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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
+ + + + +
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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S
1:30 p.m.

DR. BONACA: Good afternoon. The
meeting will now come to order. This is a meeting
of the Plant License Renewal Subcommittee. I am
Mario Bonaca, Chairman of the Plant License Renewal
Subcommittee. The members in attendance are Richard
Denning, Victor Ransom, Steven Rosen, William Shack,
Jack Sieber, and Graham Wallis. ACRS consultant
Graham Leitch is also present. Cayatano Santos of
the ACRS staff is the designated federal official
for this meeting.

The purpose of this meeting is to discuss
the 1license renewal application of the Joseph M.
Farley Nuclear Station Units I and II. We will hear
presentations from the NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, the representatives of the Southern
Nuclear Operating Company.

The Subcommittee will gather information,
analyze relevant issues and facts and formulate
proposed positions and actions as appropriate for
deliberation by the full committee. The rules for
participation in today’'s meeting have been announced
as part of the notice of this meeting previously

published in the Federal Register on October 5, 2004.
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We have received noted incumbent’s request
for time to make oral statements from members of the
public regarding today’s meeting. The transcript of
the meeting is being kept and will be made available
as stated in the Federal Register notice. Therefore,
we request that participants in this meeting use the
microphones located throughout the meeting room when
addressing the subcommittee. The participants should
first identify themself and speak with sufficient
clarity and volume so they made be readily heard.

We will not proceed with the meeting. I
call upon Mr. Kuo of the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulations to begin.

DR. KUO: Thank you, Dr. Bonaca. Good
afternoon. For the record, I'm P.T. Kuo, the Program
Director for the License Renewal and Environmental
Impacts Program. On my right is Dr. Sam Lee who is
the Second Chief for Project Management Section. To
my extreme right is Tilda Liu who is the Senior
Project Manager for this project.

As you indicated, today the staff will
brief the committee on the Farley License Renewal
Application Review. You may recall that Farley is the
first power plant that uses what we called audit

review process for the Aging Management Program parts
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6
that are consistent with GALL, consistent with our
previous staff approved positions.

This presentation will have three parts.
The first part will be led by Tilda who will discuss
the general review of the whole project. And the
second part will be the inspection review that will be
lead by Caudle Julian from Region II. He is the team
leader of the inspection. And then the third part is
audit review process led by Dr. Kenneth Chan who is a
team leader for the audit team.

Because the audit process is new and this
is the first plant, I would really like to say a few
words specifically about the audit process. As you
may recall, we have briefed the committee some time
ago that we generally have a team that consist of
about seven to 10 people that include both the staff
members and contractors with different enduring
disciplines that includes material structures,
mechanical, and electrical.

They will stay on site about two to three
times during the audit. Each time is about a week.
They stay on site, perform their review. When they
come back they prepare the report, address all the
issues that they have discussed with the applicant.

We believe this process so far as been
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7
very successful. From the feedback we got from the
industry, I think all the feedback appears to be
pretty positive. We applied this process to all our
recently received applications. So for that purpose
we really appreciate if you have any comments on this
process and we would like to have them.

MR. LEITCH: PT, one of the measures of
success was going to be, at least in part, the number
of RAIs. Did this result in less RAIs than previous?

DR. KUO: Well, we have been successful to
some extent. We have not reached the degree that we
really like to see. For Farley I think we had about
186 or 187 RAIs. 153, okay. That’'s even better.
Previously we had between 200 and 300. .The reduction
is not as significant as I would like to have but
because this is the first audit plan, I give it some
time. I would expect that the RAIs will go down
somewhat more.

MR. LEITCH: I'm a little confused. I
read a report that was about in the April 2004 time
frame, the result of a team. I think it was led by
Jimi Yerokun that looked at the process and looked for
ways to improve the process. They had a number of
recommendations, coordination, communication, and some

improvement to the flow of the process. 1Is this a
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8
result of that report or is there still some further
improvement to the process based on the
recommendations of that report? Are you familiar with
the report I’'m speaking of?

DR. KUO: Yeah, I know. They are
separate. Jimi Yerokun’s assessment team was to
assess the effectiveness of these scoping and
screening part of review. That is being done by
another division. The process that I’'m talking about
now 1is the process that deals with the Aging
Management Program.

MR. LEITCH: Okay. Is there a plan to
implement the recommendations, or at least consider
the recommendations that were in that April report?

DR. KUO: The recommendations are being
implemented right now.

MR. LEITCH: Okay.

DR. KUO: Actually, the Browns Ferry --
I'm sorry, Brunswick will be the first implementation.
For instance, at the end of the recommendation we talk
about the 54.4(a) (2) issue that would be probably
better to be done by the region because they are at
the site. They look at the spacial arrangement of all
the hardware.

MR. LEITCH: Largely dependent on spacial.
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DR. KUO: Right. That would be done by
the region for Brunswick. We are, of course,
improving our coordination and communication among our
different groups.

DR. BONACA: You were asking about this
report, our opinions. This is the report that was the
audit review of the report. Right?

DR. KUO: Right.

DR. BONACA: Okay. I think it’s a very
good audit actually. I think it was very insightful.
For a reviewer such as me complicated life because it
was repetition within the SER and this report so it
wasn’t clear how you incorporated. I was sure that
you did but I had to look at it separately. The
question I would have is for the future are you
planning to still have a separate report like this or
are you trying to document it within the SER?

DR. KUO: No, separate audit zreport.
Every audit we will produce a report.

DR. BONACA: But you’'re reflecting these
insights already also in the SER because you are
referring to that.

DR. KUO: Right.

DR. BONACA: So you plan to maintain it as

an audit document.
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DR. KUO: Yes, sir.

MR. LEITCH: I had kind of the same
question as Dr. Bonaca. I had the audit and review
report before I had the draft SER and I reviewed it
and found it very helpful, by the way. I thought it
was well organized, easy to follow. Perhaps -- not
perhaps, it definitely was somewhat repetitive but it
was easy to follow and navigate one’s way through. I
sort of thought when I got the draft SER what I might
find is this almost as a section in its entirety just
inserted in the SER because it did seem to be
repetitive to a lot of the information that was in the
SER.

DR. KUO: Some of it may be repetitive but
it was purposely done. We wrote the report with the
mind that this is going to be transferred to the SER.
The audit team is responsible for about 50 to 70
percent of the review consistent with GALL and
previously approved staff positions.

If after the audit report if we have to
write another SER, that is just too consuming and not
the efficient use of time. We prepared the audit
report with the mind that some of the content could be
transferred to SER so that we don’t have to spend time

to just simply write in this SER. But they did report
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it has more details in it.

MR. LEITCH: I was thinking of just
further improvements in the efficiency of the process.
It seemed to me that this could almost be lifted and
become the major part of the SER.

DR. KUO: Maybe. We are constantly
looking at it and see if we can still improve on it.
If it turns out that we really don’'t have to prepare
an audit report and just go into the SER, we will do
that but what I'm afraid of is that some of the
details that now is currently in the report will
somehow not be seen.

DR. BONACA: Yes. Let me just say that
this has nothing to do with Farley specifically, of
course, For the purpose of a reviewer, I go in with
very specific operating interest in experience for
this plant, any plant, what they have gone through and
the applicable operating experience from other sites
and plants.

Second, the site characteristics, which
are unique to that site, which should make for the
kind of challenges there may be to the buried cable,
buried structures, the licensee’s actions to improve
the plant, to maintain it, all those things. The more

paper we get, the more difficult it is to focus on the
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same issues because that’s really the same issues. To
the degree to which it can be streamlined by including
one document into the other, I really wish you well.
I would like you to attempt it.

DR. KUO: Thank you.

DR. BONACA: Anyway, I don’t want to
criticize the report. I thought it was an excellent
audit and, in fact, it provided a 1lot of good
information about the aging management problems.

DR. KUO: Thank you.

DR. SHACK: On the other hand, let me just
say I thought the SER was very good. This was really
one of the best SERs that we’ve seen on the license
renewal process. I thought it was very well organized
that a person reviewing the process could go through
and get all the information in a rather compact form.

DR. BONACA: It even had sections
separations, tabs.

DR. KUO: Thank you very much. Tilda will
be happy to hear that.

DR. BONACA: Okay. Well, with that --

DR. KUO: With that I would call the
Farley Southern Services to make a presentation first
and then the staff briefing will follow.

MR. PIERCE: My name is Charles Pierce.
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I‘'m the manager for the License Renewal Program for
Southern Nuclear, and specifically for Farley. Jan
Fridrichsen, who is the 1license renewal licensing
manager for us, is now walking up to the front to make
his presentation. To my right now is Mike MacFarlane
who is our 1license renewal technical manager for
Farley as well.

I'm just going to make one or two quick
remarks. One, I do appreciate the opportunity to
speak to you all today. I do think that the NRC'’s
review has been very, very comprehensive. I think
consistent with the GALL process that was developed
has been a factor in that. I think if we go through
that you’ll see how it has worked to improve the
overall process.

As another note, I’‘ve been working in
license renewal now since 1994. I'm an old timer
here. I've been working in licensing since the early
'80s off and on in various projects. Just as a point
of note, I do find that on the license renewal project
for the NRC that the NRC has been very progressive in
considering changes both internally in the industry
and moving ahead with those changes.

I think you see that with things

consistent with GALL issues that we have today, and
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overall improving the process over time. I think that
speaks to their efforts and I‘'m glad to see that. I
think there are other changes that are being
considered now that I think would further improve the
process as well. Thank you very much.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Good afternoon. My name
is Jan Fridrichsen and I'1ll be conducting our part of
the presentation. Just to give you a rather quick
introduction of what we’re going to talk about, we’ll
talk a 1little bit about the application and its
background. Talk a little bit about the description
of Farley Nuclear Plant and features of the plant. A
little bit of our operating history. Talk a little
bit about the scoping process that we went through for
developing our application.

How we applied the GALL to developing our
application. We understand there’s some interest in
the commitment process and how we manage commitments
and I’'1l]l have a little discussion on that and then
touch on some of the basic industry issues that are of
note before us this day and give you a little briefing
on what Farley is doing on those.

We submitted the application on September
12, 2003. Our original license exploration dates are

in 2017, 2021 for Units I and II respectively. The
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application itself was a new process. It consisted of
-~ it had to be consistent with GALL audits. It was
the first of its kind.

We had three inspections or audits and it
was focused on assessing our determinations consistent
with GALL adequate for the staff. We felt like, as
was commented before, it was a very successful
process. A lot of information was brought forward and
a lot of clarity was brought to the process.

What is Farley Nuclear Plant? It's a
three-loop, Westinghouse pressurized water reactor.
We had dual engineering services on the construction
of the plant. Bechtel was the interface between
Westinghouse and they did the engineering of the
Westinghouse systems and their integration plant.

Then Southern Company Services was our
power generation end of the plant, term building and
outside structures. They engineered that. Initial
operations, Unit 1 in 1977 and Unit 2 in 1981. We
generate approximately 910 megawatts per unit.

MR. LEITCH: Jan, perhaps this would be a
good time to raise this question while you have the
photograph there. I have a 1little trouble
understanding just what the general circulating water

versus safety service water, essential service water
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or whatever you call it, is. Is there a lake some
place? In other words, I couldn’t gquite understand.
All the circulating water system and so forth is not
in scope. I guess that’s primarily for the
condensers. Could you just talk about the essential
service water?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Okay. Not seen in that
photograph but the supply source water for plant
Farley is the Chattahoochee River. It‘’s on the
Georgia/Alabama border. From that we pump to the
seismic, safety-related service water pond. From that
pond we supply essentially all the plant water needs,
safety-related needs and the makeup to the circulating
water system.

MR. LEITCH: Okay, but the circulating
water itself.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Well, it comes from the
service water system supply to the circulating water
system. Our service water, for example, our supply
flow per unit is about 40,000 gallons a minute and our
typical makeup to the circulating water system is
about 10,000 gallons a minute so once through is
approximately 30,000 gallons of water.

MR. LEITCH: So this pond is in scope

then?
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MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Yes.

MR. LEITCH: And the pumps that feed the
water into the pond are not?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

MR. LEITCH: Okay. I understand. Thank
you. I saw the picture but --

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: To give you a little bit
of information relative to plant performance for
Farley over the last five years, this graph represents
our capacity factors for Unit 1, Unit 2 outage
durations. You'’ll notice in the 2000/2001 time frames
we have asterisked data. Those two years we replaced
steam generators on each unit so the outages were a
little longer. Radiation exposure was a little
higher.

If you’ll notice, though, as we go out
into 2002/2003 the exposure information or the
exposure data is extremely low. We have a very
aggressive dose program at the site. We attribute
gquite a bit of that dose reduction to our zinc
injection project. I have some information on a later
slide about that. Farley'’s dose exposure for calendar
years is dramatically lower after we begin the zinc
injection.

DR. SHACK: Are your steam generators
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sized to allow you to operate power?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Mike is the best one to
answer that. He was involved in the --

MR. MACFARLANE: Steam generator
replacement, the size of the steam generators was
actually picked to be a equivalent replacement to the
original steam generators. The original steam
generators were 50,000 square foot surface area design
but that was an alloy 600 tube. When the replacement
is in it‘s a 54,000 square foot to make up for the
difference in heat transfer characteristics. That’s
not to say that the plant cannot support another up-
rate but the generators themselves were not really
selected on that basis.

MR. SIEBER: What’s T-hot in that point at
full power?

MR. SIEBER: About 609 approximately.
Maybe 607.

MR. MACFARLANE: It’s licensed to 613,
609 or 610 is what we actually run.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Our next slide is the
indicator of our NRC performance indicators were all
green and have been since the first order of 2001.
All our indicators have been green.

Some of the features of Farley. The main
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point on the first one is that it’s pre-stressed/post-
tension dry containment. We don‘t have the ice
condenser design. We have a safety related cooling
water pond. We have six off-site power sources
through interconnections with Southern Electric
System.

Five emergency diesel generators on site.
Four of those are the safety diesel generators. One
is the alternate AC power supply for station blackout.
Forced-draft cooling towers and we operate on 18-month
fuel cycles.

MR. SIEBER: What’s the size of the off-
site power diesel generator in horsepower?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Twenty-eight-fifty
kilowatts.

MR. SIEBER: Okay.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: And we have three 4075s
and another 2850.

MR. SIEBER: And they’re 4160 volts?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That'’s correct.

MR. LEITCH: So in a station blackout you
don’'t assume -- I mean, the fifth diesel generator is
not lost. Right?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s the assumption.
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MR. LEITCH: The assumption is that the
fifth diesel generators will still work in a station
blackout?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Yes. Mike is the
technical lead on all this stuff.

MR. MACFARLANE: Yes, the fifth diesel
dedicated to station blackout service. However, it
can be started and if you had an event where one of
your emergency diesels failed to operate, you could
start this SBO diesel and realign it but it is a B-
train setup and it serves strictly as the SBO diesel.
It was originally part of the emergency diesel
generator design and when the blackout rule came out
it was separated off as part of our licensing basis
for SBO.

MR. LEITCH: And that'’s the one that is
referred to as 2C.

MR. MACFARLANE: Correct.

MR. LEITCH: I was a little confused by
that as I 1looked through it. Now, do you have
ignitors in your containment?

MR. MACFARLANE: No. We have electrical
recombiners.

MR. SIEBER: Do you have cross-connects on

the 4160s between the units?
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MR. FRIDRICHSEN: The way our normal
distribution system is is that there’s an A and B
start-up transformer per unit. There is a capability
to supply power from one unit to -- from one start-up
transformer. The Bravo start-up transformer could
supply the A-train and the B-train if it has to. They
are interlocked not to allow that but they can.

MR. SIEBER: If you have one unit that was
black and the other one was on diesels, could you
cross-feed to the black unit? That would have been a
design change for you.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: I'm not sure I can
answer that not knowing the latest procedures.

MR. LUNCEFORD: Are you talking about
doing it from the diesels crossing over one use
diesels to another one?

MR. SIEBER: Yeah.

MR. LUNCEFORD: I don’t believe that can
be done other than this 2C diesel which can do either
units B-train and it’s got the interlocks to allow
that to happen.

MR. SIEBER: Some plants can and some
can'‘t.

MR. LEITCH: So except for the electrical

lash-up the five diesels are identical. Is that
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correct?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: No, sir. There are
three large diesels and two small diesels. The large
diesels are 4070 kilowatt and the smaller is 2850.

MR. LEITCH: 2C is one of the smaller
ones.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

MR. LEITCH: As is the 1C.

DR. BONACA: Your site is characterized by
non-aggressive groundwater. Right?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

DR. BONACA: Okay. And you do have -- I
was speaking of the containment building and the
history is good there, although you had one cracked
tendon but that was a different issue, I guess.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: 1I‘ll get to that on the
next slide.

To give a 1little bit of our operating
history, in 1983 we performed the up-flow mod on Unit
1. This was in response to a design issue with the
Westinghouse reactor vessels and the original design
was down-flow mod and that created a pressure stress
on the baffle former joint and it would open and it
caused baffle jetting on the fuel. We had some fuel

failures in 1983 so we did that up-flow mod to

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

23
alleviate that problem.

In 1985 we had the cracked anchor head on
containment tendon on Unit 2. It was on the field-
installed end of the tendon and was due to hydrogen-
induced stress cracking. Then in 1988 Farley was the
subject of a Bulletin 88-08. We had a thermal cycling
event that was occurring due to bypass valve leakage
that caused a weld to crack on a safety injection to

reactor coolant loop. It was sort of the source of

a --

DR. BONACA: That was on a charge nozzle,
right?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That'’s correct.

DR. BONACA: And that was due to thermal
cycling?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s right. Then --

DR. BONACA: How was it fixed? You must
have done some modification.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Well, on Farley’s design
we pulled out the bypass line. There was no real need
for it so we cut and capped it. That source of
leakage was taken out.

MR. MACFARLANE: Just as an add we also
installed some temporary monitoring thermocouples to

demonstrate that we don’t have cycling going on on a
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lot of the other lines and also that line.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: We still monitor that
information.

Then in 1994, as I mentioned earlier, we
started the zinc injection project on Unit 2. We
started on Unit 1 in 1999. We feel strongly that the
dose reduction benefit is obvious. The laboratory
information shows that the reduction in initiation of
stress erosion cracking and infirmary water stress
erosion cracking is reduced by the zinc injection.

DR. BONACA: It has nothing to do with
license renewal but could I ask why you are at 18-
month cycles? Most people have moved toward 24-month
cycle.

MR. MACFARLANE: The way I‘ve had it
explained to me, and I can’t say I can really give you
a total explanation, is that the economics from the
fuel go to a two-year cycle on PWRs. I’'ve actually
gotten this from a Westinghouse person. It’s just not
there when you look at the total cycle and economics
of it that you don’t get to two years. That’s not to
say it might change. To my understanding right now
that’s kind of what the thinking process is, is that
the economics don’t bear it out.

MR. SIEBER: You’re balancing an increased
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fuel cost against the extra downtime. Let me ask you
a question on this slide before you go on. Back in
the '80s there was a problem on Westinghouse three-
loopers with split pins that were breaking.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

MR. SIEBER: Did you replace your split
pins?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: As a matter of fact, we
have just finished our second replacement on Unit 1.

MR. SIEBER: Oh, really?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Yes.

MR. SIEBER: What did you find this time?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: It’s just been completed
this week. We did a replacement in the early ‘80s and
we subsequently have done another replacement on Unit
1.

MR. SIEBER: And that was based on your
own inspection or some code requirement or what caused
you to inspect them and find cracks?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: I'm going to ask my
associate, Wayne Lunceford, to address this.

MR. LUNCEFORD: Yes, this is Wayne
Lunceford. The split pins on Unit 1, the original
design were Alloy 750. They were replaced with a

subsequent design, still Alloy 750 split pin. Even
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though there were lower stresses, there had been
industry experience now with that second generation
design failing due to stress corroding and cracking
notably at Wolf Creek.

The issue for them was economics and that
the nut portion of the split pin was carried out and
did a pretty good banging job on their tube sheet of
their recently replaced steam generators so Farley
decided to preemptively replace those X-750 pins with
316 co-work pins.

MR. SIEBER: Thank you.

MR. LUNCEFORD: Unit 2, by the way,
already has replaced their split pins with 316 co-work
stainless steel.

MR. SIEBER: Well, the original problem,
as I understand it, was the sharp edges in the machine
to make the pin in the first place. The steam
generators where you had the loose part, those are the

new steam generators?

MR. MACFARLANE: He was speaking of Wolf
Creek. Farley has not had that experience.

MR. SIEBER: You don’t have that problem.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Not with the new steam

generators. We did in the early ’‘80s have one split
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pin break and get into the primary system on one of
the steam generators.

MR. SIEBER: That makes them hard to
inspect after you bang the tube shut.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Moving along with
operating history, we operated each unit in 1998 by
123 megawatts thermal per unit. Then in 2000 and
2001, as I already discussed, we replaced steam
generators on both units. We replaced it with the
Model 54F Westinghouse design, Alloy 690 tubing with
stainless steel support plates and full depth roll.

DR. BONACA: And they are thermally
treated, right, that 690 TT?

MR. MACFARLANE: That'’s correct.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: And as we move on, we
are currently in the process of doing the first
reactor vessel head replacement on Unit 1 and we’ll do
Unit 2 next fall, next October.

DR. BONACA: But where are you on the
subceptability curve for the vessel head?

MR. LUNCEFORD: The original heads were in
the high category. That was part of the rationale for
preemptive replacement of the reactor vessel heads
even though there has been no cracking detected to

date at Farley.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

i3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

28

MR. SIEBER: Are you a hot head or a cold
head?

MR. LUNCEFORD: It is a hot head design,
597.

MR. SIEBER: Okay. Let me ask another
question. You don’'t have to go back to the slide but
slide 5 gave things like passing factors and outage
duration for all the way to 1999. I noticed the
capacity factor for Unit 2 in 1999 was pretty low.
What happened that year? It didn’t look like your
outage was too long. You must have had some trips or
something.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: I‘1ll have to defer. I
was out of the country at that time.

MR. SIEBER: Well, I'm curious. You don'’t
have to provide me with an answer if you don’‘t have
one readily available.

DR. BONACA: So now in your reactor vessel
head inspections you didn’t find any leaking CRDMs?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

DR. BONACA: You inspected those so your
bottom heads?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Yes, sir. One of my
later slides we talk about it.

DR. BONACA: Okay.
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MR. FRIDRICHSEN: We’ve done bottom head
inspections on both units with no indications.

DR. BONACA: You replaced the thimble
tubes in one of them. Right?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: Yes, sir. I think we
replaced them in both units now. We’ve done some on
-- I know we did Unit 1 in the 1998 time frame.

DR. BONACA: I mean, I was trying to
understand the criterion you have. I mean, you
replaced them because you had a defect in them that
you identified or thinning was beyond a certain
criterion or just a precautionary step?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: We had undertaken a
program of eddy current testing since either a
bulletin or information that came in the early ‘90s.
We had been doing eddy current and had seen
progressive wear and decided at that time to replace
the thimbles with, I want to say, the chromium. It
had a hard surface at the interface where it
penetrates the vessel.

The purpose of this slide is to show that
our management, our company, has made consideration
for long-term operation at plant Farley. We’ve done
a lot of things that we consider focused on the long-

term. Of course, steam generator replacement and
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reactor vessel head replacement were two big issues.
We have just completed earlier this year a complete
replacement of the cooling towers. The original
construction had become kind of frail and we replaced
them with new design, new construction.

We are also in the midst of getting our
dry cask storage installation completed and get
started with loading casks. I don’t know the exact
schedule for when we’ll commence with that but that is
in our long-term plan.

Additionally in the 1998/'99 time frame we
conducted baffle former bolt replacement on both
reactor vessels for concern of lose parts. There was
an issue at the time. I think it was primary water
stress erosion cracking of those bolts. We went ahead
and we inspected all of them. The modeling showed and
we had prepared to replace about 275 on Unit 1 and 200
on Unit 2. We did that in ’'98 and 99 respectively.

Now we’ll move a little bit to the meat
and potatoes of license renewal. This slide we say is
consistent with past applicants. That is where we
ended when we originally started. We had adopted the
NEI methodology, (a) (2) methodology. (a) (2) was going
to include electrical targets at a 20-foot radius from

a water source.
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After discussions with the staff and some
work we did between ourselves we decided to revised
the process to go with that consistent with prior
applicants for the (a) (2) scoping. We say consistent
with past applicants but there was an iteration in the
development of that.

MR. LEITCH: It looked like it took a
couple of iterations to get that resolved but you did
eventually do away with the 20-foot criteria?

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

MR. LEITCH: And you also now consider in
addition to electrical components both mechanical and
structural components.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: That’s correct.

MR. LEITCH: The one part of that, I think
that RAI had like five questions in it. 20-foot was
one of them and mechanical versus electrical
structural. There’s another. The one part that
surprised me a little bit, and maybe this is
consistent with past applications, where there were
gas-filled systems you considered the failure of those
systems to be noncredible.

I guess I was surprised at that. I could
see perhaps saying what happens if one of those

systems fails and rationalizing that was not probable
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or not troublesome but I didn’t understand the
rationale that said that the failure of the gas-filled
system was not credible.

MR. MACFARLANE: The failure of the gas
systems is actually addressed in the NRC ISG and what
they ask you to do is to deal with your plant specific
operating experience that you’ve had on those systems.
The focus is on a failure type that can lead to the
failure of such related equipment so it’s not just the
failure of the gas system itself but it’s also leading
to a failure of such related system.

If you did get a breach in a gas system,
whether or not that has the potential to cause a
failure in another system you have no water spray
effect and you’ve got rapid expansion of the gas if
it’s a compressed gas. Most of the gas systems are
not on extremely high pressure anyway. They are 100-
pound pipe systems.

Then the issue that would be remaining is
could the system fall and that has already been shown
through industry-wide type operating experience
looking at not just nuclear but other facilities that
those systems do not -- we have the supports already
in scope and age managed and then the gas systems do

not fall essentially. You don’t have a failure hazard
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as long as you are managing the supports.

MR. LEITCH: Perhaps my question is really
with the NRC staff because I agree that what you did
seems to me to be in conformance with their position.
I could visualize a 100-pound air system failing in
such a way that the jet of air coming out the failure
might damage some electrical equipment like a limit
switch or pressure switch or something in the area.
I guess the NRC was happy with the resolution of this
ISG. I guess I'm just not happy with the resolution
of this issue. Maybe you can talk to that when you
get to that part of your presentation or now,
whatever.

DR. KUO: Yes. Maybe when we get to that
part of the presentation we will try to answer.

MR. LEITCH: Okay. Let me just make sure
you understand what my question is. RAI 2.1-1 there
were five issues that you raised. All five of those
issues were satisfactorily resolved.

DR. KUO: Right.

MR. LEITCH: I agree that the resolution
of four of those five. My question is that one of
those says basically gas-filled system failure is not
credible. Therefore, we’re not going to consider

that. That’s the one I would like to hear a little
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more discussion about.

DR. KUO: Okay.

MR. LEITCH: Thank you.

DR. BONACA: I had some questions about
some components. They are not in scope and I would
like to hear why they are not. I mean, CRDM cooling
system is not in scope.

MR. MACFARLANE: The CRDM system itself is
part of the normal rod control. In terms of the
safety system when you talk about doing a rod
insertion, that mechanism is not really want comes
into play. You basically release the rod and gravity
drops it down. It doesn’t actually perform a safety
function and that’s why it was not put in scope. The
cooling system is not relied on for any type of
containment analysis or anything like that.

DR. BONACA: Okay. Now, the screen wash
system we have seen this before but I always have that
question. I mean, the screen washes them up?

MR. MACFARLANE: The screen wash was not
in scope. That is handled through the operators. The
intakes themselves, the traveling screens AR were put
in the structural side of the house.

DR. BONACA: Those are the river water

intake structure. That is not in scope, is it?
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MR. MACFARLANE: No. The river water
intake structure, the situation there is that’s the
structure at the river, the river water system that
feeds the pond and then the pond becomes the ultimate
heat sink so that structure, although is important to
operation, is not important to safe shutdown.

DR. BONACA: Finally, the in-core
instrumentation, I guess you can use it for NSFT
related application?

MR. MACFARLANE: No, not in;core.

DR. BONACA: Not tied to any --

MR. MACFARLANE: In-core is for flux
mapping and those issues. The ex~core 1is what'’s
actually --

DR. BONACA: The tech specs. Any

connection to that?

MR. MACFARLANE: Well, we are required to
do flux maps and those types of things and that’s just
during normal operations. In terms of responding to
an event for detection ex-core system is what actually
does that. It’s part of the reactor protection
system.

MR. SIEBER: Your tech specs for flux map
and your launch for 30 days and if you fail to do it

you shut down so nothing is really required.
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MR. LEITCH: I had another question about
scope and the license renewal application, page 2.1-
15, It says, "SNC has included in scope those
switchyard components controlled by the plant that are
necessary for recovery of off-site power." Should I
be focusing on the words "controlled by the plant?"

In other words, I don’t know who controls
what. That’s kind of a utility unique decision.
Sometimes the breakers in the switchyard are
controlled by others and sometimes they aren’t
controlled by the plant but I don‘t see what that has
to do with whether or not that equipment should be
included in the scope. It sounds like you’re saying
here that only those things that are controlled by the
plant that are necessary for recovery of off-site
power are included in the scope. I just don‘t
understand.

I mean, we have some plants, for example,
where there is an adjacent hydro plant that is
controlled by a totally different organization. Those
portions of the hydro plant that are necessary for
recovery of off-site power are included in the scope
even though they are beyond the control of the
organization that is operating the nuclear power

plant. I guess I was puzzled by the words "controlled
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by the plant."

MR. MACFARLANE: The way that particular
scoping was done is, you know, he talked earlier about
we've got six different off-site feeds and they all go
into the high-voltage switchyard. Then from that
switchyard there’s a point where it connects into our
feeder system and goes down into our low-voltage
switchyard. Then there is actually a site procedure
when you want to restore off-site power if you have a
loss of off-site power in the event of a blackout type
situation.

That is what we put in scope is that
primary means to feed to switchyard in responding to
that event. It makes an interface in that switchyard
but in that switchyard you define the high-voltage
sign and then the feeder sign going to the low-voltage
switchyard.

The actual switchyard itself is considered
-- it has kind of a unique ownership in that it’s
partly run by the plant and partly run by Alabama
Power. Controlled by the plant, I guess, I can see
where that would be confusing but that really doesn’t
have any bearing in terms of where that distinction
was picked. It’s really picked based on the

procedures for restoring off-site power.
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MR. LEITCH: So the fact that some of
those breakers may be under the control of Alabama
Power doesn’t exclude those from the scope.

MR. MACFARLANE: Right now all those
breakers are under the control of -- the site has an
operator that goes out into the switchyard.

MR. LUNCEFORD: But you’'re right, it
doesn’t exclude them from the scope.

MR. LEITCH: Okay. Thanks.

MR. FRIDRICHSEN: The next slide will talk
a little bit about the GALL comparison. Wherever
possible we use the GALL tool as much as possible. We
did note that in our review that there were some
material environment program combinations that were
not in GALL but we had components and systems that
needed to be in scope.

The aging management wasn’t identified in
GALL and the best example we can site is that we have
in scope in some places some stainless steel piping in
a varied environment and that series of combinations
is not addressed in GALL so we were not able to use
GALL in those applications.

Then also in some plant specific programs,
for example, the flux thimble program and external

surfaces monitoring programs were two programs that
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were generated plant specific for our application.

DR. BONACA: One thing that I notice, and
this is not the first application, is that on the fire
protection issue there are frequency of inspection of
C02, halon systems, and so on. Typically licensees
are proposing whatever they are doing now, like in
your case 18 months. GALL says it should be inspected
every six months.

Typically NRC says, "Okay, it’s acceptable
the way it is." I have already raised this issue
before. 1If it’s acceptable to go to longer time, I
think GALL should be relaxed to include that and maybe
there is a plan to do so or vice versa. Then if it
isn’t acceptable in GALL, then you should go to a more
frequent interval. The question I have is like on the
issue of C02 and halon inspection. Why do you feel
18-month inspection is adequate?

MR. MACFARLANE: In the case of the halon
and C02 what you really end up with is a center of gas
that is maintained in a dry state. We really haven't
had any trouble in terms of internal operating
experience. I don’t want to say it was called an
exception. I can’'t remember if it was classified as
an exception or a clarification but we did use an 18-

month frequency and it was accepted by the staff.
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It’s consistent with what you’re talking about with
other applicants.

DR. BONACA: I understand it’s a dry
system. But the question I raise why does GALL still
having a requirement for six months? I mean, I'm just
raising the question. The guy who reviews it why is
it always acceptable to relax because this is the
first time. If so, then why not make it -- relax the
requirement into GALL?

DR. KUO: This is really a good question
and this is the whole purpose of updating the GALL
right now.

DR. BONACA: So you do agree, in fact,
that a longer interval between inspections is
acceptable for this kind of --

DR. KUO: For this plant, for Farley case,
we did agree with it and that we will provide you the
basis for that during the audit presentation.

MR. MACFARLANE: Just to add to what was
said there, I think you're correct. There are several
programs that have those kind of little issues and I
believe the staff is trying to look at addressing that
in the GALL update. The industry is also updating its
documentation and the schedule for that is sometime

next year in terms of getting it all the way through
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the process. There are several instances of that kind
of thing where there’s a lot of precedence on it that
should be incorporated into the future goal.

MR. LEITCH: I had another scope question.
The tank atmospheric events, there was apparently some
omissions or inconsistency regarding whether they were
or were not in scope. This was mentioned in the NRC
inspection r