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Entergy Operations Comments on
Proposed Supplement 1 to Generic letter 89-04, Draft NUREG-1482

General

NUREG 1482 was written to assist the nuclear industry in eliminating unnecessary |
requests for relief and to give approval of an alternative method of inservice testing if that |
method is in accordance with the latest edition of industry Codes and Standards approved 1
per the requirements of T0CFR30.55a. |

|

The draft NUREG indicates that documenting use of the new guidance in the IS

program is sufficient for certain circumstances. However, in the past some licensees have

been directed to submit plant specific relief requests for items preapproved by GL 89-04. l
l
I

Section | |

It appears from the second paragraph of this section that the staff will utilize the NUREG

gudance as a basis for granting relief even if a relief request was not written utilizing the

NUREG. If this is the intent, then a backfit analysis should be required since this

additional guidance, which may be more restrictive than 10CFR30.55a or the ASME
Code, would then become a defacto regulatory requirement.

; Section 2

Section 2.1, Page 2-

In the second paragraph, the Staff states that it is a requirement to receive NRC approval
1o use portions of later editions and addenda of the ASME Code and receive that approval

prior 1o performing or conducting specific tests.

The wording of this requirement should be consistent with the wording of 10CFR50.55a.

If formal approval is required prior 1o implementation the regulation should so state,
Entergy in the past, has performed testing to later editions and addenda which were
approved by the Commission and contained in 10CFRS50.55a(b) by notification of the
intended use of an already approved regulation.
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| The third paragraph states, "The NRC may authorize alternatives to the ASME Code
‘: testing requirements submitted as relief requests.”

| THOCFRS50.55a(a)(3) does not specify that an alternative be requested as a relief request. 1t
: is recommended to deleie the last four words of the sentence to be consistent with
| 10CFRS0.55a.

| Section 2.1, pg 2-2

In the first bullet, rea.ons stated for NRC approval of alternatives appears overly narrow.
The NRC should also approve alternatives when a licensee has shown that a reduction or
. deletion of testing will still provide an acceptable level of quality and safety.

| Additionally, proposed alternatives should not need to comply with any ASME Code

| edition if the alternative will not reduce the level of quality and safety.

See ) 2.3

| The first paragraph and also paragraph 4.3.1. page 4-11 states that the 1986 edition of

| Section X1 expands the scope of IWV to include valves which give overpressure
protection to safety-related ASME Code class systems, subsystems and components. The
scope of the OM Standards and ASME Code has been expanded to include all safety-
related pumps and valves in the IST program.(The scope of OM Standards would also
include relief valves required for overpressure protection.)

Pressure relief devices v hich are installed in the applicable systems to protect against
overpressure may not typically perform a safety-related function. However, these valves
are now required to be in the IST Program and tested. Entergy's position is that pressure

! relief devices whose sole function is to provide overpressure protection and that do not

: provide a specific function in accident mitigation, reactor shutdown, etc. shouid not be

' included in the IST Program. This position is consistent with OM-1 Interpretation 1-2 for
Class 2 and 3 pressure relief devices.

Section .4 2.7

T'his section appears to request that the voluntary IST program bases document be treated
as a licensing basis document and reviewed for 10CFRS50.59 evaluations. Since this

| document is not submitted for approval by the NRC'. or even required. it is not N

: appropriate to place this level of importance on the bases document. Usually, this 1s a

_ compendium of information obtained from other controlled plant documents that are used
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as a licensing bases and would be subject to the requirements of 1T0CFR50.59, Itis
suggested that the subject sentence in this section of the NUREG be modified as follows;
"This documnent is considered a useful reference for reviews performed when changes 1o a
facility are made.”

Section 3

sction 3.3 3 3.

The first paragraph indicates that intervals may be extended only because of an extended
outage and that the licensee must reguest approval of the extension. The reiwun for
requesting an extension for up to one vear is not specified in the regulation: or the ASML
Code. Additionally, neither the ASME Code nor 10CFR0.55a require s a request fo
approval or even notification to the NRC, for an interval extension of up to one year,

[t is unlikely that any licensee would utilize such an interval schedule for concurrent
intervals since it increases the total number of program updates required by each unit.

Section 4

The first paragraph, last sentence requires that if the pore of valves fails the IST, both
must be declared mmoperable and be repaired or replaced prior to return to service.

The wording of this sentence should require that only the affected valve or valves be
repaired or replaced and not imply that it 1s mandatory to repair or replace both valves.

Though not specifically required by the ASME Code, the Staf! is recommending that the
position indication = both positions of a valve be verified, even if the valve has only one
safety position. The staff also is recommending that the remote locations that include
position indication for operators for use in an accident condition. or in cyeling the valve
to the safe position, be verified on a periodic basis.

This recommendation exceeds requirements specifically addressed by the OM Code and
clarified by ASME Code Interpretation X1-1-89-10. 1f applied, this would impose
additional testing requirements that have not been reviewed for backfit considerations.



Ihis section infers that licensees must use OM-1. If a licensee is required to use only
WV then OM-1 is not applicable for vacuum relief valves and their requirements.
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I'he recommendation section implies that licensees must utilize OM-10 if they use
reference values to measure changes in stroke times, This is not the case, licensees may
: continue to use IWV-3413 along with the guidance originally provided in GL 89-04. 1
Secti 3 y 4.15 |
|

Section 8 |
R arnds 5 . ;-7 ;

It would appear that installa.jon or replacement of instruments to meet new ASME Code
requirements should be cornsidered under the requirements of the buckfit rule. This also
refers to the statf pos tior for Question Group 105.

Section 5.5.2, pi5-8

A licensee may vtilize IWP and not OM-6. In this case, if a heensee chooses 1o use
digital equipment. for which IWP does not have requirements, may the licensee develop
its own internal guicdance for use without a request for relief?

Section 6

o 3. e 64

The approvals needed to implem=nt a relief request prior to NRC approval should be
revised to "approval by the plant staff according to plant administrative policies." The
general term “plant administrative policies” is broad enough to include a plant safety \

committee review and a I0CFRS50.59 review. The ame unt and levels of review necessary
should be left to the licensee's discretion and not dictated by a voluntary NUREG,

Appendix A

The Current Considerations section does not appear to be related to the question.
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The precursor "Although not required by 10CFR50.55a or the ASME Code to be included
in the IST program., the staff recommends..." should e added to the sentence in the
Current Considerations section,

cstion Grroup 33

I'he Current Considerations section should be clarified. the multipliers need be in
accordance with OM-10 or relief requested. only if the licensee's IST program is
conducted to OM-10. Otherwise the original guidance to have the justification available
on site is still valid.
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