September 26, 1995

Mr. Jerry W. Yelverton

Vice President, Operations ANO
Entergy Operations, Inc.

1448 S. R, 333

Russeliville, AR 72801

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (RAI) PERTAINING TO STEAM
GENERATOR TUBE INSPECTION AMENDMENT REQUEST (TAC NO. M92426)

Dear Mr. Yelverton:

By letter dated May 19, 1995, Entergy Operations, Inc., (the licensee),
submitted a technical specification change request for Arkansas Nuclear One,
Unit 2 pertaining to steam generator tube inspections. The staff has reviewed
the licensee’s submittal and has identified areas where additional information
is required for the staff to complete its review. The enclosure to this
letter details the areas where additional information is required.

Sincerely, P -
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Ged¢;§ Kalm(/ Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate Iv-1

Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 206850001

September 26, 1995

Mr. Jerry W. Yelverton

Vice President, Operations ANO
Entergy Operations, Inc.

1448 S. R. 333

Russellville, AR 72801

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (RAI) PERTAINING TO STEAM
GENERATOR TUBE INSPECTION AMENOMENT REQUEST (TAC NO. M92426)

Dear Mr. Yelverton:

By letter dated May 19, 1995, Entergy Operations, Inc., (the licensee),
submitted a technical specification change request for Arkansas Nuclear One,
Unit 2 pertaining to steam generator tube inspections. The staff has reviewed
the licensee’s submittal and has identified areas where additional information
is required for the staff to compiete its review. The enclosure to this
letter details the areas where additional information is required.

Sincerely, o
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,z",drtf;?)éa”\\ <‘~C:f7€::‘z”‘“*-\
George Kalmén, Senior Project Manager
Project Direstorate IV-1
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Docket Nos. 50-313 and 50-368

Enclosure: RAI

cc w/encl: See next page



Mr. Jervy W. Yelverton
Entergy Opera’ions, Inc.

cc:

Mr. Harry W. Keiser, Executive Vice
President & Chief Operating Officer

Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. 0. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Ms. Greta Dicus, Director
Division of Radiation Control
and Emergency Management
Arkansas Department of Heaith

4815 West Markbam Street
Little Rock, AR 72205-3867

Mr. Nicholas S. Reynolds
Winston & Strawn

1400 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Mr. Robert B. Borsum, Manager
Rockville Nuclear Licensing
B&W Nuclear Technologies

1700 Rockville Pike, Suite 525
Rockville, MD 20852

5en’or Resident Inspector

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. 0. Box 310

London, AR 72847

Regional Administrator, Region !V
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 400
Arlington, TX 75011-8064

~ounty Judge ¢y Pope County
Pope County Lourthouse
Russellville, AR 72801

Arkansas Nuclear “ne, Units 1 & 2

Mr. Jerrold G. Dewease

Vice President, Operations Support
Entergy Operations, Inc.

P. 0. Box 31995

Jackson, MS 39286-1995

Mr. Robert B. McGehee

Wise, Carter, Child & Caraway
P. 0. Box 651

Jackson, MS 39205



REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please address the following comments/observations.

1. As noted in the submittal, the staff has permitted, in certain
circumstances, defining special interest ?roups for performing steam
generator tube inspections. These special interest groups primarily
involve plants with B&W once through steam generators. The criteria in
these (B&W plant) technical specifications typically require 100%
inspection of the special interest group in both steam generators in
order for these tubes to be excluded from the first random sample
inspection. Furthermore, rno credit is given for these tubes in meeting
minimum sample size requirements. The current proposal involves only
inspecting 3% of the tubes in a special interest group and a restriction
on application of this criteria to inspections conducted per
specification 4.4.5.3 is applied.

As noted in the submittal, the current technical specifications require
expansion based on the total number of tubes in a steam generator rather than
on the number of tubes in the affected are~ (e.g., number of sleeved tubes).
~: @ result, the current technical specifications could result in more
inspections being performed than is currently being proposed which is non-
conservative. In addition, the current industry recommendation for initial
sample size is much greater than the proposed 3% sample size, which is also
non-conservative.

2. The expansion criteria being applied to expansion transition indications
is restricted to circumferential cracks. Since other degradation
mechanisms may be active (currently or in the future), it appears that
the expansion criteria should address all forms of degradation that could
occur at the expansion transition region in the sludge pile area. If a
mechanism can occur in both the siudge pile and non-sludge pile region,
separate expansion criteria may need to be implemented.

In addition, with the - -rently proposed expansion criteria for expansion
transition indicatio. in indication could be found outside t'e "sludge pile"
region and no additional inspections performed with the exception of providing
a buffer region outside this area. This type of expansion criteria ignores
the fact that an indication was detected outside the sludge piles region, a
region where the degradation mechanism has not been active. As a result, the
basis for why this expansion criteria bounds the problem is not evident (i.e.,
is the problem local or general?). A random sampling strategy outside this
region would appear to be more appropriate.

3. It is being proposed that the definition of sludge pile and steam blanket
region be included in the Bases section of the technical specifications
to facilitate the ability to modify the inspection are> under the
provisions of 17 CFR 50.59. The current proposal defines the rows and
columns for the sludge pile region and steam blanket region; however, how
these areas were, and are to be, determined was not provided. A clear
definition of the sludge pile region and steam F'anket region should

ENCLOSURE



be provided. In addition, a definition for dented regions has not been
provided. In addition to these definitions, the bases for these
definitions should be provided.

For example, a definition for sludge pile region may need to include items
such as:

a. how the area is determined (e.g., low frequency bobbin coil exam
with a specific calibration)

b. what Tevel of sludge is necessary

c. quaiification data based on pulled tube or other analysis

d. etc.

A definition for dented region may nced to address items such as calibration
and sizing, basis for size of dent of concern, etc.

A definition of steam blanket region mey need to address the basis for the row
and column selection (e.g., thermal hydraulic analyses), etc.

An alternative to providing such definitions may involve defining a region
which is clearly distinct from other regions (e.g., sleeved tubes, all hot-leg
expansion transition indications, all cold-leg expansion transition
indications, etc.).

4. Please clarify if the following interpretation of your propusal is
correct. If a tube is inspected as only part of the gencial tube
inspection, and an indication is detected at the expansion transition
region in the hot leg sludge pile area, the inspection result would only
be included in the categorization of the general tube inspection, but not
the special inspection. In addition, if a*tube is inspected as part of
both the general tubz inspection and a special inspection, the inspection
result would only count for the special inspection.

If this interpretation is correct, it appears that including the results of an
inspection in only the general tube inspection categorization when an
indication is detected, when no special inspection is performed may be non-
conservative. If a circumferential crack was detected with the bobbin coil
(i.e., it opened up enough axially to be detected), it appears that the
existin? categorization may result in non-expansion of the special interest
area, although the potential for other circumferential cracks to be present
ex:?gs (these circumferential cracks may not be detected with the bobbin
coil).



