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COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERIC LETTER
MONITORING OF NEUTRON-ABSORBING MATERIALS IN SPENT FUEL POOLS

Dominion Resources Services, Inc. (Dominion) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on Draft Generic Letter, 20XX-XX, "Monitoring of Neutron Absorbing
Materials in Spent Fuel Pools." Accordingly, Dominion endorses the comments
provide by NEI on this subject and offers the following comments for your
consideration.

A more consistent use of defined terms would improve understanding in the draft
generic letter. Presently in the draft generic letter many undefined terms are used.
For example, "intended safety function," and "safety function," are not defined terms
and are used numerous times in the draft generic letter. Using "design bases" as
defined in 10 CFR 50.2 would be more consistent and understood.

.The draft generic letter estimates the burden to be 120 hours per site to assimilate
the requested information and specifies a 90 day response. This estimate is
considered to be significantly too low. In addition to the volume of material
requested, some of the material is historical in nature and will require significant effort
to locate, consolidate, summarize, review, document, and docket. Using Dominion
fleet procedures for generic communications that require oath and affirmation, the
administrative overhead alone is in excess of 50 hour per unit to develop, complete
management and subject matter expert review, and submit the formal response. For
our multiple unit sites, the administrative overhead alone will result in a burden
comparable or in excess of the NRC total estimate. Furthermore, this does not
include the engineering effort to collect the relevant data. Our past experience in
data collection for generic communications would suggest additional expenditure of
engineering man-hours in the multiple hundreds of hours rather than the NRC
estimate of total burden. Furthermore, utilities with multiple stations/spent fuel pools
may be additionally time constrained due to the same individuals preparing multiple
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responses. This should be considered when determining the required response
time.

A detailed example of the concern regarding the under estimate of hours to complete
the requested work is also include in the attachment. The remainder of our detailed
comments is provided in the attachment to this letter. If you would like further
information on our comments, please contact:

Michael Lico michael.s.lico@dom.com or (804) 273-2226

Respectfully,

T. R. Huber, Director
Nuclear Licensing & Operations Support
Dominion Resources Services, Inc. for
Virginia Electric and Power Company,
Dominion Nuclear Connecticut, Inc. and
Dominion Energy Kewaunee, Inc.

Attachment
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Comments on Draft GL

Neutron Absorbing Material in SFPs

Dominion's Comment for Draft Generic Letter 20XX-OXX, Monitoring of
Neutron-Absorbing Materials in Spent Fuel Pools

I. Page 2 of 13 - Background, Paragraph 1 states, "The NRC requires the power
reactor license holder to maintain SFP subcriticality in accordance with 10 CFR
50.68, 'Criticality Accident Requirements,' and General Design Criterion (GDC)
62..." Not all addressees were licensed to 10 CFR 50 Appendix A General Design
Criteria. Some older plants are licensed to Draft AEC GDCs, or equivalent design
bases. The language used in the draft generic letter should be applicable to and
encompass all addressees. Reference to GDC 62 should also be modified to
encompass the design bases of all addressees.

2. Page 2 of 13 - Background, Paragraph 2 states, "Hence, these materials must be
able to perform their safety function during both normal operating conditions and
design-basis events." The term "safety function" is not a defined term. Therefore, a
broad array of meanings could be inferred. To ensure that the statement remains
consistent with the stated purpose of the GL, the statement should be restated using
terminology supported by the 10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases" and further
explained in the NRC-endorsed guidance in Appendix B of NEI 97-04, "Guidance
and Examples for Identifying 10 CFR 50.2 Design Bases." The sentence should
state, 'Hence, these materials must be able to perform their applicable design basis
functions during both normal operating conditions and design-basis events.'

3. Page 3 of 13 - Operating Experience, Paragraph 1 states, "Thus, the Boral®
maintained its design function." As "design function" is only provided an
NRC-endorsed definition within the context of the application of 10 CFR 50.59 and
10 CFR 72.48, the Generic Letter ought to employ the term supported by the
10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." The statement would be more consistently
understood if stated as, 'Thus, the Boral® maintained its design basis function.'

4. Page 3 of 13, Operating Experience, Paragraph 2 states, "Palisades performed
blackness testing to determine if the Carborundum neutron-absorbing material in the
racks remained capable of performing its safety function." As "safety function" is not
a defined term, the Generic Letter ought to employ the term supported by the
10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." The statement would be more consistently
understood if stated as, "Palisades performed blackness testing to determine if the
Carborundum neutron-absorbing material in the racks remained capable of
performing its design basis function."

5. Page 5 of 13 - Discussion, Paragraph 3 states, "SFP neutron-absorbing materials
that are credited for maintaining subcriticality must be able to perform their safety
function during both normal operating conditions and design-basis events." Since
"safety function" is not a defined term, the Generic Letter ought to employ the term
supported by the 10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." To ensure that
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statement remains within the bounds of applicable licensing bases for all
addressees, it should be restated to say, "SFP neutron-absorbing materials that are
credited for maintaining subcriticality must be able to perform their applicable design
basis functions during both normal operating conditions and design-basis events."

6. Page 5 of 13 - Discussion, Paragraph 3 states, "Monitoring of neutron-absorbing
materials is intended to identify when degradation may impact their ability to perform
their safety function, so that appropriate corrective action can be taken." As "safety
function" is not a defined term, the Generic Letter ought to employ the term
supported by the 10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." The statement would be
more consistently understood if stated as, "Monitoring of neutron-absorbing
materials is intended to identify when degradation may impact their ability to perform
their design basis function, so that appropriate corrective action can be taken."

7. Page 6 of 13 - Applicable Regulatory Requirements states, "Appendix A of 10 CFR
Part 50 provides several operating requirements applicable to criticality control in
fuel storage." The GL then makes specific reference to 10 CFR 50 Appendix A
GDCs 2, 61, and 62. Some 10 CFR 50 licensees are not licensed to the 10 CFR 50
Appendix A GDCs. The statement introducing Appendix A should be revised to
acknowledge that some 10 CFR 50 licensees are licensed to station-specific design
bases.

8. Page 7 of 13 - Requested Information from Power Reactor Licensees states, "The
NRC requests that each power reactor addressee provide the following information
for use in verifying compliance . . . a description of the surveillance or monitoring
program used to confirm that the neutron-absorbing material is performing its
intended function, including the frequency, limitations, and accuracy of the
methodologies used." As "intended function" is not a defined term, the Generic Letter
ought to employ the term supported by the 10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases."
The statement would be more consistently understood if stated as, 'The NRC
requests that each power reactor addressee provide the following information for
use in verifying compliance .... a description of the surveillance or monitoring
program used to confirm that the neutron-absorbing material is capable of
performing its design basis function(s), including the frequency, limitations, and
accuracy of the methodologies used."

9. Page 7 of 13 - Requested Information from Power Reactor Licensees states, "The
NRC requests that each power reactor addressee provide the following information
for use in verifying compliance: (5) a description of the technical basis for concluding
that the design basis for the neutron-absorbing material as an engineered safety
feature in the spent fuel pool will be maintained during design-basis events." The
term "engineered safety feature" is defined in Chapter 6 of the Standard Review
Plan as follows. "Engineered safety features (ESF) are provided in nuclear plants to
mitigate the consequences of design-basis or loss-of-coolant accidents ...." This use
of the term ESF introduces confusion regarding what is being requested as neutron
absorbing materials do not specifically mitigate the consequence of a design basis
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accident. Therefore, the Generic Letter ought to employ the term supported by the
10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." The statement would be more consistently
understood if stated as, "The NRC requests that each power reactor addressee
provide the following information for use in verifying compliance ... a description of
the technical basis for concluding that design basis functions for the neutron-
absorbing material in the spent fuel pool will be maintained during applicable design-
basis events."

10.Page 9 of 13 - Reason for Information Request states, "Such an event could
challenge the ability of the SFP safety-related structures, systems, and components
to maintain adequate cooling of the fuel." Some station licensing bases do not credit
or require "safety-related" structures, systems, or components, to maintain adequate
cooling of fuel stored within the spent fuel pool. The statement should be revised to
say, 'Such an event could challenge the ability of the credited SFP structures,
systems, and components to maintain adequate cooling of the fuel.'

11. Page 9 of 13 - Reason for Information Request, states, "This GL requests
information from the addressees so that the NRC can determine if the degradation of
the neutron-absorbing materials in the SFP for nuclear power plants and the reactor
pool, reactor tank, or fuel storage pool for NPRs is being managed to maintain
reasonable assurance that the materials are capable of performing their intended
safety function, and if the addressees are in compliance with the regulations." As
"intended safety function" is not a defined term, the Generic Letter ought to employ
the term supported by the 10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." The statement
would be more consistently understood if stated as, 'This GL requests information
from the addressees so that the NRC can determine if the degradation of the
neutron-absorbing materials in the SFP for nuclear power plants and the reactor
pool, reactor tank, or fuel storage pool for NPRs is being managed to maintain
reasonable assurance that the materials are capable of performing their design
basis function(s), and if the addressees are in compliance with the regulations."

12. Page 8 of 13 Required Response - requests a response to the Generic Letter within
90 days and Page 9 of 13 - Paragraph 2 lists the estimates for response burden to
be no more than 120 hours per site. These estimates are considered to be
significantly too low. As an example, the estimated burden for GL2008-01 was "300
hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing
data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and
reviewing the information collection." Dominion expended approximately 900
engineering man-hours/station to evaluate, assess and develop the response to GL
2008-01 for each station, which does not include the station man-hours to review
instructions, procedures and performance data for the emergency core cooling
systems. For the SFP racks some of the requested material is historical in nature
and will require significant resources to locate, consolidate, summarize, review,
document, and docket. Utilities with multiple stations/pools may be additionally time
constrained due to the same individuals preparing multiple responses. This should
be considered when determining the required response time. A more reasonable
response time is 6 months to 1 year which would permit a more reasonable time
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period for data gathering and evaluation, developing the final response and
management review.

13.Appendix A, Page 1 of 5 (and following) - In these sections the GL states, "This
appendix describes the minimum level of detail that is expected . . ." In several
cases (Items 1, 5a, and 5b) the licensee is requested to describe a grouping of
information ". . . including but not limited to." It is unclear how a list can be
understood to describe a "minimum level of detail" when the description includes no
limit upon the information required. A "minimum level" must, it seems, be limited.
Thus, in each case, it would be appropriate to replace "but not limited to" with "The
description should include..."

14.Appendix A, Page 1 of 5 - Question 1 asks for multiple specific items under the
umbrella "a description of ..... neutron-absorbing material credited in the spent fuel
pool." Application of the phrase "including, but not limited to" implies that more
information is required but is not specifically identified. This question should ask
specifically for what is needed rather than the ambiguous request presently stated.

15.Appendix A, Page 1 of 5 - Question 1 asks for the "current minimum areal density" in
the SFP. This is not a known quantity, but rather is estimated based on in-situ
measurements or coupon testing. The question should be reworded to ask for the
current estimate of minimum areal density and the basis for that estimate.

16.Appendix A, Page 1 of 5 (and following) - Similar to previous comments, Appendix
A, in several locations, makes use of undefined terms (i.e., intended function,
function, and safety function) as it refers to the capabilities of the neutron-absorbing
materials. These references include:

* The neutron-absorbing material performing its intended function (Item 2).
" The material's ability to perform its intended function (Item 2a).
• The materials structure and function are maintained (Item 2a-iii).

In each case the related statements should be reworded to make reference to the
design basis function of the neutron-absorbing material.

17.Appendix A, Page 5 of 5, Item 5 - The GL states, "Describe the technical basis for
concluding that the design basis for the neutron-absorbing material as an
engineered safety feature in the spent fuel pool will be maintained during design-
basis events (e.g., a design-basis seismic event)." The term "engineered safety
feature" is defined in Chapter 6 of the Standard Review Plan as follows. "Engineered
safety features (ESF) are provided in nuclear plants to mitigate the consequences of
design-basis or loss-of-coolant accidents . . ." This would introduce confusion
regarding what is being requested. Therefore, the Generic Letter ought to employ
the term supported by the 10 CFR 50.2 definition of "design bases." The statement
would be more consistently understood if stated as, 'Describe the technical basis for
concluding that design basis functions for the neutron-absorbing material in the
spent fuel pool will be maintained during applicable design-basis events.'
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18.Appendix A, Page 5 of 5, Item 5a - The GL states, "For each design-basis event that
would have an effect on the neutron absorbing material, describe the technical basis
for concluding the design basis event effects on the material condition of the
neutron-absorbing material during the design-basis event, including but not limited
to:" There are design basis events that, hypothetically, could have an effect upon the
ability of neutron-absorbing materials to suppress a nuclear chain reaction in the
spent fuel storage pool. However, consideration of such effects is not necessarily
related to a design basis function of the neutron-absorbing material. To remain
within the stated scope of the GL, the request should be reworded to state, 'For each
design basis event that credits the function of the neutron-absorbing material in the
spent fuel storage pool, describe the technical basis for concluding that the design
basis function of the neutron-absorbing material will be achieved, . ..

19.Appendix A, Page 5 of 5, Item 5b - The GL states, "Describe how the monitoring.
program ensures that the current material condition of the neutron-absorbing
material will withstand the effects during a design-basis event and remain within the
assumptions of the NCS AOR, including but not limited to:" To limit the information
request to be consistent with the stated intent of verifying that station design and
licensing basis capabilities are being sustained, the request should be reworded to
state, "Describe how the monitoring program ensures that the material condition of
the neutron-absorbing material would withstand the effects during any applicable
design-basis event such that it remains capable of performing its design basis
function, as credited for that event."
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