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Executive Summary

Northern States Power serves as the Lead Boiling Water Reactor in th= ndustry’s Lead
Plant License Renewal Program. The final license renewal rule (10 CFR Part 54) was
issued in Decomber, 1991, Over the course of the last year NSP has actively been
applying the ina' rule 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 issue and rising costs resulting from that uncertainty; 3) A aeed to
demonstrate the ability to continue excellent operations while reducing costs; and, 4} The

regulatory uncertainties of the NRC license renewal process.

This paper presents Ncrthern States Power Company’s concerns and positions on issues
which have arisen over the course of the last vear as the final license renewal rule has
been applied at our Monticella facility. The primary concerns are: 1) The NRC staff is
inappropriately 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
NRC siaff is interpreting "maintaining the current licznsing basis” in a manner that

replaces a plant’s licensing basis with new requirements.

The Commission has the authority under the Atomic Energy Act to structure the license
renewal requirements as it sees fit to ensure public health and safetv, The fact that the
mechanism for renewal 15 a new license does not impose an automatic set minimum
technical or requlatory requirements. With regard to the current licensing basis (CLB),
we believe that the recognition that the CLB ensured safety and that the resulting focus
should be maintaining it was a sound decision. Consistent with this decision we have
prepared our application assuming that if we demonstrate the existing regulatory and
code hmits, utilizing the methods authorized by our CLB that we can be relicensed to
operate for an additional 20 years. If gc_hcric issues are a identified they will be
processed through the normal regulatory oversight process and applied to whichever

license {inttal or repewed) in force at thay vine.
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We seek Commission participation in resolving these issues bv providing policy level
guidance to bring these issues to closure between the staff and industry. The final
section of this report, Effect of Issues on the License Renewal Degision, summarizes
those actions which we would ask the Commission and NRC Staff Executive

Management to take.



Introduction

Northern States Power has been a key supporter of license renewal from the first efforts
to develop a sound and sensible renewai process. We are serving as the Lead iBOiling
Water Reactor in the industry sponsored Lead Plant License Renewal Program License
renewal of the existing nuclear generating capacity is an important part of NSP’s. and the
nation's, energy strategy. We remain convinced that commercial nuclear power plants

. 3.
can be operated safely for 60 years or longer. However, in order to remain econom,

,\é.

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

assurance of safe operaticn. The Commission must provide clanfication on the

important policy issues contained in this paper or the process will lead to the improper

conclusiun that there is no economic advantage to relicensing existing plants,

The intent of this paper is to present Northern States Power Company's concerns and
positions on issues which have developed over the course of the last year as lhc? final
license renewal rule has been applied at our Monticello facility. Two of our pnmar\/
concerns are: 1) The NRC staff is inappropriately using the issuance of a "new. license”
as justification for consideration of matters beyond what is necessary to maammln the
current licensing basis; and 2) The NRC staff is interpreting "maintaining the c_hrrem
licensing basis” in a manner that replaces a plant’s licensing basis with new rcqﬁiremcnts.
Ulumately, we seek Commission participation in resolving these issues by providing

policy level guidance to bring these issues to closure between the staff and industry, The

final section of this report, Effect of Issugs on the License Renewal Decision, :
summarizes those actions which we would ask the Commission and NRC Staff Executive
Management to take. These issues have had a direct bearing on the decision to place

the Monticello license renewal application on hold, We seek to achieve rcsolutlon of

B

these issues before we can move forward with the license renewal application.
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Bavond the issues addressed in this paper regarding the liconse renewal rule a quesiion

has been raised concerning the relationship of the maintenance and license renewal
i



rules. NSP believes that the basic objectives of both rules arC; the same. That is,
reasonable assurance that a system or structure will perform ihcir required function. We
encourage the work underway in the NRC and industry reviewing the potential for

- : e F
crediting the work done under the maintenance rule in license renewal space.
e
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Plant life extension work began on Monticello in 1983. In 1984 Monticelio was sclcc&cd
as the Beiting Water Reactor Pilot Plant to evaluate the tcchélcal and economic
feasibility of estending nuclear power plant life beyond the 1mt1al forty year license
period established by the Atomi: Energy Act. The conclusmn of this work was that safe
and econor.. 1 operation of Monticello was feasible for at least an additicnal 30 years.
At that time (1988), while the Atomic Energy Act allowed hcensc renewal, no spcmhc
regulations were contained in the Code of Federal chulanons to govern the proccss for
renewal. In order to develop and demonstrate the license rcncwal process, the. lead
plant program was instituted, sponsored by the Department of Energy through Sandla
National Labcr.tories and the Electric Power Research Institute, and endorsed by the
industiry through the Nuclear Management and Resource Cou;cﬂ Monticello was
selected as the Lead Boiling Water Reactor. NSP's Monncellp plant is uniquely
qualified to serve in this capacity because of the significant arf%oum of work which has
already been accomplithed under the aforementioned pilot snfdics.

b
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The first two years of the lead plant project were used primaﬁly to investigate possible

wavs of defining the appropriate scopc and depth of review necessarv for license renewal.

4
During 1990 and 1991 a significant amount of work was done 'tby way of public
interactions with the NRC staff, to provide insights gained from the Monticello work.

The final rule was promulgated by tie Commission in late 19%1 During 1992 the NRC

stuff has been working to provide regulatory guidance in the forms of a Standard Review

Pl..» and Regulatory Guide consistent with their mlerpretatlon of the rule. Also during

1991 and 1992, NSP has been actively preparing a license rcm:wal application for the

Monticello plant,

e
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staff's interpretation and NSP's will result in a large impact on the costs of license
renewal without reasonable assurance of a corresponding increaSe in safety. Ultimately,
these cost increases could affect our decision whether or not tubursue licease renewal.

This paper addresses the elements of our decision to pursue licénse renewal, as well as,

the areas of concern that we currently have with the staff’s imc‘retations of the license

renewal rule.

Elements of the License Renewal Decision

Technical/Regulatory

First and foremost in the decision to pursue license rene{ 'ial and ultiinately,
extended operation of Monticello is the question: "Can;t € plant be operated
safely during the pcnod of extended operation?” This questlon is technical in
nature. The requirements for answering this question ar -‘dcﬁrcd by the rules
and regulations promulgated by the Commission. The Cmrmsmon, therefore,
defines the technical elements affecting the a decision o*whclher Or not to

pursue license renewal.

As cited ~hove, the conclusion of the Plant Life Extensio “_Pilot Studies was that

there were no technical obstacles to extending the life of§Monticello for at least



. with the exception of age-related degradaticn umique to license renewal

and possibly some few other issues related to safc-'r'bnly during extended

operation, the regulatory process is adequate to enure that the licensing

bases of all currertly operating plants provide and:'_‘f'aintain an acceptable
level of safety for operation so that operation will ot be inimical to public

health and safety or common defense and security;'_f

The conclusion of the pilot studies has been confirmed by the work done in
preparing the license renewal application. In accordancc _':th the licerse renewal
rule, 107 systems (representing 65% of the plant and ovc. 14 000 components)
have been evaluated to ensure that the effects of aging w1 "not challenge their
apitity to continue to perform their required functions, as hey do now under the

current licensing basis, during the extended period of opc'atlon These

evz'uations have show.. that, for the most part, the CX]Sllﬂ plant activities which

detect, monitor, prevent and/or correct age related dcgraatlon are adequate.

Only relatively minor enhancements have been neccssar‘yo meet the effective




program criteria of the rule as we understand it. No technical obstacles have
been identified which would prectude safely extendingthe operation of the plant

or licensc renewal.!

As we approach the decision to submit the license renewal application, a key
factor will be whether the intent of the license renew;ﬂ rule, as contained in the
first principle, is being adhered to by the staff or whet{]er the interpretation being
adopted by the staff is expanding the original intent of the Commission. As was
previously stated, in performing these evaluations the plant has been measured
against the regulations, codes and standards which arc‘_in effect as part of the
current licensing basis. Replacing the current licensing basis with new regulations
or later versions of codes and standards will result in 3nwarramcd costs being
incurred. affecting the overall economics of extended gpcration. Introducing new
requirements may give unwarranted credence to invalid or unconfirmed technical
issues. This is of great concern because thcse'potemiglly artificial issues could be

used by opponents of nuclear power to challenge existing licenses.

Basing the license renewal rule on the foundation of :-e current licensing basis, as
reasonably assured by the regulatory oversight process} was a sound and
reasonable decision. Now, a demonstration of the stabiliry of that decision by
firmiy applying the principles is necessary. Only then’ E'an utility management be
sure that the technical element of the decision to proéééd with license renewal
does not put current plant operation at risk, is a prcdictablc and economically a
sound vanture for the future. With the economic risk}associatcd with the

decision to pursue license renewal, stability of the regulatory process is essential.

License renewal and actually extending operation are s.cp'l ate decisions. License rencwal 15
a decision based on the ability to demonstrate safe operation of the plant. It is a precursor
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Economics

i
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The second element of the decision to proceed with license renewal deals with the
economics of nuclear power versus aliernative energy supplies, In 1988, as part of
the plant life extension pilot studies, the first economic analysis of extended
operation of Monticello was performed. The study concluded that there was a 4-
to-1 benefit-10-cost ratio of continuing to operate Monticello fbr an additional 30
years versus building a replacement baseload fossil facility. No net present value
to the customers was established under this study. It assumc:d:that the operations

and maintenance costs of Monticello would escalate at 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 capttal expenditures
on an ongoing basis, that nuclear power plants have experienced. The results of
this study indicated that extended operation of Monticello represented a $350
million net present value to its customers when compared to building new

baseload fossil capacity.

It was confirmed that this net present value was extremely ssensitivc to two factors:
1) Operations and maintenance costs, and 2) Continuing capital expenditures. An
annual rise in operations and maintenance costs as low as 2.25 pcreent above
inflation in reai dollars would erode the $350 million net préscnt value to the
custormer by year forty and make extended operation of Monticeilo equivalent to
its replacement competition. This study was updated in 1991 and 1992. The
updates showed that extended operation of Monticello still has a net present value
of between $180 and $190 million to the customer. The" reduction from 1988 to
1992 is attributed to a decrease in the cost of coal, refinement of the capital

expenditure projections, and a more accurate assessment of increased license

renewal costs. The original cost estimate for the license renewal process when

6




this project was initiated was $16 million. The cost of hc overall proccss to
preserve the option of extending operations is now cﬁt étcd at $45 n‘ulhon
Issues introduced by the staff, such as fatigue and cqulmcm quaht‘cat:on, could
result in additional expenditures as high as $40 to 550 ; illion, further rcducmg

the net present value,

o e MR e

In addition to baseload coal facilities, natural gas, ren fablc energy resources and
demand side management alternatives are being eval 'téd Those studzcs
compleied to date, have reinforced the current goals 'rTNSP Nuclcarchncranon
to contrcl operations and maintenance costs at or bél jmﬂanon andgavcrage
annual capital expenditures to less than $10 million pc !ycar Both goals are

5.‘

significantly below historical trends but are consldcrcd reahst:c

These goals are essential if nuclear is going to rcmain}' wviabi n:ratmg option

tor Northern States Power. In reviewing the recent c nomlc dccmons to
shutdown Yankee Rowe, San Onofre Nuclear Genera ng Station Umt 1 and

Trojan, various effects can be seen which dcmonstratc the changing economic

“?

climate which nuclear operations must adjust to if the arc going to rcmam viable
options. Primary factors at Wankee Rowe included recssmnary econormcs (1e.,
abundant low cost power not available three years ag- ‘and unccrtam}rcgulalorv
requirements. At San Onofre, primary factors were t'e need for major capital
expenditures to meet revised regulatory and design reuxrcmems and thc
existence of abundant hydro and natural gas resourcc"f Finally, at TrOJan they

faced major capital expenditures for stcam gcnerator cpIaccmcm compcmwe

natural gas options and relatively high operations and aintenance costs.
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Waste is the issue in the political and public arena and ust be resolved before

the nuclear industry can expect to advance to e¢xtended oerauon of nuclear
power plants. Until a satisfactory long-term so._tiun to 8= high and low level
waste 1ssues is realized, as perceived by the public, the c(?htcmion that nuclear

power is an environmentally benign power source will nc

er be accepted by thr
public, or state and local governmental and policy lcadcr - The basic issue for
extended operation is how can a nuclear power plant o ’f’_er be allowed to
continue to generate waste for an sdditional twenty no solution for
dealing with the waste generated under its current 40 yc iliccnse is at hand or al
teast is being moved forward. NSP recognizes that thcr"'rc programs to deal
with' the high and low level waste issues. However, the ;Ablic’s level of
confidence in these programs is low at best. NSP wil n :submil a license
renewal application until there is a clear path, that also the confidence of the

public, for the federal government to solve the spent fuel 'aisposal problem.

Regardless of NSP's decision regarding license rencwal f‘Monu’ccllo, we are

subject to State law concerning radioactive waste managﬁ'e ment. Minnesota state
law requires a Certificate of Need from the Public Utilitifs Commission prior to
increasing the on-site spent fuel storage at a nuclear pla: This authority is not
preempted by federal law, because the Public Utility CO': isston is determining

whether or not the addition of storage capacity and contifiued operation of the
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facility is financially justifiable. The capacity of _Montgcelld's spent fuel storage
pool will be reached near or just prior to the expiraticin of its current license
(September 8, LJivu,. Thus, even if a renewed Iicense{i‘s granted, the Public
Utility Commission could deny the Certificate of Need‘and affect a plant
shutdown. Therefore, if at any point of the license rcncwal process it becomes
evident that a snlution to the high level waste issue is not likely, NSP may well

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

The Minnesota Public Utilities Commission recently gfantcd a limited Certificate
of Need for a spent fuel storage faclity at Prairie Isla@d. ‘The Public Utilities
Commission allowed only enough storage to permit ur&cstrictcd operation of the
~lant until about 2005, precisely to require a Ccruf‘caic of Need process which
could examine the high level waste issue at future tlme Tt is significant to note
that the Minnesota legislature, during the 1993 sc551on, is cxpcctcd to review the
authority currently granted to the Minnesota Public Uyhry Commission over spent
fuel storage additions at nuclear facilities in Minncsot%. The result could be a
requirement to obtain legislative permmission in order to add spent fuel storage
capacity at the nuclear plants, or even a reversal of thé Minnesota Public Utility
Commission approval, forcing premature closing of Pr;iric Island.

i
On the low level waste front, the trouble that the statc compacts are experiencing
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.
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License Renewal Regulatory Process Issues

As cited in the introduction, a number of differences have beé :_idcntif'cd bcrii/ecn the

NRC staff's interpretation of the Commission’s intent and NS s 1ntcrprctauon. In

addizion, several areas require additiona!l clarification of thc : mnussmn 5 mlent These

items which will be discussed below, include:

1)

e AN

New vs, Renewed License - Does the fact that a cncwcd hccnse
supersedes the current license (i.e., is a "new” IIC nsc) serve as Jusuﬁcauon
in and of itself, for certain regulatory mtcrprctat ons (e.g. cxpandcd scope
of the technical specification limiting condition fr operation cntcna and

accelerated schedules for closure of cerntain 1ssuc_) which are be1_ng

. L
promulgated by the staff? =z g
Maintaining the Current Licensing Basis - What st intended under the

principles of the license renewal rule? What " 0__cr issues” related to safety
outside of age-related degradation unique to lic_' e renewal can’'be
introduced by the staff? In support of the ﬁndi::that the current licensing”
basis is being maintained, was it the Commissior s intent? a) Fofs' licensees
to demonstrate via the methods already acccpté’ i:i':ndcr the curr"em

licensing basis that the already established limi '_ i"0111(1 continueto be met

during the extended period of operation, or b) r licensees to I
demonstrate that the design and the margins m at design are being

maintained. The methods and limits should bc cccptablc bccaésc the
regulatory oversight process is continually bcmg mplcmcntcd whelhcr

licensces are operating under the initial or renc_ ed license.

.

3

Age Related Degradation Unique_to License Repewal - Is the definition of
age related degradation unique to license rcnc»«? intended to lémt the

necessary reviews to those aging mechanisms an thll‘ effects wnch have .
not already been considered under the current l censmg basis? |

x <
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4)

5)

0)

gt et fr o -

wmmmmmmm@mmg
MMMMQDM&DL&LQQ&M - Is it intended that any
system named in or any system Wthh fulfills a functional requirement
identified i in the Technical Specification L:mmng Conditions for Operation
be considered as important to license rcncwal‘? Or, in addition to being
contained in the Limiting Conditions for Ope%_ation does it need to have a
specific operability requirement associated wi{h the safe operation of the

:
unit to be considered "important to license renewal™?

;-
Level of Detail Required In the Application -E.Is it the intent of the
Commission that the level of detail comaincdfin the License Renewal
Appiication be consistent with Final Safety Agr:lalysis Reports for newer
plants or, that contained in the Final Safety Analysis Report which formed
the basis {or the initial licensing of the facilit);?

Level of NRC Resources in Support of License Renewal Reviews and the
Review Process - What is the appropriate lev::él of resources for the NRC
to have allocated to support the license renc»'\"}al review process, and, what

are the appropriate elements of the review proce.‘;ﬁ prior to submitial of the

et

application?

e
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New vs, Renewed License .

During promulgation of the final rule, industry did t{ot challenge the NRC's

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

would supersede the current license, It was not viewed as important to contest

whetiier the Atomic Energy Act allowed renewal by license amendment or if it

required a "new” license, because in either event Se;‘tions 103 and 182 of the

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

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

11
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adequately protected). Accordmg]y, it was felt that thc propcr focus of odr
energies was in dealing with the specific technical reqmgrcmcms rather than on
the form of renewal. Put another way, it was because thc technical requirements
of the license renewal proceeding would be decided on; thelr oW merit and not as

a result of the decision of which administrative proccss%(amcndmcnt vS. new

5 g

license) was used. g
g H
: :

¥ {

Over the course of the last year, the fact that a rencwcd license is de factb a new

ticense has been cited by the staff as the reason for ccrtam regulatory and
technical decisions. For example, the following qucsnon was posed to the staff
secking clarification about the requirement for mcludmg all systemns subjcct to
operability requirements in the facility technical 5pcc1f'qanons. Is any system
named in or any system that performs a functional rcqéircmcnt identified in the
Technical Specification Limiting Conditions for Opcratigon required to be
con51dercd important to license renewal, if there is no gorrcspondmg opcrablhty
requirement, or, the corresponding operability rcqunrcnzcnt does not have any
impact on the safe operation of the plant (i.e., design b?515 events)? :
The response given by the NRC staff was that the Confmission had intentionally
structured the renewal process as a "new” license signalihg - - that like an initial
license proceeding, it was not limited to reviewing just those things relevant 10
safety. Therefore, any system identified in the Technic;l Specification Lir;iiting
Conditions for Opetation, regardless of its impact on sagfcty, would be c0n51dcrcd
"important to license renewal”, A later section of this papcr will address thc

!
specific concerns related to the systems added by this mtcrprcmanon {

A second example occurred during discussions of the draft fatigue Branch

Technical Position for license renewal before the Advisi:rry Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS). In responding to the question of why the NRC staff had to

address fatigue as part of license renewal as opposed’ to letting the code consensus

]’)
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and normal regulatory processes run their course, thc NRC staff respondcd “The
question that I think is more pertinent to the dlSCUSSlOn is whether or not the
Commission could issue a new license without addrcssmg issues such a.s fatigue or
environmental qualification of electrical equipment, et cetera. 1 would not want
anybody to think that that's necessarily the case where we could say, well, we're
going to grant a new license, but we'll catch these ozhfcr things as part of the
process. That does not seem to make sense to me," (Emphasis added.)(Page 233,
Transcripts, ACRS, Joint Meeting of the Subcommittécs, July 7, 1992)

In the case of the fatigue issue, Generic Safety Issue Number 78, is currently
under NRC staff review as part of the normal rcgulat.ary oversight cited by the
license renewal rulemaking. It is also under review of thc American Society of
Mechanical Engineers’ code consensus process. The staff is nsing the "new”
iicense as a reason why this and other issues (e.g., environmental qualification)

cannou: be allowed to progress through the normal processes.

Under the authonty given the NRC by the Atomic En;ergy Act, NRC has the
responsibility to establish a process for renewing a Iicé'nsc as it sees fif to ensure
that the public health and safety is adequately protcctcd In both cxamplcs cited
above, it is within the Commission's purview 1o structurc the rcquxrcmcnts that it
deems necessary and sufficient to assure public hcalth-and safety, without regard
to the method of licensing (i.e., new license or amcndmcnt) The dccxs:on on the
scope of license renewal and need to accelerate the rcsoluuon of issues should be
evaluated on their own merit, The fact that a renewed license is a "new” license
should not in and of itself introduce any additional minimutn technical or

regulatory requirements.

pE—



The framework for struclunng the finding in this way ls fbvidcd by the first

principle of the final license renewa! rule which is,

64943 (December 13, 1991) respectivels. They are hereafier §ited as "SOC a1
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The interpretation forwarded by the staff ignores the wib:rds which follow the
finding of adequacy on the regulatory oversight process:,fwhich continue, "... Lo
ensure that the licensing bases of all currently 0peraling_p!ants provide and
maintain an acceptable level of safety ..." Tarlier propogc_:d versions of the license
renewal rule went further and recommended to the Cothmission that not only
should the regulatory process be found adequate but that the curcent licensing
bases for all operating plants be found adequate as pari-_:of the rulemaking. A
specific finding on each plant’s current licensing basis was not adopted because of
the unique nature of each facilities’ license and a concéfp that a broad finding of
adequacy would be challenged by opponents and tie thé nile up unnecessarily.
However, it did serve to point out that, other than plant specific nuances, the
current licensing bases derived {rom the current regulations, in total, are an

excellent measure of a plant’s safety now and in future operations,

From our review of the Statement of Considerations and all work leading up to
the {inal license renewal rule we would conclude that the finding in the first
principle, that the regulatory oversight process is adequate and ensures that the
current licensing basis provides an acceptable level of sa._fety. was intended to
protect against exactly what the NRC staff is auempting.{to do: Re-introducing
previously examined issues, It should not be used in thiﬁ way. Rather, it should
be used as intended, as the already established basis foricv_aluating the plants for

license renewal,

With regard to the specific issues of fatigue and environmental qualification and
whether they were specifically envisioned for re-examination as, "other issues”, a
simple reading of the first principle would yield that lhc?phrasc. "other issues”
refers to something other than age-related degradation unique to license renewal.
The SOC at 64954 states: "As a plant ages, a variety ofjaging mechanisms are
operative. They include fatigue, .." and. "Alternatively, écgradation may have

been analyzed, evaluated and acted on in the original d!sign for only 40 vears (as

15




In reviewing the issues of fatigue and environmental q'liﬁcation as agé-rclatcd
degradation unique to license renewal, it seems approp. ’gtc to address the other
issue under the broader heading of the current hccnsmfbams What does it mean
to maintain the current licensing basis? Does the dcsz_ and its margins need 10
be maintained, or, the code limi‘s established L/ rcgula "ns or consensus codes.

This is most casily done by looking at the specific 1ssucof fatigue and

environmental qualification of equipment.

The staff, in promulgating its position on faiigue, has s-t't'iﬂ:d: "...the staff's
approval of an operating license was based on a dcsign!j hc margins in that
design, defined by an analysis which demonstrated a cc; 'boncm was acceptable
for 40 years, supplemented by the other operational mccuom et cetera,
required by tech specs and other operating programs, 'cw Paragraph) The
.'i'rndamcnlal principles of
S¥Full ACRS Meeting, July
9, 1992) '
Two aspects of the stated staff position are troubling. ';';'st. by citing "the margins
in that design” as a separate element of the current liccj j‘ing basis the staff infers
that in order to make a demonstration that the currcntfféensing basis is
maintained, a licensee must show that no elements of t‘?idcsign code itself are
impacted by aging. Second, it elevates the analysis ilsé be on par with the

current licensing basis. The definition of the current licBnsing basis in the rule

16




does not include the analyses which are maintained as a part of the design records
unless the analyses were docketed and resulted in a commitment to the NRC.
Licensees are not required to maintain the margins to the code limits unless

specific commitments have been put in place to do so. §

In addition to these issues, the staff is seeking to impos-f: an upgrade from ANSI
B31.1, which was utilized on older plants for piping designs to ASME Section 111
i

type fatigue analyses and even further to incorporate environmental effects on

t

fatigue which have not been previously imposed on any operating plant to date.

The entire approach deviates from the premise that the

current licensing basis

provides an acceptable level of safety.

R — -

In accordance with its current licensing basis, Momiccll(i) would utilize the
following approach. For Monticello, fatigue was addresf_scd by designing to ANSI
B31.1. ANSI B31.1 uiilized a stress reduction factor, if ithc component was going
to exceed 7000 thermal cycles, to account for fatigue, {n accordance with the
ficense renewal rule, this licensing basis is required 10 b; continued into the
extended period of operation. We recognize and agrecihm we must demonstrate
that we will remain below the 7000 thermal cycle limit oir_' apply stress reduction
factors during the extended period of operation. This sf:xbuld be reported in the
license renewal application to a similar level of detail aswas required in the
initial license application. This would ensure the same level of safety is provided
during the extended period of operation as is currently Scing provided with the
same reasonable assurance. In addition to the design ccinsidcrations incorporated
for fatigue by ANSI B31.1 or ASME Section III, these clpmponcms are subject to
angoing inspections requirements under ASME Section 3(]. ASME Section X1

. .4
also provides the methods for evaluating and correcting detected flaws.

With regard to the environmental quaiification of equipthent, the basis for the

NRC staff's position is captured by the following statement: "The question of the
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licensing basis is an interesting one, because the currc.i:fl licensing basis expires at
year 40. So, the nnalification programs of that liccnsc:. fould expire at year 40."
{Page 26, Transcripts, ACRS, Joint Plant License ché al/Reliability and Quality
Meeting on Branch Technical Position, September 16, 992) This position is
inconsistent with the license renewal rule which comcfﬁ f"latcs maintaining the

current licensing basis. The current licensing basis doe§ not expire.

It is truc that the existing qualification of many compoflénts was not carried
beyond 40 years. This was not because the methods aﬁ "rovcd under the current
licensing basis, IEEE-323 (1971) for DOR Guideline pli_ ats and [EEE-323 (1974)
for newer plants, could not have achieved qualiﬁcation_‘fbr Jlonger periods.
Rather, it is only because there was no reason to cxtcni fquaiiﬁcation beyond the

40 year license expiration date.

Utilizing the methods currently allowed under the licenSi;ng basis for qualification,
it is possible for some components to extend the qualiﬁ%ation period out to 60
years and beyond. The position forwarded by the NRCstaff is inconsistent with
the principles of the license renewal rule and the rule ittelf. The second principle
of the rule states: "... the plant-specific licensing basis m Tst be maintained during
the renewal term in the same manner and to the same %ﬂem as during the
original Licensiig term.” (SOC at 64953) 10 CFR Part 54, Section 54.33(e)
requires: “The licensing basis for the renewed license includes the current
!icénsing basis, as defined in 54.3(a);.." In accordance j'lh the rule, licensees are
required to carry the current licensing bases forward, This includes the
environmental qualification of equipment and the mclﬁgds allowed to

demonstrate that qualification.
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During promulgation of the hccnse renewal rule, the version proposed in July,
1990 introduced in 10 CFR Part 2 Section 2,758 the term, "age-related
degradation unique to license rengwa] . At that time no definition of the specific
lerm was offered. The intent of ihtroducing this term in 10 CFR Part 2, Section
2,758 was to limit those challenges to the license renewal rule to those issues
which were unique to license renewal, or put another way, were not already

addressed under the activities of the current license,

In finalizing the license renewal rule it was determined that the treatment of age-
related degradation in 10 CFR Part 54 was not limited under the proposed rule.
To make it consistent with the proposed 10 CFR Part 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.
However, the current delinition 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 an age-related
degradation mechanism can be found as not unique. In addition, a literal
interpretation of the individual elements makes it difficult to meet even one of

the three.

At ks 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 to
challenge the ability of a componc!;t to perform a required funciion. This
determination is conservative and results in a much larger set of degradation

mechanisms being brought under the scope of the license renewal review. It is
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larger, because, it does not allow mcchamsms prcwously dispositioned under the
curr it licensing basis to be cxcludcd It is also larger, bccausc under the first
clement of the Part 54 definition, any mechanism which,occurs during the term of
the cu..cent license but whose cffe?ts may be different irg character or magnitude
after the term of the current liccngc, without any crcdit'tfor mitigating measures
{(such as replacement) must be considered unique. Différcm in character and
magnitude is vague and can be br:(i;adly interpreted, Bcgausc of a concern over

challenges to this term it is being ;cry conservatively apf’)licd.

ey

£
B

In attempts to clarify the Comrm'ss_jion's intent, various i:itcrprctations have been
discussed with the staff by industr)j' Similar to our own i;'nu:mpts to apply the
definition, the NRC staff has opted to take a conscrvatwc literal interpretation
which limits the use of this definition. If the COmmlSSIOH s intent was to limit
age-related degradation considered under license rcncwgl to that not considered
adequately under the current Iiccn_éc, clarifying guidancé: needs to be issued, or

aiternatively, the language of the deﬁnition changed.

Previously, under the New vs, B;nﬁé- ed License section Bf this paper the
interpretation of the fourth crnena of definition of Systcms Structures, and
Components (SSCs) Important to Llcense Renewal was dlscusscd That criteria
requires: "All systems and structures subject to opcrablhty requirements contained
in the limiting conditions for opcra_tlon be included und_s_:r the scope of license
renewal. The SOC at 64955 cxpan:rds on this criteria to r’rncan' "The Commission
is not restricting the definition of SSCs important to hccixsc rencwal to any
particular mode of operation and comndcrs equipment operablhry in all modes of
operation to be equally importasnt m defining SSCs 1mportant to license renewal.
(New Paragraph) In sum, the Commlsmon defines the sc%opc of this portion of the

definition of SSCs important to license renewal 10 mc]udc all systems or
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components necessary for operation in any_mgd;_gf_plam_awmm that has
operability rcquiremcnt; in the plant technical spccificat.zons limiting conditions
for operation. This includes (1) all systems... spggifigalix"id;mifm_d in the technicat
specification limiting conditions for operation, (2) gl]_ﬂs_mm Jor which a
functional requirement is specifically identified...(3) any éeccssary supponmg
system..."(Emphasis added) The NRC staff has mtcrprct%d the words, "any mode
of plant operation..,, all systems specifically identified..., ;nd all systems for which
a functional requirement is specifically identified...," to injcludc all aspects of
facility operation, including radwaste processing and components such as sealed
sources. §

}

The operability requirements for thesc types of systems du not deal with the safe
operation of the power producmg SSCs of the plant. Rathcr. the operability
requirements of these systems are lmkcd to other portions of the Code of Federal
Regulations, such as 10 CFR Part 20. The inoperability %)f these systems does not
result in shutdown of reactor or its auxiliary systems. It 6n1y results in restricted
use of these systems or components as self-contained cnt:!tics until repaired,
When asked why these types of systems, which have no impact on safe plant
operation, were being required, the NRC staff responded’rthat the Commission
had intentionally structured the renewal process as a "nt\éf" license signaling, that
like an initial license proceeding, it was not limited to reviewing just those things

relevant to safety,

This response fails to consider the additional guidance contained in the statement
of considerations which states: "Thus SSCs important lotrcncwai would include
those relied on to remain functional during design basis ej.vcnts, including
conditions of normal operation, anticipated operational occurrences, design basis
accidents, external events, and natural phenomenon for which the plant was
destgned.” (SOC at 64955) It is clear (hat the Comrrdssién intended to include
those systems which deal with design basis events. Systems such as radwaste and
i
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sealed sources are not designed in accordance with any specified dc51gn basis

events.

It further amplified on its intent by statmg "The Comn‘ussmn expects llccnsccs to
apply the same regulatory practice with respect to operablhry for purposes of
determining SSCs important to license renewal.” (SOC at 64955) In making
operability determinations, not every system spec1t"cally identified or for which a
functional requirement is specifically identified in the techmca] specification
limiting conditions for operation results in an opcrablzty determination leading to
plant shutdown. We believe that the Commission’s mtcm here was 1o have a
suhset of those systems which are contained in the tec‘imlcal specification limiting
conditions for operation, which in addition to being spccxf"cally identified, had
operability requirements directly affectmg the safe operauon of the reactor and its
auxiliary systems. Any more conservative mtcrprctatlon ‘of this criteria results in

systems and structures being included as 1mportant to’ 1ccnsc renewal which have

&

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

Lavel of Detail

Over the course of developing the Monticello license renewal application, it has
been NSP's intention to provide a level of detail similar to that contained in the
Final Safety Analysis Report which contains the irdtiaﬁ]iccnsing basis for the
plant. The Final Safety Analysis Report continues to_‘ e updated in accordance
with 10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.71 and to date has bécn found as an acceptable
level of detail to capture the essence of the hicensing ba.m for Monticello, We

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

As we have interacted with the staff regarding the prcparauon of our application,
the draft Standard Review Plan and Industry Reports, iwe have become concerned

that the expectations of the [evel of detail necessary to satisfy the license renewal
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requirements is far in excess of that necessary to provide reasonable assurance of
safety. In these interactions, specific component evaluations, including
identification of individual mechanisms, acceptance cn't'_e-n'a and corrective actions
have been specified or requested as part of the documc%tcd evaluations. The
Commission should keep in mind that for Monticello, at this time some 107
systems, representing over 14,000 components are rcqpij‘ri.éd to be evaluated under
the Integrated Plant Assessment. Introduction of this lg)cl of detail into the

license renewal application will tie up NRC and licenseé resources unnecessarily,

The Industry Reports and Monticello license renewal application have been
prepared utilizing simifar approaches and levels of rcpo?‘ting the results of the
required evaluations, We believe that, similar to the init_ial license review, tiis
level of detail should prove adequate for most issues. \{fhcrc concerns exist or
additional information is required, specific information r_educsas and responses can
be docketed. Much of the information is available in bgckup documentation and
should be accessed by site visits, audits and in.spcctions-.!; - We urge the Commission
to pay careful attention to the development of the chﬁfatory Guide on Format
and Content, the Standard Review Plan and Industry'R;‘pon Safety Evaluation
Reports 10 ensure that only that information which is neécssary to provide
reasonable assurance of safety he required for submittél with the license renewal
application, using the precedence of the initial !icensing-'rcvicws as a guideline.
Until such time that the first applications have been re\iéwcd to provide a
sufficient base of knowledge on the license renewal progcss the Standard Review
Plan and Regulatory Guidance documents should be leftin draft form to allow
lessons learned to be incorporated without needing to chglnge already established

staff positions.




NRC Resources and Review

Over the course of the last year, NSP Las become concerned with lack of
resources being applied by the NRC in the area of liccn.ge renewal. The License
Renewal Directorate has been cooperative in .attemptiné to establish meetings,
but more ofien than not it efforts were diverted to actifiiics necessary to support
the license renewal technical or environmantal mlﬂmakidgs In addition, this
situation was made worse by the temporary assignm: ent of individuals from license
renewal responsibilities to work on the Advanced nght % "ater Reactor Program.
This has resulted in a lack of meaningful inceraction bctwccn NSP and the staff,
as well as a general lack of progress in the area of Safcty Evaluation Reports on
Industry Reports. The staff seems to be waiting for the :Subrrﬁttal of the first
application before committing adequate resources to this; important ares. Qur
concern is that the staff needs to apply ample resources nuw during the
development stages of this process, to ensure quahty mtcracuon between the staff
and the industry, as well as the ability to provide thc ncccssary regulatory
guidance. During this time period while Monticello’s s apphcatlon is on hold, we
would encourage the NRC staff to complete its work on'g_',thosc generic areas such
as the Regulatory Guidance, Standard Review Plan and iIndustry Reports, as well
as undertaking, micaningful interactions with Momiccllo,;ﬁ_,thc Babcock & Wilcox
Owners’ Group and other licensees moving forward withilicensc renewal

¥

|

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

programs.

entering into the license renewal process, without absolute recognition that the current
licensing basis provides an acceptable level of safety, may result in unwarranted
challenges to the existing operating license. The acceptability of the current licensing

basis must be firmly established and protected under the license renewal process.
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While each of the individual concerns described above, is notmec'ssanly a roadblock to
NRC staff that

1shed for over 20

license renewal, they together indicate a lack of recognition by tﬁe
existing plants are known entities with safe operating records esla
years at the time that they apply for renewal. Further, it should b recogmzcd that the
regulatory oversight process will continue into the renewal pcn0d> 1d will provide ample
opportunity for the NRC staff to address any new safety concerns that might arise.

These facts should allow the license renewal process to be focuss<°; "on those narrow
issues of aging that occur uniquely during the period of extcnded -pe'nod of operation. It
will be difficult to change the mind set from those of an initial lléc 1s¢ review to that of

license renewal.

It is essential that the Commission and NRC Staff Executive Management actively

participate in the license renewal arena as the process is dcvcl_%pc% To that end, NSP
would request foilowing specific actions on the part of the Cog_lmié ion and NRC Staff
Exccutive Management. :

1) That the Commission provide policy level guidance clanfym ":_thc following points:

a) Although license renewal is being accomplished by lS “.ing a new license
such issuance does not impose any minimum tccﬁmc' ‘or regulatory
requirements beyond those necessary to support %he ?nding specified in 10
CFR Part 54, Section 54.29. Further, the fact that a fenewal is being
effected by a new license does not require that ﬂi;c s':cdlpc of §5Cs
important to license renewal include SSCs beyon;a th-i se necessary for the
safe operation of the facility, noi, does it mean that ¢ rtam issues which

are being addressed under the current regulatory; ovc Vlght process, such as

fatigue and environmental qualification, need to{)c e solvcd outside of that

process, for the purpose of issuing a renewed hccnsc.
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b)

d)

The finding that the regulatory oversight process wa's’.adcquatc, thereby
ensuring an acceptable level of safety provided by thé current licensing
basis, was intended to recognize the general acccpta; ility of the
regulations, codes and standards as well as ihc mctﬁéds previously

accepted for implementing them. .

The definition of age-related degradation unique to license renewal was to
limit considerations under license renewal to those gfpccts of aging not
previously considered under the current licensing basjs. Provide clarifying

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

The technical specification limiting condition for operation criteria in the
definition of SSCs important to license renewal was Lmited to those
systems which dealt with design basis events as cont ; {ncd in the facility
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. 3

The Jevel of detail to be provided in the license reneyal application should
be consistent with the Updated Final Safety Ana!ysis;i{cpon and so

rellected in the Regulatory Guidance Documents an

-Standard Review
Plan. ]

That the NRC Staff Executive Management put in place ad?t;uatc staff resources

to support the development of Regulatory Guidance and Sta_ﬁda:d Review Plans

consistent with the license renewal rule and supporting poli ::'guidancc, review of

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

licensees so that a common understanding of the expectations of all parties is

reached prior to the submittal of an actual license renewal application.




3)

That a process be established, whereby, as issues arise through interactions
between the NRC staff and licensees, access is readily aw;ailab!e to NRC Siaff

Executive Management as well as the Commission to achieve timely resoiutions.
1.
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