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Hello Paul,
Please see attached questions related to Dominion’s Supplement #5 and let me and
Lauren know if you would like to have a clarification call to discuss in further detail.
Thanks!
Angela
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DNRL Comments on Dominion’s October 31, 2019 Letter



		

		Comment

		Issue



		1 - Selective Leaching

		SLRA Section B2.1.21, “Selective Leaching,” states the following regarding exploratory holes “[w]hen water is detected, as a minimum it will be analyzed for pH, chlorides, and sulfates.”

The response to NRC Comment #11 summarizes the soil analysis performed at the northern and southern pipe sections.  A pH of 4.24 was noted at one of the two samples.  Low pH can cause high graphitic corrosion [see Reference 1 below].

		1. It is unclear why soil testing is not being conducted at the exploratory holes.  Soil testing will only be conducted at exploratory holes where groundwater has been identified.  Moist soil with adverse chemistry could result in significant graphitic corrosion [see Reference 2 below].



1. It is unclear why only pH, chlorides, and sulfates are considered.  These soil parameters appear to be criteria for concrete, not gray cast iron.  It is unclear why other soil parameters noted in the references below (i.e., chloride, sulfate reducing bacteria, redox potential, soil resistivity) would also not be considered. 



		2 - Selective Leaching

		SLRA Section B2.1.21states that “[t]he selection of exploratory hole sample locations will take into account recent soil sample results, piping most susceptible to aging based on time-in-service, and the severity of piping operating conditions.”

		Based on discussions with NRC environmental reviewers, the water table can vary by feet at Surry due to tidal fluctuations and seasonal changes.  It is unclear why the selection of exploratory hole locations does not take into account the potential for high levels of groundwater.



		3 – B&UPT

		SLRA Section B2.1.27 states that jockey pump monitoring is used as an alternative to visual inspections of buried FWS components.  



CA7644141 says “it is plausible that long term external leakage through the valve or associated connections kept the soil moist and was responsible for much of the corrosion damage…”



CR556103 (associated with SLRA FWS OpEx #8) conclusion states that a portion of the fracture was heavily coated with oxidation and deposits indicating that the line was probably leaking for some period of time and deposits on the fracture could have conceivably occurred from long-term leakage.

		Can the degradation that resulted in the FWS rupture be caused by long-term FWS leakage?  If so:  what evaluations were done to show that changes to the AMP’s corrective actions program element are or are not needed to identify potential locations for exploratory holes when unexplained changes in jockey pump activity are observed.



		4 – B&UPT

		The metallurgical report associated with the FWS pipe rupture includes a picture of a tie rod (associated with bell & spigot piping) with significant corrosion.  

		Based on this inspection results, what evaluations were done to show that changes to the AMP are or are not needed to ensure that the intended functions of FWS will be maintained consistent with the CLB?  (Do the tie rods include any design features that support the system’s pressure boundary function?  If so:  a) can degradation be extrapolated to show continued function at year 80?  b) have other inspections been performed to show this degradation is limited to specific environments, occurrences, etc.?)



		5 - B&UPT

		SLRA Section B2.1.27, “Buried and Underground Piping and Tanks,” Enhancement No. 11 states in part “[t]he additional corrective actions may include items such as further sampling, installation of more wells, more frequent inspections of the surrogate structure, and/or the development of a plant specific aging management activity.



On its October 31 2019 letter, the applicant committed to: “Prior to excavation, it shall be confirmed that the south side of the turbine building is not covered with a bitumastic coating below grade.”



		Since the surrogate structure may be coated, it is unclear why additional corrective actions would not also consider more frequent inspections of the concrete CW piping.









The commitment should clearly reflect that the applicant intends to confirm that the below grade concrete surface of the turbine building is bare concrete absent of any sort of material covering its surface and is equivalent to the CW piping concrete surface. Neither the staff nor applicant know whether the below grade concrete of the turbine building has any sort of water-resistant coating, membrane, or other material covering its surface and therefore rendering the concrete to not be equally exposed to the ground water environment that the CW piping bare concrete is.  

The staff notes that if there’s any type of material covering the concrete surface of the turbine building then the applicant can no longer claim that the turbine building concrete/environment is equivalent to that of the CW piping and therefore should proceed only to inspect the CW piping instead of a surrogate turbine building structure.  



		6 - B&UPT

		SLRA Section B2.1.27, Enhancement No. 8 states in part “[i]f a coating is identified, then: Excavation of one 96” CW pipe will be performed to inspect a surface area of 50 square-ft located below groundwater level.”

		Clarification only: Is the intent to use GALL-SLR Report AMP XI.M41 acceptance criteria and corrective actions if the surrogate structure is coated and the concrete CW pipe is inspected?
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