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INFORMATION SENSITIVITY CAUTION -- This e-mail contains preliminary, pre-decisional information
and notes gathered in the Region Mormng Call discussions. It may also contain proprietary
information or photographs. It is restricted to NRC internal use only by Clearinghouse screening
meeting participants and is NOT to be distributed further nor used for management decisions.
- Information from these notes that has been screened by the team may appear in the daily IOEB OpE
-+ 'Screening Summary e-mail, which can be subscribed to by anyone in NRC via the "Reactor OpE
Information Gateway" link on the NRR home webpage.

Art,

' Here s what | think is the summary of where we stand on Salem 1 AFW buried piping and on EN 45848
(highlighted). ‘

Update - Salem Unit 1 Outage - AFW (‘headers 12 and 14) buried piping Issues

Regronﬁl is” perfermmg ani'MD 8:3; evatuatroh

Here's what we had last week on this issue:

Based on UT results from the shallow section of the Unit 1 buried AFW piping for headers 12 and 14
(headers 11 and 13 are not buried), the licensee currently plans to replace a combined total of
approximately 50’ of piping onthe shallow buried portion of these two headers (depth of approx 4 ft).
The licensee is using a contractor to perform a finite. element analysis to confirm the. structural integrity
of the rest of the shallow piping.” These results will then be used to finalize-the: hcensee s determination
of past operability for the shallow: piping and to rdentnfy the need for additional correctrve actions related
to any extent of condmon on the operating unit, Unit 2.

To this point the licensee has confirmed reasonable assurance of operability for the Unit 2 AFW system
based on historical information and photographs from 1994 that provided indication of intact pipe
coating and the fact that Unit 2 is about 2 years younger than Unit 1. The licensee currently believes
that the shallow section of piping on Unit 1 was not coated as specified by the design.

" The operability evaluation for the shallow section of piping that will be based on the finite element
analysis is expected to be completed early the week of 4/19.

On the deep section of prpmg for: headers 12 and 14; the licensee has- excavated .a small-portion of the
down comer-that leads to the deeper plprng They performed ultrasonic. testmg (UT) around the: etbow (/)
at the top of this down comer (depth of approx 4 ft),'which was comptetely submerged in groundwater f’)
hformaﬂon in this record was deletod
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The minimum wall thickness measured in this area was ~0 226", which was greater than the minimum
required wall thickness of 0.200". “In addition the licensee performed a guided wave pipe inspection on
a portion of the straight run of the deep section of piping (ap ximately 20 ftin length at a depth-of
approx. 17 ft). The results indicated less wall thinningon this section of piping than the guuded wave
results indicated for the shallow section of piping. The licensee also confirmed by visual observation
that the deep section of AFW piping was coated In accordance with the design specification.

. Based on the results of the UT around the elbow and the results of the guided wave in the 20 ft section
of deep piping, the licensee plans no further excavation of the deep section of piping. The licensee's

- current plans are to recoat all of the piping exposed during excavation that will not be replaced, in both
the shallow and deep sections, and then following the completion of pipe replacements for the
significantly. degraded exposed pipe sections, hydro the entire line, both the shallow and deep
sections. The licensee will use these hydro results to support operability of the deep section of piping
for the next operating cycle.

To facilitate completion of the operability determinations for both the shallow and deep k
piping, the licensee will also be reducing the design pressure of the AFW piping fron ry
conservative 1900 psig down to @ more realistic 1275 psig through a plant modifi cation package

The Region has an ISI inspector onsite as part of normal baseline inspection activities and he is
reviewing the licensee's analysis. Additional resources from headquarters are assisting as needed.
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