. During 12R
(1988) a cathodic protection system was installed in the sand bed
region to minimize corrosion in this area where the rate of
corrosion was greatest. The monitoring program was also .expanded
during 12R.

By the Spring of 1990 it was evident frowm the UT monitoring program
that the cathodic protection system installed during 12R was not
sufficient to abate the high corrosion rate in the sand bed. a
wmulti discipline project team was formed and charged with identi-
fying the corrosion mechanism and developing a corrective action
"plan. The team had determined by the fall of 1991 that the cor-
rosion was galvanic in nature. Circumstances that helped to promote
this phenomencon were the fact that water had leaked into the sand
bed region and that the drain system failed. The water contained
impurities that were leached out of the insulation material in the’
upper elevations. Corrective action for the sand bed region
required that water leaking into the cavity be stopped and that the
galvanic cell be broken.

It was determined that the original design pressure for the vessel
was unrealistically high. A Technical Specification change request
was developed and submitted to the NRC on July 7, 1991. The change
involved a reduction in the design pressure for the vessel from 62
psig to 44 psig. ' When approved this will provide a corrosion
margin, for the upper elevation, sufficient to insure ASME code
compliance through the life of the plant.

1.2 Sand Bed Repair

To disrupt the galvanic cell, the water leak must be stopped and-the’
sand- in the sand bed region would have to be moved away from the
vessel, Since the sand performed a structural function in the.
original design concept, removal of the sand had to be supported by
analysis. GE DNuclear Energy Division of San Jose, California
performed the above analysis. The results confirmed that if the
sand was removed, the structure would still maet ASME code re-
quirements. (See references 2.1 -2.3). Based on the results of -
this analysis a plan was developed to: (a) remove the sand, (b)
clean the vessel of the corrosion product, (¢) measure wall
thickness from the exterior of the drywell, (d) weld repair of
localized thin areas if necessary and (e) apply a protective
coating. . . ro

012/107
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GPUN Memo 5320-93-020, K.. Whitmore to -J:C.Flynn, "Inspection of
Drywell Sand Bed Region and Access Holes", dated Januvary 28, 1993.

GPUN Calculation # C- 1302 187-5320-024, Rev. 0, Oyster Creek Drywell
External UT Evaluation in Sandbed,™ dated 4/16/93.
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Sheet Metal Removal

During the 13R outage (1991) sheet metal was removed from around the
ten vent headers in the Torus room to provide access into the top of
the sand bed region. Due to schedule constraints some of this work

was deferred to the. operating cycle. '

Sand Removal

The high rate of drywell corroslon in the sand bed required that the
sand be removed as soon as possible. To accomplish this, a scheme
was devised to remove the sand through the vent header gaps and the
holes put in the shield wall for cathodic protection installation by
using a high volume vacuum machine (Vacuum Engineering COrporation
vVecLoader HEPA VAC ). - (See reference 2.4). The work was started in
November of 1991 and stopped in April of 1992. Some sand was removed
from all bays. Approximately sixty percent of the sand calculated to
be in the sand bed (77 - 55 gallon drums of B8and) was removed.
Before work could be done from the top of the torus, the Safety

. department required that the existing safety line be replaced. {(See

reference 2.5).
Access Holes

CQmpletlon of the sand bed repair requlred access to the sand bed
region. Access paths from both inside the drywell and from the Torus
room were considered. With the aid of the Kepner Tregoe (KT) deci~
sion analysis technique, the Torus room option was finally chosen.
A structural analysis of the Reactor building and the concrete shield
wall was conducted by ABB Impell Corporation to determine if cutting
access holes in the shield wall was acceptable-structurally._ The
analysig was done for ten twenty inch diameter holes, one in the -
vicinity of each vent header. The results verified that this
approach was acceptable. (See reference 2.6).

To expedite the work, since the results of the structural analyais
were not .available, the job was split into two work packages. One
covered equipmant setup ( reference 2.7 ) and the other the actual
cutting of the holes (reference 2.8).

A full scale mockup of one half a bay was constructed at the Forked

River site adjacent to Building 2 to debug the core boring setup
that would be used to cut the access holes in the drywell shield
wall. " MPR Associatea developed a test plan for this purpose
{raefereénce 2.9).  The mockup proved to be very useful. Several
changes were made to the work packages as a.result of the mockup
tests. In addition, the mockup proved to be a valuable agset for
training and orientating workeérs for the unique work environment

-OCLR00029156
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associated with this project. A specialty contractor, Urban H.A.R.T,
Inc., was retained to train Emergency Medical Technicians in rescue
tachniques, provide space training and acclimate workers to the sand
bed environment.

Work platforms were built in four  bays. The other six bays, had
platforms which were installed during the cathodic protedtion
project. Temporary shielding was also installed next to the vent
header to reduce worker radliation exposure.

The ocutting process was 4initiated on 5/8/92 and completed on
11/19/92. The process included cutting ten holes completely through
_to the sand bed region and removing the concrete core for a distance
of six feet (see Figure 1). The total length of the holes was
approximately eight feet. Video cameras installed in the sand bed
region ‘through the vent header gap provided a clear picture of the
drill bit as it broke through into the region. A concrete core
approximately two feet thick was left in the hole to serve as a
radiation shield during plant operation. .The larger pieces of core
material (rubble) were bagged and carried up to the 23 foot
elevation. Small pieces were vacuumed up using an electric vacuum
‘machine staged in the northeast corner room at the minus 19 foot
elevation. In general, this phase of the work went very well. Much
more steel was encountered in the shield wall than anticipated and
this affected the pverall productivity. In bays 15 and 9 voids were
. encountered that affected the drill rig water cooling system. Water
leaked out of the: core hole and seeped through the shield wall.
Catch basins and "wet +vacs" were used to capture the water.
Reference 2.10 documents the condition of the shield wall concrete as

witnessed from access holes. Reference 2.11 documents the shield
wall reinforcement that was cut in the-process of cutting the access
holes.

4.0 .14R VORK
4,1 General

Reference 2.12 documents this phase of work which is referred to as
the cleaning/coatzng phase.

Training and qualexcation of the workers was completed prior to
plant shutdown thus allowing work to start om 11/28/92, the first day
of the 14R outage. The schedule called for two ten hour shifts.
working seven days a week. After mobilization of equipment and
) supplies, the first activity was to remove the two foot concrete plug
. in each of the holes. Once the plug was out, a team af safety and
" radcon inspectors surveyed the bays befﬂre workers were allowed to
enter the holes.

4.2 Sand Removal

There were thick crusts of corrosxon product laying on top of the
sand. (See Fig. 2). It was necessary to remove this material before
the task of removing sand could begin. In most bays, very little
¢orrosion product was left on the vessel. (See Fig. 3). The oxide
crusts may have spalled off the vessel as the plant want to cold
shutdown in preparation for the 14R outage. The last video views
‘taken during the operating cycle 13 sand removal effort showed that
~ some material had fallen off the vessel, but not to the extent found.
- The corrosion product pieces were removed and bagged. The sand was
thén removed using an electric Vecloader vacuum. Appendix A contains

012/107
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Figure 1

Access hole drilling set up view from the top-of the Torus.
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Figure 2

Sand Bed Region - Typical condition found on initial entry:

PR

e e, —m s e

BN

Figure 3

-} ' - - Corrosion product on dryw_ell vessel.
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a list of the waste materiale created during this work. The thick-
ness of some of the corrosion product raised a concern regarding
how much base metal was left on the vegsel. One 12 x 12 inch -
{approximate) ‘piece of oxide crust with a thickness varying in the
range of 1.25 to 1.50 inches was sent to the GPUN Materlals
Lakoratory for analysis (see reference 2.13, 2.14 and 2.1%). The
result of the analysis essentially validated projections based on UT
readings from inside the drywell and later readings taken from the
gand bed region. In general, two bays were worked at one time.
Init'ially, the bays judged to be in the worst shape, i.e. the most
corroded, were worked first. However, due to reactor cavity water
leaklng into bays 11, 13 and 15 during the third week of the outage,
work in these bays was postponed until after the completion of
refueling and the refueling cavity was drained.

4.3 Surface Preparation

As part of the qualification process for suxrface preparation and
coating that preceded the outage, workers were trained in the use of
tools. . The tools had been evaluated to ensure that the surface
preparation effort removed corrosion product and loose rust without
removing metal from the vessel. Pneumatic wire brush and needle gun
tools were the primary means of preparing the vessel surface for the
coating system. Devoe Devpraep 88 cleaner was used to clean grease;
oil, salts and loose rust off the surface prior to applying the
. coating. The Devprep was washed off by high pressure hydrolasing.

4.9 As Found Conditions

Inspection of the sand bad region after the sand was removed brought
to light some conditiong that deviated from the construction
drawings. The shield wall reinforcement that the construction
drawings showed as passing through the sand bed is one exanple. Only
one row of bars was visible, and only about half that row in most
bays. The condition of the sleeves that cover the bars was good,
i.e. no evidence of deep corrosion. This resulted in an additional
space of about nine inches and this extra space between the vesgsel
and the reinforcement made working in this area easier than had been
anticipated. Engineering Mechanics personnel inspected this con-
dition and found evidence that the second row of reinforcement was
buried in the shield wall. (See reference 2.16).

A more serious finding was the condition of the floor in the sand
bed, - The concrete was not finished, there were holes and craters
along side the vessel, there was no avidence of a drainage ditch as
shown on the drawings and in most casas the drain pipes were higher
than the floor. '(See Figs. 4 and 5). This was a general condition
in all bays, however some were worse than others. Apparently the
finish pour of concrete was not installed. This condition had a
significant effect on the project's schedule and cost. To make the
‘drain system effective the holes and craters needed to be filled, and
the floor leveled using a suitable material compatible with both
concrete and the steel shell. (See Figs. 6 and 7). The Devoe epoxy.
product 184 was used to refurbish the floor. This was done after
evaluation of the suitability of the material in the sgand bed.
environment.  This condition was documented using a MNCR (see
reference 2.17). As a part of the floor refurbishment, a wedge of
Devoe 1405 caulking material was placed at the intersection of the
- vessel shell and the floor. Thé caulking material will keep water
away from the vessel in the event a volume of water greater than the
draine capacity is introduced into the area. (See Fige. 8 and 9).

012/107
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Figure 4

As found condition of floor bed.

Figure 5

J _ Deep depression in floor adjacent to drywell vessel.

- 012107

OCLR00029161



06/01/04 11:31:03

“TDR 1108, Rev. 0,
Page 12 0f 45 .

Figur'e's

Finished floor & vessel. )

Figure 7

Drain after floor has been refurbished. |
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'Figure 8

Close up-of caulking

Figure 9
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- 4,85 Coating of the Drywell Shell

The coating system consists of a prime coat of Devoe Pre-prime
167 rust penetrating sealer and two top coats of Devoe 184 epoxy
coating. The flrst top coat was tinted light gray and the second one
a darker gray. - This helped to insure complete coverage of the
surface and avoid the potential for a localized galvanic cell to
develop. All coating work was done using brushes and 3/4 inch nap
ro%lers. :

4.6 Access Hole Closure

The access holes provide direct access to an area that is a high
radiation area during operation. Therefore a barrier ig required to
restrict access. This was accomplished by placing sand bags in the
entire length of the hole. The bags weigh about twenty five pounds
each and can be removed during future outages to conduct inspections
and repairs of the coating if necessary. One row of small plastic
bags {3 x5 inches) was filled with granular boron.carxbide to help
shield any neutron radiation that might stream from the 20 inch
access holes. . ’

4.7 Repair CQntingency.

As ‘a precautionary measure, a repair: approach designed to address
local, as opposed to global, drywell repair requirements was identi- |
fied and partially funded. Representatives from CBI, MPR and GPUN
met in August 1992 to discuss repair strategies (see reference 2. 18).
The ocutcome of the meeting was that the most appropriate repair
scheme for relatively small areas would be weld overlay. Competitive
bids were solicited from three sources to provxde weld procedures and
to test the feasibility of doing the repair in the sand bed by using.
the mockup. CBI was the successful biddexr. The mockup demonstration
was very successful. It demonstrated that the weld overlay repair
process was not anly feasible, but relatively straight forward in

~ gpite of limited working space. However, the mockup demonstration
raised a technical econcern regarding the effect of residual stresses
introduced Lnto the vessel during the welding process., CBI submitted
a quote for analysis to resolve this concern. . However, no further
action was taken when it became obvious that weld repair of the
veesel was not necessary.

5,0 UT READINGS

5.1 General
The UT readings taken from the inside of the drywell do not cover the
entire surface of the sand bed area because most of the area.is below
the internal drywell floor and therefore not accessible from inside
the: drywell. The access provided during 14R from the Torus room
provided an opportunity to investigate the entire area. A number of’
UT readings in each bay were taken to evaluate the condition of the
vessel. See raeference 2.19 for a description of UT readings from
inside the drywell.

012/107
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5.2 Initial Approach for UT Inspections from the Sand Bed

It was recognized in the pre-14R planning process that UT readings
from the sand bed should be taken once access was achieved. To this
end a specification was prepared and issued (reference 2.20).
However, it was not clear, during the planning stage, how the detail
requirements of the specification would be.carried cut. It was known
that the surface was irregular, but the degree of irregularity was
pure speculation. During a meeting held on 8/21/92 it was decided to
assign a GPUN materials engineer (S. Saha)} thé responsibility for
deciding . the extent of UT coverage ‘and selection of the locations to
be UT'd. This was done to engure consistency. NDE would have the
final word as to whether or not the areas were prepared properly for
UT readings. At this point in time it was planned to identify the
two thinnest locations in three bays and prepare a six inch by six
inch grid similar to the grids used to monitor from the inside of the
drywell. The bays selected would be the three in the worst.condition
as determined from UT readings taken previously from inside the
drywell and visual -observations during the sand removal effort.
These bays were 19, 17 and 1l. 1If during the process of getting a
bay -ready for -coating, additional suspect areas were identified,
readings would also be.taken in those areas.

How to identify the thinnést areas to locate the inspection grids
presented a dilemma that was also discussed at the 8/21/92 meeting.

Several schemes were discussed. The most promising being one using
a UT probe to survey the bays for relative thickness through rust and
pits. The NDE representative accepted an actlon item to pursue this
~approach. Two major challenges wera involved with this assignment.

One, to replicate the physical condition of the drywell surface so
that inspection techniques could be evaluated and two, to anticipate
the physical gpace limitations associated with conducting inspections
in the sand bed. The second one was not a problem as it turned out.

There is adeguate space in the sand bed region to conduct
inspections. However, all attempts to replicate the physical
condition. of the drywell surface failed. This drove us to
experimenting with a UT probe suspended in a film of water to
compensate for surface irregularities. Since we were only looking
for relative thickness this appeared to be a solution. Once the
thinnest location was selected we planned to prepare the gurface so
that reliable UT readings could be obtained.

5.3 Modified Approach

Ag is documented below, once accegs.to the sand bed ragion of bays 17
and 19 was obtained it was soon apparent that meaningful 0T ‘in-
formation could not be obtained without preparing the surface by
grinding on the drywell shell where heavy corrosion had taken place.
Several probes were tried. - None provided useful information.
_including the experimental immersion probe. The corroded vessel
shell resembled a cratered golf ball surface. The areas where the
heaviest corrosion had taken place appeared obvious from a visual
inspection since the inside shell wall was relatively uniform. The
‘GPUN metallurgist (S. Saha) identified on a sketch, areas to ke
prepared for UT readings. At a later time he reviewed the surface
.preparation and thickness data and identified additional locations to
ensure that the thinnest areas were surveyed. He has documented his
observations in Section 6 of this TDR. Because of a high level of
confidance in the visual inspection and the fact that the surface
preparation for adequate UT inapection required removal of some metal
not corroded, the idea of preparing six inch by six inch grids was
akandoned. That approach no longer seemed necessary or prudent.
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Sam Saha visually surveyed each bay and identified locations for UT
readings that provided an adequate profile’'of the areas judged to be
the thinnest in the bay. The acceptance criteria was that a bay
would be deemed to be acceptable 1lf the general area thickness is
determined by UT readings to be equal to or greater than 0.736
inches. The 0.736 inch limit is based on an analysis which shows
that the drywell meets ASME ocode reguirements (references 2.1 and
2.2). Thickness readings less than 0.736 inches were referred to the
GPUN Engineerxng Mechanics group for -evaluation. Each evaluation is
documented in Section 6 of this report. -

5.4 Selectxcn of Locations for UT Surveys

As detailed in paragraph 5.3, the selection of locations for ultra-
sonic thickness measurements rested on the visual examination of the
vessel shell ‘'in each bay. The vessel shell, from the sand bed side,
looked like a typical golf ball, i.e. a rough surface full of dimples
except that the dimples varied in size. It was reasoned that since
the ingide surface of the 'vessel shell is smooth and not corroded,_
any thin area on the outer surface should represent the m;nlmum
thickness in that region. It was further reasoned that if six to
twelve scattered spots, located in the area of worst corrosicn, are
ground smooth and the thickness of each spot 1s measured by UT method
we will have a high level of confidence that we have identified the
thinnest shell thickness for a bay. This approach is conservative
since, (a) we are forcing a -statistical bias in choosing only the ~
thinnest areas and (b) grinding of the selected spots to obtain a
flat sgurface for reliable UT readings will remove additional good
metal. This conservative approach for selection of UT spots was
finally adopted after assuring that the interior vessel wall is

- indead smooth. This was proven in bays 17 and 19 by obtaining a
uniform backwall reflection of the sound waves with UT equipment.
GPUN metallurgist (S. Saha) ‘located, mapped and identified the worst
corroded areas in each bay for thickness measurements.. The selected
gpots and the measured thxckness are discuased in Section 6 of this
TDR. '

5.5 structutél-ﬂcceptance Criteria

Acceptance Criteria ~ General Wall

The acceptance criteria used to evaluate the measured drywell
thickness is based upon GE reports 9-3 and 9-4 (Ref. 2.1 & 2.2) as .
well asg other GE studies (Ref. 2.21) plus visual observations of. the ,
drywell surface (Ref. 2.22). The GE reports used an assumed uniform
thickness of 0.736 inches in the sand bed area. This area is defined

to be from the bottom to top of the sand bed, i.e., El. 8 feet, 1l
inches to El. 12 feet, 3 inches and extending circumferentially one
.full bay. Therefore, if all the UT measurements for thickneas in .
one bay are greater than 0.736 inches the bay is evaluated to be
acceptable. In bays where a reading or measurements are-below
0.736 inches, more detailed evaluation is required. :

This detailed evaluation ig based, in part, on visual observations of
the shell surface plus a knowledge of the inspection process. The
first. part of this evaluation is to arrive at a meaningful value for
shell thickness for use in the structural assessment.  This meaning-
ful value is referred to as the thickneas for evaluation. It is
computéd by accounting for the depth of the spot where the thickness
measurement were made and the roughness of the shell surface. The

0127107 . -
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surface of ‘the shell has been characterized as being "dimpled” as in
the surface of a golf ball where the dimpl€s are about one half inch
in diameter. . Also, the surface contains some depressions 12 to
18 inches in diameter not closer than 12 inches apart, edge to edge
(Ref. 2.22). The depth of surface roughngss using the drywell shell
impressions taken in the roughest bay was calculated. Two locations
in bay #13 were selected since bay 13 is the roughest bay. Approxi-
mately 40 locations within the twd impressions were measured for
depth and the average plus cne standard deviation was calculated to
be at 0.186 inches. A value of 0:.200 inches was used in this
calculation as a conservative depth of uniform dimples for the entire
outside surface of the drywell in the sand bed region.

The inspection focused on the thinnest portion of the drywell; even
if it wasg very local, i.e., the inspection did not attempt to define
a shell thickness sultable for structural evaluation. Observations
indicate ‘that some inspected spots are very deep. They are much
‘deeper than the normal dimplés found, and very local, not more than
1 to 2 inches in diameter. (Typically these observations were made .
after the spot was surface prepped for UT measurement. This results
in a 'wide dimple to accommodate the meter and slightly deeper than
originally found by 0.030 to 0.100 inches). The depth of these areas
was measured.and averaged with respect to the top of local areas.
These depths are referred to -herein as the AVG micrometer
measurements. Tha thickness for evaluation is then computed from the
above information as: _ :

T (evaluatioh) =' UT (measurament) + AVG (micrometer) - 0.200
inches . . :

where:.

thickness for evaluation

T (evaluatian)

UT (measurement) thickness measurement at the -area {location)

AVG {micrometer) average depth of the area relative to its immed-

iate surroundings

a congervative value of depth of typical'dimple
on the shell surface.

' 0.200 inch

After this calculation, . if the ﬁhickness for analysis is greater than
0.736 inches; the area is evaluated to be acceptable. o

Acceptance Criteria - Local Wall:

If the thickness for evaluation is less than 0.736 inches, then the use ]
of specific GE studies is employed {Ref. 2.21). These studies contain ‘.
analyses. of the dyywell using the pie slice finite element model, ' .
reducing the thickness by 0.200 inches in an area 12 x 12 inches in the

sand bed region, tapering to original thickness over an additional

12 inches, located to result in the largest reduction possible. This

location is selected at the point of maximum deflection of the eigen~

vector shape associated with the lowast buckling load. The theoretical

buckling load was reduced by 9.5% from. 6.41 to 5.56.. Also, the
surrounding areas of thickness greater than 0.736 inches is used to

adjust the actual buckling values appropriately. Details are provided

in the body of the calculation. - : ' :
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Acce tance Criteria ~ Very Local Wall (2% T ch Piameter):

All uT measurements below 0.736 inches have been determxned to be in
isolated locations less than 2% inches in diameter. The acceptance
criteria for the'se measurements confined to an area less than 2% inches
in diameter is based on the ASME Section IIX Subsection NE Class MC
Componerits paragraph NE 3332.1 and NE 3335.1 titled "OPENING NOT
REQUIRING REINFORCEMENT -AND REINFORCEMENT OF MULTYIPLE OPENINGS." These
Code provisions allow holes up to 2% inches in diameter in Class MC
vessels without requiring reinforcement.. Therefore, thinned areas less
than 2% inches in diameter need not be provided with reinforcement and
are considered local. Per NE 3213.10 the stresses in these regions are
classified as local primary menbrane stresses which are limited to an
allowable wvalue of 1.5 Sm. Local areas not exceeding 2% inches in
diameter have no impact on the buckling marging. Using the 1.5 Sm
criteria given above, the required minimum thickness in these areas ia: -

E T ( required )= { 2/3 ) * (-0.736 ) = 0.490 inches

Where 2/3 is Sm/1 58m and is the ratio of the allowable stresses.
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6.1 General
The locations and thickness measurements for each bay are sketched and
tabulated in paragraphs 6.2 through 6.11.
The Engineering Mechanics sectlon reviewed all of the UT. readi.ngs and
documented their conclusions :.n‘ a calculation. (See xaference 2.23).
Following is a summary for each bay. .
All "location® measurements in the graphics contained in Sections 6.2
‘through Section 6.11 are measured from the intersection of the drywell
shell and vent pipe/reinforcement plate welds for vertical measurements
and from the drywell shell butt weld for horizontal measurements.
Average micrometer measurements listed in the tables are the average.of
four readings taken at 0/45°/90°/135° azimuth within a 1 inch band
surrounding spots that were ground for UT measurements. These were only
taken in areas where remaining wall thickness wag below 0. 736 inches.
6.2 Bay #1 Data
18
54 3l l 3
FUR HELL
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<19 1§ o7 8
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Bay 1 Data ~ Table 1

Location uUT Avg
. Measurements Micrometer
{inthes) (inches)
1 0720 0218 '

_ 2 one 0.143
3. 0.705 _ 0347 -

4 0.760 -

s 0.710 0313

6 0.760 -

7 " 0700 0.266

8 0.805 -

9. 0805 -

10 0839 -

n 0.714 0212

12 o4 . o301

13 0.792 e

TS 1147 -

15 ) 1156 -

16 0796 -

' 1 0860 -

18 o7 - -

19 0.8%0 _ -

20 0.965 -

2 0.726 0211

2. 0852 -

o o B " 0850 - . T

A, Overview of Bay's Physical Condition

The shell in bay 1 is characterized by a rough surface full of
dimples of varying sizes up to'% inch in diameter, The most
remarkable feature is the presence of a band 8 inches to 18
inches wide which is 4 to 6 inches below the vent pipe
reinforcement plate weld and about 30 inches in length. This
bathtub ring contains the worst corrosion. Spots #1, 2, 3, 4,
S5,.11, and 12 are located in this bathtub ring. Below the band
the corrosion is much less. Above the band no corrosion was
seen (spot #14 and #15) and the original red lead coating was
. still visible. : :
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B. Summaty of Structural Evaluation .

The inspection focused on the thinnest areas of the drywell,
even if it was very local, i.e., the inspection did not attempt
to define a shell thickness suitable for structural evaluation.
The shell appears to be relatively uniform in thickness except
for a band of ocorrosion which looks like a “bathtub” ring (sse
Fig. 10). Beyond the bathtub'ring on both sides, the shell
appears to be uniform in thickness at a conseryative value of
0.800 inches. Measurements 14 and 15 confirm that the
- thickness above the bathtub ring is at 1.154 inches starting
at elevation 11 feet, 09 inches. Below the bathtub ring the
shell is uniform in thickness where no abrupt changes in
thicknesses are present. Thickness measurements below the
bathtub ring are all aboveé 0.800 inches except location 7 which
is very 'local area.

Therefore, a conservatlve mean thickness of 0.800 lnches is
estimated to represent the evaluation thickness for this bay.
Given a uniform thickness of 0.800 inches, the buckling margin .
'for the refueling load condition is recalculated based on the
GE report 9-4 (Ref. 2.2). The theoretical buckling strength
from report 9-4 (ANSYS Load Factor) is a square function of
plate thicknesses. Therefore, a now buckl;ng capacity for the
controlling refueling load combination is calculated to be at
‘13% above the ASME factar of safety of 2. .

Locatlons X, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 20, and 21 are
confined to the bathtub ring as shown in Figure 10. An average
value of these measurements is an evaluation thxckness for this
band as follows,

Location Evaluation Thickness

1 . 0.738"

2 ‘ 0.659" )

3 0.832"

4 0.760"

5 0.823"

10 © 0.839"

11 0.7286"

12 - 0.828"

13 0.792" . . :
20 ) - 0.965" . : .
21 0.737" ) .

Average = 0.792"

_Ab average evaluation thickness of 0,792 inches for the bathtub
ring may raise concern given that the bathtub ring is notice-
able and that the difference between its average evaluation
thickness (0.792 inches) and the average thickness taken for
the entire region {(0.800 inches) is only 0.008 inchea. <This
results from the fact that average micrometer readings were
generally not taken for the remainder of the shell since each
reading. was greater than 0.736 inches. In reality, the
remainder of the shell is much thicker than 0.800 inches. The
'approprxate evaluation thickness can not be quantified since.
" no micrometer readings were taken.
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The individual measured thicknesses must also be evaluated for
structural compliance. Table 1 identifies 23 locations of UT
measurements that were selected to represent the thinnest
areas, exgept locations 14 and 15, based on visual examination.
These locatiaons are a deliberate attempt to produce a minimum
measurement. Locations 14 and 15 were selected to confirm that
no corrosion had taken place in the area above the bathtub
ring. '

Eight locations shown Ln Table 1 (Y, 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, 12, and
21) have measuréments below 0.736 anhes. Observations indi-
cate that these locations were very deep and not more than 1
to 2 inches in diameter'.  The depth of .each of these areas
relative to its immediate surroundings was measured at- 8
locations around the spot and the average is shown in Table 1.
Using thé general wall thickness acceptance criteria described
earlier, the evaluation thickness for all measurements below
0.736 inches were found to be above 0,736 inches except for two
locations, 2 and 11, as shown in Table 2. Locations 2 and 11
are in the bathtub ring and are about 4 inches apart. This
area is characterized as a local area 4 x 4 inches located at
about 15 to 20 inches beiow the 'vent pipe reinforcement plate
with an average thickness of 0.692 inches. This thickness of
0.692 inches is a full 0.108 inch reduction from the conaser-
vative estimate of a 0.800 inch evaluwation thickness for the
entire bay. In order to quantify the effect of this local
region ‘and to address structural compliance, the GE study on
locgl effects is used (Ref. 2.21).

This study ‘contains an analysis of the drywell shell using the
pie slice finite element model, reducing the thickness by
0.200 inches (from 0.736 to 0.536 inches) in an area 12 x 12
inches in the sand bed region located to result in the largest
reduction possible. This location is selected at the point of
maximum deflection of the eigenvector shape assoclated with the
lowest - buckling load. The theoretical buckling leoad was
reduced by 9.5%. The 4 x 4 inch local region is not at the
polnt of maximum deflection. The area of 4 x 4 inches is only
113 of the 12 x 12 inch area used in the analysis. Therefore,
this small 4 x 4 inch area has a negligible effect on the
buckling capacity of the structure.

In summary, using a conservative estimate of 0.800 inches for
evaluation thickness for the entire bay and the prefience of a
bathtub ring with a evaluation thickness cf 0.792 inches plus
‘the acceptance of a local area of 4 ¥ & inches based on the GE
gtudy, it is concluded that the bay is acceptable.
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SUMMARY OF Measurements BELOW 0.736 Inches

0127107

Table 2
Location | UT Measurement | Avg Micrometer | Mean Depth/Valley . T (Evaluation) Remarks
: D A (2) &) @)=()+(2(3) :

1 omor .| . o2 o0 | ome Acceptable
2 0.716" 043" | oz " oesy " Acceptable
3 0705 0347 0200 052 _ Accepable
5 0.710° 0313 0.200° . . 0.823° - Acceplable -
7 0.700° C 0266 0.200° 0766 | . Accepable
n 0.4 C ez 0.200° 0.726°  Acccpuble
1?2 0.724" 0301 0200- .| oms Acceptable
21 e .oz om0 onr Acceptable
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Bay #3 Data

6.3 .

BAY #3 DATA

e myratd

Figure 11

_(inches)

UT Readings | Avg Micrometer

(inches)

0.795

1000

0.857

0.898

081

0.968

0.826

Bay 3 Data - Ta_ble 3

Location
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A. Overview of Bay's Phyaical Condition

Except for a “band"” approximately 6 inches below the vent
header weld and 8 - 10 inches wide, the corrosjion observed was
uniform and characterized by a uniformly dimpled surface. The
upper portion of the shell beyond the "bathtub ring" and the .
vent pipe was not corroded. The original “red lead" primer
coating is still visible. The reinforcement bar sleeves, on
the-concrete side, were corroded uniformly. No perforation was
seen in any of these sléeves. The concrete floor was in poor
shape. It had a2 huge crater about half the length of tha bay
rufining along the drywell shell., It was about 18 inches. deep
at the worst location. 'No drainage channel was found on the
floor. From the visual appearance, it was evident that the
concrete floor was never constructed to the original design.-

"B. Summary of Structural Evaluation
The outside surface of thisg bay is rough, similar to bay one,
full of dimples comparable to the outside .surface of a golf
ball. This observation is made by the inspector who located
the ‘thinnest areas for the UT examination. Eight locations
were gelected td represent the. thinnest areas based on the
visual observations of the shell surface (see Fig. 11}. ' These
locations are a deliberate ‘attempt to produce a minimum
measurement. Table 3 shows measurements taken to measure the
thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter. The results
indicate that all of the areas have thickness greater than the
0.736 inches.

Given the UT measurements, a conservative mean evaluation
thickneas of 0.850 inches is estimated £for this bay and
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is acceptable.
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Bay #5 Data
NOTE: In this bay the drywell shell (butt) weld is about 8 inches
to the right of center line of the vent pipe. Therefore,
all 'measurements were taken from a lin€ drawn on shell
which approx. coincide with the vent pipe center line.
[
' BAY #5 DATA
& a 2 1
- - © -
8. .7 G- 5
T T O A PR PR MRy A A TR
%;.;;ﬁijag_ 3@%%‘ TRy AL :5}3;5;353;-’:'%
s S i ey ] xs:-i-:’;'-‘:y"ss;;e:@':..:{, SN :e;"u?-:;" sk
B HCOR A AR by AR b S A Ry YA P e
3
Figure 12
Bay 5 Data - Table 4
Location | UT Readings | Avg Micrometer ) e
(inthes) (inches) : : B
1 0.9%. -
2 -1.040 -
3 1.020 -
4 " 0910 -
"5 0.850 -
K -1.060 -~
7 0.99 -
8 1.010 -
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A. Overview of Bay's Physical Condition

This bay was very similar to bay 3 in physical condition except
that, (1) the. floor crater was 12 inches deep at the worst
location and (2) the localized low spots from corrosion were
clustered at the junction of bays 3 and 5, 30 - 32 inches above
the floor.

B. _Summary' of Structural Bvaluation . . |

Eight locations were selected to represent the thinnest areas .
based on' the wviaual o)pservat:.ons of the shell surface (see

F.Lg. 12) . These locations are a deliberate attempt to produce

a minimum measurement. Table 4 shows readings taken to measure

the thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter.’ The
results indicate that all of the areas have thickness greater

than the 0.736 inches. .

Given ‘the UT measufemenés,. a congservative mean evaluation
thickness of 0.950 4inches is estimated for  this bay and .
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is acceptable. )
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Bay #7 Data

6.5

BAY #7 DATA |

Pigure 13

Bay 7 Data — Table 5

" (nches)

(inches)

"UT Readings { Avg Micrometer

0.920

1.016

0954

1.040

. 1.030
1.045

1.000

Location. )
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A. Overview of Bay's Physical condition

The drywell surface showed uniform dimples in the corroded
area, but it was shallow in depth. The bathtub ring, seen
below the vent header in other bays, was not very prominent in
this bay. The sleeves for the reinforcement bars showed no
perforations and were uniformly corzoded. The concrete floor
had no drainage channel, wasg unfxn;shed and had a few small
craters. . R . . .

B. Summary of Structural Evaluation

Seven locations were salected to represent the thinnest areas:

“based on the visual observations of the shell surface (see
Fig. 13). These locations are a deliberate attampt to produce
a minimum measurement. Table S shows readings taken to measure
the thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter.  The
resultg indicate that all of the- areags have thickness greater
than. the 0.736 anhes.

Given the UT measurements, a conservative mean evaluation
thickness of 1 inch is estimated for this bay and therefore,
it is concluded thab the bay is acceptable.
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. 6.6 Bay #9 Data

BAY #9 DATA
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T Figure 14

Bay 9 pata - Table &

Location | UT Readings | Avg Micrameter
(inches) (inches)
1 0.960- -
2 0940 . -
3 * 0994 -
4 1020 -
s 0.985 - .
6 0820 | -
7 0825° -
"8 0791 - :
g 0832 .=
10 0.980 -
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: A. oOverview of Bay's Physical Condition,

This bay was similar to bay 7 in physiecal condition except that
the bathtub ring that is 6 to 9 inches wide and 6 to 8 inches
below the vent pipe reinforcement plate contained some
localized corrosion. Above this band no corrosion had
occurred. .

B. Summary'cf Structural E:,valuation

Ten locations were selected to represent the thinnest areas :
based on the visual obse:vatxons of the shell saurface (see

Fig. 14). These locations are a deliberate attempt to produce

.a minimum measurement. Table 6 shows: readings taken to measure

the thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter. ' The
results'indicate that all of the areas have thicknesg greater

than the 0.736 inches. )

Given the UT measurements, a conservative mean evaluation
,thickness of 0.900 inches is estimated for -thia bay and .
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is acceptablae.
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BAY #11 DATA

Figure 15

Bay 11 Data - Table 7

(inches)

UT Readings |} Avg Micrometer

(inches) .

0.705

Y

0.832

0.755
0.8

0.300

0.331

. 0818

. Lacation

Bay #11 Data

6.7

Y

ek

. 5
.zii?yivws?m+'1

.
DS TE =Y
0.8y leC s
200

=20

EAY)

Sgd
S Jas

- o
'g'so :_3 "'
g

SHpS
3

D,
rsbo
...q

5 ple .

<
d 4,
o,
b

 012/107



06/01/04 11:31:03 '

‘TDR 1108
Rev. 0
Page 33 of 45

Overview of Bay's Physical Condition

This bay was wet, during the initial inspection, from the water
leaking - put of the reactor cavity. The water was seen
trickling/dripping down the concrete wall on the inside of the
sand bed. No water stream/trickle was seen on the drywell
sholl. Most of the localized corroded spots were on the upper
right hand side (i.e.. toward bay 9) 10 to 12 inches below the
vent pipe reinforcement plate.. The shell on the left hand side
{i.e. toward bay 13} showed an uniformly corroded (dimpled)
surface., The concrete reinforcement bar sleeves were corroded
but not perforated. ' The concrete floor was unfinished and no
drainage channel was seeh.-

Summary of Structural Evaluation
L}

Eight locations were celected to represent the thinnest areas
based on the visual observations of the shell surface (see
Fig. 15). These lorations are a deliberate attempt to produce
a minimum measurement. Table 7 shows readings taken to measure
the thickneésses of the drywell shell using a D-meter. The
rasults indicate that all of the areas have thickness greater
than the 0.736 inches, except one location. Location 1 asa
shown in Table 8,' has a . reading below 0.736 inches.
Observatjons indicate that this location was very deep and not
more than 1 to 2 inches in diameter. The depth of area
relative to 1ts Iimmediate surrounding was measured at 8
locationsg around the spot and the average is shown in Table 8.
Using the general wall thickness acceptance criteria described
earlier, the aevaluation thickness for location 1 was found to
be above 0.736 inches as shown in Table 8.

Given the UT measurements, a conservative mean evaluation
thickness of 0.790 inches is estimated for this bay and
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is acceptable.

Sumnary of Readings Below 0.736 Inches -

Table 8
Location UT Measurement | Avg Micrometer | Mean Depth/Valiey | T (Evalnation) Remarks
(1) @ )] | @=M+2H3)
1 0.705* 0.246° 02000 0.751° Acceptable
012/107
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-'Bay #13 Data " ) oo

Spots with suffix (e.g. 1A or 2a) were located close to the
spots. in question and were ground carefully to remove
minimum amount of metal but- -adequate enough for UT.

'BAY #13 DATA

’ g. ,1 DW .
_ 477 13 SHELL
6 |8 . .18 .3

. 12' 8 011 | °10 1999

LT [
Yo ﬁa‘?b . B¢

-Figure 16
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-Bay 13 DPata - Tabla 9

Location | UT Rcédlng' Avg Mlérmﬁeter
(inches) (inches)
1A 0.672/0.890 0351 .
. pa | am2/00e 0350
3 . 094 ’ =
4 0515 -
S/5A 0.718/0.85Y ‘ . o7
66 | 0sss/976 0301
1A | osi8/052 0251
8/8A 0.718/0.500 0278
3. | o .
10/10A 0.72810.810 0211
11/11A 0.685/0.854 0256 .
12 0885 -
13 C oen -
14 . .0868 -
15/15A | 0.683/0859 0273
i 16 | 0829 -
' 17 03807 -
® | ass .
v | oo -
20 1170 -

A.  Overview of Bay's Physical condition

‘ . The drywell shell in this bay appeared uniformly dimpled except
-around a plug in the upper right hand corner(towards bay 11).
The plug was located in the worst corroded area of the shell,
but Lt was not corroded. The bathtub ring below the vent pipe
reinforcdement plate was less. prominent than was seen in other
bays. The concrete floor in this bay was in better shape as
compared to other bays, but it was sBtill uneven and craters
were present. There was no drainage channel. The reinforce-
ment bar sleeves were uniformly corroded, but. no perforations
of the sleeves were seen. B .

0127107
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B. Summary of Structural Evaluation

The variation in shell thickness is greater in this bay than-
in the other bays. The bathtub ring below: the vent pipe
. reinforcement plate was less prominent than was seen in other
bays. The corroded areas are about 12 to 18 inches in diameter
and are at 12 inches apart, located in the middle of the sand
bed. Beyond the corroded dréas on both sides, the shell
appears to be uniform in thickness at a conservative value of
0.800 inches. Near the vent pipe and reinforcement plate the
shell exhibits no corrosion since the original lead primer on
the vent pipe/reinforcgpent plate is intact. ‘Measurenment
20 confirms that the thickness above the hathtub ring is at
1.154 inches. Below the bathtub ring the ashell appears to be
fairly uniform in thickness where no abrupt changes in thick-
nesses are present. Thickness measurements below the bathtub
ring are all 0.800:inches or better. S N
Therefore, a conservative mean thickness of 0.800 inches is
estimated to represent the evaluation thickness for thie bay. .
Given a uniform thickness of 0.800 inches, the buckling margin
for the refueling .load condition is recalculated based on the
CE- report 9-4 (Ref. 2.2). The theoretical buckling strength
from. report 9-4 (ANSYS Load Factor) is a square function of
! ‘plate thicknesses. Therefore, a new buckling capacity for the
controlling refueling load combination is calculated to be at
13% above the ASME factor of safety of 2. .

Locations 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, and 15 are confined to the
bathtub ring as shown in Figure 16. An average value of these
‘measurements is an evaluation thickness for this band as

follows:
Location * Evaluation Thickness
S ‘0.735" !
6 0.756"
7 0.675"
8 0.796"
10 T D.T739"
11 0 0.741"
12 . - 0.885"
14 .- - 0,868"
15 . 0.756". ) : : .
16 0.82%" . . i

Average = 0.778"

The inspector suspected that soime of the above locations in the
bathtub ring were over ground. Subsegquent locations with
Buffix A, e.g. 5A, 6A, were located close to the spots in

" questiocn and were ground carefully to remove the minimum amount
~of metal but adequate enough for UT examination as shown in
Figure 16. The resultr indicate that all subsequent measuré-
ments were above 0.736 inches. The average micrometer readings
taken for these locations confirm the depth of measurements at
these locations. In spite of the fact that the original
readings were taken at heavily .ground locations, they are the
one used in the evaluation. :
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The individual measurements must also be evaluated for
structural compliance. Table 9§ identifies 20 locations of UT
measurements that were selected to represent the thinnest -
areas, except location 20, based on vigual examination. These
locations are a del;berate attempt to produce a- minimum
measurement. Location 20 was selected to confirm that- no
corrosion had taken place in the area above the bathtub ridg,

Nine locations shdwn in Table 9 (1, 2, §, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, and
* 15) have measurements below 0.736 inches. Obgervations
" indicate that thess locations were very deep, overly ground,
and not more than 1 to 2 inches in diameter. The depth of each
of these areas relative to its immediate surroundings was
measured at 8 locations around the spot and the average is
shown in Table 9. Using the general wall thickness acceptance
criteria described earlier, the evaluation thickneas for all
measurements below 0,736 inches were found to be above 0.736
inches except for two locations, 5 and 7, as shown in Table 10.
In addition, subsequent measurementa close to-the locations
identified above, were taken and they were 'all above 0,736
inches. Locations 5 and 7 are in the bathtub xing and are
about 30 inches apart. These locations are characterized as’
local areas located at about 15 to 20 inches below the vent
pipe reinforcement plate with an evaluation thicknesses of
0.735 inches and 0.677 inches. The location 5 is near to
location 14 for an average value of 0.801 inches and therefore
acceptabla. Locatlon 7 could conservatively exist over an area
of 6 ® 6 inches for a thickness of 0.677 inches. .This thick-
ness of 0.677 inches is a full 0,123 inches reduction from the
conservative estimate of a 0.800 inch evaluation thickness for
the entire bay. 1In order to quantify the effect of this local
region and to addresa structural compliance, the GE study on
local effects is used (Ref. 2.21)..

Thig study contains an analysis of the drywsll shell using the
pie slice finite element model, reducing the thickness by 0.200
inches (from 0.736 to 0.536 inches) in an area 12 x 12 inchés
in the sand bed region located to result in the largest
reduction possible. This location is selescted at the point of
maximum deflection of the eigenvector shape asgooiated with the
lowest buckling load. The theoretical buckling load was
. reduced by 9.5%. The 6 x 6 lnch local region is not at the
.point of maximum deflection. The area of € x 6 inches is only -
25% of the 12 x 12 inch area used in the analysis. Therefore,
this small 6 x 6 inch area has a neglxg;ble affect on the
buckling capacity of the structure.

In summary, using a congervative estimate of 0. aoo inches for -
evaluation thickness for the entire bay and the presence of a
bathtub ring with a evaluation thickness of -0.778 inches plus
the acceptapce ‘of a local area of 6 x 6 inches based on the GE
study, it is concluded that the bay is aeceptable.

012/107
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Table 10
Location " UT Measurement Avg Micrometer Mean Dep(h/\;allcy T (Evaluation) -Rcmarks
(1} () L) @=M+@rE) |’

1 0672 0351 - 0.300° 082 Acceptable
o2 0722 0.360" " 0.200° 0.882° Aceeptable
s 0.718" . oar 0.200" 0.735 Acccptable

6 0.655° " o30r 0.200° 056" Acceptable

7 " 0.618" - 0.25T 260' 0.675° Acccpxablc

8 0.718" 0.278" 0.200° 0.796" . Acceptable

10 0.728° 0211 " 0.200° 0.739° Acceptable

n 0.685" 0.256 ' 0.200° 0741 Acceptable

15 0.683" 027" 0.200" 0.756% " Acteptable

0127107

OCLR00029188



TDR 1108
o
" Page 39 of 45

06/01/04 11:31:03
L}
Rev.

Bay #15 Data

6.9

2o %0 'R
%g R0
3 P08l

-

| & s

| W e Lo
X

F10.50
Sl

BAY #15 DATA

Q [ s 4
™ oargeid
..9»%%& a
aQE S
Y] o2 .o.G.n
o= w6 000
r° : b 8080,

OCLR00029189

Avg Micrometer
(inches)
0337

Figure 17

UT Readings
(inches) .
0.786
o8
0932
0.795
0.850
0.7%4
.0808
0.770
0.860
0825

- 0T

Bay 15 Data - -Table 11

10
.1

- Location
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Overview of Bay's Physical Condition |

The drywell shell in this bay was uniformly dimpled and the
upper part of the shell (i.e. near the vent pipe/reinforcement
blade and up) was not corroded. The original "red lead" primer
was still visible in this region. The bathtub ring was less -
prominent than other bays. The reinforcement bar Sleeves were
corroded, but not perforated.’ The concrete floor had no
drainage channel and there were craters in the floor,

L
Summary of Structural Evaluation

Eleven locations were sellected to represent the thinnest areas
based on the visual observations of the shell sesurface (see
Fig. 17). These locations are a deliberate attempt to produce
a minimum measurement. Table 11 shows readings taken to
measure the thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter.
The results indicate that all of the areas have thicknesa
greater than the 0.736 incles, except one location. - Location
9 as shown in Table 11, has a reading below 0.736 inches.
Dbgervations indicate that this location was very deep and not
more than 1 to 2 inches in diameter. The depth of area
‘relative to its immediate surrounding was measured at ‘8.
locations around théspot and the average is shown in Table 11.
Using the general wall thickness acceptance criteria described
earlier, the evaluation thickness for location 9 was found to
be above 0.736 inches as shown in Table 12. '

Given the UT measurements, a conservative mean evaluation
thickness of 0.800 inches is estimated for this bay and
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is acceptable. .

Summary of Measurements Below 0.736 Inches

Table 12 .

Location

UT Measurement - .Avg Micrometer .| Mean Depth/Valley 'I‘(Evaluatiaﬁ) Remarks

@ . @ < O=m+@0C)

0.722 0.337" ' 0.200" - 085" | Accepiabls

012/107
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' BAY #17 DATA

Bay 17 Data - -‘Table 13

Figure 18

- Location UT Readings | Avg Micromerter
(inches) (inches)
1 0916 -
2 --.Lﬁ& -
3 .0.898 —
4 0.951 —_
5 0.913. —_
[ 0.992 -
7 0920 -
8 0590 -
9 0.720 0.351
10 0.830 -
o 0770 -
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A. Overview of Bay's Physical Condition

This bay (along with bay 19) provided the first glimpse of the
conditions of the drywell shell. The most remarkable feature
" of thig bay was the presence of the bathtub ring 8 to 10 inches -
wide that was located 8 te. 10 inches below the vent tube
reinforcement plate. UT spots # 1,3,5 and 7 are located in
this band which is the most corroded area in this bay. Spots
# 1 through 8 were ground carefully to minimize loss of good
metal. Spots # 9,10 and 11 were ground flat and most likely
removed good metal. The reinforcement bar sleeves were .

corroded, but not perforated. The concrete £loor was
unfinished with no sign bf a drainage channel. :

B. Summary of Structural Evaluation

Eleven locations were gelected to represent the thinnest areas
based on the visual observations of the shell surface (see
Fig. 18). These locations are a deliberate attempt to produce
a minimum measurement. Table 13 shows readings taken to
.measure the thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter.
The results indicate that all of the areas have thickness
greater than the 0.736 inches, except one location. Location
9 as shown in Table' 13, has a reading below 0.736 inches.
Observations indicate that this location was very deep and not
more than 1 to 2 inches in diameter. The depth of area
.relative to its immediate surrounding was measured at 8
locations around the spot and the average is shown in Table 13.
Using the general wall thickness acceptance criteria described
. earlier, the evaluation thickness for location 9 was found to
be above 0.736 inches as shown in Table 14.

Given the UT measurements, a conservative mean. evaluation

thickness of 0.900 inches is- estimated for this bay and
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is acceptable.

Summary of Measurements Below 0,736 Inches

Table 14

Location UT Measurement | Avg Micrometer | Mean Depth/Valley. | T (Bvatsation) Remarks )
(O @ ()] @)=(1)+R2}3)
9 0720° 0351 0.200" 0.871° Acceptable
012/107
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Bay #19 Data
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Figure 19

BAY #18 DATA

Bay 19 Data - Table 15

Location

UT Readings
(inches).

Avg Micrometer
(inches)

0.932

0.924

- 0955

0540 .

0950

0.860

0.969

£.753

0.776

0,790
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A, Overview of Bay's Physical Condition

The physical condition of this bay was similar to bay 17 except
that UT spets 1 through 7 were ground carefully. to minimize
loss of good metal, whereas spots 8, 9 and 10 were ground flat.

B. Summary of Structural Evaluation

Ten locations were selected to represent the thinnest areas
based on the. visual observations of the shell suxface (see
Fig. 19). These locations are a deliberate attempt to produce:
a minimum measurement. Taple 15 .shows readings taken to
measure the thicknesses of the drywell shell using a D-meter.
The results indicate that all of the areas have thickness
greater than the 0.736 inches.

.Given the UT measurements, a conservative - mean evalué.tmn
thickness of 0.850 inches is estimated for. this bay and
therefore, it is concluded that the bay is. acceptable. :

7.0 CONCLUSION

The cleanmg and coating effort that was completed in 14R will Btop
corrosion in the sand bed area. Since this was accomplished while the
vegsel thickness was sufficient to sat:isfy ASME code requirements the
.drywell vessel in the sand bed region is no longer- a limiting factor
in plant operation. Inspections will be conducted in future refueling

. cutages to insure that the coating remains effective. In additiom, OT
investigations fxom inside the drywell will dlso be taken. The frequency
and extent of these investigations will be evaluated after 15R.

012/107
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APPENDIX A

WASTE DISPOSAL

-This &appendix describeg the - disposition of waste generated during the

implementation of the project. The various wastes generated are given below:

1. Sand . 172 barrels (55 gallon/barrel)

2. Concrete . 69 barrels ) !
3. Corrosion scale 7 barrels

4. Concrete glurry’ 16 barrels

S. Coating products, (Approximately 1000 cans, applicaticn tools etc.
buckets, brushes, rollers,etc.)

The sand removed from the sand bed was slzghtly contaminated. Reference 2.24
provides the activity levels found in varxous barrels of sand.

The threshold of activity below which a bulk waste is considered clean is as
follows: : . .

cesium 137 = 1.1 X 107 micro:curies/gm.

All other isoctopes = no detectable activity with a v scan machine with a
range of 1 x 10% uc/gm - iirco curies/gm.’

About 15 barrels of sand were bagged and used as shielding in the ten twenty inch
diameter access manways. The remaining sand will be stored in building #9 at the
Forked River gite until the sand activity reduces below the threshold activity.

Approximately 59 barrels of concrete were removed while cutting the access
manways. Thirty two barrels of concrete came in. large pieces and was disposed
of as clean waste after frisking. Twenty seven barrels of bulk concrete are
being surveyed by the plant chemistry department using gamma scan, and depending
on the outcome, will be disposed of as clean waste , if the c¢riteria for tha
thrashold limits can be met. If very low activity lévels are found as in the
case of sand, it -wlll be stored in building #9. If activity levels are higher,
the concrete will ba disposed of as regular low level radwaste. :

Approximately seven barrels of corrosion scale were removed. The material was
frisked and released as non radiocactive waste. .Chemical analysis was performed
by GPUN Materials Lab in Reading for the presence of hazardous metals. Reference
2.25 provides the lab test results. The corrosion scale was released as clean
non radiocactive waste as no hazardous metals were. found.

Approximately 16 barrels of concrete slurry were removed during the access manway

‘core boring operation. The slurry was allowed to gettle, the water was checked

for ph and then processed through radwaste {ph was below the limxt). Concrate
was disposed of as regular low level radwaste.

Paint cang, paint barrela, brushes, rollers and - simllar items that were used
during the Devoe coating application procesaes, were kept on-site until the
coating got hardened and then were frisked and released as clean waste. Paint

‘cans generally had to be coated on the exterior with the epoxy coating to

eliminate the sticky condition prior to frisking for radivactivity.
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