





ATTACHMENT

Author: Robert W (Bob) Wilson at ~-HANFORDO2A
D: 11/3/97 3:47 PM

Priority: Normal

TO: Ana R Sherwood at ~HANFORD21A

CC: Laura J Cusack

CC: Alisa D Huckaby

Subject: DST Meeting Minutes

Message Contents

Ana,

Below are comments assembled from Alisa's notes and review of the

January 23, 1997 DST M-32 meeting minutes. With these additions the

minutes should be complete from our perspective. Other meeting
minutes are too old for us to accurately assess at this point. After

review of the comments below, please forward for my signature. These

are items Alisa felt pertinent to the January 23rd meeting that were
not reflected in the current draft meeting minutes:

A) In the introduction, Dale requested that budget limitations be
considered by the sub-panel.

B) Jerry Polakony presented results of the examination of 103 AW wall
and reviewed eight conclusions as a result of the examination as
follows:

1- No reportable indications in primary or secondary walls.

2- Rust on tank walls presented n few problems for equipment.

3- c-scan maps were provided for each one foot coverage.

‘ te  atrolled | w live
sc peed at 4.5 inches/second 7

5- Water was an effective couplant.

6- Less than 5 gallons of water used to inspect 35 ft of tank wall.

7- System able to detect and characterize inclusions and welded
attachments in secondary tank wall (nothinig found in primary tank
wall).

8- Scanning from top to bottom an advantage in cleaning tank wall.
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Agenda

Introduction (D. E. Jackson, M. L. Ramsay)

Status of Inspection Activities (K. V. Scott)

Qualification of UT System/Performance Test (G. J. Posakony)
Tank AW-103 Data Review (G. J. Posakony)

Examination Plans for February 97- July 98 (K. V. Scott)

Lunch

Tank Selection (K. V. Scott)
Open Discussion - UT Methods, Extent Examination
Panel Caucus

Summary/Closing Statement (D. E. Jackson, M. L. Ramsay)
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Summary of Discussion, Agreements and Actions

This meeting was held to discuss the Double-Shell Tank (DST) ultrasonic (UT) examination
status and results with the Sub-Panel of the Tank Structural Integrity Panel (Sub-TS ).

INTRODUCTIONS - Introductions were made around the table. Mr. Spencer Bush, of the
Sub-TSIP, said that using 6 tanks to evaluate all 28 tanks is based on finding nothing
wrong with the tanks. Mr. Kamal Bandyopadhyay, of the Sub-TSIP, agreed that 6 tanks are
acceptable as a representative of all 28 Double-Shell Tanks (DSTs). Mr. Dale Jackson, of
the U.S. Department of "iergy, Richland Opel :ions Office (RL), said that we would
ultrasonically test 6 tanks and then determine the need for more examination, if any. It
was also noted that it is Tikely that other tanks will be tested in the future in the
course of conducting ongoing or recurring assessments of tank integrity. Mr. Jackson said
that the purpose of today's meeting was to verify the validity of the current integrity
assessment approach. He said that the issue was can we collect the right kind of
information and determine the integrity and quality of the data being collected.

ION | ES - Mr. Keith Scott, of SGN Eurisys Services Corp. ..2SC),
basically tollowed his handout (attachment 4). Mr. Scott said that in the event that
inspection acceptance criteria is exceeded an expert panel (other than - e Sub-TSIP) would
be invited to convene and evaluate the significance of such data. While not in his
handout, reportable criteria has been determined to be 3/16" for axial cracks, 0.25t for
pits, and 0.1t for thinning. Mr. Scott explait 1 that not requirir cleaning of the tank
wall was important to the activities (saves time/money). He said that no reportable
indications were found on the AW-103 tank.

QUALTFICATIQ OF UT SYSTEM/PERFORMANCE TEST - Mr. Gerald Posakony, of the

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL), passed out a report (attacl 3:nt 5) on the
"Results of the Performance Demonstration Tests on Double-Shell Mockup,” (PNNL-11444,
December 1996). Mr. Posakony said that the equipment performing the ultrasonic test had
to be capable of remote inspection. He said that the test plates had simulated pits, wall
thinning, and stress corrosion cracking (these were lab grown). Other qualifications
requ” :d during the mock-up test were that all operators had to meet SNT-TC-1A-92

(a testing standard with operator certification guidelines), the test had to be perfi med
according to the inspection procedure, and the test criteria for suct isful completion of
the mock-up test had to be met. Mr. Posakony explained that the P-scan system used is a
commonly accepted 1 :hod that provides data from the plan view, front v- v, and end view.
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a plate block) and a cable to pull the equipment out. He recognized that debris in the
slot might hamper the equipment. Mr. Scott asked if the Sub-TSIP thought the benefits of
the test justified the difficulties associated with the test. Mr. Bush mentioned that the
area available for inspection was not a high percentage and may be of limited value.

Ms. Alisa Huckaby, of the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), asked how much
a demonstration on the knuckle would cost. Mr. Scott did not know at this time.

Mr. Scott stated that he wanted to inspect all regions (wall, knuckle, bottom) as much as
possible with the next tank as this will minimize the cost. He pointed out that it did no
good to inspect more walls without Tooking at the knuckle region as it is here that
failures would be the most serious. Mr. Jackson asked what happens if we can not get the
knuckle region. Mr. Bush said that the Sub-TSIP was interested in the knuckle region
because it could provide some advanced warning of tank failure. He said that the wall
inspections give some conclusions as to the tank conditions, but that the knuckle
inspections would substantially increase confidence. Mr. Scott asked if the detection
mode could be used as a gate to eliminate the minor stuff we are not interested in
(instead of sizing mode use only a detection mode). He suggested that we use findings of
either zero or significant even if sizing is not possible above a threshold value.

Mr. Bush allowed that perhaps it could. Mr. Posakony asked all to bear in mind that if
the 0.2t criteria was used and found, that it was not critical, it meant that the
point/area must be monitored. Mr. Bush agreed that if findings are encountered, it does
not mean that the tank can not be used rather that the tank needs monitoring.

Mr. Scott asked the Sub-TSIP if the amount of tank bottom examination we are going to get
in the air slot is worth the effort. Mr. Bush guessed the inspection would cover
approximately 1% of the tank bottom (a fan beam might increase the inspection area, but he
did not know if it was possible). He said that there was not much return for the effort,
but if indications were found at the end of the knuckle, then that would increase the need
for the bottom inspections. He said that even if the knuckle inspection did not include
looking for pitting, major pitting would be detected. If the region showed pitting then
it would suggest that some bottom inspection was needed even if only a small percentage.

SUMM; {/CLOSING STATEMENT - Mr. Scott summarized by saying that tI  Sub-TSIP su¢ 2sted
that 1 : nk wall inspection be modified to include a vertical weld, that the knuckle
region was an important area to inspect for cracks, that the primary tank bottom was an
important area to inspect for pitting, and that getting the cost of all inspections will
be used to evaluate the benefits of the each inspection. Mr. Bandyopadhyay agreed to
write a letter summarizing the Sub-TSIP’s conclusions concerning the validity of the
ultrasonic data, the extent of examination, and the flaw acceptance criteria.
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Status of Inspection Activities
(handout)




St¢ i1s of nspection Activities

K. V. Scott

. andJdary 1997
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"Results of the Performance Demonstration Tests on Double-Shell Mockup”
(PNNL-11444, December 1996)
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This simple analysis provides the lower
confidence bound for POD where:

n = number of flawed grading units

x = number of flawed grading units
detected

P = Probability of Detection of
Ultrasonic system
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Calculations for POD and Confidence Bound
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Tank Selection
(handout)
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