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TECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT
BROWNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1, 2 AND 3
INSERVICE INSPECTION PROGRAM

INTRODUCT ION

The revision to 10 CFR 50.55a, published in February 1976, required that
Inservice Inspection (ISI) Programs be updated tc meet the requirements (to
the extent practical) of the Edition and Addenda of Section XI of the American
Society o1 Mechanical Engineers Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code* incorporated
in the Regulation by reference in paragraph (b). This updatimg nf the programs
was required to be done every 40 months to reflect the new requirements of
the later editions of Section XI.

A specified in the February 1976 revision, for plants with Operating
Licenses issued prior to March 1, 1976, the regulations became effective after
September 1, 1976,at the start of the next regular 40-month inspection period.
The initial inservice examinations conducted during the first 40-month period
were to comply with the requirements in editions of Section XI and addenda in
effect no more than six months prior to the date of start of facility commercial
operation.

The Regulation recognized that the requirements of the later editicns and
addenda of the Section X] might not be practical! to implement at facilities
because of limitations of design, geometry, and materials of construction of
components and systems. [t therefore permitted determinations of impractical
examination or testing requirements to be evaluated. Relief from these require-
ments could be granted provided health and safety of the public were not endan -
gered giving due consideration to the burden placed on the licensee if the
requirements were imposed. This report provides evaluations of the various
requests for relief by the licensee, Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), of the
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant Units 1, 2 and 3. It deals only with inservice
examinations of components and with system pressure tests. Inservice tests of
pumps and valves (IST programs) are being evaluated separately.

' .
Hereinafter referred to as Section XI or Code.
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The revision to 10 CFR 50.55a, effective November 1, 1979, modified the
time interval for updating ISI programs and incorpcrated by reference a later
edition and addenda of Section XI. The updating intervals were extended from
40 months to 120 months to be consistent with intervals as defined in
Section 1I.

For plants with Operating Licenses issued prior to March 1, 1976, the
provisions of the November 1, 1979 revision are effective after September 1,
1976, at the start of the next one-third of the 120-month interval. During
the one-third of an interval and throughout the remainder of the interval,
inservice examinations shall comply with the latest edition and addenda of
Section XI, incorporated by reference in the Regulation, on the date 12 months
prior to the start of that one-third of an interval. For Browns Ferry Nuclear
Plant Units 1, 2 and 3, the ISI program, and the relief requests evaluated in
this report, cover the last 80 months of the current 120-month inspection in-
terval, i.e., from July 1, 198C to March 1, 1987. This program was based upon
the 1374 Edition of Section XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code with
Addenda through the Summer of 1975.

The November 1979 revision of the Regulation also provides that ISI programs
may meet the requirements of subsequent code editions and addenda, incorporated
by reference in paragraph (0) and subject to Nuclear Regqulatory Commission (NRC)
approval. Portions of such editions or addenda may be used provided that all
related requirements of the respective editions or addenda are met. These instances
are addressed on a case-by-case basis in the body of this report,

Finally, Section XI of the code provides for certain components and systems
to be exempted from its requirements. In some instances, these exemptions are
not acceptable to NRC or are only acceptable with restrictions. As appropriate,
these instances are also discussed in this report.

References (1) to (22) listed at the end of this report pertain to previous
transmittals on ISI between the licensee and the Commission. By letters of
September 15 and November 22, 1976.(1'3) the Commission provided general ISI
guidance to all licensees. Submittals in response to that guidance were made
by the Ticensee on October 20, 1976!2) and January 28, 1977.(4) On February 25,
1977!5) the Commission granted approval to postpone implementation of the ISI
program for Unit #3 to July 31, 1977. Additional submittals(6'7) were made
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Lower head bottom section to lower head center section circum-
ferential seam weld (approximately 39 feet long), Cateqory B-B.
The lower head center section contains four longitudinal welds
(approximately 2.5 feet long each), Category B-B.

Proposed Alternative Examination
None

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relief

The Browns Ferry Nuciear Plant was designed and under
construction before the issuance of Section XI. As a result,
only those welds above the sacrificial shield are accessible
for inservice inspection. Access has not been provided in
the sacrificial shield area for external examipations nor does
‘the BWR design permit internal examinations in this area.

Only those welds above the sacrificial shield and portions
of welds as may be accessible at nozzle access points will
be examined during the inservice inspection intervals.

Evaluation

Imposition of the Code requirements would necessitate the
removal of portions of the concrete biological shield and the
permanently installed insulation to perform the required ex-
amination of the welds listed from the vessel exterior. The
vessel internals, shroud and jet pumps preclude volumetric
examination of almost all the beltline weld volume from
the vessel interior.

The reactor vossel is presently monitored for radiation
damage in the beltiine region by a surveillance program in
accordance with ASTM-E185-70 to the extent possible and there-
fore conforms to the intent of 10 CFR 50, Appendix H. In
addition, the vessel was designed and fabricated in accordance
with the rules of Section IIl of the 1965 Edition and Addenda :
through the Summer 1966 of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code.

This examination requirement is impractical due to the
existing design and geometry for the above welds. Certain
longitudinal and circumferential welds, not in the core region,
are partially or wholly accessible for inservice examination,

In response to a request for additional information, the licensee
has summarized the weld accessibility as follows:

S ——
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the above evaluation, it is concludead that for
the weld discussed above, the code requirements are impractical.
It is further concluded that the partial examination discussed
above will provide necessary assurance of structural reliability.
Therefore, the following is recommended:

Relief should be granted to iimit the required velumetric

examination to the accessible 4 feet of the circumference of
the skirt-to-vessel weld.

References

References 19, 21 and 22.
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Request for Relief [SI-6; Pressure Retaining Welds in
Control Rod Drive Housings, Category B-0, Item B1.18

Code Requirement

Volumetric weld examinations shall te performed during
each inspection interval and shall include 100% of the welds
in 10% of the peripreral control rod drive (CRD) housings. The
examinations may be performed at or near the end of the in-
spection interval,.

Code Relief Request

Relief is requested from the volumetric examination of the
peripheral CRD housing welds.

Proposed Alternative Examination

A1l peripheral CRD housing welds shall be visually examined
during the system hydrostatic pressure tests in accordance with
IWB-1220(c).

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relief

Should the CRD housing weld fail, the leakage path to the
failure meets the makeup exclusion criteria, maximum 3 in.
diameter pipe, and is therefore excluded from volumetric examina-
tion in accordance with IWB-1220(b)(1). The makeup supply
system is equivalent to 4-in. nominal pipe size. The largest
leakage path area would be realized between the quide cap and
thermal sleeve. The total leakage path area is 0.83 sq. in., wnich
is substantially less than 7.39 sg. in. (flow path area of a 3-in.
diameter pipe).

Evaluation

The licensee has shown that the maximum flow path resulting
from a complete failure of the CRD housing weld is less than that
0of a pipe of 3 in. diameter and has stated that tne makeuo
system has sufficient capacity to shut down and cool the reactor
in an orderly manner. The control rod drive weld is greater than
3 in. diameter but, due to the internal housing mechanisms and
the stop on each housing, the unobstructed flow path is much
smaller. The requirements of paragraph IWB-1220(b)(1) are
satisfied and the examinations required for Code-exempted com-
ponents will be rerformed by the licensee.

S ——
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the above evaluation, it is concluded that for th
welds discussed above, the code requirements for exemption ¢
volumetric examinations have Leen satisfied It is further con-
cluded that tne alternative examination discussed above will
provide necessary added assurance of structural reliability.
Therefore. the following is recommended:

Relief should be granted from the volumetric examination
of 100% o the welds in 10% of the peripheral CRD housings,
with the following provision:

All her: RD housing welds are visually examined
during the system hydrostatic pressure tests in accord-
ance with IWC-] as prooosed by the licensee.

S ——
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Pressurizer

NA
Vo

Heat Exchangers and Steam Generators

No code relief requests.

Piping Pressure Foundary

equest for Reli f . Pressure Retaining Welds in Piping;

Code Requirement

Volumetric weld examinations shall
ch inspection interval and shall cover
of the circumferential joints includi

ft. sections of longitudinal joints and
ranch connection Joints.

o

o v MO M

welds (Units 1,

A

KMS- 1
KMS-29
KMS-56
KMS-81

~

Feedwater Welds (Units 1, &

KFW- 4
KFW-22




(d) Feedwater Welds (Unit 3)

KFW-41
KFW-42
KFW-43
KFW-45

Proposed Alternative Examination

A "best effort" visual examination will be performed
during system leakage and hydrcstatic pressure tests.

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relijef

The penetration flued head to process pipe welds are
inaccessible for any type of examination. The four main steam
welds and the two feedwater welds on each unit are located
under rigid pipe restraints and are inaccessibT€ for volumetric
examination. The four feedwater welds on Unit 3 are located
under pipe supoorts.

Evaluation

The identified welds are completely inaccessible for
volumetric or surface examination because the welds are either
located inside a containment penetration or are covered by
rigid pipe restraints.

(a) Penetration Flued Heat to Process Pipe Welds,
Units I, Z and 3

Each primary containment penetration assembly, due to
its design, leaves one pressure retaining piping weld
inaccessible for examination by either surface or volu-
metric means. The welds can only be examined by inspecting
for evidence cf leakage during system hydrotests.

The initial design of the assemblies did not provide
for accessibility for inservice examinations. If it is
assumed, though, that the workmanship and guality assurance
of the welding as well as the preservice examinations were
adequate, then an examination of the first pressure boundary
weld (process piping to flued head) outside the containment
should reflect service-induced failures for that particular
piping section. Thus, the first pressure boundary weld
outside the containment on each of these process pipes
would be volumetrically examined, where practical, over
100% of its length during each inspection interval. Such
an examination would maintain sample size. The licensee
could also conduct visual examinations at these penetrations

as proposed.

S
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(b) Main Steam Weld- (Units 1, 2 and 3)
Feedwater welds (Units I, 2 and 3)
Feedwater welds (Unit 3)

Because these welds are completely inaccessible, examina-
tion is not practical and relief from the examination could

be granted on that basis. However, the number of iraccessible
welds is sufficiently small and random, compared with the total

number of welds in Category 3-J (or in either of the two

affected systems) that none of these welds needs to be included

in the 25% sample to be examined during this inspection
interval.

For subsequent inspection intervals, the licensee has
the option of updating to subsequent code versions or of
staying with the 1974 Edition and aduenda through the
Summer 1975 Addenda, pursuant to 10 CFR 50.5Sa?b)(2)(ii).
Updating would ailow the licensee to examine the same 25%
sample, if the provisions of the summer 1978 Addenda cof the
1977 Edition continue to prevail {see Footnote (2) of Cate-
gory B-J in Table IWB-2500-1). By adopting 10 CFR 50.55a
(b)(2)(ii) the Commission was offering an option whereby
"operating facilities with ongoing inservice inspection
programs would have continuity in the extent and frequency
of examinatinns for pipe welds" (see 44 FR 57913).

Based on these considerations, relief from these
requirements is not required at this time for these welds.
1t is preferable to defer a decision until the next inspec-
tion interval after the licensee has determined which of
the above options he wishes to exercise.

In addition, visual examination of the welds for which
code relief is requested could be performed in the interim.
Those welds covered by the pipe restraints could also be
examined if the pipe restraints need to be disassembled for
maintenance.

Conclusions and Recommendations

(a) Penetration Flued Head to Process Pipe kelds,
Units 1, 2 and 3

Based on the above evaluation, it is concluded that for
these welds, the code requirements are froractical. It is fur-
ther concluded that the alternative examination discussed above
will provide necessary adced assurance of structural reliability.
Therefore, the following is recommended:

Relief should be granted from the volumetric examination of
the identified welds, with the following provisions:

VA
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e The first pressure boundary weld outside the containment
on each of these process pipes chould be volumetrically
examined, where practical, over 100% of its length during
each inspection interval.

e The proposed visual examinations should be performed on
the containment penetration assemblies when leakage and
hydrostatic tests are conducted in accordance with
11B-1220(c).

(b) Main Steam Welds (Units 1, 2 and 3)
Feedwater Welds (Units 1, 2 and 3)
Feedwater Welds (Unit 3)

Based on the above evaluation, it is concluded that
for these welds, there is not presently enough justification
for granting relief from the impractical code requirements.
Therefore, the following is recommended:

(a) Relief from volumetric examination should not be
granted at this time.

(b) The identified welds should be visually examined during
the system hydrostatic pressure tests in accordance with
IWB-1220(c).

(c) In the event that the pipe restraints are disassembled

for maintenance and the welds are accessible for exami-
nation, the code-required examination should be performed.

References

References 19 and 22.
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Request for Relief ISI-17; Pressure Retaining Longitudinal

Welds in Piping, Category B-J, Item B4.5

Code Requirement

Volumetric weld examinations shall be performed during
each inspection interval and shall cover all of the area of
25% of the circumferential joints including the adjoining
1-ft sections of longitudinal joints and 25% of the pipe
branch connection joints.

Code Relief Request

Relief is requested from performing 100, of the required
volumetric examination of the following pressurf-retaining

longitudinal welds in pipina (Unit 3):

Longitudinal Seam
Adjacent to Weld

0CS-3-5
0CS-3-13
GMS-3-2
GMS-3-3
GMS-3-9
GMS-3-10
GMS-3-11
GMS-3-15
GMS-3-32
GMS-3-18
GMS-3-19
GMS-3-20
GMS-3-27

Inspection

Limitation

Prohibited by support Tu

3can limited to 6" by
support

Scan limited to 5" by
support

Scan limited to 8" by
support

Scan limited to 6" by
penetration

Scan limited to 2" by
penetration

Scan limited to 6" by
support

Scan limited to 6" by
penetration

Scan limited to 2" by
penetration

Scan limited to 6" by
penetration

Partial scan limited by
insulation ring

Partial scan limited by
insulation ring

Scan limited to €" by
penetration

Scan limited to 3" by
penetration

Scan limited to 2" by
penetration

Scan limited to 6" by
penetration
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the above evaluation, it is concluded that for the
welds discussed above, the code requirements are impractical.
It is further concluded that the alternative examination dis-
cussed above will provide necessary added assurance of structural
reliability. Therefore, the folluwing is recommended:

Relief should be granted from the volumetric examination of
the identified welds provided that the following examinations
are performed:

o a best effort volumetric examination of the volumes
estimated in the relief request;

® a surface examination, as proposed by the licensee; and

e visual examinations during system hydrossatic pressure
tests in accordance with IWB-1220(c).

References

References 19 and 22.
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Request for Relief IS1-8; Pressure Retaining Welds in Piping,

1

Category B-J; ure Retaining Dissimilar Metal Welds,

Cateqgory B-F; | Pressure Retaining Welds in Valve Bodies,

Cateqory B-M-1

Code Requirement

Category B-J; Items B4.5 and

3
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Evaluation

Because of the geometric configuration of the
location of the welds, it is considered impossible to o
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As proposed by the licensee, a best-effort ultrasonic
exam‘nat13n ano surface examination on the accessible areas
of the welds is practical for the above Category B-F,
B-J, and B-M-1 welds. The ultrasonic examination should
cover the estimated weld volume percentages given in the relief
requests. (The proposed surface examination is code-required
for the Category B-F welds, but not for the other two cate-
gories.) Visual examinations could also be performed during
system leakage and hydrostatic tests

2L,

Conclusions and Recommendations
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Based on the above evaluation, it
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Relief should be granted from the volumetric examinati
of the identified welds provided that the following al
examinations (proposed by the licensee) are performed:

) a best-effort ultrasonic examination of the acce
weld volume percentages estimated in the re:ii:

a surface examination

T 122N

in accordance with [WB-]

isual examinations during system hy
ests

ALV

References

References 19 and 22.
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Request for Relief ISI-9; Support Members for Fiping and Valves

Category B-K-1, Item B".9

Code Requirement

The volumetric examination performed during each inspection
interval shall cover 25% of the integrally welded supports. The
areas shall include the integrally w~elded external support
attachments. This includes the welds to the pressure-retaining
boundary and the base metal beneath the weld zone and along the
support attachment member for a distance of two support thick-
nesses.

e Relief Request -

Relief is requested from the volumetric examination
'p'raWWy selded external support attachments for piping,
valves, except welds KR-1-54 and KR-1-55 (Unit

Proposed Alternative Examination

Class in 11y welded supports will be liguid

examined in f ultrasonic examinations. The liqui

trant examina s performed during each inspection inte
the integrally welded supports

ged SuUip e

for Requesting Relief

Ouring the first Browns Ferry baseline inspec
ultrasonic examinations of the integrally welded Cla
were meaningless because of the lack of penetration i
that existed for the full length of the support we
supports were fabricated to ANSI B31.1.0 and Gener:
Company specification 21A2100. The GE specif 1ca"fr required
a full penetration weld and surface examination
which would not verify penetration. The TVA Divi
Engineering Cesign has taken actual weld dimensio
chosen piping supports and compared the load caaac11
these welds as installed to the loads based on desig
would see during operation. As indicated in this anal
supports studied have high factors of safety in their
carrying capability, therefore, the licensee feels

grally welded supports on the primary coolant piping

as inst2lled. Future ultrasonic examinations of these su
would be meaningless.
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Evaluation

Because of the weld design, ultrasonic examination required
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E. Pump Pressure Boundary

1. Request for Relief ISI-4; Reactor Recircuiation Pumps,
Category B-L-2, Item B5.7

Code Requirement

Visual examination of pump internal pressure boundary
surtaces.

One pump in each of the group of pumps performing
similar functions in the system shall be examined during
each inspection interval. The examinations may be per-
formed at or near the end of the inspection interval.

Code Relief Request -

Relief is requested from the visual examination of the internal
surfaces of the reactor recirculation pump at the pressure boundary.

Proposed Alternative Examination

The internal surfaces of the recirculation pump casing
will be visually examined whenever the surfaces are made
accessible when a pump from any unit is disassembled for
maintenance purposes. [f during the 10-year interval a pump
from any unit is not disassembied, a pump from one unit shall
be examined from the exterior. This shall be accomplished by
taking ultrasonic thickness measurements of the pump casing.

Licensee's Basis for Requesting Relief

In absence of required maintenance, disassembly of a re-
circulation pump solely to perform a visual examination of
internal surfaces is impractical. This would represent un-
necessary exposure of employees to high radiation and con-
tamination areas and excessive expense to TVA.

Disassembly of this pump could regquire transport of the
motor outside of containment; consequently, a possibility of
damage to the pump, pump motor, or other safety-related
equipment exists. The time required for this major task
of disassembly, examination, and reassembiy would consume at
least three weeks of 24-hours-per-day work. Radiation dnse
rates of the pump exterior will average 100-300 mrem/hour,
and pump internal dose rates will average 10-20 rem/hour.
This would result in a cumulative dose of between 130 and
300 man-rem.

The benefit received from this major effort is minimal

considering employee exposure, potential damage to safety-
related equipment, and cost in dollars. /
B
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In additicn, the multiple units at Br

Plant operate under similar conditions. Brﬁ!?ifzﬁnywzuilg?r
:hat 1f a pump from one of the multiple units is aisassembled

or maintenance during a 10-year interval, the visual examina-
tion performed will be representative of the pump condition
for each unit. This would avoid unnecessary exposure of
employees to high radiation dose rates noted. We conciude
that if one pump is disassembled for maintenance during the
10-ygar 1nterva1, the visual examination performed satisfies
Examination Cateqory B-L-2 requirements for the *hree multiple

units. Disassenbly of the pump solely for visual inati
15 margind], y sua examination

Evaluation

The visual examination is to determine whether unanticipated
severe degradation of the casing is occurring due to phenomena
such as erosion, corrosion, or cracking. However, previous experi-
ence during examinations of pumps at other plants has not shown any
significant degradation of casings.

The disassembly of the reactor recirculation pumps to the
degree necessary to inspect the internal pressure retaining sur-
faces is a major effort, involving large personnel exposures and
the generation of large amounts of radioactive waste. In view
of the effort reguired to disassemble a pump, the information
returned from visual examination of its internal surfaces would
be marginal.

The licensee has committed to the concept of visual examina-
tion if the pump is disassembled for maintenance. Meanwhile,
pressure and flow are monitored during pump operation to ass2ss
performance.

The licensee contends that if a pump from or= o7 the three
Browns Ferry units is disassembled For maintenance during the
10-year interval, the visual examination performed will satisfy
the examination requirements of all three units at the site.

This contention is not consistent with the requirements of 10 CFR
50.55a(g). Each licensed unit at the plant site must meet the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a(g). The inservice inspection
performed at a specific unit cannot be used to fulfill examina-
tion requirements of another similar unit.

In the event that a recirculation pump is not disassembled
for maintenance during the interval, the licensee proposes to
perform ultrasonic wall thickness measurements. Such measurements,
using the minimum wall thickness requirements of Section III of
the ASME Code as the acceptance standard and done to paragraph
7-560, Section V, 1977 Edition, Winter 1978 Addenda, are potentially
an acceptable alternative examination. However, detailed procedures
establishing such parameters as frequency and location of measure-
ments would have to be developed.

S ——
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The visual examination of the internal pressure boundary
>

ﬂa« be performed at or near the end of the 10-vear inspection
nterval Therefore, relief from examination }e quirements 1s

not necessary until then because the licensee will be in compli-

ance with the Regulation up to that time, Tﬂu Code committee

and the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) are under-
taking a program to assemble and evaluate results of visual
examination of internal pump casing surfaces. Within the
next two years, this program should provide a more definitive
basis for the Code committee and WRC for upholding or modify-
ing this Code requirement. Since so many licensees consider
this requirement impractical and an undue burden, it is
reasonable to postpone a decision to grant relief unt
that program is completec The licensee could submit a
new relief request at th

r'l

Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the above evaluation, it is concluded that for
the Code-required internal visual examination discussed above.
a more definitive technical basis is needed Therefore, the

following is recommended:

a) Relief should not be granted at this time from the

«:saa' examination of the internal surtaces of the
eactor recirculation pump at the pressure boundary

b) The licensee's proposal to perform a z'suai examination
whenever the surfaces are made accessible because a
pump is disassembled for maintenance Du":?S%Z should
be accepted

(c) A decision on the licensee's proposal to perfourn
ultrasonic thickness measurements on pump casing
should be deferred pending development of detailed
procedures

References
Reference 19
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Valve Pressure Boundary

The request for relief from volumetric examination of

0
integrally welded external support attachments for valves (see
1.0.4 of this report) applies here. Therefore, the following
is recommended:

Relief should be granted from the volumetric examinaticn
of all integrally welded external support attachments for
valves, provided that:

® the weids be liquid penetrant examined

® such examinations cover 25% of the inteqgrall
welded supports during each inspection interval
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proposed Dy the li1censee

from volumetric exami
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Code Requirement

Visual insp
surfaces, on val

One valve i
esign, e.9., glob

nd manufacturer that
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hall be examined duri
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ive from a particular classification has
as the end of the inspection interval ar
se study will to determine the
ssembling
visual examination
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During routine maintenance, visual examinations of

body internal pressure boundary surface erformed
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sembled frequently for maintenance.
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There are 26 groups of valves which are o >
design and manufacturer and perform similar fu ions on each
unit. To meet the code requirement would requi valve
from each of the 26 groups to be disassembled. is estimated
that it would take an average of 30 man-hours to disassemble,
examine, and reassemble each valve with a total dose of three
man-rem per valve, The time and exposure involved would be
much greater for valves (such as the recirculation valves)
which require unloading the core and draining the vessel
before they can be disassembled.

Evaluation

The disassembly of large valves to the degree necess
inspect the internal pressure retaining surfaces (casing
a major effort, involving large personnel ‘exposures,_ To

disassembly solely to perform a visual examination of th
casing is impractical.

, committed to the concept >f visual
tio ‘ lv disassembled for maintenarce. The
examination specified is to determine whether unanticipa

severe degradation of f sing is occurring due to phe
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may, as he has requested,
from internal surface inspection on any
valves in each unit until near the end of
val. Submitting such reiief requests as soon as
the next-to-last schedulea outage of the inspecti
and at least six months before the scheduled start
outage would minimize delays and outage time.
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pection periods when valve maintenance

examinations Cou be perrtormed when
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system pressure tests (IWA-5000) are conducted in accordance
with the requirements for Cateqory B-P.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the above evaluation, it is concluded that for
the valves discussed above, there is not presently enough
Justification for granting relief from the impractical Code
requirements. Therefore, the following is recommended:

(a) Relief should not be granted at this time from
visual examination of the internal press<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>