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1. INTRODVCTION

Technical Specification 4.0.5 for the Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1,
states that inservic’ inspection (ISI) of the American Society of Mechanica)
Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vesse) Code Class 1, 2, and 3
components shall be performed fn accordance with Section XI of the ASME Code
and applicable Addenda as required ty 10 CFR 50.55a(g), except where
specific written relief has been granted by the Commission pursuant to

10 CFR 50.55a(g)(6)(1). 10 CFR 50.55a(a)(3) states that alternatives to the
requirements of paragraph (g) may be used {f (1) the proposed alternatives
would provide an acceptable level of quality and safety, or (2) compliance
with the specified requirements would result in hardship or unusua)
difficulties without a compensating increase in the leve) of quality and
safety.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(g)(5), 1f the Yicensee determines that conformance
with an examination requirement of Section X] of the ASME Code 1s not
practical for his facility, information shall be submitted to the Commission
in support of that deterimination and a request made for relief from the ASME
Code requirement. After evaluation of the determination, pursuant to

10 CFR 50.55a(g)(6)(1), the Commission may grant relief and may impose
alternative requirements that are determined to be authorized by law, will
not endanger 1ife, property, or the common defense and security, and are
otherwise in the public interest, giving due consideration to the burden
upon the licensee that could result {f the requirements were imposed.

By letter dated November 17, 1989, the Cleveland Electric I1luminating _
Company (the Licensee) submitted eleven requests for relief from ASME Code
Section XI requirements which the Licensee has determined to be impractica)

for the first 10-year inspection interval.
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The information in the November 17, 1989 submittal was reviewed. In a
letter dated June 13, 1990, the staff requested additiona) information that
was required in order to complete the review of the eleven relief requests.
Additiona) information was submitted by the Licensee in letters dated
August 10, 1990 and October 10, 1950,

By letter dated March 19, 1981, the Licensee submitted eight relief requests
generated upon completion of the Perry, Unit 1, second refueling outage.
Five of these relief requests were revisions of those previously submitted,
two of which were previously granted by the NRC staff on April 25, 1990,
concurrent with the approval of the first 10-year interval inservice
inspection program plan., The remaining three requests for relief were new

submittals.

The staff, with technical assistance from its Contractor, the ldaho National
Engineering Laboratory (INEL), has evaluated these requests for relief from
certain ASME Code requirements determined to be impractical for the Perry
Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1, during the first inspection interval.

11, EVALUATION

The information provided by the Licensee in support of the requests for
relief from impractical requirements has been evaluated and the bases for
granting relief from those requirements are documented below. Unless
otherwise stated, reference to the Code refers to the ASME Code, Section XI,
1983 Edition, Summer 1983 Addenda. Specific inservice test (IST) relief
requests for pumps, valves, and snubbers are being evaluated in other
reports.

A. Request for Relief [R-004 (Rev, 1), Examination Category Bod..
Items B9.11 and 89,12, Class 1 Pressure Retaining Piping Welds

NOTE: Reguest for Relief IR-004 (Rev. 0) was originally evaluated and
granted by the NRC in a Safety Evaluation Report dated April 25, 1990.
Revision 1, submitted March 19, 1991, provided an updated narrative,
deleted one weld (1B33-0062) and added one weld (1£21-0007). Since the



revisions provided in the March 19, 199] submittal do not change the
technical content of the request for relief, and are generally editorial
in nature, the conclusion remains unchanged with relief granted as
requested.

Request for Relief R-012 (Rev. 1). Examination Category C-C..
Jtems C3.10 angd €3.0°, Class 2 System Inteqrally Welded Attachments

NOTE: Request for Relfef IR-012 (Rev. 0) was originally evaluated and
granted by the NRC in a Safety Evaluation Report dated April 2§, 1990,
Revision 1, submitted March 19, 1991, provided an updated narrative,
deleted six welds (for which alternative examinations are now proposed
in Request for Relief IR-026), and added four welds.

The following six integrally welded attachments were deleted from [R-0]2
(Rev. 1):

1<N11-H22]1-WA 1-N11-H222-WA

1<N1]1-H223-WA 1<N11-H224-WA

1+N27-HO3) -WA 1-N27-H032-WA
The following four pump casing support brackets were added to IR-012 in
Rev. 1:

1-€£51-CO01-A-WA 1-£51-C001-B-WA

1-E51-C001-C-WA 1-£51-C001-D-WA

The Licensee reports that approximately 83% of the Code-required
surface ~xamination can and will be performed on the above four welds.
Surface examination of the remaining 17% {s impractical to perform
because the pump pedestal blocks access.

Since the revisions provided in the March 19, 1991 submittal do not
change the technical content of the request for relfef and are
generally editorial in nature, the conclusion remains unchanged with
relief granted as requested.



c.

L.

Request for Relief IR-016, Examination Category B-D. ‘\sactor Pressure
Yesse) Mead Spray Nozzle-1o:-Vesse) Weld and Nozzle In:ide Radius Section

NOIE: This request for relief was withdrawn by the Licensee in the
August 10, 1900 submittal. The ftems for which relief was requested are
included in Request for Relief IR-001,

Request for Relief IR-017, Augmented Examination of Class 1 Piping Butt
Welds for 105CC

NOTE: As a result of the NRC request for additional information, this
request for relief was withdrawn by the Licensee in the August 10, 1990
submittal.

Request for Relief IR-018 (Rev. 1), Examination Category B-K-1, Class i
Eiping Integrally Welded Support Attachments

Code Requiremgnt: Section XI, Table IWB-2500-1, Examination Category
B-K-], Item BI0.10 requires & 100% volumetric or surface examination, as
applicable, of Class 1 piping integrally welded attachments as defined
by Figures IWB-2500-13, -14, and .15,

Licensee’'s Code Relief Request: Relief is requested from examining 100%
of the Code-required surface of the following support lugsto process

pipe attachment welds:

Nature of Est. %

pipe clamp

1B33-HI05A-WA RR Welded Tugs for Pipe clamp 75%
pipe clamp

1B33-HI06A-NA RR Welded lugs for Pipe clamp 75%

pipe clamp




T

(continyed)

Nature of fst. %
Component 1.D. Svstem _Description = Obstruction

1B33-HIOSB-WA RR Welded lugs for Pipe clamp 75%
pipe clamp

1833-H306B-WA RR Welded Yugs for Pipe ¢lamp 75%
pipe ¢lamp

IN27-HOO29-MA  FW Welded lugs for  Box guide 65%
box guide

IN27-HO030-WA Fw Welded lugs for  Box guide 65%
box guide

Licensee's Proposed Alternative Examination: None. The surface
examination of the welded pipe clamp or box guide lugs has or will be

performed to the maximum extent practical,

Licensee’'s Basis for Reguesting Relief: The Licensee states that the

Code-required surface examination of the support Tug to process pipe
attachment welds 1s 1imited due to fnaccessibility of the weld face at
the pipe clamp or box guide to support lug interface. At lTeast 65% of
the required surface 1s accessible and was examined during the first
period, or will be examined during subsequent periods as scheduled in
Section 2.6 of the IS] Program,

Staff Evaluation: The surface examination of the subject support lug to
process pipe attachment welds 1s impractical to perform to the extent
required by the Code because of fnaccessibility of the weld face at the
pipe clamp or box guide to support Tug interface. Compliance with the
exact Code requirement would necessitate redesign of these components.

A significant percentage (90% for one, 75% for four, and 65% for two of
the subject welds) of the Code-required surface examination has or will
be performed. Thus, the Vimited surface examination provides reasonable
assurance of the continued inservice structural integrity. Therefore,
relief 15 granted as requested.
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Integrally Welded Support Attachments

Code Requirement: Section XI, Table IWC-2500-1, Examination Category
C-C, Item C3.20 requires a 100% surface examination of Class 2 piping
integrally welded attachments as defined by Figure IWC-2500-5.

Licensee’'s Code Relief Request: Relief is requested from examining 100%
of the Code-required surface of the following Class 2 piping integrally

welded support attachments:

Nature of Est. %
icxf.uﬁsiz-ug 2‘8 Uoidod iugs 90r ggjucont B6%
pipe support structure
1C11-HO048-WA CRD Welded lugs for Adjacent 86%
pipe support structure
JC11-HO665-WA CRD Welded Tugs for Pipe clamp 87%
pipe support
1C11-MHO675-NA CRD Welded lugs for Pipe clamp 87%
pipe support
JE12-HO354-WA RHR Pipe anchor Anchor 50
config.
JE12-HO670-WA RHR Welded lugs for Pipe clamp 87%
pipe support
1E22-HO027 WA HPCS Pipe anchor Pipe clamp 81%

Mcensee’s Proposed Alternative Examination: None. The surface
examination of the piping integrally welded attachments has been

performed to the maximum extent practical.

Ligensee’s Basis for Reguesting Relief: The Licensee states that the
Code-required surface examination of the subject piping integrally

welded attachments {s 1imited due to the obstructions listed above. The
estimated percentages of the surfaces that are accessible, were examined
at the first refueling outage, or will be examined at subsequent



inspections (as scheduled in Section 13 of the 1S! Plan), are listed
above,

staff Evaluation: Access to portions of the Code-required surface areas
of the subject welds are obstructed by adjacent structures or pipe
clamps. Therefore, the surface examination of the subject piping
integrally welded support attachments {s impractical to perform to the
extent required by the Code. Compliance with the exact Code requirement
would necessitate redesign of these components. However, & significant
percentage (50% for one, and 8] to 87% for the other six of the subject
welds) of the Code-required surface examination has been performed.
Thus, the limited surface examination provides reasonable assurance of
the continued inservice structural integrity. Therefore, relief s
granted as requested.

Request for Relief IR-020, Exanination Category C-F-2, Class 2 RCIC

Pipi

Code Requirement: ASME Code Case N-408, Examination Category C-F-2,
Item C5.5], requires both 100% surface and volumetric examinations of
Class 2 circumferential piping welds with 3/8 inch or greater nomina)
wall thickness and greater than 4 inches nominal pipe size as defined by
Figure IWC-2500-7.

Licensee’'s Code Relief Request: Relief is requested from examining 100%
of the Code-required volume of valve FOI3 to 6-inch pipe weld 1E51-0031.

hicensee’s Proposed Alternative Examination: Nome. The volumetric

examination of the subject piping weld will be performed to the maximum
extent practical. Also, the Code-required surface examination will be
performed.

¢ r n ¢ The Licensee states that the
access for volumetric examination 1s limited by an adjacent socket weld
connection. The estimated percentage of the Code required voiume that
can and will be examined is BE%.




Staff Evaluation: Access to a portion of the Code-required volume of
the subject weld 15 obstructed by an adjacent socket weld connection,
Therefore, volumetric examination of piping weld 1£51-0031 is
impractical to perform to the extent required by the Code. Compliance
with the exact Code requirement would necessitate redesign of these
components. However, & significant percentage (88%) of the volumetric
examination can and will be performed. Thus, the limited volumetric
examination and Code-required surface examination will provide
reasonable assurance of the continued inservice structura) integrity.
Therefore, relief is granted as requested.

Attachments of Component Supports and Restraints

Code Peguirement: Section XI, Table IWD-2500-1, Examination Category
D-B, Item D2.20, requires a 100% visua) (VT-3) examination of Class 3
fntegral attachments of component supports and restraints as defined by
Figure IWD-2500-1.

Licensee’'s Code Relief Reguest: Relief is requested from performing the
Code-required VT-3 visual examination of the following integral

attachments:

Nature of Est. %
lszi-ﬂgosa-lA as Hoiaoﬁ *uqs gor Underwater,
pipe support geometry
1B2]-HO157-WA  MS Welded lugs for Underwater, 0%
pipe support geometry
1B21-HO167-WA NS Welded lugs for  Underwater, 0%
pipe support geometry
1B21-HO179-WA  MS Welded lugs for Underwater, 0%
pipe support geometry
1P42-HO221-WA  ECC Welded lugs for Lugs in pene. 0%
pipe support filled with

sealart



(continued)

Component 1.0, System  _ Description. .

1P45-HO643 - WA

2P4Z-HODO9-WA

1821-H0176-WA

1B21-HO128-WA

1B2)-HO156 - WA

1B21-H0158-WA

1B21-HO173-WA

1B21-HO175-WA

1B21-H0155-WA

1821 -HO168-WA

1821-HO1?" -WA

1821 -HO159-WA

1B21-H0160-wA

1B21-HO186-WA

1B21-HO177-WA

1B21-HO163-wA

ESw

(148

MS

MS

NS

Ms

MS

MS

MS

MS

MS

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pine support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded Tugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Welded Yugs for
pipe support

Welded lugs for
pipe support

Nature of

Lugs in pene,

filled with
grout

Two of eight

Tugs in pene.

filled with
sealant

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Est. %

0%

75%

8 8 3 B8

8 ® 8 B8 E

E)
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(continued)

Nature of Est. %
Component 1.0, Systenm ~Rescription
1B2) -HO164-WA MS§ Welded Yugs for Underwater, o
pipe support geometry
1G4] -HO3S. WA FPC Welded Yugs for lu?s in pene. 0%
pipe support i11ed w/sealant
JP42-HO115-WA ECC Welded Tugs for  Two of four lugs 50%
pipe support in pene, filled
w/sealant
1PA2-HO222-WA  ECC Welded Yugs for  Lugs in pene, 50%
pipe support filled w/sealant
1P45-HO022 WA [SW Welded stanchion Stanchier n %
of pipe support pene. filled
w/sealant
1P45-HOD4S - WA (3] Welded sleeve of Sleeve in pene, 0%
pipe support filled w/sealant
1PAS-HO127-WA [SW Welded lugs for Lugs in pene, 0%
pipe support filled w/sealant
1P&5-HOI9]-WA £SW Welded Yugs for Lugs in pene, 0%
pipe support filled w/sealant
1PAS-HO27)-WA ESW Welded lugs for u's in pene, 0%
pipe support filled w/soalunt
1P45-HO4)7-WA ESW Welded Tugs for Lugs in pene, 0%
pipe support filled w/sealant
2PA2-HOD24-WA £cc Welded Tugs for Two of six lugs 66%
pipe support in pene. filled
w/sealant
2P42-HOO25-WA £cc Welded Tugs for  Two of six lugs 66%
pipe support in pene. filled
w/sealant
Licensee’s Proposed Alternative Examination: None. The VT-3 visual

examination of the welded Yugs for pipe supports 2P42-HODOS-NA,
1PA2-HOL15-WA, 2P42-HOO24-WA, and 2P42-HO025-WA will be performed to the
maximum extent practical.

Licensee’'s Basis for Requesting Relfef: The Licensee states that the

Code-required V1.3 visual examination of the subject welds cannot be
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performed due Lo their geometry and because they are either underwater
or inside penetrations.

Staff Evaluation: The subject component supports and restraint
attachment welds are inaccessible for examination because they are

underwater or they are inside penetrations filled with sealant,
Therefore, the Code-required V1.3 visual examination 1s impractical to
perform. These systems would require extensive modifications in order
to perform the Code-required examination. Complete examinations meeting
the requirements of the ASME Code Section X! are performed on integral
attachments with similar configurations that utilized the same weld
techniques, procedures, and materials, Since the partially or
unexamined welds wil)l see the same operating and environmenta)
conditions as the examined welds, 1t 1s reasonable to extend the
satisfactory results to the non-inspected portions, Therefore, relief
is granted as requested.

Request for Relief 1R-022 (Rev. 1), Examination Category F-C, Class 3
Component Supports

Code Requirement: Section XI, Table IWF-2500-1, Examination Category
F-C, Item F3.10, requires a 100% visual (VT-3) examination of mechanica)
connections to pressure retaining components and buiiding structure as
defined by Figure IWD-2500-1.

Licensee’s Code Relief Reguest: Relief is requestec from performing the

Code-required VT-3 visual examination of the following component
supports:

Nature of Est. %

Eﬁgi.uﬁﬂfa Ng Eipo guiﬁo Ungorvatcr. 0%
geometry

1821-H0187 MS Pipe guide Underwater, 0%
geometry

1821-H0167 MS Pipe guide Underwater, %

geometry



Component 1.0,  Svitenm

1B21-H0179

1E12-HO476

1P42-HO221

1P45-HO643

2P42-H0009

IR21-HO176

1B21-H0128

1821 -HO156

1B21-HO158

1621-HO173

1B21-H0178

1B21-HO158

1821-H0168

1821-H0120

1B21-HO159

1821-H0160

1821-H0186

RHR

EcC

ESW

FeC

MS

MS

MS

MS

MS

MS

M$S

MS

MS

12

(continued)

Rescription
Pipe guide

Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide

Pipe guide

Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide

Pipe guide

Nature of Est. %
Underwater, 0%
geometry

Guide in pene. 25%
filled w/sealant

Guide 1in pene. 0%
filled w/sealant

Guide in pene. 0%

filled w/grout

Guide partially 75%
in pene. filled

w/sealant
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Undervater, %
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Undervater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%
geometry
Underwater, 0%

geometry



(continued)

Component 1.D.  Sxstem  Description

1821-K0177

1821 HO163

1821 -HO164

1641 -HO356

1P42-HO118

1P42-H0222

1P45-H0022

1P45-HO04S

1P45-HO127

1P45-HO162

1P45-K0191

1P45-HO27]

1P45-HO397

1P45-HOJ98

1P45-H0399

1P45-H0400

1P45-HO41Y

MS

MS

FPC

(144

Ecc

ESwW

ESW

ESW

ESW

£SW

ESW

ESwW

ESW

ESW

ESW

ESW

Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide

Pipe guide

Pipe guide
Pipe anchor
Pipe anchor
Pipe anchor
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide
Pipe guide

Pipe guide

Nature of
Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Underwater,
geometry

Guide in pene.
filled w/sealant

Guide partially
in pene. filled
w/sealant

Guide in pene.
filled w/sealant

Anchor in pene.
filled w/sealant

Anchor in pene.
filled w/sealant

Anchor in pene.
filled w/sealant

Guide in pene,
filled w/sealant

Guide in pene.
filled w/sealant

Guide in pene.
filied w/sealant

Guide underwater

limited access sump

Guide underwater

limited access sump

Guide underwater

limited access sump

Guide underwater

limited access sump

Guide in pene.
filled w/sealant

0%

0%

0%



(continued)

Nature of Est. %
Component 1D,  Syster  Qescription  Qbstruction

1P45-HO420 [SW Pipe guide Guide in pene. 0%
filled w/seslant

2P42-HOD24 144 Pipe guide Guide partially 66%
in pene. filled
w/sealant

2PA2-HO02S (144 Pipe guide Guide partially 66%
in pene. filled
w/sealant

Licensee's Proposed Alternative Examination: None. The VT3 visual
examination of pipe guides 1E12-HO476, 2P42-'0009, 1P42-HO11S,

2P42-HO024, and 2P42-HDO25 will be performed to the maximum extent
practical.

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relief: The Licensee states that the

Code-required V1.3 visual examination of the subject Class 3 component
supports cannot be performed due to their geometry and because they are
either underwater or inside penetrations.

Staff Evaluation: The subject component supports are inaccessible for
examination because they are underwater or are inside a penetration
filled with sealant. Therefore, the Code equired VT-3 visval
examination 15 impractical to perform. These systems would require
extensiv- ~difications in order to perform the Code-required
exsminai.va, Complete examinations meeting the requirements of the ASME
Code Section X! are performed on component supports with similar
configurations that utilized the same weld techniques, procedures, and
materials. Since the partially examined and unexamined supports will
see the same operating and environmental conditions as the examined
supports, 1t s reasonable to extend the satisfactory results to the
non-inspected portions, Therefore, relief is granted as requested,



Request for Relief IR-023, Sampling Method for All Safety Related
Hydravlic and Mechanica) Snubbers

Note: The functiona) testing (IST) of snubbers 1s not included in this
evaluation. Functiona)l tests are not within the scope of this document
and will be evaluated elsewhere.

Reguest for Relief IR-024, Examination Category B-F. Class 1 Pressure
Retaining Dissimilar Meta) Welds

Code Requirement: Section X1, Table IWB-2400-1, Examination

Category B-F, Item B5.10, requires a 100% surface and volumetric
examination of reactor pressure vessel nozzle dissimilar meta) welds as
defined by Figure IWB-2500-8.

Licensee’'s Code Relief Reguest: Relief is requested from examining 100%

of the Code-required volume of the following reactor pressure vessel
noztle safe-end to safe-end extension welds:

Nature of Est. %
%i g NtA ié E%%! Joint qoonntry7 80% perpendicular
metallurgy 100% parallel
1B13-NSB-KC HPCS  Joint geometry/ 80% perpendicular
metallurgy 100% parallel
1817 N6A-KC RHR Joint geometry/ 80% perpendicular
metallurgy 100% paralle)
1B13-N6B-KC RHR Joint geometry/ 80% perpendicular
metallurgy 100% parallel
1813-N6C-KC RHR Joint geometry/ 80% perpendicular
metallurgy 100% parallel

Licensee’'s Proposed Alternative Examination: None. The volumetric

examination of the subject safe-end welds will be performed to the
maximum extent practical. Also, the Code-required surface examination
will be performed.
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Licensee’s Basis for Requesting Religf: The Licensee reports that these

safe-end to safe-end extension welds of the Core Spray and Residual Heat
Removal nozzles, which are incone) to carbon steel bimetallic welds, can
not be effectively examired u'trasonically using conventional shear wave
techniques.

To overcome the metallurgica) properties impeding the conventional shear
wave ultrasonic transmission, refracted longitudina) wave examinations
are employed. The acoustic properties of refracted longitudinal wave
propagation 1imit the technigue to 1/2 vee path. The Code required
volume necessitates efther 1/2 vee path scanning from both sides of the
weld or full vee path scanning from one side through the weld and
required volume. Therefore, when joint geometry precludes adequate scan
paths on both sides of a weld for 1/2 vee scanning, the perpendicular
examination of the weld and required volume will be 1imited. For the
subject safe-end to safe-end extension welds, a safe-end taper limits
scanning from one side of the weld to approximately 60% resulting in an
overall perpendicular examination completion percentage of

approximately BO%.

staff Evaluation: As the Licensee has stated, the Code-required
volumetric examination is impractica) to perform because of the joint
geometry and the metallurgy of the bimetallic welds. In order to
perform the volumetric examination to the extent required by the Code,
these safe-end welds would rey re redesign. Imposition of the
requirement on Cleveland Electric I1luminating Company would cause a
burden that would not be compensated significantly by an increase in the
Tevel of quality and safety. '

Although the volumetric examinations are limited, a drawing provided by
the Licensee shows that the most critical areas of the weld and required
volume are adequately covered. The root of the weld receives full two
directional coverage and doth of the heat affected zones receive
coverage which 1s essentially perpendicular to the end preparation.
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Since the construction, operating condivions and environmenta)
conditions of the non-examined portion of the welds are fdentica) to the
examined portions, 1t fs reasonable to apply satisfactory results from
the examined to the non-examined portions. Therefore, relief {s granted
45 requested.

Request for Relfef IR-025. Examination Category B:-K-1. Class 1
intearally Welded Piping Support Attachments

Lode Reguirement: Section XI, Table IWB-2500-1, Examination Category
B-K-1, Item B10.10, requires a 100% volumetric or surface examination,
as applicable, of Class | piping integrally welded attachments as
defined by Figures IWB-2500-13, -14, and -1§.

Asensee’s Code Relief Request: Relief 15 requested from performing the

Code-required surface examination (volumetric is not applicable) of the
following support 1ug to process pipe attachment welds in the Main Steam

system:

1821-G10]1A-WA 1821-G101B-WA
1821-G101C-wA 1821-G101D-WA

Licensee's Proposed Alternative Examination: VT-1 visual examinations

will be performed to the extent and frequency required by Table
IWB-2500-1, in Yieu of surface examinations,

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relief: The above welded attachments

are pipe lugs within large and complicated guide supports for the 26"
main steam piping. ODisassembly (and the subsequent reassembly) of the
guides to provide access for the required surface examinations requires
over 320 manhours for each guide in a general radiation area of
approximately 10 mr/hr, Without disassembly, access is sufficient for
VT-1 visual examination (utilizing mirrors and a fiberscope) of the
welds., The Licensee feels that utilization of the VT-1 visual
examinations in lieu of surface examinations maintains an adequate level
of quality and safety without the hardships which would be incurred in
disassembly.



staff Evaluation: It is determined that tae Licensee’s proposed
alternative V7.1 visua) examination, wtilizing mirrors and a fiberscope,
should detect surface cracking or other inservice degradation, {if it
exists. Therefore, based on the requirement of 320 manhours to perform
@ surface examination for each of the subject welds, requiring the
Licensee to perform the Code-required surface examination would cauge
hardship or unusual difficulty without a compensating increase in the
Tevel of quality and safety. Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.58a(a)(3)(11),
relfef 1s granted as requested.

Bequest for Relief IR-026. Examination Category C-C. Class 2 Integrally
Welded Piping Support Attachments

Lode Reguirement: Section XI, Table INC-2500-1, Examination
Category C-C, Item C3.20, requires a 100% surface examination of Class 2
piping integrally welded attachments as defined by Figure 1WC-2500-§.

Licensee’s Code Relie” Request: Relief is requested from performing the

Code-required surface examination of the following support lug to
process pipe attachment welds in the Main Steam and Feedwater systems:

INI1-HO22] -WA IN11-HO2 . -WA
INJ1-HO223-WA INI1-HO224-WA
IN27-HO031 -WA IN27-HO032-WA

Licensee’'s Proposed Alternative Examination: VT-1 visual examinations

will be performed, to the extent and frequency required by Table
INC-2500-]1, in Vieu of surface examinations.

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relief: The above welded attachments
are pipe lugs within large and complicated guide supports for the 26°

Main Steam and 20" Feedwater piping. Disassembly (and the subsequent
reassembly) of the guides to provide access for the required surface
examinations requires over 320 manhours for each guide in a general
radiation area of approximately § mr/hr. Without disassembly, access is
sufficient for VT-] visual examination (utilizing mirrors and a
fiberscope) of the welds., The Licensee feels that utilization of the
VT<] visual examinations in Vieu of surface examinations maintains an
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adequate level of quality and safety without the hardships which would
be incurred in disassembly.

staff Evaluation: It is determined that the Licensee’'s proposed
alternative VT-1 visual examination, ut!l{zing mirrors and a fiberscope,
should detect surface cracking o~ other inservice degradation, if it
exists. Therefore, | ased on the requirement of 320 manhours to perform
a surface examination for each of the subject welds, requiring the
Licensee to perform the Code-required surface examination would cause
hardship or unusual difficulty without a compensating increase in the
Yool of quality and safety. Pursuani to 10 CFR 50.55a(a)(3)(11),
relief s granted as requested.

Request for Relief PT-00]1, Inservice Test and Holding Time of Class 2
Components Attached to the Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary

Lode Reguirement: Section X1, Paragraph IWA-5213(c), Test Condition
Holding Time, states "system inservice tests - no holding time required,
provided the system has been in operation for at least 4 hours.”

Paragraph IWC-5210(a)(2), Test, states "a system pressure test conducted
during a system inservice test [IWA-5211(c)] for those systems required
to operate during normal plant operation.®

Licensee’s Code Relief Request: Relief is requested from operating the

system for four hours before commencing the VT-2 examinations during the
system inservice tests for Class 2 components and instruments
nonisolable from the reactor coolant pressure boundary (Class 1). These
components shall be examined (V7.2 visual examination) during the

Class 1 reactor r-nlant boundary system leakage pressure test at the
frequency intervals specified within Subsection IWC. Thus, this relief
request proposes substituting IWA-5213(a) for IWA-5213(c) and
IWB-5210(a)(1) for IWC-5210(a)(2).

Licensee's Proposed Alternative Examination: These components shall

receive a VT-2 visual examination during the Class 1 reactor cdolant



boundary system leakage pressure test at the frequency intervals
specified within Subsection INC,

Licensee’s Basis for Requesting Relief: The piping systems less *.:~

1 inch in diameter, and their associated components, connected t 1!-¢
reactor coolant pressure boundary were constructed to the requirew-.s
of ASME Code, Section IIl, Subsection NC, and {dentified as Safety

Class 2 for inservice inspection. The associated components and
component parts are identified by valve number and listed in the
Licensee’'s August 10, 1990 submittal. Relief is requested to allow the
selected segments of the Class 2 instrument, test, vent, and drain lines
1isted to be inspected (V1-2 visual examination) during the Class |
system Jeakage test because the Class ” instrument, test, vent, and
drain Yines are not isolable from the Class | system. The primary
difference between the Class ] system leakage test, IWA-5213(a), and the
Class 2 system inservice test, IWA-5213(c¢c), 1s that the Class 2 system
inservice test requires the Class 2 system to have been in operation for
at least 4 hours prioy o performance of the VT-2 examinations. The
Class | system leakage test requires no holding time after attaining
test pressure and temperature conditions. The requirement that the
Class 2 system be in operation for at least 4 hours is to ensure that
Jeakage is detected through system insulation. However, relief from the
4 hour operation time requirement should not have a significant adverse
effect on detecting leakage for the following reasons: The majority of
instrument, test, vent, and drain lines for which relief {s requested
ara themselves uninsulated systems. The Class 2 instrument lines are
uninsulated by design to prevent water from flashing to steam that would
result in loss of proper indication. Although a small segment of the
nonisolable Class 2 test, vent, and drain lines are encompassed within
the Class 1 system insulation, the Class 2 isolation valves are, by
design, located as clcse to the Class 1 system as possible (within
approximately 1 foot) which serves to minimize the amount of Class 2
fnsulated line to be inspected per this relief request. In addition,
a1l the nonisolable segments of the Class 2 lines shall be pressurized
during the Class 1 reactor coolant pressure boundary system leakage test
and a V7-2 visua) examination will be performed. The Class 1 system
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Teakage test will satisfy the Class 2 requirements for test frequency
and pressure. Although the nonisolable £lass 2 Tine segments will not
have been at normal operating pressure for 4 hours prior to commencing
the examinations, the time required to bring the reactor coolant system
up to the required test pressure of 1025 psig, a minimum of 6 hours,
will ensure the detection of leakage through any of the short sections
of insulated Class 2 piping.

In addition, allowing for tne .erformance of the nonisolable Class 2
1ine segments during the Class 1 system leakage test would minimize
overal)l personnel radiation exposure consistent with the Licensee’s
ALARA policy by reducing the amount of time required to remain in the
drywell to perform a second and unnecessary system walkdown. ODuring the
Class 1 system leakage test, the entire Class )] and nonisolable Class 2
piping segments will be walked down and examined in a comprehensive,
systematic manner. A separate Class 2 walkdown and examination would
entail hunting for isolated segments of Class 2 piping, increasing the
risk of inadvertently missing inspectable items and increasing the
amount of personnel exposure. The requested relief would also =inimize
the amount of time required to maintain the reactor coolant system at
the test pressure of 1025 psig by mechanical means, and thereby reduce
potential equipment degradation and safety concerns.

Although, as described above, there are differences in test conditions
between ASME Section XI IWA-5213(a) and IWA-5213(c), both test methods
are desirr 'd to ensure leak tightness. Therefore, the substitution of
IWA-5213(a) for IWA-5213(c) and the substitution of IWB-5210(a)(l) for
INC-5210(a)(2) for the nonisclable Class 2 1ine segments identified
satisfies the intent of the Code.

Staff Evaluaticn: In the August 10, 1990 submittal, the Licensee
provided an extensive listing of piping, associated components

(212 piping segments), and drawings, showing the subject piping for
which relfef is requested (this piping is also included in Request for
Relief PT-002). These drawings show that the subject instrumentation,
drain, vent, and test piping are unisolatable from the connected Class 1



reactor coolant piping. In a letter dated October 10, 1990, Reguest for
Relief PT-00]1 was revised to include additional justifications.

The Code-required Class 2 system inservice test and the Code-required
Class 1 system leakage test are both conducted at operating pressure.
The Class 2 system inservice test requires no hold time, provided the
system has been in operation for at least 4 hours, and the Class |
system Teakage test requires no hold time after attaining the
Code-required test pressure and temperature conditions,

The intent of the requirement that the system be in operation for at
least 4 hours prior to visual examination during the Class 2 system
inservice test is to allow any leakage to penetrate insulation. Since
the majority of the instrument, test, vent, and drain Yines are not
insulated, the visual examination of these uninsulated Class 2 lines
performed during the Class 1 system leakage test should detect any
leakage. Although the short sections of nonisolable Class 2 lines that
are insulated will have not been at normal operating pressure for

4 hours prior to commencing the examinations, leakage through any of the
short sections of insulated Class 2 piping will be detected since a
minimum of & hours is required to bring the reactor coolant system up to
the required test pressure of 1025 psig. Thus, the proposed alternative
will provide an acceptable level of quality and safety. Therefore,
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(a)(3)(1), relief is granted as requested.

Request for Relief PT-002, Hydrestatic Test of Class 2 Components
Attached to the Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary

Code Requirement: Section XI, Paragraph INC-5210(a)(3), Test, requires
"a system hydrostatic pressure test [IWA-5211(d)) for each system or
portions of systems and for repaired or replaced components, or altered
portions of systems."

Paragraph IWC-5222(a), System Hydrostatic Test, requires that the system
hydrostatic test pressure be at least 1.10 times the system pressure for
systems with Design Temperature of 200 degrees F or less, and at least



1.25 times the system pressure for systems with Design Temperature above

200 degrees F. The system pressure shall be the lowest pressure setting
among the number of safety or relief valves provided for overpressure
protection within the boundary of the system to be tested. For systems
(or portions of systems) not provided with safety or relief valves, the
system design pressure shall be substituted for the system pressure.

Licensee’s Code Relief Request: Relief is requested from using the

Class 2 system hydrostatic pressure test requirements for Class 2
components and instruments that are nonisolable from the Class 1 reactor
coolant pressure boundary.

icen r rnati m ¢ These componenti shall
receive the VT-2 visual examination during the Class ! reactor coolant
pressure boundary system hydrostatic pressure test at the frequency
intervals specified within Subsection IWB. Thus, this relief request
proposes substituting IWB-5210(a)(2) for IWC-5210(a)(3) and
IwWB-5222/1wB-5230 for IWC-5222(a).

nsee’ for ¢ These piping systems (less than
1 inch in diameter), and their associated components, were constructed
to the requirements of ASME Code Section !II, Subsection NC, and
identified as Safety Class 2 for inservice inspection, The associated
components and component parts are identified by valve number and listed
in the Licensee’'s August 10, 1950 submittal. These piping systems shall
be pressurized during the Class 1 system hydrostatir jressure test and a
VT-2 visual examination will be performed. The frequency and hold time
of the system hydrostatic pressure tests are identical for Class 1 and
Class 2.

Within ASME Section XI, the test conditions (i.e., pressure and
temperature) between the reactor coolant pressure boundary and other
safety systems are different. The Class 1 test pressure has a maximum
Timit of 1127.5 psig (Reference: Table IWB-5222-1, Test Pressure) with
the Class 2 having its minimum test pressure at 1379 psig [Reference:
INC-5222(a) for design temperature greater than 200 degrees F]. Because
these piping systems, and their associated components, for which relief
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{s requested are nonisolable from the reactor coolant pressure boundary,
and the maximum test pressure for the Class | reictor coolant pressure
boundary system hydrostatic test s less than the minimum test pressure
required for a Class 2 system hydrostatic test, hydrostatic testing of
these Class 2 components s necessarily limited to the Class 1 system
hydrostatic test pressure. Although there are differences, both the
Class 1 and Class 2 hydrostatic pressure tests ensure structural
integrity and leak tightness. Therefore, the substitution of IWB
requirements for IWC satisfies the intent of the Code.

Staft Evaluation: In the August 10, 1990 submittal, the Licensee
provided an extensive 1isting of piping, associated components (214
piping segments), and drawings showing the subject piping for which
relief {s requested (this piping is also included in Request for

Relief PT-001). These drawings show that the subject instrumentation,
drain, vent, and test piping are unisolatable from the connected Class |
reactor coolant piping. I1f this piping were pressurized to the Class 2
test pressure. the adjacent Class 1 rractor coolant piping would be
overpressurized, Therefore, the Code-required Class 2 hydrostatic test
is impractical to perform. These piping systems would require
modifications in order to meet the Code requirement. However, the
subject Class 2 instrumentation, test, vent, and drain lines will be
subjected to & test pressure greater than operating pressure. Thus, the
Licensee’s proposed alternative test will provide reasonable assurance
of the continued inservice structural integrity. Based on the above,
relief is granted as requested.

Request for Relief PT-003, VI-2 Visual Examination of Class 2 and 3
Components During System Pressyre Tests

Code Requirement: Section XI, Subarticle IWA-5211, Test Description,
states that the pressure retaining components within each system
boundary shall be subject to system pressure tests during which VT-2
visual examination will be performed in accordance with IWA-5240 to
detect leakages. The required system pressure tests and examinations,
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as referenced in Table IWA-5210-1, may be conducted in conjunction with
one or more of the following system tests or operations: *. . . (b) a
system functiona) test, . . . and (e) a system pneumatic test.*

Paragraph IWC-2500(a), Examination and Pressure Test Requirements,
states that components shall be examined and pressure tested as
specified in Table IWC-2500-1. The method of examination for the
components and parts of the pressure retaining boundaries shall comply
with those tabulated in Table IWC-2500-]1, except where alternate
examination methods are used that meet the requirements of IWA-2240.

Paragraph IWC-5210(a), Test, states that the pressure retaining
components within each system boundary shall be subjected to the
following system pressure tests and visually examined by the method
specified in Table IWC-2500-1, Examination Category C-H: *(1) a system
pressure test conducted during a system functional test. . . .*

Paragraph IWC-5210(b), Test, states that the system pressure tests and
visual examinations shall be conducted in accordance with IWA-5000 and
this Article. The contained fluid in the system shall serve as the
pressurizing medium, except that in steam systems either water or air
may be used. Where air is used, the test procedure shall permit the
detection and location of through-wall leakages in components of the

system tested.

Paragraph IWD-2500(a), Examinati.n and Pressure Test Requirements,
states that components shall be examined and pressure tested as
specified in Table IWD-2500-1. The method of examination for the
components and parts of the pressure retaining boundaries shall comply
with those tabulated in Table IWD-2500-1 except where alternative
examination methods are used that meet the requirements of IWA-2240.

Paragraph IWD-5210(a), Test, states that the pressure retaining
components within the boundary of each sys’ specified in the
examination categories of Table IWD-2500-1 shall be pressure tested and
examined in accordance with Table IWD-2500-1 during the following
tests: *. . . (2) system functional test, IWA-5211(b). . . .*



Licensee’'s Code Relief Request: Relief is requested from performing the

VT-2 visual examination in conjunction with a pneumatic system pressure
test where the test pressurization boundary leakage is measured (makeup
or pressure decay) and quantified as within the test equipment accuracy
(no detectable leakage). The test pressurization boundaries are
fdentified by penetration numbers. The boundary includes components and
appurtenances which become pressurized during testing.

Licensee’s Proposed Alternative fxamination: Quantifying leakage rates

as no detectable leakage utilizing test instruments (calibrated
equipment), rather than a V7.2 walkdown, 1s an alternative technique.

: R i : Numerous Class 2 and 3
components undergo leak testing using the pressure makeup or pressure
decay techniques. These tests require the measurement and
quantification of the test pressurization boundary leakage. Performance
of a V1-2 examination would require walkdowns and may involve
scaffolding erection in radfation areas. Additionally, pressure testing
using air could require insulation removal (and re-installation) for
detecting leakage by VT-2 visual examination. The use of an alternative
technique of no detectable leakage meets the ALARA policy at Perry
Nuclear Power Plant. The majority of pressure tests are to satisfy
plant Technical Specifications for verifying plant component operability
and structural integrity. The test equipment used to satisfy Technical
Specifications has an accuracy and range suitable for verifying major
safety concerns. The quantification as no detectable leakage is
documented as minimum equipment accuracy (i.e., 10 scem). The
performance of a VT-2 visual examination during testing would not serve
a useful purpose since the technigues used to detect pneumatic leaks
(film application; bubble solution) would not locate a leak less than
10 scem in actual field testing conditions.

Staff Evaluation: In the August 10, 1990 submittal, the Licensee
provided a Tisting of 36 test pressurization boundaries for which relief
is requested and drawings showing the subject piping. This relief
request was subsequently revised in a letter dated October 10, 19%90.
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Table 3 of Section 1 of tne Nondestructive festing Handbook, Volume 1,
“Leak Testing," 1ists the sensitivity limits of various methods of leak
location, This table 1ists the minimum detectable leakage for the
bubble method as 0.006 scem., Therefore, the Licensee's statement that
this method would not locate a leak less than 10 scem is incorrect.

The VT-2 visual examination 1s conducted to locate evidence of leakage
from pressure retaining components, or abnormal leakage from components
with or without leakage collection systems as required during the
conduct of system pressure or functional tests and shall be conducted in
accordance with IWA-5240. Paragraph IWC-5210(b) states that the
contained fluid in the system shall serve as the pressurizing medium,
except that in steam systems, either water or air may be used. Where
air is used, the test procecdure shall permit the detection and location
of through-wall leakages in components of the system tested.

The Licensee 5 proposed technique 1s unacceptable as an alternative as

it cannot indicate the location of leakage. Also, the instrumentation
used for the proposed alternative technique is much less sensitive than
the bubble solution method of leak detection. Moreover, the Licensee has
not demonstrated that it is impractical to perform the Code-required visual
examination in conjunction with the system pressure tests and has not
discussed ALARA levels. Therefore, relief is denied.

111, CONCLUSION

Paragraph 10 CFR 50.55a(g)(4) requires that components (including supports)
that are classified as ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 meet the requirements,
except design and access provisions and preservice requirements, set forth
in applicable editions of ASME Section XI to the extent practical within the
limitations of design, geometry, and materials of construction of the
components. Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(g)(5)(111), the Licensee determined
that conformance with certain Code requirements is impractical for his
facility and submitted supporting information. The staff has reviewed the
Licensee's submittal and has concluded that there are cases where relief can
be granted as requested and one case in which the requested relief cannot be
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granted due to insufficient technical justification. Reguest for Relief
IR-023, regarding inservice testing (IST) of snubbers is not included in the
scope of this document. In the case of Request for Relief PT-003, the
Licensee has not demonstrated that the Code requirement is impractical to
perform, therefore, relief cannot be oranted for Request for Relief PT-003.
As previously stated, Request for Relief IR-004 and Request for Relief
IR-012, were originally granted in an April 25, 1990 Safety Evaluation.
Since the Revision 1 changes in both of these requests did not change

the technical content of the original submittal, the conclusion remains
unchanged with relief granted as requested. Pursuant to 10 CFR
50.55a(a)(3)(1), the staff concludes that the proposed alternative provides
an acceptable leve)l of quality and safety and relief may be granted

for the issues described in Request for Relief PT-001.

For the ssues described in Requests for Relief IR-025 and IR-026,
imposition of Code requirements would cause hardship or unusual difficulty
without a compensating increase in the level of quality and safety, and
relief is granted pursuant to 10 CFR 50.55a(a)(3)(i1). Pursuant to 10 CFR
50.55a(g)(6)(1), the staff concludes that the requirements of the Code

are impractical and relief may be granted for the issues described in
Requests for Relief IR-018 (Rev. 1), IR-019, IR-020, IR-021 (Rev. 1),
IR-022 (Rev. 1), IR-024, and PT-002. Such relief is authorized by law

and will not endanger 1ife, property, or the common defense and security
and is otherwise in the public interest. This relief has been granted
giving due consideration to the burden upon the Licensee that could

result if the requirements were imposed on th: facility. Requests for
Relief IR-016 and IR-017 were withdrawn by the Licensee. Table 1 presents
a summary of the reliefs requested and the status of the requests as
determined by the staff.

Ay
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Page 1 of &
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RELIEF REQUESTS
Relief Licensee
Request System or fxam. Item Volume or Area Required Proposed Relief Request
Mumber ~ _Component  Cat. _No, 1o be Examiped Method = _Alternative @ _ _ Status
IR-004 Class 1 B-J B9.11 Rev. | deleted weld Volumetric Previousiy
(Rev. 1) Piping and 1833-0062 and added weld and Surface granted {NRC
B9.12 1£21-007 SER dated
4/25/90)
IR-012 Class 2 £-C C3.10 Rev. 1 deleted welds Surface Previously
(Rev. 1) integral and 1-N11-KH221-wA granted (NRC
Attachments €3.20 1-N11-H222-wA SER dated
1-N11-H223-NA 4/25/90)
1-N11-H224-WA
1-N27-HO31-NA
1-N27-HO32-WA
Rev. | added welds
1-E51-C001-A-wA
1-€£51-C001-B-WA
1-E51-C001-C-NA
1-E51-C00i-D-WA
IR-016 Reactor B-D B3.90 RPY head spray Volumetric Kone . Withdrawn by
Pressure and nozzle-to-vessel weid examination Volumetric exam. Licensee in
Vessel B3.100 1BI13-N8-KA and nozzle te maximum the 8/10/90
inside radius section extent practical submittal

1B13-N8- IR
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Page 2 of 6
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RELIEF REQUESTS
Relief
Request System or ixam. Item Yolume or Area Required
Number  Compopent  Cat. __Ne. 1o be Examined Method
IR-017 Reactor Class 1 piping butt Augmented
Recirc. welds: volumetric
System 1B13-N9A-KC  1833-0008 exam. per
1813-N98-KC  1833-0107 NUREG-0313
IR-018 Class 1 B-K-1 B10.10 Support lug to process Surface
{Rev. 1) Integral pipe attachment welds: examination
Welded 1E12-H0100-WA
Attachments 1B33-H305A-WA
1B33-H306A-WA
1833-H3058-wA
1833-H306B-WA
IN27-HO029-WA
IN27 -HO030-WA
IR-019 CRD, RHR, €-C €3.20 Class 2 piping integrally Surface
and HPCS welded support examination
Systems attachments:
IC11-HO032-WA
1C11-HOO4R-WA
1C11-HO665-¥A
1C11-HOBTS5-WA
1£12-HO354-WA
1612-HO670-WA
1£22-HO027 -WA
IR-020 Class 2 C-F-2 (€5.51 Valve FOI3 to 6" pipe Volumetric
RCIC weld 1£51-0031 and surface
Piping examinations

Licensee

Alternative

None .

Volumetlric exam.
to maxious
extent practical

None. Surface
exam. to maximum
extent practical

None. Surface
exam. i{c maximum
extent practical

i00% surface
exam. and
volumetric exam.
to maximum
extent practical

Relief Request
——2%atus

¥ithdrawn by
Licensee in

the 8/10/90
submittal

Granted

Granted

Granted
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Page 3 of &

Relief
Request

IR-021

TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RELIEF REQUESTS
System or Exam. Itesm Volume or Area Required
Nusber  Component  Cat. Mo, _ tobefxamiped =~ _ Method

Class 3 D-8 D2.20 Class 3 integral welded ¥1-3 visuai
integral attachments: examination
welded
Attachments

1B21-HOO50-WA  1B2]1-HOIS7-MA

IB21-HO167-WA  1B21-HO179-wA

182]1-HO176-WA 1B21-HO128-WA

1B21-HO156-WA  1B21-HOIS8-NA

1821-HO173-MA  1B21-HOI75-WA

I1821-HOI55-WA  1821-HOIGE-WA

1821-HOI20-WA  1B21-HOIS59-WA

IB21-HOI60-WA  1B2]1-HO186-WA

1B21-HO177-WA  1821-HO163-WA

1B21-HO164-WA

i

Emergency Closed Cooling
1P42-H0221-WA  2P42-HODD9-WA

1P42-HO115-WA
2P42-HO024 -WA

1P45-HO643 -WA
1P45-HO049 -WA
1P45-HOI91-WA
1PA5-HO417 -WA

1

1P42-H0222 -WA
2PA2-HOO25-WA

1P45-HOG22 -WA
1P45-HO127 -WA
1P4S-HOZ71-NA

1G4]-HO396-WA

Kone

Licensee

Proposed

Relief Regquest
—atatus

Granted



Perry Nuclear Power Plant, Unit |

Page 4 of &
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RELIEF REQUESTS
Relief Uc.m
Request System or Exam. Item Volume or Area Regquired Relief Request
_Number ~ _Component  Cat. __MNo. _____ to be Lxamined _Method _mmun_ —atatus
IR-022 Class 3 F-C F3.10 Class 3 pipe guides: ¥T 3 visual None Granted
{Rev. 1) Component eximination
Supports
1821 -HO050 1821-HO157 iB21-HOi67
iB21-HO176 1821-H0128 1821-HO156
1B21-HO173 1821-HO175 1821-HO155
1821-H0120 1B21-H0159 1821-H0160
1821-W0177 1621-H0163 1821-HO164
1821-H0179 1821-HO158 1821-H0168
i1B21-HO186
t
1E12-H0476 1641 -H0396
1P42-H0221 2P42 - HO0O9 2P42-HO024
1P42-HO115 1P42-HO222 2P42-HO025
i
1P45-H0022 1P45-HO043 1P45-HO397
1P45-HO127 1P45-HO162 1P45-H0398
1P45-HO181 1P45-H0271 1P45-HO643
1P45-HO399 1P45-H0400 1P45-HO430
1PA5-HO417
IR-023 All Safety Functional testing of
Related snubbers (Functional applicable
Hydraulic tests (IST) are not {1IST)
and within the scope of this
Mechanical document and will be
Snubbers evaluated elsewhere.)
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Page 5 of 6
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RELIEF REQUESTS
Relief Uc,-m
Request System or Exam. ltes Yolume or Area Peguired Relief Regquest
Musber  Compopent < Cat. Mo, 1o be Exemined Metlbod _m:mun_ —atatus
iR-024 Class 1 B-F 95.10 RPV nozzle Volumetric None . Granted
Dissimilar safe end-to-safe end and surface Yolumetric exam.
Metal extension welds: examination to maximum
welds IBI3-NSA-KC 1BI3-NSB-KC extent practical
1813-N6A-KC 1B13-N6B-KC
1813-N6C-KC
IR-025 Class 1| B-X-1 Bl10.10 WS system integral welded Surface ¥i-1 visuwal Granted
Integral attachments: examination exam. to extemt
Welded 1B21-GI101A-wA and frequency
Attachments 1821-G1018-wA req. by
1821-G101C-wA Table 1W8-2500-1
1821-G101D-WA
IR-026 Class 2 C-C €3.20 NS and FY systeams Surface VT-1 visual Granted
Integral integral welded examination exas. to extent
Welded attachments: and freguency
Attachments INI11-HO221-WA reqg. by
IN11-HO222-WA Table 1WC-2500-1
INI1-HO223-wA
iNI]-HO274-%A
IN27-HOO03 1 -NA

IN27-HOO032-WA
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Relief
Request

PT-001

PT-002

P1-003

System or

fompopent  Cat. __ Mo, 1o be Exemined

Class 2
Piping and
Components

Class 2
Piping and
Component s

Class 2
and 3

Components

Exam.

Item

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF RELIEF FEQUESTS

Volume or Area

Reguired
Method

Licensee

Class 2 components and
instrusents (212 piping
segments) that are
nonisolatable from the
Class | reactor coolant
press ‘re boundary

Class 2 components and
instrumeris (214 piping
segments) that are
nonisolatable from the
Class | reactor coolant
pressure boundary

Components (36 test
pressurization

boundaries) which undergo
routine guantitative
pressurization tests

System
inservice
test (Vi-2
visual
exam. after
system in
operation
for

4 hours)

Hydrostatic
test at
1379 psig

Vi-2 visual
examination
during
pneumatic
system
pressure
tests

System leakage
test (no hold
time)

Hydrostatic test
per Class 1
requirements
(1127.5 psig)

Quantifying
jeakage rates as
no detectable
Teakage using
test instruments
{calibrated

equipment)

Relief Reguest

Proposed
Alternative  __ States

Granted

Granted

Denied
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cc:
Jay E. Silberg, fsq.

Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge
2300 N Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C, 20037

David E. Burke

The Cleveland Electric
I1luminating Company

P. 0. Box 5000

Cleveland, Ohio 44101

Resident Inspector's Office

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Parmly at Center Road

Perry, Ohio 44081

Rog1ona1 Adniristrator, Region 111
U,S5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
798 Roosevelt Road

Glen Ellyn, 11linois 60137

Frank P, Weiss, Esq.

Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
105 Main Street

Lake County Administration Center
Painesville, Ohio 44077

Ms. Sue Hiatt

OCRE Interim Pepresentative
8275 tunson

Mentor, Ohio 4406C

Terry J. Lodge, Esq.
618 N. Michigan Street Suite 105
Toledo, Ohio 43624

John 6. Cardinal, Esq.
Prosecuting Attorney
Ashtabula County Courthouse
Jefferson, Ohio 44047

Mr. Kevin P, Donovan
Cleveland Electric

ITTuminating Company
Perry Nuclear Power Plant
P. 0. Box 97, E-210
Perry, Ohio 44081

Perry Nuclear Power Plant
Unit Nos. 1 and 2

Mr. James W. Harris, Director

Division of Power Generation

Ohio Department of Industrial
Relations

P. 0. Box 82%

Columbus, Ohio 43216

The Honnrable Lawrence Logan
Mayor, Village of Perry

4203 Harper Street

Perry, Ohio 4408)

The Honorable Robert V, Orosz
Mayor, Village of North Perry
North Perry Villag: hall

4778 Lockwood Road

North Perry Village, Ohio 44081

Attorney General

Department of Attorney Genera)
30 East Broad Street

Columbus, Ohio 43216

Radiological Health Program
Ohio Department of Health
1224 Kinnear Road

Columbus, Chio 43212

Ohio Environmenta)l Protection
Agency

Cikhe~Compliance Lnit

ATTN: Zack A. Clayton

P. 0. Box 1049

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149

Mr, Phillip S. Haskell, Chairman
Perry Township Board of Trustees
4171 Main Street, Box 65

Perry, Ohio 4408

State of Ohio

Public Utilities Commission
East Broad Street

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0873

Mr. Robert A, Stratman

Cleveland Electric 171luminating
Company

Perry Nuclear Power Plant

Post Office Box 97, SB30€

Perry, Ohio 44081



