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Secretary,
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
ATTN: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff

D. R. Woodlan, Chairman
Integrated Regulatory Affairs Group
P.O. Box 1002, Glen Rose, Texas 76043

Ref: 69 FR 879
DOCKETED

USNRC

April 1, 2004 (11:33AM)

OFFICE OF SECRETARY
RULEMAKINGS AND

ADJUDICATIONS STAFF

STRATEGIC TEA1MIING AND RESOURCE SHARING (STARS)
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED RULEMAKING TO AMEND 10 CFR 50.55a

(Ref: RIN 3150-AH24)

Gentlemen:

The Strategic Teaming and Resource Sharing (STARS)' nuclear power plants are endorsing the
comments on the proposed rulemaking to amend 10 CFR 50.55a submitted by the Nuclear
Energy Institute (NEI). In addition, STARS has prepared and hereby submits the attached
comments.

The STARS plants appreciatc the opportunity to comment on this proposed rulemaking. If there
are any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 254-897-6887 or
dwoodlal @txu.com.

Sincerel

D. R. Woodlan, Chairman
Integrated Regulatory Affairs Group
STARS

STARPS is an alliance of six plants (eleven nuclear units) operated by TXIU Energy, AmerenUE, Wolf Creek Nuclear
Operating Corporation. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, STP Nuclear Operating Company and Arizona Public Service
Company%-.
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COMMENTS ON PROPOSED RULEMAKrNG TO AMEND 10 CFR 50.55A

COMMENT # PAGE PARAGRAPH COMMENT PROPOSED REVISION
1 881 General In previous Final Rule changes to 50.55a starting

in the mid 1990s, there have been an increased
number of limitations and modifications to the
incorporation by reference of ASME Section m,
Section XI and OM Codes, especially compared
to the previous 20 year history of 50.55a. These
limitations and modifications are making the
Regulations confusing and difficult to use and are
increasing the likelihood of licensees failing to
comply.

This increased number of limitations and
modifications-must be reversed so that the
complexity of the Regulations does not continue
to unnecessarily grow. The NRC needs to assure
that their input is provided in the ASME Codes
and Standards consensus process so that the
number of limitations and modifications to
ASME Codes is significantly reduced and the
inclusion of limitations and modifications occurs
primarily on issues where the NRC concerns
were not resolved during the ASME consensus
process.

2 881 50.55a(b)(2)(xvii) The Supplementary Information notes that the Delete 50.55a(b)(2)(xvii)
proposed amendment would revise a number of
existing modifications, one of which is
50.55a(b)(2)(xvii), to apply the 2001 Edition
through 2003 Addenda because the earlier Code
provisions were not revised in the 2001 Edition
through 2003 Addenda to address the underlying
issues that led the NRC to impose the
modification. However, the ASME Section XI
2000 Addenda added Footnote 3 to IWA4222 to
address the NRC modification. Therefore,
50.55a(b)(2)(xvii) should be deleted rather than
continue its applicability to 2001 Edition through
2003 Addenda.
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COMMENT # PAGE PARAGRAPH COMMENT PROPOSED REVISION
3 882 50.55a(b)(2)(viii) The stated reasons for the new proposed Delete the proposed addition of modification

modification 50.55a(b)(2)(viii)(G) are the 50.55a(b)(2)(viii)(G).
concern for the importance of restoration of the
corrosion protection medium (CPM), the 2002
Addenda changes to IWLI 110 that exempted the
removal, replacement, or addition of CPM from
repair/replacement activity requirements, and the
2002 Addenda changes that removed provisions
in IWL-4240 that specified that the CPM must be
restored following containment post-tensioning
system repair/replacement activities.

However, the changes to IWL-4000 to clarify
that removal and reinstallation of CPM is not a
repair/replacement activity have no affect on the
Code requirements for restoration of the CPM.
The primary Code requirements for removal,
testing, and restoration of the CPM are located in
IWL-2525 and IWL-2526, which are unchanged
by the 2002 Addenda. Because the Code has
requirements located in IWL-2500, the quality
assurance requirements of IWA-1400(n) continue
to apply to the removal, testing, and restoration
of CPM and are not affected at all by the changes
to IWL-4000. Therefore, the proposed
modification 50.55a(b)(2)(viii)(G) is unnecessary
and should be removed.

4 882 50.55a(b)(2)(ix)(B) There was an error in the publication of the 2003 The existing modification 50.55a(b)(2)(ix) for the
Addenda change to Table IWA-2210-1. In 1998 Edition though the 2000 Addenda would
December 2003 ASME issued errata to the 2003 continue to apply to the 2001 Edition through the
Addenda (issued with Volume 53 of Section Xi 2003 Addenda.
Interpretations) to withdraw the 2003 Addenda
changes to IWA-22 10 through IWA-2216 and
Table IWA-22 10-1. These 2003 Addenda
changes are cited as the reason for the proposed
rule change to not apply the existing modification
50.55a(b)(2)(ix)(B) to the 2003 Addenda.
Therefore, the proposed rule change to not apply
the existing modification 50.55a(b)(2)(ix)(B) to
the 2003 Addenda should be deleted.



STARS 04007
Page 4 of 15
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t I

PROPOSED REVISION
Delete the proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxiii).5 883 and

884
50.55a(b)(2)(xxiii) The proposed modification in 50.55a(b)(2)(xxiii)

refers to the changes in IWA-4461.4 that were
made in the 2001 Edition. These changes were
made to allow an Owner to perform a
documented evaluation to determine whether
elimination of mechanical processing is
acceptable when the mechanical processing is
deemed impractical due to field conditions.

It is noted that the NRC's list of thermal
processes Uicluded in the Supplementary
Information does not include the metal
disintegration machining (MDM) and
electrodischarge machining (EDM) processes.
MDM and EDM do not leave stress risers, rough
surfaces, or heavy oxidation. In some conditions
even other thermal processes that leave these
surface conditions may be acceptable. For
example, in a high radiation area, an Owner may
use a thermal cutting process to cut off a section
of an ASME hanger to eliminate an interference.
The cut end will not be load bearing, nor will the
resulting as-cut surface cause other concerns.
Without this change, personnel would need to
spend additional time in the high radiation area to
either cut the support by other means or grind the
thermal cut surface.

Prior to this 2001 Edition Code change, IWA-
4460 as approved for use in 50.55a, allowed
qualification testing as an option in lieu of
mechanical grinding or machining following
thermal processes. This 2001 Edition Code
change added another option to allow
performance of an application-specific evaluation
to determine if elimination of mechanical
processing was acceptable. IWA-4461.4 now
allows elimination of mechanical processing only
if either the qualification testing of IWA-
4461.4.1 or the evaluation of IWA-4461.4.2 is
performed.
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IWA-446 1.4.2 specifies the adverse effects that
are to be considered in the evaluation and
requires the evaluation to be documented and
included in the Repair/Replacement Plan. The
NRCs proposed modification would appear to
require that tests and analysis to address each of
the adverse effects listed in IWA-4461.4.2 must
be performed whenever a thermally cut surface is
not mechanically processed. This is an
unreasonable imposition for two reasons. First,
when qualification testing is performed in
accordance with IWA-4461.4.1, then the
evaluation provisions of IWA-4461 .4.2 are not
needed or used but the proposed modification
would impose IWA-4461.4.2 in addition to die
qualification testing. Secondly, based on the
application specific evaluation, not all of the
adverse effects listed would be applicable and
this would be documented in the evaluation. To
illustrate this, in the example of the support noted
above, reduction in material toughness and
reduction in corrosion resistance may not be a
concern and this would be documented in the
evaluation. To require that testing for reduction
in corrosion resistance be performed, as would be
imposed in the proposed modification, is not
reasonable for this example.

Therefore, the proposed modification
50.55a(b)(2)(xxiii) should be deleted.
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6 FR 884 50.55a(b)(2)(xxv) The proposed rule prohibits the use of the

provisions in JWA-4340 when using the 2001
Edition and the 2002 and 2003 Addenda of
Section XI. Regretfully, these provisions were
added by ASME committee members at the
request of NRC staff and included in the 2000
Addenda because the NRC staff wanted to see
provisions in Section XI that addressed the long
standing industry practice of mitigating defects
by performing a modification such that the
structural integrity of the item no longer relied on
the defective area. An example of such a
modification would be an encapsulation of the
defective area, which provides a new pressure
boundary.

Such modifications have always been allowed by
performing what used to be called a Section XI
"replacement", which included modifications and
is now called a repair/replacement activity. The
Section XI requirements invoke the Construction
Code rules for materials and for designing,
fabricating and examining the modification.
Additionally, Section XI specifies the
requirements for installing, testing and inspecting
the modification.

Now that ASME has added the provisions, the
NRC appears to be using this to eliminate this
long standing practice. In general the NRC
appears to be expecting ASME to identify every
conceivable modification and include all the
specifics for each modification. However, this
isn't done in constructing a new plant and isn't
necessary for modifying an existing plant.

The first concern stated in the Supplementary
Information is that the scope of the activity
envisioned by this subsubarticle is not clear and
the NRC is unable to determine if the provisions
of IWA-4340 would maintain safety and ensure
protection of the public health and safety. ASME

The proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxv) should
be deleted.
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Codes do not provide details and examples of
every configuration that a designer faces in
designing a new plant nor for a designer
modifying an existing plant. Designs that
comply with the provisions of the Codes are
acceptable. IWA-4340 is not limited to
application nor to specific designs or
configurations because the Code rules for
materials, design, fabrication, examination,
installation, testing and inspection take the
application into account in providing such rules
and provide the general configuration
requirements for assuring structural integrity.
Since these rules must be met for the
modification to be acceptable, the concern for the
application and with maintaining safety and
protecting the public is addressed by the existing
Code rules.

The second concern is that pressure testing of the
modification may not be required for a new
welded pressure boundary. Because the new
weld makes a new pressure boundary, a Section
XI pressure test would be required.

The third concern is that the terminology
"beyond the limits of the modification" needs to
be more specifically defined. Section XI defines
the terms flaw and defect and uses these terms
with those specific definitions in mind.
Therefore, a flaw outside of the modification
might be acceptable until it reached the condition
of a defect, which makes it unacceptable or a
flaw outside of the modification might be
acceptable until it violated the design or
configuration requirements used in the design of
the modification. The specifics depend on the
type of degradation and the design of the
modification.

The fourth concern is that the NRC does not
agree with the wording "when practicable" in
IWA-4340(c). relating to validation of the

.4 .4 a -- J
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. . .

projected flaw growth. The configuration of the
modification may not allow validation of the
projected flaw growth once the modification is
installed, which is why such wording was added.
Not being able to validate the projected flaw
growth was considered in the approval of IWA-
4340 and was accepted because the modification
must be designed with an intended life that
includes a projection of any growth in the
defective area. The additional examinations to
detect propagation of the flaw beyond the limits
of the modification are confirming the adequacy
of the original projected growth and assigned
intended life of the modification. The intended
life must be documented in accordance with
IWA-4150(c)(5). If it is not practicable to
validate the projected growth itself, the frequency
of the examinations would need to be established
based on the knowledge of the projected growth
used in the design of the modification and the
assigned intended life of the modification.

The fifth concern is that the licensee would be
responsible for determining the method,
frequency and acceptance criteria of the
additional examinations to detect propagation of
the flaw beyond the limits of the modification.
The method, frequency, and acceptance criteria
are based on the type of degradation. In addition,
if the projected flaw growth can be validated,
these examinations are being performed in the
defective area that is not credited for any
structural integrity so the specifics of these
examinations are not critical other than to assure
the defective area doesn't grow outside the limits
of the modification. In addition, licensees have
structural integrity requirements in their
Technical Specifications or in their Technical
Requirements Manual that require licensees to
assure structural integrity is maintained.

Therefore, to assure structural integrity, licensees
would be required to design the limits of the

A I .5. A.
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modification and the intended life of the
modification based on a conservative
determination of the projected growth of the
defect and establish the method and frequency of
examination to confirm that the degradation has
not propagated outside the limits of the
modification. This is what IWA-4340 requires
and it provides adequate assurance of structural
integrity and therefore safety.

Lastly, the NRC is concerned that the provisions
of IWA-4340 could result in inconsistencies in
application at different facilities for the same type
of mitigating action. While consistency may be
desirable in regulating licensees, it should be
remembered that plants are not designed with
consistency, because the designers have many
options in designing to address similar
conditions. The same is true of these
modifications. The modifications may be
different and the examination requirements will
depend on the type of modification, the
configuration of the component on which the
modification has been installed, and the type and
growth rate of the degradation. Therefore, safety,
not consistency should be the criterion by which
modifications are evaluated.

The impact of the prohibition of the use of IWA-
4340 on licensees and the NRC will be extensive
in terms of cost, diversion of resources, and plant
shutdowns. Some of the types of modifications
addressed by IWA-4340, such as encapsulations
of leaking socket welds on branch connections
and MIC degradation (where Code Case N-5 13
cannot be used), have been designed and installed
by most plants within the 72 hour Technical
Specification Equipment Outage times. These
modifications have been in full compliance with
Section XI and its reference to the plant's
construction code for the details of the
modification and are usually chosen as the
corrective action when replacement or excavation
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and repair welding of the defect cannot be
performed within the Technical Specification
allowed time. Therefore, these modifications can
often be used to avoid a plant shutdown. By
prohibiting IWA-4340, plants that want to
consider such a modification rather than perform
a plant shutdown will be forced to perform the
design and either initiate an emergency relief
request or a request for enforcement discretion.
Both such requests will be a strain on plant and
NRC resources. After approval, the modification
would still need to be installed. This will likely
result in numerous occasions where such
activities, approvals, and return of the component
to service can not be completed within the
allowed 72 hours and a plant will have to shut
down. It would not be unusual for a plant to have
several such modifications in an operating cycle,
so the collective impact on all 103 nuclear plants
will be extensivel Given the impact on the
industry and that use of such modifications have
been allowed for years without prohibition, it is
questioned whether the NRC has adequately
considered the impact of the prohibition of IWA-
4340. The significance of this prohibition on safe
plant operation cannot be over stated!

Based on the details provided above, the
proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxv) should
be deleted.

I -J .1. n
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7 FR 884 50.55a(b)(2)(xxv) The proposed revision prohibits the use of the No specific proposed revision.

provisions in IWA4340 when using the 2001
Edition and the 2002 and 2003 Addenda of
Section XI. However, IWA-4340 was added in
the 2000 Addenda of the Code and was endorsed
without limitations or modification in FR Vol.
67, No. 187 Pg 60540.

Page 890 in section 12 of the Federal Register
notice publishing the proposed rule provides
guidance on the application of 10 CFR 50.109:

"There are some circumstances in which the
endorsement of a later ASME BPV Code or OM
Code introduces a backfit. In these cases, the
NRC would perform a backfit analysis in
accordance with Sec. 50.109. These include the
following -

(1) When the NRC endorses a later
provision of the ASME BPV Code or OM Code
that takes a substantially different direction from
the existing requirement,

(2)
(3) W~hen the NRC takes an

exception to a ASME Code or OM Code
provision and imposes a requirement that is
substantially different from the existing
requirement..."

Since the use of IWA-4340 is not constrained in
the current rule, but its use would be prohibited
in the proposed rule, STARS believes this
qualifies as a substantially different direction or a
substantially different requirement than the
existing regulation. STARS believes this would
meet the guideline provided for requiring a
backfit analysis in accordance with 10 CFR
50.109. Therefore, STARS recommends that
the proposed change to 50.55a(b)(2)(xxv) be
evaluated under § 50.109.

.3. 1 A
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8 884 and 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvi) In response to the NRC's request for information The proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvi) should

885 that would justify the elimination of the pressure be deleted.
test requirements of VWA-4540(c) in the 1998
Edition, the following information is submitted.

The required pressure test in the 1998 Edition of
Section X1 for replacement of mechanical
connections was a system leakage test conducted
during operation at nominal operating pressure.
Contrary to the statement in the Supplementary
Information, this pressure test does not verify
structural integrity of the pressure boundary.

IWA-4540(c) is only applicable for mechanical
joints where one or both of the connecting items
has been replaced. Thus the mechanical
connection has already been disassembled
resulting in inspection of the items and bolting, if
bolting is involved in the mechanical connection.
Therefore, the purpose of the system leakage test
was only to inspect for leakage after reassembly.
10 CFR 50 Appendix B criterion XI and ANSI
N18.7 paragraph 5.2.19 and other Quality
Assurance standards all require that post-
maintenance testing (PMT) be performed to
demonstrate satisfactory performance following
work such as a Section XI replacement
Therefore, licensees are required to perform PMT
whether or not Section XI specifies a system
leakage test. In addition, Section XI did not
prescribe acceptance criteria for the amount of
leakage that might occur at a mechanical
connection. This has always been the
responsibility of the licensee and its test control
program requirements.

Finally, licensee operators and system engineers
are routinely performing walk downs that
identify and respond to system leakages.

For the above reasons, ASME determined that
the requirement for a Code examination to look
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for leakage of these replaced mechanical
connections was unnecessary and was adequately
addressed by licensee's programs.

Therefore, there is no need for the proposed
modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvi) and it should be
deleted.

9 885 and 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvii) The proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvii) Proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvii) should be
892 on page 892 imposes an additional requirement revised to delete the last sentence.

not discussed in the FR Supplementary
Information. This additional requirement states
that if insulation is removed from a bolted
connection to perform a VT-2 examination with
the system depressurized in accordance with
IWA-5242(a), a system pressure test and VT-2
examination must be performed after the
insulation is reinstalled. This condition was not
included in RG 1.147 conditions on Code Case
N-616.

The wording in IWA-5242(a) implies that the
system pressure test and VT-2 is performed prior
to the system being depressurized for
performance of the VT-2 with insulation
removed. With this sequence of performance,
there is no need to re-perform the system
pressure test after the insulation is reinstalled.
Because IWA-5242(a) is only applicable to
systems borated for the purposes of controlling
reactivity, it doesn't matter whether the insulation
is removed for examination of the bolting prior to
performing the system pressure test or after
performing the system pressure test since
evidence of leakage would be indicated by the
presence of boric acid residues.

Therefore, for the reasons stated above and
because the NRC has not explained the basis for
this additional requirement, this portion of the
proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxvii) should
be deleted.
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10 885 50.55a(b)(2)(xxviii) The proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxviii)

is based on an incorrect understanding of the
2003 Addenda changes, as discussed below. The
NRC apparently does not realize that IWA4221
and IWA-4222 address the concern and that the
NRC already had a modification
50.55a(b)(2)(xvii) that essentially addressed the
same concern. However, as noted in a comment
above, the ASME Section Xi 2000 Addenda
added Footnote 3 to IWA4222 to address the
NRC modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xvii), so there is
no need for it or this new proposed modification.

The change to IWA-4226.1 in the 2003 Addenda
only addresses reconciliation of design
requirements, not administrative requirements,
such as QA, certification and stamping, reports,
and authorized inspection. The correct paragraph
to address the subject of reconciliation of these
administrative requirements is IWA4222. IWA-
4222 does not require reconciliation of these
administrative requirements. However, to
address a previous NRC modification to IWA-
4222 [50.55a(b)(2)(xvii)], Section XI was revised
in the 2000 Addenda to add Footnote 3 to IWA-
4222 to clarify that IWA-4222 does not negate
the requirement to implement the Owner's QA
Program, nor does it affect Owner commitments
to regulatory and enforcement authorities. Thus
IWA4222 already addresses the concern that is
driving the proposed modification
50.55a(b)(2)(xxviii).

The following comments address the NRC's
example included in the Supplementary
Information to illustrate their concern. The
example indicates that a component
manufactured in a commercial shop that does not
have a quality assurance program could be used
in a safety-related application without having to
reconcile quality assurance requirements. For
some older plants with components not

Proposed modification 50.55a(b)(2)(xxviii) should be
deleted.
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constructed to Section III, a component could
conceivably be manufactured in a commercial
shop if that was the way the original component
was manufactured, but as clarified by Footnote 3,
Owner's commitments would require the Owner
to perform a commercial grade dedication to
justify acceptability of a commercial item in a
safety-related application. For plants with
components constructed to Section m, this
example is not allowed by Section XI rWA-
4221(b) and (c) and IWA-4222(c).

As justified above, this proposed modification
50.55a(b)(2)(xxviii) should be deleted.


