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AMENDMENT NO. 1,

'

SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT
MCGUIRE NUCLEAR STATION UNITS 1 AND 2

DOCKET NUMBERS 50-369 AND 50-370 '

RELIEF REQUEST - ASME CODE
SECTION XI REQUIREMENTS

! I. INTRODUCTION

This report was prepared with the technical assistance of DOE contractors
from the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.

In a letter dated March 11, 1983, Duke Power Company submitted a request
for relief from ASME Code Section XI requirements of hydrostatic tests.

on modifications to ASME Code Class 2 piping on.the feedwater systems
for the Units 1 and 2 steam generators. This request is directly related4

to the relief requests' submitted by Duke Power Company 'in letters dated
September 14, 1982 and October 19, 1982. Therefore, this evaluation is
prepared as Amendment 1 to supplement the Safety Evaluation Report trans- .

mitted with a letter from T. M. Novak, NRC Division of Licensing to
H. B. Tucker, Duke Power Company, dated December 29, 1982.

II. EVALUATION OF RELIEF REQUEST

The staff has completed the review of the -relief request submitted by
the Duke Power Company.in a letter dated March 11, 1983. The following
paragraphs discuss details of the specific relief request.

| Piping Modifications on the Feedwater Systems to the Unit 1 and 2 Steam
! Generators

Code Requirement: After repair or replacement by welding on the Class 2
pressure retaining boundary, hydrostatic pressure tests are required in
accordance with ASME Section XI, iWA-4400 and IWC-5000.

Code Relief Request: Relief was requested from performing hydrostatic
tests on ASME Code Class 2 piping required for proper heat-up of the
feedwater system and to prevent thermal shock of the piping and nozzle
areas on the steam generators. This piping modification consists of
approximately sixteen, 2-inch socket. welds on 4 separate feedwater lines
on each unit. -

Reason for Request: Performing a hydrostatic test on the feedwater
piping would be impractical, extremely difficult, and very costly, due
to the following reasons:

1. Isolation and preparation of this system would result in considerable
additional radiation exposure to personnel.

2. Additional time required to disable safety relief valves.
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3. . Additional time required to pin or block main steam constant support
. hangers.

4. Potential damage could result from static load on main steam system
by the water solid condition.

5. Potential damage to steam generator tube bundle could occur.

6. Inability to maintain pressure due to potential leakage through
main steam isolation valves, feedwater isolation valves, and
other valves in the system.

7. Potential damage to instrumentation, or considerable -delay due
to isolation / removal of instrumentation. .,.

In addition to these considerations, the Duke Power Company concludes
that the alternative examination (100% penetrant examination of all
pressure boundary welds plus an additional inservice leak test with
the system at operating pressure) and the hydro-test performed at the
10 year inspection interval are equivalent or superior to the Code
required test.

Staff Evaluation:

The staff evaluation of this request for relief reached the same con-
clusions transmitted by Reference 3 covering evaluation of hydrostatic
tests for the Unit No. 1 injection system piping modification and
Units No. 1 and 2 piping to steam generator.feedwater nozzle removal
and replacement. This additional relief request is therefore acceptable.

III. CONCLUSIONS

i .The staff has determined that relief from the preservice hydrostatic
tests required by Section XI is justifiable. The alternative program,
as proposed by Duke Power Company, of nondestructive surface examination -

_

of socket welds, system leak test at operating pressure and hydrostatic
testing at the prescribed 10 year intervals will provide an acceptable
level of structural integrity. Relief may be granted pursuant to paragraph
10 CFR 50.55a(g)(6)(i) based on our finding that certain specific require-
ments of Section XI of the ASME Boiler'and Pressure Vessel Code, 1977
Edition through Summer 1978 Addenda, are impractical. Implementation of
the requirements would result in hardships'or unusual difficulties without
a compensating increase in the levellof quality and safety. The staff
concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) because granting the relief does not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of accidents previously considered,
does'not create the possibility of an accident of a type different from
any evaluated previously, and does not involve a significant decrease
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'in a safety margin, the relief does not involve a significant hazards
consideration, (2) there is reasonable assurance that the health and
safety of the public will not be endangered by operation in the pro-
posed manner,.and (3) such activities will be conducted in compliance
with the Commission's regulations and that the issuance of this relief
will not be inimical to the common defense and security or to' the
health and safety of the public.

The staff determined that the granting of relief does not authorize a
change in effluent types or total amounts nor an increase in power
level and will not result in any significant environmental impact.
Having made this determination, the staff has further concluded that
granting relief involves an action which is insignificant from the
standpoint of environmental impact, and that an.-environmental impact
statement or negative declaration and environmental impact appraisal
need not be prepared in connection with the granting of this relief.
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Dated: May 9, 1983

I Principal Contributors: Martin Hum, MTEB
Ralph Birkel, DL
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