
From: Wu, Angela
To: Allik, Brian; Holston, William; Gavula, James; Bloom, Steven; Lopez, Juan; Cuadrado de Jesus, Samuel; Hoang,

Dan; Gibson, Lauren; Oesterle, Eric; Colaccino, Joseph; Paul Aitken; Eric A Blocher; Bradford, Anna; Caldwell,
Bob

Cc: Candee Lovett; Khanna, Meena; Diane Aitken; Hiser, Allen
Subject: Surry SLRA - Conference Call with Dominion (TRP 14 - Buried Piping)
Start: Monday, October 21, 2019 9:00:00 AM
End: Monday, October 21, 2019 10:00:00 AM
Location: OWFN 11B6
Attachments: 2019.10.18 Comments on Surry Annual Update JG BA WH input from SC DH.docx

Purpose: Conference call between NRC staff and Dominion Energy to discuss issues related to TRP 14 (Buried Piping) from Dominion's Annual
Update/Change Notice #4, dated October 14, 2019. 

 

Bridgeline: 

Bridgeline: 888-795-5267

Passcode: 8542075
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DMLR Comments on Dominion’s October 15, 2019 Annual Update Letter



		

		Comment

		Issue



		1

B&UPT

OCCW

		It is unclear which AMP is managing the aging effects for the concrete CW piping.  The description on page 4 states the Structures Monitoring program, the AMR Table 3.3.25 on page 26 states Buried and Underground Piping, and the Buried and Underground Piping AMP on page 108 still states the Open-Cycle Cooling Water AMP. 

Commitment 11, item 6 continues to include the soil corrosivity samples.  Because the Open-Cycle Cooling Water AMP is no longer managing the aging effects associated with the external surfaces of the concrete piping, the enhancement for the soil corrosivity is no longer applicable to the OCCW AMP.  Soil corrosivity sampling and testing is addressed in the Buried Piping program, but it is not addressed in the OCCW program.

		Although the staff might be able to put together a cohesive picture of Dominion’s intent, future changes to site procedures might not include all the necessary requirements that provide the staff’s basis for reasonable assurance.  For example, Commitment No. 6 for the OpenCycle Cooling Water program states requirements for soil sampling.  These requirements no longer have anything to do with the OCCW program; however, they are important to establishing the equivalency of inspecting the surrogate structure as compared to the concrete piping.  There is a reasonable chance that station staff could eliminate the samples cited in Commitment No. 6 because of a very weak link to the Buried and Underground Piping and Tanks program.



		2

OCCW

		(p16/183) Discussion about ASME Code Case N-871

For Section V-2500, in addition to the “acoustic tap examination” from -5250(a), Surry previously stated it would also do metallic substrate thickness measure in accordance with -5250(c).  The current discussion does not include the -5250(c) aspect and the only justification provided is that the metallic substrate thickness was measured prior to installation to confirm minimum wall thickness requirements.

Commitment 11, item 11 deleted -5250(c) regarding the metallic substrate measurement. 

		The staff peer reviewer expressed concern that 5250(c) could be deleted in the future due to the ambiguity of the title of the section 5250 in CC N-871.  The title is “Acoustic Tap Testing.”  Section 5250(c) addresses thickness measurements of the exposed substrate piping.  This is critical to continuing to confirm that the anchor load transfer region is adequate.  During the peer reviewer’s discussion with the ASME PM for this Code Case, the PM acknowledged the ambiguity and is correcting the title in the next revision.  The volumetric thickness measurement will remain.

As can be seen, Dominion eliminated the requirement and an inadequate basis has been provided.



		3

OCCW

		Discussion cites CC N-871 Section 5211(d); however, there is no such section associated with ambient noise levels.  The associated enhancement cites the correct section of the code case.

		This is a typographical error



		4

B&UPT

		Commitment No. 7 for the B&UPT program states, “For the selected structure, a minimum 50 ft2 concrete surface area below the frost line will be inspected by the one-time inspection.” A review of the elevation information in the letter yields the following:

· Frost line 18-inch below grade

· Top of the concrete piping could be from 17-feet to 25 1/2 -feet below grade

· Bottom of concrete piping could be 25feet to 33 ½feet below grade

· Groundwater level data collected from June 2014 shows groundwater ranging from 16 ½ -feet to 18 ½ -feet below grade

		Given that groundwater can have an adverse impact on buried concrete structures, particularly if minor cracks lead to exposure of reinforcing steel, Commitment No. 7 lacks adequate specificity to provide reasonable assurance that the surrogate structure subject to a onetime inspection will be equivalent to the buried concrete piping.  The applicant needs to clarify (in their commitment) whether the inspected surrogate structure surface area to be inspected will be exposed to the same groundwater soil environment/material combination as the CW concrete piping.



		5

B&UPT

		The text of the response cites use of first and second tier acceptance criteria from ACI349.3R.  One portion of the response narrows to first tier criteria, “Observed conditions that exceed first-tier criteria are entered into the Corrective Action Program. The Responsible Civil Engineer will evaluate…”  However, Commitment No. 7 lacks specificity in regard to the use of first or second tier criteria. 

		Second tier criteria are not appropriate for a onetime inspection as proposed by the applicant.  ACI349.3R states the following in regard to second tier criteria:

The following criteria represent a second set of acceptable conditions for observed degradation that have been determined to be inactive. These criteria are termed “second-tier.” Inactive degradation can be determined by the quantitative comparison of current observed conditions with that of prior inspections.



		6

B&UPT

		The response states the following in regard to potential corrective actions associated with adverse inspection results of the surrogate structure.

any further actions required are determined by the Responsible Civil Engineer, based on the conditions observed. The evaluation determines the significance of the degradation as it pertains to the CW pipe. The further evaluation required by the Corrective Action Program considers the apparent cause of the degradation, and the applicability of that cause to the CW pipe. Further actions may include additional analysis, expanded inspections, or testing (e.g., destructive testing), if warranted.

		The staff requested that the applicant provide more specific corrective actions for the inspection results of the surrogate structure.  During discussions, the staff agreed with a statement made by the applicant that it could not predict precise corrective actions because they would depend on the specific conditions and extent of conditions.  It was agreed that the applicant would provide examples of potential corrective actions.

The staff is concerned that the applicant’s term “additional analysis” lacks specificity.  ACI349.3R, Section 5.1 appears to require “further evaluation” if first tier criteria are not met,  “[t]he following findings from a visual inspection or condition survey are considered acceptable without requiring any further evaluation, and are termed the first-tier criteria.”   Section 5.2, “Acceptance After Review,” implies (at least) that followup inspections are conducted in order to move to second tier criteria:

The following criteria represent a second set of acceptable conditions for observed degradation that have been determined to be inactive. These criteria are termed “second-tier.” Inactive degradation can be determined by the quantitative comparison of current observed conditions with that of prior inspections.  If there is a high potential for progressive degradation or propagation to occur at its present or accelerated rate, the disposition should consider more frequent evaluations of the specific structure or initial repair planning.

The staff has concluded that if first tier criteria are not met, then additional inspections or testing should be cited in the commitments.  The staff recognizes that the extent of not meeting the acceptance criteria could form the basis for the extent and time span prior to followup inspections; however, the applicant should provide a lower limit on extent and timing of followup inspections; and the basis.



		7

B&UPT

		As amended by letter dated October 14, 2019, SLRA Section B2.1.27, “Buried and Underground Piping and Tanks,” Commitment No. 27, item 6 states:

A cathodic protection system will be installed for protection of each unit’s buried carbon steel condensate system and auxiliary feedwater system piping from the emergency condensate storage tank and the emergency condensate makeup tank to the service building five years before entering the subsequent period of operation. (Added - Change Notice 4)

However, SLRA Section B2.1.27 and the associated UFSAR description include the following statements regarding cathodic protection:

· The buried carbon steel piping of the fuel oil system for emergency electrical power system is the only buried piping that is protected by an active CP system.

· The balance of piping and tanks within the scope of subsequent license renewal are not provided with CP.

		The staff is certain of Dominion’s intent in regard to installing cathodic protection; however, the internal discrepancies with the program and UFSAR need to be corrected.  This is particularly critical for the UFSAR section as this will represent a portion of the CLB upon entry into the SPEO.





		8

B&UPT

		Clarification is needed regarding how EPRI Report 3002005294 will determine if soil is “non-corrosive” (e.g., 10 points or less using EPRI Report 3002005294).  This clarification was provided to Dominion after the clarification call.

		This clarification is necessary because Dominion has proposed to use an alternative means to determine corrosivity of the soil, which could be impactful in the future if cathodic protection performance criteria are not met.



		9

B&UGPT

		Additional further evaluation/inspections/testing should also be conducted if aggressive soil/groundwater (i.e., pH<5.5, chlorides>500ppm, sulfates>1,500 ppm) is identified at any of the 5 sampling locations.  This is not reflected in the commitment, which only discusses the surrogate inspection.

		Given that the soil/groundwater conditions could change over time and the structure inspection is only a onetime inspection, the staff has the same concern with the lack of specificity of corrective actions in this regard also.  The staff recognizes that the extent of not meeting the acceptance criteria could form the basis for the extent and time span prior to followup actions; however, the applicant should provide a lower limit on the type of followup actions, their extent and timing; and the basis for those actions.
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