
 
 
 

November 25, 2014 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO: Anthony J. Mendiola, Chief 
 Licensing Processes Branch 
 Division of Policy and Rulemaking 
 Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
FROM: Joseph J. Holonich, Senior Project Manager /RA Michelle Honcharik for/ 
 Licensing Processes Branch 
 Division of Policy and Rulemaking 
 Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF AUGUST 21, 2014, WITH THE ELECTRIC POWER 

RESEARCH INSTITUTE ON MRP-375, "TECHNICAL BASIS FOR 
REEXAMINATION INTERVAL FOR ALLOY 690 PRESSURIZED 
WATER REACTOR VESSEL TOP HEAD PENETRATION 
NOZZLES" 

 
 
On August 21, 2014, staff from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) met with 
representatives from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and industry.  The purpose of 
the meeting was for representatives of EPRI to discuss a generic relief request path that EPRI 
was developing to address interim measures until an American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers (ASME) code case revision for the inspection of replaced reactor pressure vessel 
upper heads could be implemented.  Changes to Material Reliability Program (MRP)-375, 
"Technical Basis for Reexamination Interval for Alloy 690 PWR [pressurized water reactor] 
Reactor Vessel Top Head Penetration Nozzles," would be the technical basis for the generic 
relief requests.  The meeting presentations and list of attendees can be found in the 
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) package for the meeting 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML14219A008). 
 
In its opening remarks, the NRC staff noted that it was expecting that this meeting would help 
answer some questions.  The first question the NRC staff asked was how the industry wanted to 
move forward on this issue.  Further, the NRC staff asked:  what did industry want the NRC staff 
to review, what did industry want from that review, and how did industry want the NRC staff to 
handle the ASME code case?  Additionally, the NRC staff indicated that it wanted to do a relief 
request review only once per plant, if necessary, until a generic approach would be developed 
as the long-term goal. 
 
The EPRI representatives, in their opening remarks, stated that EPRI saw the primary purpose 
of the meeting as how to figure out the best industry approach to address relief requests until an 
ASME Code Case N-729-5 could be developed and approved by the NRC as a long-term 
solution to the issue.  The EPRI representatives stated that EPRI was developing a generic 
relief request template for individual plants to use.  In order to address the adequacy of the 
template, the EPRI representatives requested how credit would be given for the crack-growth 
resistance of Alloy 690. 
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The NRC staff explained that until the ongoing work of the Alloy 690 Expert Panel was 
complete, the validity of the complete data set used by the MRP in the development of 
MRP-375 could not be verified.  Therefore, the NRC staff would base its review of interim relief 
requests on NRC reviewed data from Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) and 
Argonne National Laboratory (ANL). 
 
During the discussions, the availability of data from PNNL and ANL to be used by the NRC staff 
was raised.  The EPRI representatives asked if the NRC staff would make the data available.  
The NRC staff noted that although the data is already publically available, the NRC staff would 
identify a way to make the data available in a more useable form.  This would be an action item 
for the NRC staff. 
 
In discussions, it was agreed that plants could submit a 20-year relief request.  However, the 
NRC staff noted, that as part of the relief request review process, the NRC may not be able to 
authorize the full term of the requested period. 
 
The EPRI representatives also indicated that it was interested in getting the NRC perspective on 
the draft EPRI relief request template and asked about ways to submit it to the NRC.  Ultimately 
though, the EPRI representatives indicated that the template was not yet ready to be submitted 
and that it would need additional time before it would be ready to submit the template to the 
NRC. 
 
The NRC staff noted that, as a regulator, its mission was to review items and make a 
determination of acceptability when judged against the regulations.  If the industry wanted to just 
get NRC input on its technical approach, the NRC staff noted that it could not serve in a role as 
a consultant to industry.  Thus, unless the report was to be submitted in support of an NRC 
licensing review, the NRC staff could not just provide feedback on it. 
 
During the meeting one action item was identified and agreed upon. 
 
Action Item 
 
The NRC staff will look for a way to provide the PNL and ANL data in a more useable form. 
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