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Dece~r 8, ,1994 

Mr. John C. Hoyle 
Acting Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555 

a., lI\lal_r Pow.r PlaDt L1G.D •• a.D ... l; 
Propo •• d a •• 1.10.. (5' rad •. aeg. 
4.574 Clapti.bar ,. 1.'.') 

\ 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

I. . Illtiroduqti1op 
I 

. . The Nuclear Utility Group on Equipment Qualification 
("HUGEQ") l' hereby submits the followinq comments on the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission's ("NRC") proposed rule to revise its license 
renewal regulations at 10 C.F.R.Part 5t.~ The proposed rule is a 
significant improve.ent over the current Part 54 license renewal 
framework, and NUGEQ congratulates the NRC on its errorts. 
Nevertheless, the NUGEQ believes that clarification is warranted 
with raqard to certain issues related to the interaction of the 
rule with environaenta1 qualification of electrical equipment 
pursuant to 10C.F.R. 5 50.49. In particular, NUGEQ respectfully 
request. the NRC to: 

• clarity the specific reference to . equipment 
qualif.ied pursuant to' 10 C.F.R. S 50.49 in the 
license renewal scope definition; 

l' The NUGEQ is comprised of 36 electric utilities in the United 
states and. Canada, including NRC licensees authorized to 
construct and/or operate over 100 nuclear power reactors. The 
NUGEQ vas formed in 1981 to address and monitor .topics and 
issues related to equipment qualification, primarily with 
respect to the environmental qualification .of electrical 
equipment pursuant, to 10 C.F.R. 550.49. 

~ 59 Fed. Reg. 46574 (September 9, 1994). 
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• acknowledge that emerging technologies may'perait 
condition .onitoring of pa •• ive compon.nt. (e.g., 
el.ctrical cable) that would pr.clud. the ne.d for 
aging .. nage •• nt r.vi.w. of that equip •• nt;and 

• 'clarify that the rule do.. not require an 
.valuation of ti •• -li.it.d aging analys.. 'for 
qualified equip_nt that is chang.d· out on a 

. r.qular i basis. 

Th. priaary thru.t of th.s. co ... nts i. to a •• ure clarity in the 
co_i •• ion'. dir.ctionr.garding c.rtain. k.y .le •• nt. of . the 
licen •• ren.wal rule a. it applie. to 10. C.F.R. S 50.49 equip.ent. 
Th. NUCEQ beli.v ••• uch clarity is important to avoidpot.ntial 
confu.ion in the futur. appli. ation of the licen •• renewal rule and 
to minimize lic.n •••• ' i.plel entation co.t •. : . 

In addition·,' NuGEQ stronqlyagrees with the NRC's 
deteraination that, with r •• pect to non-saf.ty relat.d -.ystem. 
structures and components ("SSes"), the licen ••. ren.wal review 
would not require consid.ration of "hypothetical failure. that 
could reoult fro.sy.tea int.rdep.nd.nci •• that are not part of the 
current licen.ing base. and that have not been pr.viou.ly 
exper ienc.d •.. "II 

Our detail.d co_ent. appear below. NUGEQ also .upport,s 
the co_ents filed by the Nucl.ar En.rqy Institute ("N):;!",. 

II. 'Di.n •• io. 

A. 'AQR' Of Liq.... • ..... 1 1M1. 

The d.fin.d .cop. ~f the propo •• d lic.n •• r.newal rul., 
Propo •• d S ,54.4, i. divid.d into thr •• categori... The third 
cat'CJory, Subs.ction Ca) (.3) of S.ction 54.4, .xplicitly include. 
within the.cope of the rule tho •• sse.: 

relied on 1n .afety analy.es or plant evaluations to 
perfora atunction that deaon.trate. compliance with the 

~ 59 Fed. Req. at 46579~80~ 
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Co.-iseion's regulations for • 
qualification (10 C.F.R. I 50.49).~ 

environ.ental 

For the followinC) rea.on., the NUGEQ propose. that the cOlUlission 
clarify the intent and effect of that provision. 

The definition of .copein the NRC reC)ulation C)overninC) 
envirolUl4ntal qualification of eiectrical equipllent, 10 C. F. R •. 
150"49, i. al.o divided into thr.e categories (Subsections (b)(l)­(3». SiC)nificantly, there i. a direct parallel. between the I 
50.49.(b)(1) and (2) equipment scope definitions, and the Proposed 
I 54~4(a) (1) and (2) sse scope detinitions~ A si.,ilar parallel' 
doe. not exist between Proposed I 54.4 and the other provisions 
referenced in 154.4(a)(3).~ 

As a practical matter, therefore, the onlypurpos~ to be 
served by the third element ot Proposed S 54.4,. Le., Subsect-ion 
(a)(JJ, with respect to 50.49 equipment is to assure inclusion in 
the license renewal rule' of I 50.49 ,. components that were ~ 
alre~dy captured by Proposed I 54.4 (a)(1) and (2), .L..L., I 50.49 
(b)(J) equipment . 

. Accordlngly, to' aBsure clarl ty and conslstency betllfeen 
the resPectlve regulatory scll_s, IfUGBQ .reco_Dds that the 
language or Propollad 54.4 (a) (3) that, concerns Sectlon 50.49 be 
aOdlrled to rerertUlce ~ SO.4!1(b) (3). Absent such clarification, 
propo.ed 54.4(a) (3) aiqht be read to suC)C)e.t that licensees are to 
review "satetyanalyses or plant evaluations" to reassess the 
'entire .cope ot each. plant' Ii 150.49 equipment. In reality, the 
only 150.49 equipJlent that rellains. to . be captured by Proposed 
Section 54.4(a)(3) is that equipllent identified in I 50.49(b)(3). 

In addition, even it the NRC doe. not clarity Proposed 
Section 54.4(a) (3) as requested above, MUGEQ proposes that the 

Proposed 10 C.F.R. 154.4(a)(3). This section also 
identifies a.'within the scope of the rule SSCs relied on 
in safety analy.e. or plant evaluations to perform a 
function that demonstrates compliance with fire 
protection (10 C.F.R. S 50.48), pressurized thermal shock 
(10 C.F.R. S 50.61), anticipated transient without serall 
(10 C.F.R •. I 50.62), and station blackout (10 C.Y.R. 
I 50.63). 

l' See footnote 4. 
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following' language be added to' the SOC of the final rule with 
respect to Section 54.4: 

'or JlUrJlOlUls ot'Section 54.4, til. scope or Section 50.49 
equi,..nt to be' bcluded .,it:b1n sertloll54. 4 i.' tIlat 
-zui,..nt alnaady identirled by llCf11U1ee. UlJder ~o C.'.R. 
SS 50.4'(b) P)~(3). L1C8D8 ..... y rely upon t:lJeir CLB 
lIsting or ~o C.'.R.S 50.4' equ1.-nt, .. requIred by ~O 
c.r.R. S 50.49(d), tor purpt? •• or •• tisrybg Sect lOll 
54.4 .,ith respect to eqz'~,..nt .,lthln the' scope" or 
s.ctlon 50.49. / 

This clarification will provide further assurance, in addition to 
the above suggested revision 'to the regulation itself, that 
licensees will not be eXpected to conduct further evaluations or 
al')alyses to identify section 50.49 equipment to be included within, 
the Se'~tion 54.4. " 

'B. LoRg-Liy.G ••••• iy. COap9R.Rt. 

Proposed Section 54.21 directs that an aginq management 
'review be performed for passive, long-lived components. Proposed 
Section, 54.21 (a) (1 ) - (3) • The ComaissiPn acknowledges, however, 
that a licensee may be able to show that a r~placement proqraa 
based on performance or condition for passive components can 
provide reasonable assurance that perforaance will be maintained 
throughout the extended license term~~ 'NUGEQ requests that the 
Co_ission include in the final rule SOC an example of passive 
coaponent condition aonitoring capabilities that may ultimately b8 
u.ed in this context. Such a comment would be consistent with the 
Co .. islion's'discussion noted above in the proposed rule SOC with 
re.pect to licenaees,I use' ofsite-,specific justifications 
concerning passive components. Y , 

Specifically, research regarding and development of 
condition monitoring techniques ,for electrical cable -- explicitly 
ident i tied as a pass i ve , 10ng-1 i ved component in Proposed S, 
54.21(a) (1)(i) -- is underway both in the United states (including 

~ 59 Fed. Reg. at 46585. 

I' 59 Fed. Reg. at 4,6585.' 
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Co_lasion-sponsored research) and in Europe.!' Accordingly, NUGEQ 
request. that the following lanquaqa be included in the soc 
discus.ion in the final. rule concerning passive, long";'lived 
co.ponent.: 

Cable cxmcUtjoa amltor.1JJg _UJotfologj.. IJDII beJ.ng 
developed _y .apport. ljewma'_ cfe-onstrat:lon t:bat: .• 
repl.~t: progr_ ... been _aiblj.bed· ballad OD 
perro~c:e or coDdjt:joa ror electrjcal cables that .,jll 
prvwjde .nNUroJUlble .. -.u-aDC80r C9DtiDuecf perrorwmC8 or 
tbeir J.DteDdad ruDct:joD t:brougbout: t:IJe period or artendercr 
operatjoD. 

c. T!ae-LiaiteO Aqlla AI.ly.e. 

The pr.oposed rule would require~ as part of the technical 
application for license renewal, ,a licensee evaluation oftimc­
limited aginq analyses for SSCs within the' scope of ~e liceJ;lse 
renewal rUle.!' In the soc for the proposed rule, the NRC 

. specifically included environmental qualifi::ation of electrical 
equipment among the ~ypes of .time-limitedaqing analyses that would 
have to be addressed:WHowever, the proposed definition of tiae­
l.iaited 'aging analyses would exclude froa consideration anaLyses 
that are not "based on explicit assumptions defined by the current 
operating tera, of the plant. "11' , I~this regard, the NRC noted 
that: . 

111 

time li.ited aging analyses based on an a&3waed 
period of p~ant operation short of the current 
operating tera should be addressed within the 

These. research efforts were. disc.~Bsed during the November, 
1993, EQ Workshop.. The workshop results were published in May 
1994. SY -Workshop on Environmental Qualification of 
Electric Equip.ent, "NUREG/CP-0135 (May 1994), Session C, 
Conditio~ Monitoring. . 

PropoEled 10 C. F. R.S 54
r
.21 (c) . 

59 Fed. Reg. at 46586. 

Propost'·d 10 C.F.R. S 54.3. 

) . 
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original license and areot no concern tor license 
renewal. W 

The NUGEQ believes the co_ission intended that 
eq~ipaQnt, including 10 C.~.R. 5 50.49.quipment, that is replaced 
on a . froquency. that i. Ie.. than. the' duration of the current 
operating license tera would not be included in thetiae limited 
a9ing analysis evaluation.' . 

However, the teras ot the proposed rule could be 
misinterpreted. Where a 5 50.49 component's qualified life is less 
than 40 years its replace.ent schedule could result in a qualified ' 
life for that eqUipaent that extendlibeyand the current 1 iCI!";nse 
terll. For such equipment the wassumed period of plant operatio~w 
tor tbe qualifled life deteraination could 'be' said· to exceed 
(ratheL" than be wshort ofw,UI) the Wcurrent operating tera. W For 
eX"Jlple~ a component with afitteen;yearquali~~ed 1ife would be 
re~laced at'year 15 and again.at year 30. The'quallfiec:l life at 
the second replaceaent would , exceed the reaaininq operating ter.. 
A restrictive reading of th~Proposed Rule and $OC could sugge.t 
that the exi.tinCJ time-limited aging analysis be, evaluatec:l. This 
certainly does not appear to be the co .. ission's intent when it 
proposed this particular exclusion from the ti~-li.ited ~ginCJ 
analysia review. 

HUGEQ requests .that the NRC clarj fy this potential 
aaDiguity by explicitly noting in the SOC that the tiae-liaitec:l 
aging analyses evaluation does not cover short-lived (~, l&aa 
thAn 40 year'gualified life) component. under 10C~F.R. 5 50.49. 
This . ")uld also' serve to, clArify the Co_ission's intent with 
respect to time-limited Iging analy .. " in othe.r contexts. We 
suggest the tollovinCJ language be includec:l in the final rule soc: 

\ 

Por ar_pl~, a co.poDlIDt: qualiriad pursuant: to lO C.P.R. 
, 50.411 with a qualilled lire or 15 yeanr F'JUld be 
repJ.aced in year8 l5 8Ild 30 orOperat;jOD~ Because tIae 
cfurat:ionO,r tlJa quall.rlad lile (I.e., .l:5 Years) ia less 
tliaIJ t:he duratlOD or t:lle curreDt lic::en.Se ter.(e~9., 40 
yeara}, ~ supportiDg t:.t.e-11ai tad agIng ana.lyal8 Would 
not: require e"aluatlOD uacler Sectjaa S4 .21 (e) • SUcJli 
equl,-nt "1' coDt:iDue to be replaced .t 15 year 
int:ervala throughout t:be D8V license t:erJI. 

5.9 Fed. Reg. At 46586. 

u..... 
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D. coa.iAAra\ioa or 1JIO\,.\iaal r.il»re. 

The .tate.ent of con.leSerationa for the propo •• d rule 
aake. clear that, with re.pect · to non-safety related SSC., the 
licen.e renewal review would not require consideration of 
hypothetic6l . failure. tha~ could . resul t froa syst .. 
interdependencies,. that are not part of the current licensing 
balle., and that have not been previously elO)li ienced. W NUGEQ, 
co.aend. the NRC's recognition of the potential difficulties that 
consideration of hypothetical failures could create for 'licensees. 
NUGEQ strongly supports the KRC's ·position on this matter. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment upon 'the license 
renewal proposed rule. 

, 
W 59 Fed~ Reg. at 45579-80. 

) 

E ..Ibmi tted,' 

Malcolm H. Philips, Jr. 
William A. Horin . 

Counsel to the· 
Nuclear Utility Group on 
Equipment Qualification 


