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Sorrhern States Power serves as the b a d  Boiling Water Reactor in t k a  industr)?'s I r a d  

Plant License Renewal Program. The  final license renewal rule (10 CFR Part 5 4 )  was 

issued in D e c . ; n k t .  1991. Over the course of the last year NSP has actively been 

applying the Ln.:' lule by preparing a license renewal application. That application has 

been placed on hold. Four reasons for this hold have been cited. They are: 1)  The 

uncertain resolution of the high level waste issue; 2) The  uncertain resolution of the low 

level waste issuc and rising costs resulting from that uncertainty; 3) A need to 

demonstrate the ability to  continue excellent operations while rcducing costs; and. 4)  The 

replator)? uncertainties of the NRC license renewal process. 

'This paper presenrs Ncrthern States Power Company's concerns and positions on issues 

uhicti have arisen over the coursr of the last year as the final license rcneual  rule has 

b e e n  applied at cur  \ t~n t i ce l lo  facility. The primary concerns are: 1) T h e  NRC staff is 

inapprclpriate!y using the issuance of a "new license" as justification for consideration of 

matters beyond what is necessary to maintain the current licensing basis; and 2) The  

S R C  staff is interpreting "maintaining the current 1ic:nsing basis" in a manner that 

replaces a planr's licensing basis with new requirements. 

The Commission h a  the authority under the Atomic Energy Act to structure the license 

renru.;ll requirenients as i t  sees f i t  to ensure public health and safety. The fact that the 

rnechan~sm for renewal is a new license does nor impose an automatic set minimum 

tectiriical or r r ~ u l a t o r y  requirements. With regard to the current licensing ba3k (CLB), 

we believe that the recognition that the CLD ensured safety and that rhe resulting focus 

should be maintaining it was a sound decision. Consistent with this decision we have 

prepared o u ~  applicarion assuming that i f  we demonstrate the existing regulatory and 

code limits, utilizing the methods authorized by our CLB that we can be relicensed to 

operate for an additional 20 years. I f  generic issues are a identified they will be 

processed through the normal re~u la to ry  oversight process and applied to whichever 

license (initial o r  renewed) in force at t h a ~  ,1,11e. 



N ' e  seek  Commission participation in resolving these isbues by prtividing p o l i o  le\.cl 

guidance to bring these issues to closure between the staff and industry. The final 
. . section of this report, m p s  on the w e  Reacwal  D e w 4  summarizes 

those actions which we would ask the Commission and K R C  Staff Executive 

htanagemcnt ro take. 
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Sorrhern States Power has been a key supponer of license renewal from the first efforts 

lo develop a sound and sensible renewai proc:ss. We are s e ~ n g  a5 the L e a d ~ o i l i ~ ~ g  

Water Reactor i n  the industry sponsored Lead Plant License Renewal program. License 
$2 

renewal of the existing nuclear generating capacity is an important part of NSR's, and the 
5 

nation's, energy strategy. We remain convinced that commercial nuclear power plants 
$: 

can be operated safely for 60 years or longer. However, in order to remain econom 
$ 

the regulatory process must be focused on those elements concerned with reasonable 
fii 

assurance of safe operation. The Commission must provide clarification on the 

iniportmqoolic). issues contained i n  this paper or the process will lead to the improper 

c o n c l ~ , , ~ r ~  that [here I S  no economic advantage to relicensing existing plants. 

The intent of this paper is lo present Nonilern States Power Company's concerns and 

positions on issues which have developed over the course of the last year as the final 

license renewal rule has been applied at our Monticello facility. Two of our primary 

concerns are: 1 )  The NRC staff is inappropriately using the issuance of a "newjlicense" 

u juxtification for consideration of matters beyond what is necessaq to mainmiin the 

current licensing basis; and 2)  The NRC staff is interpreting "maintaining the currsnt 

licensing h i s "  i n  a manner that replaces a plant's licensing basis with new requ i re~enrs .  

Ul~irnate!>, we seek Commission participation in resolving these issues by providing 

po l iq  level guidcince to bring these issues to closure between the staff and ind"stry. The 

final section o l  this repon, Effectof on the RL 
. , ! n e w l  D e c m ,  i 

$ 

sunmarizes those actions which we would a s k  the Commission and NRC Staff Executive 

Management to take. These issues have had a direct bearing on the decision 14 place 

the hlonticello license renewal application on hold. We seek to achieve resoluiion of 
i 

these issues before we can move forward with the license renewal application. 1 
1 
C 

1 ncyond the issues addressed in this paper regarding the li,..%e renewal rule a question 

has been raised concerning (he relationship of the mainlenance and license renewal 
! 

I 
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rulcs. S S P  believes that the basic objectives of both rules are: the same. That is, 
i 

r casonab !~  arsurance that a system o r  structure will perform their requrred Function \Ye 
1 

encourage the work underway in the NRC and industry reviewing the potential for 
3 

crediting the work done undrr  the maintenance rule in lice crlewal space. . ' 

i: 
g : 
> * j : 

.c , . 
Plant life t ~ t e m i o n  work began o n  Monticello in 1983. In 1984, Monticelio w& selected 

as the Bcihng Water Reactor Pilot Plant to evi lbate the techacal  and economic 
' 1 

feasibility of tAlending nuclear power plant life beyond the initial forty year license 
? 

period established by the Atomi: Energy Act. The conclusionof this work was that safe 

and ect,tlor.. . I operation of Monticello was fcarible for at least an additicnal 30 yearb. 

At that time (1988), while the Atomic Energ). Act a l l w e d  license renewal, no specific 
i 

rtgulations were contained in the Code of Federal Regulations to govern the process for 
,$. 

renewal. In order to develop and demonstrate the license renewal rrocess, the lead 
.$ 

plant program was instituted, sponsored by thr Department o fEnergy  through Sandia 
.# 

Sa~ior ra l  Labcs:..tories and the Electric Power Research Institute, and endorsedby  the 
.$ 

i~idustry through :he Suclear Management and Resource Council. Xioi:ticello was 
% 

selected as the L a d  Boiling Water Reactor. SSP'S ~ o n t i c e l l b  plan! is uniquely 

qualified to serve in tkis capacity because of the significant amount of work which has 

already been accornplic.hed under the aforementioned pilot sdd ies .  
1 

. j 
E 

The first two years of the lead plant projcct were used primarily to  investigate possible 
.* 

ways of defining the appropriate scopc and depth of review n i cessay  for license renewal. 
g .  

During 1990 and 1991 a significant amount of work was done,iby way of ,4 
inrcractions with the NRC staff. to provide insights gained from the Monticel lowork. 

7 
The final rule was promulgated by ;:ie Commi;sion in late 1991. During 1992 the N R C  r 
s l ~ I f  has been working to provide regulatory guidance in the forms oi a Standard Revieu: 

I 

1'1 ... and Regulatory Guide consistent with their i n te rp re ta t id  of the rule. Also during 
: 

1991 and 1992, S S P  has been actively preparing a license renewal ap9lication for the 
1 

Xfonticello plan!. I 



Since the license renewal rule w a  promulgated, significant d i  

identified between the YRC staffs interpretation of the ni le 

its intent. These differences have beconic apparent as a res 

the staff as a pre.applicant, and in attending public meeting 

the staff on the subject of plant aging and license renewal, 

the Ad\isor). Cornnit tee on Reactor S 

the philoscphy of the license renewal pr  

the current licenting basis? These di 

issues such as fatigue and equipment qualifica 

staf fs interpretation and NSP's will result in a 

renewal u i ~ h o u t  reasonable assurance of a co 

these cost increares could affect our decisidn 

This paper addresses the elements of our dec 

the a r e a  of concern t k ~ t  we currently have 

renewal rule. 

h e  License Renewal DeciriQ Elernen6 fl n 

T~hnkdLRm&wi 

First and foremost in the decision to 

extended operation of Monticello is t 

safely during the period of extended 

naturc. Tne  requirements for answe 

and regulations promulgated by the Commission. The  ssion, [herefore. 

defines the technical elements affect 

F~lrsue license renewal. 

As cited :.Save, the conclusion of t h  

there were no technical obstacles to extending the life onticello for at least 



3') years. The  basis for this conclusion was reached by ing the Monticello 

plant against the existing technical requirements, as de 

current licensing basis. This approach was confirmed 

promulgated the final license renewal rule (10 CFR P 

based the license renewal rule on the principle that: 

"... u-ih the exception of age-relatccl degradati 

and possibly some few other issues related to  

operation, the regulatory process is adequate 

b a ~ s  of all currer.tly operating plants provide 

level of safety for operation so that operation 

health and safety or  common defense and se 

The conclusion of the pilot studies has been confir 

preparing the license renewal application. In acco 

rule. 107 sys:ems (representing 65% of the plant 

have been evaluated to ensure that the effects of 

ability to continue to perform their required func 

current licensing basis, during the extended perio 

ev~lrratiot-s have show., ;hat, f x  the most pan ,  t 

detect, monitor, prevent and/or  correct age rela 

Only relatively minor enhancements have been necessa meet the effective 



I 
program criteria of the rule as we understand it. No technical obstacles have 

been identified which would preclude safely extendin the operation o f  the plant 

or license renewal.' 

As we approach the decision to  submit the license re wal application, a key 
4 

factor uill be whe:lier the intent of the license renewal rule, as contained in the 

firsr p~nnciple, is being adhered to by the staff or whet h er the interpretation being 

adopted by the staff is expanding the original intent o / the Commission. As was 
I 

previously stated, in performing these evaluations the plant has been measured 

f against the regulations, codes and standards which are in effect as part of the 
2 . . current licenting basis. Replacing the current licensing b a s ~ s  with new regulations 
I nr later versions of codes and standards will result in unwarranted costs being 

incurred affecting the overall eronomicr of extended bperat ion introducing new 
I requirements may give unwarranted credence to invalid or  unconfirmed technical 

issues i h i s  is of great concern because these potent ih ly artificial issues could be 
t used by opponents of nuclear power to challenge existing i~censes. 

Basing [he license renewal rule on the foundation of t h e  I current licensing basis, as 

i reaconat)ly assured by the regulator). oversight process, was a sound and 
1 . .  

reasonable decision. Now, a demonstration of the s t a b ~ l ~ t y  of that decision by 

firmly applying the principles is necessary. Only then 4 a n  urliity . management be 4, . . sure that the technical element of the decision to oroceed w t h  license renewal 
. t does not put current plant operation at r isk  is a predictable and economically a 

sound venture for the future. With the economic ris k! assoc~ated with the 

Liccnsc rcncwal and actually cxtcndinp operation arc  s c p 8 a t c  d c c k i o n s  Liccnsc rcncwal i\ 
1 a dccicion bascd on thc ability to demonstra[c safc opera  n o f  the plant. I t  is a precursor 

lo  thc cconomic business decision lo ac tud ly  c n c n d  plan 

i 



The  second element of the decision to proceed with license renewal deals with the 
economics of nuclear power versus alternative energy supplies. In 1988, as part of 
the plant life extension pilot studies, the first economic analysis of extcnded 
operation of Monticello was p e r f o ~ m e d .  T h e  study concluded that there was a 4- 

(0-1 benefit-to-cost ratio of continuing t o  operate    on tic el lo for a n  addltional 3 0  
years versus building a replacement baseload fossil facility. N; net  present value 
to the customers was established under  this study. I t  assumed that  the operations 
and maintenance costs of Monticello would escalate a t  the same rate as those of 
the replacement fossil capacity. 

Also in 1988, a second study was undertaken by NSP to quantify the effects of 
increasing operations and maintenance costs, as well as high capital expenditures 
on an ongoing basis, that nuclear power plants have experienced. T h e  results of 
this study indicated that extended operation of Monticello represented a $350 
rnill~on net present value to its customers when compared to building new 
haseload fool1 capacity. 

I t  was confirmed that this net present value was extremely sensitive to two factors: 
I )  Operations and maintenance costs, and 2)  Continuing capital expenditures. An 
annual rise in  uperarions and maintenance costs as low as 2.25 pc:cent above 
inf lar~on in real dollars would erode the S350 million net present value to the 
custonier b) year forty and make extended operation of Monticeilo equi \a lent  to 
11s replacement competition. I l l i s  study was updated in 1991 and 1992 T h e  
updates showed that extended operation of Monticello still has a net present value 
of between $180 and $190 million t o  the customer. T h e  reduction from 1988 to 
1992 is a t t r ~ b u t e d  to a decrease in the cost of coal, refinement of the capital 
expenditure projections, and a more accurate assessment ~f increased license 
renewal cosrs. T h e  original cost estimate for the license renewal process when 



this project was initiated was $16 million. The  cost 
preserve the option of extending operations is now 
Issues introduced by the staff, such as fatigue and e 
result in additional expenditures as high as $40 to $ 

the net present value. 

In a d d i ~ i o n  to baseload coal facilities, natural gas, r 
demand :.i,de management alternatives are  b 
comi'lr.:ed to date, have reinforced the current goa 
to c o n t r ~ l  operations and maintenance costs at  o r  
annual capital expenditures to  less than $10 millio 
significantly below historical trends but are consid 

These goals are essential if nuclear is going to re 
tor Northern States Power. In reviewing the rec 
shutdown Yankee Rowe, San Onofre Nuclear G 
Trojan. various effects can be  seen which demo 
climate which nuclear operations must adjust t 
options. Primary factors at i ' ankee  Rowe incl 
abundant low cost power not available three y 
requirements. At San Onofre,  primary factors 
expenditures to meet revised regulatory and d 
existence of abundant hydro and natural gas r 
faced major capital expinditures for stcam ge 
natural gas options and relatively high operat  

Three  factors are common to each situation: 
Operations and maintenance costs, and 3) C 
energy costs a rc  not within the control of nu 
incumbent upon nuclear power plant owne 

7 

~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ 



maintenance costs and capital expenditures such that 

competitive with alternative energy supplies Nuclear 

even when compared to s t x , ~  term available, low cos tive energy s ~ , ~ l i e s  

i f  we are to avoid imposed shutdowns. If the license process is viewed as 

jeopardizing the ability to control operations and mai 

capital expenditures, no licensee will choose to purs 
. .  . 

P- . . 
. .. 

Waste is & issue in [he political and public arena a 

the nuclear industry can expect to advance to extend 

power plants. Until a satisfactory long-term so: - t i .~n 

waste issues is realized. a.~ perceived by the puhlic, t 

power is an environmentally benign power source will be  accepted by thr 

public, or state and local governmental and pcilicy lea e basic issue for  

extended operation is how can a nuclear power plant 

continue to generate waste for an sdditional twenty y 

dealing with the waste generated under its current 40 

least is being moved forward. NSP recognizes thar t 

with' the high and low Ievcl w s t e  issues. However, 

confidence in these programs is low at best. NSP w 

renewal application until there is a clear path, that 

public, for the federal government to solve the spe 

Regardless of NSP's decision regarding license rcn 

subject to State law concerning radioactive waste 

law requires n Certificate of Keed from the Publi 

increasing the on-site spent fuel storage at a nucl 

preempted by federal law, because the Public Ut 

whether or not the addition of storage capacity a 

8 



facility is financially justifiable. The capacity of  ont tic el lo's spent fuel storage 
< 

pool will be reached near or just prior to the expiration of its current license 
$. 

(September 8. A;",. Thus, even if a renewed license% granted, the P u b L  
b 

Utility Commission could deny the Certificate of Need, and affect a plant 
,$' 

shutdown. Therefore, if at any point of the license renewal process i t  becomes 
?? 

evident that a solution to the high level waste issue is not likely, SSP may well 

decide that we wiil not pursue license renewal or ciichd plant life. 

The Minnesota Public Utilities Commission recently granted a limited Certificate 

of Nccd for a spent fuel storage facility at Prairie ~sland. The Public Utilities 

Commission allowed only enough storage to permit unrestricted operation of the 
i ;!ant un t i l  about 2005, precisely to require a Certificate of Need process which 
5 

could examine the high level waste issue at future time. It is significant to note 
4 . .  

that the hlinnesota legislature, during the 1993 sessios is expected to review the 
t 

authority currently granted to the Minnesota Public Utility Commission over spent 

fuel storage additions at nuclear facilities in ~ i n n e s o t &  The result codd  be a 

requirement to obtain legislative permission in order to add spent fuel storage 
B 

capacity at the nuclear plants, or even a reversal of the Minnesota Public Utility 
? 

Commission approval, forcing premature closing of Prairie Island. 

On the low level waste front, the trouble that the state compacts are experiencing 
1 

and resulting increases in low level waste burial costs at existing facilities stands to 

significantly increase our operations and maintenance costs and ultimately, 
:. decommissioning costs. .; 
i 



-w 
As cited in the in t roduct~on,  a number of differe 
NRC staffs  interpretation o i  the Commission's i 
addi:ion, several a r e a  require additional clarific 
items which will be discussed below, include: 

! 

1) Hew vs. Renewed Liccnsc - Does 
supersedes the current license (i.e 
in and of itself, for cena in  regulat 
of the technical specification limit 
accelerated schedules for closurc 
promulgated by the staff? 

2 )  3faintainine th 
principles of the license ren 
ourside of age-related degr 
introduced by the staff? I 
basis is being maintained, 
to demonstrate via the  
licensing basis that the already established 
during the extended pe  
demonstrate that the d 
maintained. T h e  

liccnsccs are  



4 )  d in  the T e c h d  

S D e c l f i f a t i o n L l m l t l n n n s  for OP 
. . .  . . t 

e u  - Is i t  intended that any 
i. 

system named in o r  any system which fulfills a functional requirement 
1 

identified in the Technical Specification Limiting Conditions for Operation 

be considered as important to license renewal? Or,  in addition to being 

contained in the Limiting Conditions for Operation does i t  need to have a 
i 

spccific operability requirement arsociated with the safe operation of the 
t 

unit to be considered "important to license renewal"? 

5 )  
. . 

I eve]  o f  D etallRcauired thcs i t  the intent of the 

Commission that the level of detail contained' in the License Renewal 

Application be consistent with Final Safety Abalysis Rcpons  for newer 

plants or, that contained in the Final Safety Analysis R e p o n  v.-hich formed 

the basis [or the initial licensing of the facility? 

6) MQLEPI: Resources in  SLlppat of L~cense  R u n u a I  Reb~ews ausLthr 

E e v ~ e w  P r o c e s  - What is the appropriate level of resourcer for the K R C  

to have allocated to support the llcense renewal rewew process, and, what 

are the appropriate elements of the review process prior to submittal of the 
I 

application? :: i 
I 
1 

Sew VL Renewed 1 . i ~  

During promulgation of tt.: final rule, industry did not challenge the NRC's 

decision that the renewed license should take the form of a new license which 

would supersede the current license. I t  war not viewed ar mpor tan t  to contest 

whc t ;~e r  the Atomic Energy Act allowed renewal by'license amendment or  i f  i t  

required a "new" license, because in either event Sections 103 and 182 of the 

Atomic Energy Act grant the Commissiun the latitude to determine what is 

necessary to satisfy its basic responsibilities. (i.e., public health and safety are 



& 
8.  
y 
i '. 
? 

adequately protected). Accordingly, i t  was felt that theiproper focus of o 1 r 
t 

energies was in dealing with the specific fechnical requirements, rather than on 
r. t 

the form of renewal. Put another way, it was because the technical requirements 
k t of the license renewal proceeding would be decided onitheir own merit and not as 
3: i. a result of the decision of which administrative processl(amendment vs. new 

t L 
license) wac used. '! 

e 1 

i I! i 
Over the course of the last year, the fact that a renewed license is de facto a new 

i 

license has been cited by the staff as the reason for certain regulatory and 
i 

technical decisions. For example, the following question was posed to t h e  staff 
! 

seeking clarification about the requirement for inchdink all systems subject to 
1 

operability requirements in the faciliry technical specifi{ations. Is any system 
1. named in or any system that performs a functional req:irement identifiedlm the 

f 
Technical Specification Limiting Conditions for Operation required to  be 

;I 

t 

I 
considered important to license renewal. if there is no corresponding operability 

requirement, or, the corresponding operability requirement does not have any 

irnpacr on the safe operation of the plant (i.e., design b k i s  events)? 
i i 

i 
The response given by the NRC staff was that the Commission had intentionally 

I 
structured the rcneual  process as a "new" license signaling - - that like a n  initial 

i 
license proceeding, it was not limited to reviewing just those things relevant to 

t 
safer?. Therefore, any system identified in the Technical Specification ~ i $ i t i n ~  

t 
Conditions for Opefat ion regardless of its impact on safety, would be conhdered 

f I 
" important to license renewal". A later section of this paper will address the 

i I 
specific conccrns related to the systems added by this interpretation. 

i 
i 

;'i second example occurred during discussions of the draft fatigue Branch 

Technical Position for license renewal before the ~ d v i s o r ~  Committee on Reactor 

Safeguard5 (ACRS).  In responding to the question of why the NRC staff had to 
I 

address fatigue as part of license renewal as opposed'td letting the code consensus 
1 



and normal regulatory processes run their course, t h e ' k R ~  staff responded: 'The 
i 
f 

question that I think is more pertinent to the discussion is whether or not the 
. 4. 

Commission could issue a without addresstng issues such & fatigue or + 
environmental qualification of electrical equipment, et cetera. I wouldnot want 

I 
anybody to think that that's necessarily the case where we could say, well, we're 

t 
going to grant a new l i c e w ,  but we'll catch these other things as pan  of the 

process. That does not seem to make sense to me." (Emphasis added.)(Page 233, 

Transcripts, ACRS, Joint Meeting of the ~ubcomrnitt ies, July 7, 1992) 

In the case of the fatigue issue, Generic Safety Issue Number 78, is currently 

under SRC staff review as part of the normal regulatory oversight cited by the 

license renewal rulemaking. It is also under reblew of ti,; American Society of 

Mechanical Engineers' code consensus process. The staff is using the "new" 

:iceme ar a reason why this and other issues (e.g., environmental qualification) 

cannu; be allowed to progress through the normal processes. 

Under the authority given the NRC by the Atomic Energy Act, KRC has the 

responsibility to establish a process for renewing a license a i t  seesfir lo ensure 

that the public health and safety is adequately In both examples cited 
i 

above, i t  is within the Commission's purview to structure the requirements that i t  

deems necessary and sufficient to assure public healthand safety, without regard 

to the method of licensing (i.e., new license or amendment). The decision on the 

scope of license renewal and need to accelerate the resolution of issues.should be 

evaluated on their own merit. The fact that a renewed license is a "new" license 

should not in and of iuelf introduce any additional minimum technical or 
regulatory requirements. 



T h e  slandard for issuance of a renewed license is c n 10 CFR Part 53, 

Section 54.29(a), which states: "Actions have been i nd have been or will 

be taken u i th  respect to age-related degradation u ense renewal of 

SSCs imponant  to license renewal, such that there le arsurance that 

the activities authorized by the renewed license wi ted in accordance 

with the current licensing basis, ...". Put more sim 

such that the current licensing basis is m i n t a i n e d  

'The framework for structuring the finding in this 

p;inciple of  the final license renewal rule which i 

related degradat ix i  unique to license renewal an  

related to safety only during extended operation, 

adequate to ensure that the licensing bases of all 

provide arid maintain an acceptable level of safe 

will not be inimicai to public health and safety o 

(SOC at 6-1946)' 

The S K C  s~a f f  has suggesicd that the finding of 

principle w;~c limited solely to the regulatory ove 

contend that the words, "some few other isjues" 

are evidericc [hat the Commission specifically e 

should be re-examined under the license renew 

were environmental qualification and fatigue. ( 
Plant Liccme Rcnewal/Reliability and Quality 

Position, September 16, 1992) T3e  NKC staff 

are identified, they will be brought forward to 

The slalcrncnls of considcrariom lor ihc propos 
pu ths l i cd  in ~ h c  f u l u J l P d  5 5  k d .  
64043 (Dctcrnhcr 13, l W l )  rcspcct i \~c l~ .  Th 

1-1 



, I 3  

,$ j. 
The  interpretation forwarded by the staff ignores the w'ords which follow the 

$ finding of  adequacy on the regulatory oversight process,, w h ~ c h  continue. "... t o  
f ensure that the licensing bases of all currently operat ing plants provide and 

maintain an  acceptable level of saferq ..:' Carlier propo&d versions of the license 

renewal rule went further and recommended to the C o  w o n  that not only 

should the regulatory process be found adequate but th a t the curient licensing + bases for all operating plants be found adequate as par t  of the rulemaking. A 
f specific finding on each plant's current licensing basis was not adopted b e c a u s ~  of 
#. the unique nature of each facilities' license and a concern that a broad finding of 

t adequacy would be challenged by opponents and tie the nile up  unnecessarily. 
I, However, i t  did sewe to point out that, other than plant spec~f ic  nuances, the 
I current licensing bases derived i rom the current regulations. In total, are an 
t excellen: mecsure of a plant's safety now and in future operations. 
I 

1 
From our review of the Statement of Considerations and all work leading up to 

I the finni license renewal rule we would conclude that the finding in the Erst 
I 

principle, that the regulatory oversight process is adequate and ensures that the 
I current licensing basis provides an  acceptable level of safety. was intended to 
f protect against exactly what the NRC staff is a t tempt ingto  do: 

m ~ 1 . i  cxa-d i w  It should not be used in thi ! way. Rather, i t  should 
I be used as intended, as the already established basis for evaluating the plants for 

license renewal. 

With regard to the specific issues of fatigue and env i r onhcn~a l  qualification and 
i 

whethcr they were specifically envisioned for re-examination as. "other issues", a 
E simple reading of the first principle would yield that the;phr,ue.  "other issues" 
1 refers to something other than age-related degradation unique to license renewal. 

t The  S O C  at 64954 states: "As a plant ages, a variety of aging mechanisms are  

operative. They include fatigue, . and. "Alternatively, lTgradation may have 

been analyzed, evaluated and acted on in the original d sign for  only 40 years ( a s  
i 



i) :v 
rp;' 
I.? .y 

. . 
, . . , 

is generally the case, for example, with fatigue and ental qualification of ,, < : I  . . . .. 
&>'. equipment).  Such situations must be analyzed for t . . 

operation a h i s  for dc ,~ rm in ing  any additional 

may be required for license renewal." These state 
A ;  
!$ 

that both fatigue and environmental qualification a 
'f 

degradation unique to license renewal and not incl 

In reviewing the issues of fatigue and environment 

degradation unique to l iceme renewal, i t  seems a p  

issue under the broader heading of the current lic 

ro maintain the current licensing basis? Does the 

be mainr;iined, or,  the code limi:s established li r 

This is most easily done by looking at the specific 

environmcnral qualification of equipment. 

Tlic s~a f f ,  i n  promulgating its position on faiigue. 

aj>pro\.;~l :>f an opcr:,ring license was bascd on a 

design, defined l)y an analysis which derncmstratc 

for 40 yenr5, supplemented by the other operat io 

required by tech specs and other operat ing progr 

maintenance of the current licensing basis is one 

the l icerw renewal rule." (Page 479, Transcripts, 

, 1992) 

Two aspects of the stated s(aff position ;ire trou 

i n  that design" as a separate element of the cur 

t l i : ~ t  in order ro make a demonstration that the 

rn:lint:iincd, a licensee must show that no elem 

impacted by aging. Second, it elcvatcs the ana 

current licensing basis. The  definition or the c 

16 



f 
does not include the analyses which are maintained as a part of the design records 

4i 
unless the analyses were docketed and resulted in a commitment to the NRC. 1 
Lcensees a re  not required to  maintain the margins to t e code lirnits unless 

specific commitments have been put in place to d o  so. 

In addition to  these issues, the staff is seeking to an upgrade from ASS1 
f 

B31.1, which was utilized on older plants for piping designs to ASME Section I l l  
I 

type fatigue analyses and even funher to incorporate enviror~mental effects on 

f a t i y c  which have not been previously imposed on any'operating plant to date.  
I 

The entire approach deviates from the premise that thc:.current licensing basis 
! 

pro\-ides an acceptable level of safety. i 

In accordance with its current licensing basis,  ont tic el lo would utilize the 

following approach. For Monticcllo, fatigue was addressed by designing to ANSI 

031.1. ASS1 831.1 utilized a stress reduction factor, if the component was going 
i 

to exceed 7000 thermal cycles, to account for fatigue. 1n accordance with the 
i 

licensc rcnewal rule, this licensing basis is required to be continued into the 
C 

extended period of operation. We recognize and agree that we must demons t ra~e  
3 that we will remain below the 7000 thermal cycle limit or  apply stress reduction 
%- 

factors during the extended period of operation. This should be reported in the 
*. 

license renewal application to a similar level of detail as was required in the f 
initial license application. This would ensure the same level of safety is provided + 
during tllc extended period of operation as is currently Seing provided with the 

i 
same rearonablc assurance. In addition to  the design considerations incorporated 

i 
for fatigue by ANSI B31.1 or  ASME Section Il l , these cpmponents are subject to 

I 
ongoing inspections requirements under ASME Section XI. ASME Section Xi 

i 
also provides the methods for evaluating and correcting'detected flaws. 

$ 

1 
With regard to the environmental quaiification of equipment, the basis for the 

SRC staff'c position is captured by the following statem ! nt: ' T h e  question of the 
t 



year 40. So, the nl~alification programs of that licens uld expire at year 40." 
(Page 26. Transcripts, ACRS, Joint Plant License Re ]/Reliability and Quality 
Meeting on Branch Technical Position, September 1 2) This position is 
inconsistent with the license renewal mle which con tes maintaining the 
current licensing basis. The current licensing basis 

P I t  is truc that the existing qualification of many components was not carrled 
4 beyond 40 years. This was not because the methods approved under the current 

licensing basis, IEEE-323 (1971) for DOR Guideline p h t s  and IEEE-323 (1974) 
for newer plants, could not have achieved qualification f or longer periods. 
Rather, i [  is only because there was no reason to exten a a qual~ficatlon . .  beyond the 
40 year license expiration date. 

Etilizing the methods currently allowed under the lice ng basis for qualification. 
i t  is possible for some components to extend the qualifi ! ation period out to 60  
years and beyond The position forwarded by the N R C l k f f  is inconsistent with 
the principles of the license renewal rule and the rule i The second principle 
of the rulc states: "... the plant-specific licensing basis mainrained during 
the renewal term in the same manner and to the same $ xten! as during the t original 1icec:iiig term." (SOC at 64953) 10 CFR Part 54, Section 54.33(e) 
requires 'The licensing basis for the renewed license i h u d e s  the current 
l~censing basis, u defined in 54.3(a); ..." In accordance 44 th the rule, licensees are t 
required to cany the current licensing bases forward. This includes the 

t cnvironmcntal qualification of equipment and the meth6ds allowed to 
dcrnonstrate that qualification. 



. i 
I 

version proposed in July. 
1990 introduced i n  10 CFR Part f Section 2.758 the term, "age-related 
degradation unique to license reo&". At that time no definition of the specific 
term was offered. T h e  intent of introducing this term in 10  CFR Pan 2, Section 
2.755 was to limit those challenges t o  the license renewal rule t o  those issues 
which wcre unique to license renewal, o r  put another way, wcre not already 
addressed under the activities of the  current license. 

I n  finalizing the license renewal rule i t  was determined that the treatment of age- 
related degradation in 10 CFR P a n  54 was not limited unuer the  proposed rule. 
T o  makc i t  consistent with the proposed 10 CFR P a n  2, Section 2.758, the 
treatment of age-related degradation in Part 54 was modified to age-related 
degradation unique to license renewal and the current definition was added. 
[ lowever,  the current definition does not seem to match with the originally 
proposed intent of the term. The current definition, as contained in the final rule 
does not allow any age-related degradation to be  found as not unique to license 
renewal. The  "or" criteria between each of the individual elements of the  
definition requires that all three elements be  demonstrated before a n  age-related 
degradation mechanism can be  found as not unique. In addition. a literal 
interpretation of the individual elements makes i t  difficult to meet  even one  of 
the three. 

At tt.:s time, NSP in preparing its application has not applied the definition of 
age-related degradation unique to license renewal. It has structured its 
determination bases on "potential significance" of a degradation mechanism t o  
challenge the abiliry of a component t o  perform a required function. This 
determination is conservative and results in a much larger set o f  degradation 
rnech:~nismt being brought under the scope of the license renewal review. It i: 



i larger, because, i t  does not allow mechanisms previously dispositioned under the 
,I 

cur r - i t  licensing b a i s  to be excluded. It is also larger, because, under the first 
a 

element of the Part 54 definition, any mechanism whichToccurs during the term of 
i 

the C L . . L ~ ~  license but whose effects may be different in character or magnitude 
t 

after the term of the current license, without any credit for mitigating measures 
i 

(such as replacement) must be considered unique. Different in character and 
! magnitude is vague and can be broadly interpreted. Because of a concern over .. t 

challenges to this term i t  is being very conservatively applied. 

I n  attempts to clarify the commission's intent, various irherpretations have been 
i discussed with the staff by indust$: Similar to our own attempts to apply the 
f 

definition, the KRC staff has opted to take a conservati;~, literal interpretation 
1 

whish limits the use of this definition. If the Commission's intent was to limit 
i. 

age-related degradation considered under license renewal to that not considered 
i adequately under the current license, clarifying guidance needs to be issued, or 

alternatively. the language of the definition changed. 
..* A:. 

?( . , .. 
:s 
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Previously, under the New v-wed L i c m  section of this paper the 
1 interpretation of the fourth criteria of definition of Systems, Structures, and 
I 

Components (SSCs) Important to License Renewal was discussed. That criteria 
i 

requires: "N1 systems and structures subject to operability requirements contained 
$ 

in the limiting conditions for operationv be included under the scope of license 
i 

renewal. The SOC at 64955 expands on this criteria to Aean: T h e  Conunission 
I 

is not restricting the definition of sscs important to  licensc renewal to any 
1 

particular mode of operation and considers equipment operability in all modes of 
t r 'I 

operation to be equally importh:it in defining SSCs important to license renewal. 
i 

(Sew Paragraph) In sum, the commission defines the scope of this portion of the 
f 

definition of SSCs important to license renewal to include all systems or 



components necessary for operation in that h a  

operability requirements in the plant technical specifications limiting conditions 
. . i , . for operation. This includes (1) allsvstems....-& in the technical 

specification limiting conditions for operation, (2) d s v s i e m s . . f n r  which a 
&,::~ 

f u n c t l o n a l . 4 3 )  any necessary supporting %:.~: 
syste m..."( Emphasis added) The NRC staff has interpreied the words, "any mode 

ji. 
of plant operation ..., all systems specifically identified ..., and all systems for which 

! 
a functional requirement is specifically identified ...," to include all aspects of 

! 
faciliry operation, including radwaste processing and components such as sealed 

The operah~lity requirements for thehe types of systems do not deal with the safe 

operation of the power producing SSCs of the plant. Rather, the operability . % i 
requirements of these systems are linked to other portio& of the Code of Federal 

t Regulations, such as 10 CFR Part 20. The inoperability of these systems does not 
t 
& 

result i n  shutdown of reactor or its auxiliary systems. It only results in restricted 
t 

use of these systems or components as :elf-contained entities until repaired. 
1 

When asked why these types of systems, which have no impact on safe plant 
1 

operation. were being required, the NRC staff responded that the Commission 
i 

had intentionally slmctured the renewal process as a "new license signaling, that 
I 

l ike an initial license proceeding, i t  was not limited to rehewing just those things 

relevant to safety. I 
I This response fails to consider the additional guidance contained in the statement 
1 

of considerations which stales: T h u s  SSCs important to'renewal would include 
! 

those relied on to remain functional during design basis events, including 

conditions of normal operation, anticipated operational occurrences, design basis 

accidents, external cvents, and natural phenomenon for which the plant was 

designed." (SOC at 64955) I t  is clear that the Commission intended to include 

those systems uhich deal uith design hatis events. Systems such as radwasre and 



sealed 

events. 

sources are not designed in 
:C. 

accordance with ecified design basis 

! 

I t  further amplified on its intent by stating: 'The C sion expects licensees to 
:&;. 

apply the same regulatory practice with respect to operability for purposes of 
$1.  

detet.nining SSCs imponant to license renewal." (SOC at 64955) In making 

operability determinations, not every system specifically identified or for which a 

functional requirement is specifically identified in the"technica1 specification 
f '  

limiting conditions for operation results in an operability determination leading to 
f .  

plant sh~tdown.  We believe that the Commission's inlent here was to have a 

:*lhset of those systems which are contained in the tec l~ nical specification limiting 4. 
conditions for operation, which in addition to being specifically identified, had 

$$ ,. 

operability requirements directly affecting the safe operation of the reactor and its 
.*:: auxiliary syhtems. Any more conservative interpretation of this criteria results in 

systems and structures being included as important to '? lcense renewal which have 

no impact on reactor safety (i.e., prevention or mitiga' n of Design Basis Events). 

hLaL4rtzl i l  

i 
Over the course of developing the Monticello license renewal application, i t  has 

0 
been NSP's intention to provide a level of detail similar to that contained in the 

I 
Final Safety Analysis Report which contains the initia1,licensing basis for the 

plant. The Final Safety Analysis Report continues to II e updated in accordance 
3 with 10 CFR Part 50. Section 50.71 and to date has been found as an acceptable 
1 .  level of detail to capture the essence of the licensing bass  for Monticello. We 
! 

believe this to be an appropriate level of detail for a license renewal application 

As we have interacted w i t h  the staff regarding the pre'paratlon of our application. 
i the draft Standard Review Plan and Industry Repor\s,.we have become concerned 

that the expectations of the level of derail necessary to satisfy the license r e n e ~ a l  
: 



safety. In thew interactions, specific component evalualtiom, including 
I 

identification of individual mechanisms, acceptance criteria and conective actions 
:! 

have been specified or requested as pan  of the documented evaluations. The 
1 .  

Commission should keep in mind that for Monticello, at thls time some 107 ;t 
systems, representing over 14,000 components are required to be evaluated under 

.'% the Integrated Plant Assessment. Introduction of this le el of detail into the 
& 

license renewal application will tie up NRC and licensee resources unnecessarily. 11 
?he Industry Reports and Monticello license renewal application have been 

0 
prepared utilizing similar approaches and levels of reporting thc resultr of the 

J 
required evaluations. We believe that, jimilar to the initial license review, tkis 

f 
level of detail should prove adequate for most issues. Where concerns exist or 

S additional information is required, specific information requests and response5 can 
.{: 

be docketed, hfuch of the information is available in backup documentation and 

should be accessed by site visits, audits and inspections. W e  urge the Commission 
'\ 

to pay careful attention to the development of the Regu atory Guide or. Format 
J 

and Content, the Standard Review Plan and IndustryReport Safety Evaluation 
4, 

Reports to ensure that only that information which is necessary to provide 

reasonable assurance of safety he required for submittal ,yith the license renewal i application, using the precedence of the initial licensing reviews as a guideline. 
.I.. 

Until such time that the first applications have been reviewed to provide a 
$ 

sufficient base of knowledge on the license renewal process the Standard Review 
4 

Plan and Regulatory Guidance documents should be left in draft form to allow 
P 

lessons learned to be incorporated without needing to change already established 

slaff positions. 

, 'I i 1 t 



Over the course of the last year, NSP has become conc 

resources being applied by the NRC in the area of lice 

Renewal Directorate has been cooperative in at temp ti^ 

but more o f i ~ n  than not it efforts were diverted to a d  

the license rc~iewal technical or environmtntal rulcma! 

situation was ::lade worse by the temporary assignrr~nl 

renewal responsibilities to work on the Advanced Ligh 

This has resulted in a lack of meaningful i:i:.eraction b 

as well a5 a general lack of progress in the area of Saf 

Industry Reports. The staff seems to be waiting for th 

ned with lack of 

: renewal. The Liccnse 

to establish meetings, 

ies necessary to support 

gs. ln addition, this 

E individuals from license 

"ater Reactor Program. 

teen NSP and the staff, 

Evaluation Reports on 

ubrnittal of the first 

application before committing adequate resources to this important are>. Our 

concern is that the staff needs to apply ample resources now during thc 
C , 

development stages of this process, to ensure qualit$inte'raction between the staff 
. r 

and the industry, as well as the ability to provide the necessary regulatory 
t $  

guidance. During this time period while  ont tic el lo's a$plication is on hold, we 
i 

would encourage the NRC staff to complete its work onithose generic areas such 

as the Regulatory Guidance, Standard Review Plan and Industry Reports, as well 

as undertaking, nkaningful interactions with Monticello,~the Babcock & Wilcox 
j 

a n e r s '  Group and other licensees moving forward with:license renewal 
1 

programs. + 

r 
The most significant effect of the issues described above is a general concern that 

e 
entering into the license renewal process, without absolute recognition that the current 

*. 
licensing basis provides an acceptable level of safety, may result in unwarranted 

ch~l lenges to the existing operating license. The acceptability of the current licensing 

basis must be firmly established and protected under the license renewal process. 



While each of the individual concerns described above, is no  arily a roadblock to 
license renewal, they together indicate a lack of recognitio 
existing p lmt s  are known entities with safe operating reco 
years at the time that they apply for renewal. Further, i t  

regulatory oversight process will continue into the renewa 
opportunity for the NRC staff to address any new safety c 

These facts should allow the license renewal process to b 
issues of a s h g  that occur uniquely during the period of e 
will be difficult to change the mind set from those of an  
license renewal. 

It is essential that the Commission and NRC Staff Ekecu 
participate in the license renewal arena 2s the process is 
would request following specific actions on the part of th 
Executive Management.  

1) That  the Commission provide policy level guidari 

, a )  Although license renewal is being accomp 
such issuance does  not impose any minim 
requirements beyond those nmessary to s 
C F R  Pan 54, Section 54.29. Further, the 
effected by a new license does not requir 
important to license renewal include SS 
safe operation of the facility, no!, does 
are being addressed under the current 
fatigue and environmental qualificatio 
process, for the purpose of issuing a r 

7 <  -- 

7"' v-, p m .  . . , 



b) The f i d ing  that the regulatory oversight process 

ensuring an ncceptablc level of safety provided by 

basis, was intended to recognize the general accep 

regulations, codes and standards as well as the met 

accepted for implementing them. 

c) The definition of age-related degradation unique t 
i& 

limit considerations under license renewal to those peas of aging not :a 
previously considered under the current licensing bass. Provide clarifyLng - .. 

:$, 
guidance of how to apply the existing definition consistent with that intent. 

f .  
d )  The technical specification limiting condition for operation criteria in the 

I .  definition of SSCs important to license renewal was hnuted to those 

systems which dealt with design basis events as cont 

Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. 

e )  The level of detail to be provided in the license ren application should 

be consistent with the Updated Final Safety 

rc!lected in the Regulatory Guidance 

Plan. 

2 )  That the NRC Staff Executive Managemtnt put in place adtquate staff resources 
b to support the development of Regulatory Guidance and Standard Review Plans 

consistent with the license renewal rule and supporting poli guidance, review of 

the Industry Reports, and pre-applicant interactions with N* and other interested 

licensees so that a common understanding of the 

reached prior to the submittal of an actual license renewal 



1 
That a process be establ~shed, whereby, as iswes arise through mteractions 

4 - .  between the NRC staff and licensees, access is readily ava~lable to NRC Staff 
t 

Executive Management as well as the Commission to achieve timely resoiurions 

i I 
b 


