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Abstract: Flow-accelerated corrosion (FAC) is a well-known phenomenon that may occur in piping and components. Most
nuclear power plants have carbon-steel-pipe wall-thinning management programs in place to control FAC. However, various
other erosion mechanisms may also occur in carbon-steel piping. The most common forms of erosion encountered (cavitation,
flashing, Liquid Droplet Impingement Erosion (LDIE), and Solid Particle Erosion (SPE)), have caused wall thinning, leaks,
and ruptures, and have resulted in unplanned shutdowns in utilities. In particular, the damage caused by LDIE is difficult to
predict, and there has been no effort to protect piping from erosive damage. This paper presents an evaluation method for
LDIE. It also includes the calculation results from prediction models, a review of the experimental results, and a comparison
between the UT data in the damaged components and the results of the calculations and experiments.
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Fig. 2 Damaged surface caused by LDIE
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Fig. 7 Correlation between wear rate and velocity(Sanchez
model)
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Fig. 8 Photograph of specimen during experiment
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Table 3 Comparison result of wear rate

nHEE Ratio

(mm/y) (%)
1 | UT dlol¥] 031 1.00

2 | Heymann o559 0.53 1.70

3 | Sanchez 9S24 0.81 2.62

4 | AHFEHA AY 0.33 1.06
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