UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

___________________________________________________________ X

In re: Docket Nos. 50-247-LR; 50-286-LR
License Renewal Application Submitted by ASLBP No. 07-858-03-LR-BD01
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC, DPR-26, DPR-64

Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC, and

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. September 27, 2011
___________________________________________________________ X

STATE OF NEW YORK
MOTION FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME SO THAT
OUTSTANDING ISSUES AFFECTING THE CONTENT
OF PREFILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND STATEMENTS OF POSITIONS
MAY BE RESOLVED

Office of the Attorney General
for the State of New York

The Capitol

State Street

Albany, New York 12224



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT ...ttt 1
REGULATORY BACKGROUND ......ooiiiiiiieiii ettt 3
APPROPRIATE CAUSE SUPPORTS
THE REQUEST FOR EXTENSION......ooiiiie e 5
CONCLUSION. ...ttt r e s e e e e s s e e e e nme e e nn e e nne e enne e nnn e 10
ConsSultation CertifiCALION ..........ccoeiveiiirreeer s 11

Attachment 1

Excerpt from August 31, 2011 NRC Staff letter to Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board serving Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report NUREG-
1930, Supplement 1 dated August 30, 2011 (ML11243A109) [without
appendices]



PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

The State of New York respectfully requests that the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
amend the June 6, 2011 Amended Scheduling Order and extend the time by 90 days for the
submission of Statements of Position, Prefiled Direct Testimony, and accompanying reports and
exhibits so that critical outstanding issues that directly affect the content of those submissions
may first be resolved.® In its July 1, 2010 Scheduling Order the Board required the parties to
submit “[an] initial written statement [that] should be in the nature of a trial brief that provides a
precise road map of the party’s case, setting out affirmative arguments and applicable legal
standards, identifying witnesses and evidence, and specifying the purpose of witnesses and
evidence (i.e., stating with particularity how the witness, exhibit, or evidence supports a factual
or legal position).” July 1, 2010 Scheduling Order, at 13 (emphasis added). However, as a result
of the continued modifications and amendments by Entergy and NRC Staff regarding their
position on critical licensing issues, some of which were underscored in the recent Supplemental
Safety Evaluation Report (SSER), and the SSER’s acknowledgment that there will be additional,
future modifications to underlying documents, it is not possible to meet the Board’s standard and
schedule for Prefiled Direct Testimony and Statements of Position. Moreover, Staff and
Entergy's unwillingness to accept the Board's rulings concerning severe accident mitigation
alternatives coupled with competing schedules here and in other proceedings and a need for
expert assistance have impeded the State’s ability to complete its pretrial submissions. As
detailed below, aspects of New York Contentions 5, 12, 16, 25, 26/TC-1, and 35/36 remain in

flux, precluding the parties from fully developing their statements of position and written

! As authorized by the June 7, 2011 Supplemental Scheduling Order, the State is actively reviewing and evaluating
the Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report with respect to the filing of a new or additional contention(s). However,
separate and apart from that possibility, for the reasons stated in this motion, the State believes that it needs
additional time to effectively prepare its pretrial submissions.
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testimony at this time.

The State seeks the extension to ensure that it can systematically and methodically review
relevant underlying documents and assumptions for various aging management programs and
computer analyses and assemble pretrial submissions that comply with NRC’s requirements.
The State does not make this request lightly; it has done so to protect its ability to meaningfully
participate in this proceeding in accordance with the Atomic Energy Act, the National
Environmental Policy Act, the Administrative Procedure Act, and due process principles. That
ability and this proceeding’s integrity depends upon a clear and complete record, which
necessarily means that the parties’ pretrial submissions including statements of position, pretrial
testimony, reports and exhibits regarding that record (and the Board’s ultimate adjudication of
the issues presented) only come after the record on which those pleadings will be based, and
upon which adjudication is made, is no longer uncertain. That is not the current situation.
Fairness requires that these issues be resolved before the parties are required to present their case
and efficiency requires that all of these issues are resolved so that the merits portion of this
proceeding can be held in a single hearing.

The regulations governing intervenors’ participation in the license renewal process are
extensive, and Entergy and Staff insist that they be rigorously enforced. The State has
endeavored to fully comply with those regulations in the time allotted under the Amended
Scheduling Order. However, by way of just one example, the SSER advises that on September
28" Entergy will be filing yet another amendment to its License Renewal Application. SSER at
3-20 (Attachment 1). This process has placed an untenable burden on the intervenors to meet the
Board’s standard for prehearing evidentiary filings, and require numerous mid-course corrections

in their development of contentions and expert reports, which further impact their limited



resources. Although the State has been preparing its pretrial submissions, it believes that it
cannot complete an adequate preparation of those submissions given the current procedural
posture.
REGULATORY BACKGROUND

NRC regulations permit participants in an oral hearing to submit and sponsor in the
hearings initial written statements of position and written testimony with supporting evidence on
the admitted contentions. These materials must be filed on the dates set by the presiding officer.
10 C.F.R. 8 2.1207(a)(1). This Board’s July 1, 2010 Scheduling Order provides that:

Unless modified by the Board due to the admission of new or amended

contentions or for some other due cause, ninety (90) days after the trigger date,

the intervenors shall file their initial written statement of position, written

testimony with supporting affidavits, and exhibits, on a contention-by-contention

basis, pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207(a)(1).
Scheduling Order § K.1. The Scheduling Order defines the earliest practicable “trigger date” for
the initiation of such filings as the day on which the last timely Reply arising from the filing of
the new or amended contentions is filed in response to the FSEIS. Scheduling Order § K.1. The
FSEIS was issued on December 2, 2010. In response to the FSEIS, the State and the other
intervening parties (Riverkeeper, Clearwater) submitted several new and amended contentions.
The last timely Reply arising from the filing of such a contention was Clearwater’s Reply with
respect to admitted contention EC-3, ML11108A106, dated March 21, 2011. Therefore, under
the Board’s July 1, 2010 Scheduling Order, the earliest possible date for the filing of initial
written statements of position and written testimony with supporting evidence was June 21,
2011.

On June 7, 2011 the Board issued an Amended Scheduling Order following Staff's

submission that it would issue a Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report.



In addition, to further promote judicial economy and pursuant to the objectives of
10 C.F.R. § 2.332(c)(3)-(4), we direct that new or amended contentions arising
from new information contained in the responses to RAIs referenced in the NRC
Staff’s May 26, 2011 letter (i.e., those submitted on March 28, 2011 or to be
submitted by Entergy prior to the publication of the NRC Staff’s SER
Supplement) or which arise from new information contained in the SER
Supplement, shall be filed no later than thirty (30) days after the SER Supplement
is issued.

* * *
If new or amended contentions or motions for summary disposition are filed, then
intervenors’ initial written statements of position, written testimony with
supporting affidavits, and exhibits filed pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207 shall be
submitted no later than thirty (30) days after the last timely reply or answer to
new or amended contentions or motions for summary disposition is filed.
Alternatively, if no new or amended contentions or motions for summary
disposition are filed as a result of the SER Supplement, then intervenors’ initial
written statements of position, written testimony with supporting
affidavits, and exhibits filed pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.1207 shall be submitted no
later than forty (40) days after the SER Supplement is issued.

Amended Scheduling Order at 2.
This Board’s July 1, 2010 Scheduling Order furthermore provides that:
Unless modified by the Board, or otherwise specified in this Order, a motion for
extension of time shall be submitted in writing at least three (3) business days
before the due date for the pleading or other submission for which an extension is
sought. In addition to all other requirements, a motion for extension of time must
(i) demonstrate appropriate cause that supports permitting the extension; and (ii)
indicate whether the request is opposed or supported by the other participants in
the proceeding; and, if opposed, succinctly describe the grounds stated for such
opposition.
Scheduling Order § G.4. This motion is timely as it is being filed more than three
business days before the current October 11, 2011 deadline for the filing of initial written
statements of position and written testimony with supporting affidavits and exhibits on the

admitted contentions.?

2 Under the Scheduling Order, Answers to motions to extend time shall be filed and served within one business day
of the filing of the underlying motion. Scheduling Order § G.5
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APPROPRIATE CAUSE SUPPORTS THE REQUEST FOR EXTENSION

The State respectfully submits that appropriate cause supports its request for an extension

of time:

Outstanding Issues and Additional Filings by Entergy and Staff

1.

As of today, there remains an outstanding petition by Entergy for interlocutory
review by the Commissioners of the ASLB decision and order LBP-11-17 that
granted summary disposition to the State on NY'S-35/36 (and denied cross-
motions for summary disposition by Entergy and NRC Staff on the same
contentions). Staff has taken the position that barring a further order by the
Commissioners, it will not conduct any further review of the 20 severe accident
mitigation alternatives that are potentially cost beneficial, and it is apparent that
Staff would likely maintain its previous position going forward. Staff Answer,
11, n.40 (ML11223A480). Staff further stated its view that the “this proceeding
[is] in limbo.” 1d., at 12. Since Staff have essentially argued that further
proceedings in this case are pointless unless and until the Commission reverses
the Board Staff cannot complain that an extension of time should be granted at
least until the Commission finally decides on whether to take interlocutory review
and, if it does, until that review has been completed. Plainly, Staff’s position
makes clear that it has ceased work on severe accident mitigation analysis under
NEPA in this proceeding. Indeed, Staff has made clear that it will not comply
with the ASLB ruling. Particularly, if the Commission declines interlocutory
review, it would appear that — from the Staff’s perspective — the necessity of
advancing to a hearing on any issue is in question.

It appears from NRC Staff’s Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report that several
aspects of Entergy’s application remain in flux. NUREG-1930, Supp. 1,
ML11243A109 (and cover letter to ASLB). Contemplated changes may directly
impact the substance of the State’s contentions, as well as the State’s decision to
file new contentions.

@) In the context of embrittlement which New York Contention 25 concerns,
Staff completed its review of EPRI’s Pressurized Water Reactor Internals
Inspection and Evaluation Guidelines, MRP-227-Rev. 0,® but the revised
version of the document is not yet available.* Moreover, as Staff’s
Regulatory Information Statement provides: RIS 2011-07 states that
applicants, like Entergy, who have an LRA under review

® Although Staff obviously relied on MRP-227 in the SSER (see SSER at 3-19 to 3-20) and although the Staff safety
evaluation approving that document was issued on June 22, 2011, the disclosure of that safety evaluation or of the
finally approved MRP-227-A has not been made by Staff in its monthly disclosures to date in this proceeding.

* Searches of NRC’s public ADAMS database for the approved version of the EPRI document, to be denominated
“MRP-227-A,” have been unsuccessful.



will be expected to revise their commitment for aging
management of PWR vessel internals such that the
submittal information identified in the SE for MRP-227
would be submitted to the NRC for review and approval
not later than two years after issuance of the renewed
license and not later than two years before the plant
enters the period of extended operation, whichever
comes first.

SSER, at 3-20. Moreover, it appears that Entergy is planning to submit a
further supplement to the license renewal application by September 28,
2011. SSER, at 3-20.° The State cannot prepare prefiled testimony and
exhibits without sufficient time to conduct a thorough review of this future
LRA supplement. Similarly, the anticipated LRA supplement impacts the
State’s consideration of the filing of new or amended contentions.

(b) It is also apparent that Staff has concerns about primary water stress
corrosion cracking in the steam generator. SSER at 3-21. Accordingly,
Entergy will likely be required to “develop a plan for each unit to address
the potential for cracking of the primary to secondary pressure boundary,”
SSER at 3-22, with the to-be-developed plan involving either analysis or
inspection. 1d. The absence of such an actual plan makes the AMP for
steam generators incomplete and impedes the ability of the State to
address it, if appropriate, with a new contention.

(©) Various issues also remain unresolved with respect to metal fatigue, which
the State’s Contention 26 concerns. This open-ended dialogue creates
“moving targets” in this proceeding, which prejudices the Intervenors.®

(i) For example, it appears that Entergy and Staff have agreed that
Entergy “will review” metal fatigue evaluations to determine
whether the locations examined “are the limiting locations” for
metal fatigue at Indian Point Unit 2 and Unit 3. SSER at 4-1.
Staff has asked Entergy to perform this analysis “prior to entering
the period of extended operation.” SSER at 4-2. No timing or
deadline is indicated.

> Although Entergy’s upcoming LRA Supplement will address embrittlement in some manner, it is not known what
other issues, if any, will also be addressed in that Supplement.

® Entergy has previously been chastised by the Commission for its ever shifting position on the issue of metal
fatigue. See Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, L.L.C. and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Station), CLI-10-17 at 23, — N.R.C. —, 2010 WL 2753783 (July 8, 2010)(“The procedural history of
Contentions 2, 2A, 2B, and 2C is lengthy and muddled — due, in large part, to Entergy’s multiple revisions to the
relevant portions of its license renewal application as it responded to multiple Staff inquiries and, in a related vein,
Entergy’s apparent lack of precision as to the specific subsection of section 54.21(c)(1) with which it sought to
comply for the components at issue.”).



(i) In addition, it appears that Staff has concerns with the WESTEMS
computer code, a code that Entergy and its consultant
Westinghouse have used in this proceeding in the metal fatigue
context.” One of Staff’s concerns centers on the “user
intervention” in the use of WESTEMS metal fatigue analysis.
SSER at 4-3. Staff and Entergy now agree that Entergy will
“include a written explanation and justification of any user
intervention in future evaluations using the WESTEMS™ “Design
CUF (cumulative usage factor)’ module” and that this commitment
“will be implemented prior to the end of the current licensing
term.” SSER at 4-2 (emphasis added).® At this time, the State
cannot speculate what future evaluations will be or what future
“user intervention” will involve, or whether this will address
previous runs of WESTEMS.

(iii)A second Staff concern includes the WESTEMS code’s treatment
of metal fatigue analyses under ASME Subarticle NB-3600. SSER
at4-3 - 4-3.°

3. It also appears that Entergy is in the process of revising either its Aging
Management Plan/Program for buried and underground pipes and tanks, or the
critical Central Engineering Program document which will implement its AMP.
On May 16, 2011, Entergy revised its Underground Piping and Tanks Inspection
and Monitoring Program (known until that date as the Buried Piping and Tanks
Inspection and Monitoring Program) and this Program now (a) includes
underground as well as buried structures, and (b) makes reference to a yet-
undisclosed document, CEP-UPT-0100, which contains “the details of the risk
ranking criteria, reasonable assurance guidance, recommendations for inspection,
monitoring, and mitigation portion of the Program.” This language, as well as
reference to new “fitness for service” decisions which Entergy will make and
other changes, were not contained in earlier versions of the Program. On
September 22, 2011, counsel for Entergy indicated that CEP-UPT-0100 is still
undergoing internal Entergy review and that it cannot be disclosed until that
review is completed. Plainly, it is premature to submit testimony in the State’s

" According to publicly available information, the WESTEMS computer program reviews metal fatigue issues in
conjunction with the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section
I11 Rules for Construction of Nuclear Power Plant Components Division 1 Subsection NB, Class 1 Components,
Subarticles NB-3200 and NB-3600 -- as applicable to specific components.

& This time period for implementation is, at best, confusing. Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 54.31(c) the issuance of a
renewed license will automatically end the current license. Thus, the implementation ordered must occur before this
hearing is completed or almost immediately after its conclusion.

° Entergy previously stated that “The analysis methods for determination of stresses and fatigue usage will be in
accordance with an NRC endorsed Edition of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Code, Section Il Rules for Construction of Nuclear Power Plant Components Division 1
Subsection NB, Class 1 Components, Subarticles NB-3200 or NB-3600 as applicable to the specific component.”
January 22, 2008 Entergy Communication NL-08-021 (letter from F. Dacimo, Entergy, to NRC Document Control
Desk), Attachment 1, page 6 of 6, ML080230637, IPEC0013855.
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Contention 5, examining Entergy’s aging management program for buried and
underground pipes if the plan, and/or its implementation details, are still not final.

4. Entergy’s July 29, 2011 petition for interlocutory review of LBP-11-17 (and
Staff’s August 11 answer thereto), which has yet to be determined, diverted State
resources from preparation of the prefiled testimony, exhibits, and statements of
position for approximately 3 weeks. ™

Additional Considerations

5. The State’s contract with its expert for Contention 12-C recently ended. The State
is actively working to locate and finalize contract arrangements for additional
expert services. The State requires time to prepare the statement of position and
written testimony for that Contention with its new expert.

6. In addition, the State awaits final resolution and closure concerning the status of
Sandia National Laboratories documents produced to the State in early June
following the State’s motion to compel production. NRC Staff has yet to
communicate an official decision regarding the placement of the documents on
public ADAMS without restriction. To complete its submissions regarding
Contentions 12 and 16 New York needs to know if these critical documents can
be openly discussed in its Prefiled Direct Testimony, thus greatly simplifying the
presentation of the testimony.

7. In addition, for some time Riverkeeper has been seeking certain Westinghouse
proprietary documents in connection with combined contention NYS-26/RK-TC-
1. Earlier this month, Entergy provided Riverkeeper with some of those
documents. The State understands that Entergy is working to determine whether
additional Westinghouse documents may be responsive and produced.

8. Maintenance of the State’s computer system will take place during the Columbus
Day weekend with the system remaining off line from the afternoon of Friday,
October 7 until the morning of Tuesday, October 11 (the current due date as
established by the ASLB’s June 6, 2011 scheduling order based upon Staff's
August 31 service of the Supplemental Safety Evaluation Report).

9. The State’s expert, Dr. Richard Lahey, has limitations on his availability during
October to review new submissions and documents from Entergy, NRC,
Westinghouse, EPRI, or other entities that may concern embrittlement and fatigue
issues.

19 Should the Commissioners grant the petition for such interlocutory review, the State has requested the opportunity
to present oral argument to the Commissioners concerning the merits of the appeal. August 11, 2011 State of New
York Request for Oral Argument (ML11228A030). New York and Connecticut also requested that the States have
the opportunity to file a response to merits arguments. August 16, 2011 State of New York and State of
Connecticut’s Combined Motion for Leave to File, at 1-2 (no ADAMS accession number available as of September
25, 2011).



10. In a petition for judicial review before the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals challenging a NRC administrative action
(State of New York et al. v. NRC et al,, (D.C. Cir. Nos. 11-1045(L), 11-
1057(CON), 11-1051(CON), 11-1056(CON))), concerning the temporary storage
rule and the waste confidence determination, the Court modified the parties’
agreed-upon schedule and shifted the petitioners’ filing date from August 15 to
September 16. This unanticipated change necessarily diverted State resources
from the ongoing preparation of the prefiled testimony, exhibits, and statements
of position.

11. Following the recent Fukushima accident,** the NRC Commissioners created a
task force to review NRC processes and regulations in light of the Fukushima
accident. NRC Commissioners and senior managers currently are reviewing the
resulting report Near-Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima
Dai-Ichi Accident, Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st
Century and subsequent recommendations from an executive staff Steering
Committee. Riverkeeper and Clearwater submitted a contention regarding the
applicability of that review to this proceeding, and briefing was recently
completed.

At this time, the State requests that the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board grant an
extension for filing Statements of Position, Prefiled Direct Testimony and accompanying reports
and exhibits of at least 90 days with an understanding that if the pending matters are unresolved
or only resolved near the end of the proposed 90-day period, New York may seek additional
time.

This proposed filing deadline could also be impacted by the Commissioners’ decision
whether or not to grant certiorari review in response to Entergy's petition for interlocutory review
of LBP-11-17 and any further proceedings for the merits review of the ruling and NYS 35 & 36.

The State submits that in light of the above considerations, including, the outstanding

interlocutory review motion, the submission of a final license renewal application and

1 Beginning on March 11, 2011 and continuing forward, four nuclear power reactors and related facilities, including
spent fuel pools, at Tokyo Electric Power Company’s Daiichi multi-reactor complex in Fukushima, Japan
experienced a significant accident. Underscoring the significance of the Fukushima events, the International Atomic
Energy Agency has rated the accident as a “7” — the highest possible category. See Keith Bradsher, Hiroko Tabuchi,
and Andrew Pollack, Japan Nuclear Disaster Put on Par With Chernobyl, New York Times (Apr. 12, 2011).
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amendments thereto, and resolution of outstanding discovery issues with respect to the above
contentions, the State and other parties are unable to file initial written statements of position and
written testimony with supporting affidavits on the admitted contentions pursuant to 10 C.F.R. §
2.1207(a)(1), by October 11, 2011 as currently envisioned by the Board’s Amended Scheduling
Order.
CONCLUSION

The requested additional time will assist the State’s ability to comply with NRC
requirements, complete — with its experts — a systematic and methodical review of underlying
documents, and prepare its pleadings and testimony in an orderly and deliberate manner.
Therefore, the State submits that it has demonstrated appropriate cause for an extension of time
in this proceeding.

The parties were consulted. The motion is opposed by NRC Staff and Entergy.

Riverkeeper and Clearwater agree to this request.

Respectfully submitted,

Signed (electronically) by

John J. Sipos Dated: September 27, 2011
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
for the State of New York
The Capitol
Albany, New York 12227
(518) 402-2251
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10 C.F.R. § 2.323(b) Certification
I certify that | have made a sincere effort to contact the other parties in this proceeding, to
explain to them the factual and legal issues raised in this motion, and to resolve those issues, and
I certify that my efforts have been unsuccessful with respect to NRC Staff and Entergy. | certify

that Riverkeeper and Clearwater do not oppose the request.

Signed (electronically) by

John J. Sipos
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

OFFICE OF THE

GENERAL COUNSEL August 31, 2011
Lawrence G. McDade, Chair Dr. Kaye D. Lathrop
Administrative Judge Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 190 Cedar Lane E.
Mail Stop: T-3 F23 Ridgway, CO 81432

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. Richard E. Wardwell
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3 F23

Washington, D.C. 20555

in the Matter of
ENTERGY NUCLEAR OPERATIONS, INC. .
(Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3)
Docket Nos. 50-247-L.R/286-LR

Dear Administrative Judges:

The NRC Staff (“Staff”) wishes to inform you and the parties that it has issued Supplement 1 to
the Safety Evaluation Report Related to the License Renewal of Indian Point Nuclear
Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3" ("SER"). Enclosed is a copy of a letter from Brian E. Holian to
Joseph E. Pollock, dated August 30, 2011, transmitting a copy of SER Supplement 1 to the
Applicant, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. The SER Supplement is also available in the
NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (“ADAMS”) at ADAMS
Accession No. ML11201A031.

Sincerely,

4@@; o Ehu.éc\__,
Sherwin E. Turk

Counsel for NRC Staff

cc w/ Encl: Service List



UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

August 30, 2011

Mr. Joseph E. Pollock, Vice President
for Operations

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.

Indian Point Energy Center

450 Broadway, GSB

P.O. Box 249

Buchanan, NY 10511-0249

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENT TO SAFETY EVALUATION REPORT RELATED TO THE
LICENSE RENEWAL OF INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING UNIT NOS.
2AND3

Dear Mr. Pollock:

By letter dated April 23, 2007, as supplemented by letters dated May 3, and June 21, 2007,
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Entergy) submitted to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) an application to renew the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and
3, operating licenses for an additional 20 years beyond the current license expiration dates of
September 28. 2013 and December 12, 2015, respectively. The license renewal application
(LRA) was submitted pursuant to Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 54

(10 CFR Part 54}, “Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants."
The NRC staff determined that the LRA was complete and acceptable for docketing on

July 25, 2007.

The NRC staff has reviewed the license renewal application for cornpliance with the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 54, and issued its findings in NUREG-1930, “Safety Evaluation
Report [SER] Related to the License Renewal of Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2
and 3" on August 11, 2009. The SER was published in November 2009, following the staff's
receipt of comments from the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS).

The enclosed Suppiement to the SER documents the staff's review of additional information
provided by Entergy in annual updates, LRA amendments, and responses to staff requests for
additional information (RAls) since the issuance of the SER.
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If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact the license renewal project
manager, Rob Kuntz, at 301-415-3733 or e-mail robert. kuntz@nrc.qov.

Sincerely,

Bz N

Brian E. Holian, Director

Division of License Renewal

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regutation
Docket Nos. 50-247 and 50-288

Enclosure:
As stated

cc w/encl: Listserv
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NUREG-1930, Supplement 1
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Supplement 1

Docket Nos. 50-247 and 50-286

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
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ABSTRACT

This document is a supplemental safety evaluation report (SSER) for the license renewal
application for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3) as filed by
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., (Entergy or the applicant). By letter dated April 23, 2007, and
as supplemented by letters dated May 3 and June 21, 2007, the applicant submitted the LRA in
accordance with Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations, “Requirements for
Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants.” Entergy requests renewal of the 1P2
and IP3 operating licenses (Facility Operating License Numbers DPR-26 and DPR-64,
respectively) for a period of 20 years beyond the current expirations at midnight on

September 28, 2013, for IP2, and at midnight on December 12, 2015, for IP3.

The NRC staff published NUREG-1930 “Safety Evaluation Report Related to the License
Renewal of Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3" in two volumes in

November 2008, which summarized the results of its safety review of the renewal application for
compliance with the requirements of Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations, (10
CFR Part 54), "Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants.”
This SSER documents the staff's review of supplemental information provided by the applicant
since the issuance of the SER. This information includes annual updates required by 10 CFR
54.21(b), and updated information and commitments in response to staff requests for additional
information. This document only discusses the changes to the SER.
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL DISCUSSION

1.1 Introduction

This document is a supplemental safety evaluation report (SSER) for the license renewal
application (LRA) for Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3) as filed
by Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., (Entergy or the applicant). By letter dated April 23, 2007,
and as supplemented by letters dated May 3 and June 21, 2007, the applicant submitted the
LRA in accordance with Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations, “Requirements for
Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants.” Entergy requests renewal of the 1P2
and IP3 operating licenses (Facility Operating License Numbers DPR-26 and DPR-64,
respectively) for a period of 20 years beyond the current expirations at midnight on

September 28, 2013, for IP2, and at midnight on December 12, 2015, for IP3.

The NRC staff published NUREG-1930 “Safety Evaluation Report Related to the License
Renewal of Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3" in two volumes in

November 2008, which summarized the results of its safety review of the renewal application for
compliance with the requirements of Title 10, Part 54, of the Code of Federal Regulations, (10

" CFR Part 54), "Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants.”
This SSER documents the staff's review of supplemental information provided by the applicant
since the issuance of the SER. This information includes annual updates required by 10 CFR
54.21(b), and updated information and commitments in response to staff requests for additional
information (RAIs). This SSER supplements portions of SER Sections 3, 4, 5, Appendix A, and
Appendix B.
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SECTION 2

STRUCTURES SYSTEMS AND COMPONENTS SUBJECT TO AGING
MANAGEMENT REVIEW

There are no changes or updates to this section of the safety evaluation report.
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SECTION 3
AGING MANAGEMENT REVIEW RESULTS

3.0 Applicant’s Use of the Generic Aging Lessons Learned Report

3.0.3 Aging Management Programs
3.0.3.1 AMPs Consistent with the GALL Report
3.0.3.1.2 Buried Piping and Tanks inspection Program

Summary of Technical Information in the Application. By letters dated March 28, July 14, and
July 21, 2011, the applicant supplemented the LRA to include revisions to the Buried Piping and
Tanks Inspection Program. The applicant revised the number of planned inspections of buried
piping within the scope of license renewal from 45 (a non-specific mix of direct and indirect
inspections) in the 10-year period prior to the period of extended operation to 31 direct
inspections of steel piping, 3 direct inspections of stainless steel piping, and 17 indirect
inspections in the 10-year period prior to the period of extended operation. The applicant also
revised the number of inspections to be conducted in the period of extended operation from a
non-specific total in the first 10 years of the period of extended operation based on the results of
inspections to be completed prior to the period of extended operation to 28 direct inspections of
steel piping and two direct inspections of stainless steel piping in each 10-year period of the
period of extended operation. The applicant stated that until such time that an alternative
inspection methodology is qualified and demonstrated to be effective, it will not use alternate
inspection methods to inspect buried piping within the scope of license renewal for the stated
minimum number of inspections. The staff noted that based on this response, the applicant will
not use the guided wave method in lieu of excavated direct visual inspection of buried piping
within the scope of license renewal.

Staff Evaluation. In light of operating experience that has occurred coincident with and after the
staff's initial evaluation of the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (IP2 and IP3)
license renewal application (LRA) and issuance of the SER, the staff reviewed the LRA and
SER and determined that additional information was required to evaluate how the applicant is
implementing changes to its program based on more recent industry experience. By letter
dated February 10, 2011 the staff issued request for additional information (RAI) 3.0.3.1.2-1
requesting that the applicant;

a) state how many buried piping segments are within the scope of license renewal for
each material; how many are code and/or safety-related; and, how many with the
potential to release materials detrimental to the environment, will be inspected

b} confirm which systems have cathodic protection, whether periodic NACE surveys are
conducted, and the availability of the cathodic protection system

c) state why piping that is not cathodically protected will meet the minimum design wall
thickness throughout the period of extended operation
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d) provide details on buried pipe inspections that have been conducted since July 2009
that provide insights on the quality of backfili in the vicinity of buried pipes

e) state what alternative inspection methods will be used in lieu of direct visual inspection
of buried pipe

f) state what systems have underground piping {i.e., piping and tanks that are below
grade, contained in a vault or tunnel, in contact with air, and where access for
inspection is restricted) :

g) state what soil parameters will be included in soii corrosivity testing, how often, and in
what locations sampling will be conducted; and how localized soil conditions will be
factored into the number of inspections of buried piping with the scope of license
renewal.

In its response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant stated that:

a) The following excavated direct visual inspections will be conducted on buried piping
within the scope of license renewal:

» atIP2, at least nine locations of code or safety-related steel piping and 11
locations of steel piping containing hazardous materials will be inspected in the
10-year period prior {o the period of exiended operation,

« at IP3, at least eight locations of code or safety-related steel piping, three
locations of steel piping containing hazardous materials, and three locations of
stainiess steel piping containing hazardous materials will be inspected in the
10-year period prior to the period of extended operation,

e in summary, prior to the period of extended ope'ration, there will be 31
inspections of steel piping and three inspections of stainless steel piping

» atIP2, at least six locations of code or safety-related steel piping and eight
locations of steel piping containing hazardous materials will be inspected each
10-year period during the period of extended operation,

» at IP3, at least six locations of code or safety-related steel piping, eight locations
of steel piping containing hazardous materials, and two locations of stainless
steel piping containing hazardous materials will be inspected each 10-year period
during the period of extended operation,

* In summary, during each 10-year period during the period of extended operation,
there will be 28 inspections of steel piping and two inspections of stainiess steel

piping,
» with the exception of ten inspections that have already been conducted, each

excavated direct visual examination inspection will consist of a minimum of 10
linear feet of pipe for the full circumference. The 10 inspections conducted to
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date ranged from five feet to more than ten feet with an average of eight linear
feet,

+ the non safety-related security generator buried propane tank and steel piping
will be age managed by monitoring the level of the propane in the tank; however,
opportunistic inspections of the tank will be performed. :

b) The buried city water piping in the vicinity of the Algonquin gas pipelines is the only
buried piping within the scope of license renewal that is cathodically protected. Annual
NACE surveys are conducted. Cathodic protection availability since installation in
November 2009 has exceeded 98 percent.

c) The applicant stated that there is reasonable assurance that buried piping within the
scope of license renewal will continue to meet its design function without cathodic
protection because: (1) recent inspections have found the piping’s coating to be in good
condition, (2) soil resistivity measurements have shown the soil to be non-aggressive,
(3) risk ranking of inspection locations has been and will be used to identify those areas
most susceptible to corrosion, (4) further soil samples will be obtained with the number
of inspections being increased if the soil is corrosive, and (5) an adequate number of
inspections have been conducted to date and are planned.

d) Two 10-foot sections of 16-inch pipe and an eight foot section of 10-inch city water
piping were inspected in October 2009. Eight feet of fire protection piping was inspected
in November 2009. The backfill did not contain rocks or foreign material that would
damage external coatings. The coatings were found to be in good condition.

e) It has no plans to use volumetric inspection methods in lieu of direct visual examination
of buried pipe. In the absence of a qualified method and until such time that one is
demonstrated to be effective, it will not use alternate inspection methods.

f) It has no underground piping or tanks (i.e., piping and tanks below grade, contained in a
vault or tunnel, in contact with air, where access for inspection is restricted) within the
scope of license renewal.

g) Both soil resistivity and American Water Works Association (AWWA) C105 rating factors
will be used to determine soil corrosivity. Soil parameters utilized in the AWWA C105
rating are resistivity, pH, redox potential, sulfides, and moisture. If soil resistivity is less
than 20,000 ohm-cm or the AWWA C105 rating exceeds 10, the soil will be considered
corrosive. Soil samples will be taken prior to the period of extended operation and at
least once every 10 years in the period of extended operation. Soil samples will be
taken at a minimum of two locations near buried piping within the scope of license
renewal to obtain representative soil conditions for each system. The number of
inspections of steel code or safety-related piping will be increased from six to eight
inspections and for steel piping containing hazardous materials from eight to 12 if the

soil is corrosive.
The staff finds the applicant’s response to RAI 3.0.3.1.2-1, items (b}, (c), (d), {e), (f), and (g)
acceptable. Although the service water, containment isolation support, auxiliary feedwater,
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plant drains, fuel oil, security diesel propane, and fire protection systems are not cathodically
protected, the applicant’s response is acceptable in that:

» The applicant is risk informing its piping inspection locations to select those with the
greatest potential for leakage.

+ The applicant is sampling the soil for corrosivity prior to and during the period of
extended operation, using standard industry methodologies to determine soil corrosivity,
and will be increasing the number of inspections if the soil is corrosive.

s Steel piping is coated.

» Recent inspections found that the backfill did not contain rocks or foreign material that
would damage external coatings and the coatings were found to be in good condition.
The staff noted that foreign material in backfili caused sufficient damage of the
condensate storage tank return line coating such that the line corroded and leaked, and
in other instances inspections found coating damage; however, the applicant’s proposed
number of inspections meet the current staff position for number of inspections for a
plant with no cathodic protection and unacceptable backfill quality.

The staff finds that the applicant is conducting a sufficient number of inspections to establish a
reasonable basis for the staff to conclude that the current licensing basis (CLB) function(s) of
the buried systems within the scope of license renewal will be maintained throughout the period
of extended operation. The staff noted that the applicant will not use alternative inspection
methodologies unless they are qualified and demonstrated to be effective. The staff also noted
that the applicant has no underground piping or tanks {i.e., piping and tanks below grade,
contained in a vault or tunnel, in contact with air, where access for inspection is restricted) within
the scope of license renewal.

The staff's concern described in item (a) of RAl 3.0.3.1.2-1 was not resolved because the
applicant proposed to manage the effects of aging for the buried propane piping and tanks by
monitoring tank level. The license renewal function of these components is to provide a
pressure boundary function for the tanks and piping to support a 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix R
event, By lefter dated June 15, 2011, the staff issued RAI 3.0.3.1.2-2 requesting that the
applicant state the basis for why monitoring propane tank level ensures that the license renewal
function of the tank and piping is met.

in its response dated July 14, 2011, the applicant stated that: - there are two propane tanks and
50 feet of piping that supply fuel to one engine that supports fire protection and 10 CFR Part 50
Appendix R lighting requirements; the {anks and piping are not safety-related and do not contain
hazardous materials; the piping and tanks are constructed of the same material, coated, and
exposed to similar soil conditions as the other buried steel piping within the scope of license
renewal which will have multiple direct visual inspections as described above; observation of
tank levels allows personnel to initiate corrective actions to repair or replace a leaking tank; and
monitoring of propane tank level is similar to the recommendation in NUREG-1801, “"Generic
Aging Lessons Learned (GALL) Report,” Revision 2 which allows monitoring of jockey pump
operation to age manage buried fire system piping within the scope of license renewal.
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The staff finds the applicant’'s response acceptable because the applicant’s 31 direct visual
inspections of buried steel piping prior to the period of extended operation and 28 during each of
the 10-year periods in the period of extended operation, coupled with the buried propane tanks
and piping being constructed of similar material and exposed to a similar environment, will
establish objective evidence of the condition of the buried propane piping and tanks. The staff's
concern described in RAI 3.0.3.1.2-2 is resolved.

Based on its review of the applicant’s response to RAI 3.0.3.1.2-1 and RAI 3.0.3.1.2-2, the staff
finds that operating experience related to the applicant’s program demonstrates that it can
adequately manage the detrimental effects of aging on systems, structures and components
(SSCs) within the scope of the program, and implementation of the program will result in the
applicant taking appropriate corrective actions. The staff confirmed that the “operating
experience” program element satisfies the criteria in NUREG-1800, Revision 1, “Standard
Review Plan for Review of License Renewal Applications for Nuclear Power Plants” (SRP-LR)
Section A.1.2.3.10 and, therefore, the staff finds it acceptable.

Operating Experience. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) Supplement. The staff noted that the applicant
had not updated UFSAR Sections A.2.1.5 and A.3.1.5, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(d), to
reflect the response to RAI 3.0.3.1.2-1 in regard to the number and frequency of piping
inspections and soil testing. Therefore, by letter dated June 15, 2011, the staff issued RAI
3.0.3.1.2-3 requesting that the applicant revise the UFSAR supplement to reflect the-number
and frequency of inspections and soil testing planned for all buried pipe within the scope of
license renewal.

In its response dated July 14, 2011, and amended by letter dated July 27, 2011, the applicant
revised LRA Sections A.2.1.5 and A.3.1.5 to reflect the number and frequency of piping
inspections and soil testing.

The staff finds the applicant’s response acceptable because the UFSAR supplement
establishes the number and frequency of piping inspections and soil testing licensing basis for
the program. The staff’'s concern described in RAl 3.0.3.1.2-3 is resolved.

Conclusion On the basis of its review of the applicant’s response to RAls 3.0.3.1.2-1,
3.0.3.1.2-2, and 3.0.3.1.2-3, the staff finds that those program elements for which the applicant
claimed consistency with the GALL Report are consistent. The staff concludes that the applicant
has demonstrated that the effects of aging will be adequately managed so that the intended
function(s) will be maintained consistent with the CLB for the period of extended operation, as
required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(3). The staff also reviewed the UFSAR supplement for this AMP

and concludes that it provides an adequate summary description of the program, as required by
10 CFR 54.21(d).

3.0.3.1.6 Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program
Summary of Technical Information in the Application. LRA Section B.1.23 as modified by letters

dated March 28, 2011 and July 7, 2011, describes the Non-EQ (environmental qualification)
Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program as a new program that will be consistent with the,
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GALL Report aging management program (AMP) X1.E3, "Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cables
Not Subject to 10 CFR 50.49 Environmental Qualification Requirements.”

The applicant stated that the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program includes
periodic inspections for water collection in cable manholes, and provides for the testing of
cables. In-scope medium-voltage cables (i.e., cables with operating voltage from 400 volts (V)
to 35 kilovolts (kV)) exposed to significant moisture will be tested at least every 6 years for an
indication of the condition of the conductor insulation. The program inspects for water
accumulation in manholes at least annually.

Staff Evaluation. The staff's evaluation of the applicant’s Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage
Cable Program is documented in SER Section 3.0.3.1.6. Subsequent to issuance of the SER,
the staff issued RAIl 3.0.3.1.6-1 requesting that the applicant respond to the following to address
recent industry operating experience with inaccessible low and medium voltage power cables:

1. Explain how Entergy Nuciear Operations, Inc., (Entergy) will manage the effects of aging
on inaccessible low voltage power cables within the scope of license renewal and
subject to aging management review, including consideration of recently identified
industry operating experience and any plant-specific operating experience. The
discussion should include assessment of the aging management program description,
program elements (i.e., scope of program, parameters monitoredfinspected, detection of
aging effects, and corrective actions), and an UFSAR summary description to
demonstrate reasonable assurance that the intended functions of inaccessible low
voltage power cables subject to adverse localized environments will be maintained
consistent with the current licensing basis through the period of extended operation.

2. Provide an evaluation showing that the proposed Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage
Cable Program test and inspection frequencies, including event-driven inspections,
incorporate recent industry and plant-specific operating experience for both inaccessible
low and medium voltage cables.

3. In Commitment 40, Entergy committed to evaluate plant-specific and industry operating
experience prior to entering the period of extended operation. Explain how the proposed
Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program will continue to ensure that future
industry and plant-specific operating experience will be incorporated into the program
such that inspection and test frequencies may be increased based on test and
inspection results.

By letters dated March 28, 2011, and July 7, 2011, the applicant provided a supplement to the
license renewal application including the management of inaccessibie low voltage power cables.
The applicant stated that it will include low-voltage power cables (400V to 2kV) in the Non-EQ
Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program. In addition, the applicant stated that the Non-EQ
Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program will include provisions to increase cable testing
and manhole inspections frequencies, including adjusting frequencies based on the results of
testing and inspections.

Specifically, the applicant stated that the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program
will be based on and consistent with GALL AMP. XI.E3, “Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cables
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Not Subject to 10 CFR 50.49 Environmental Qualification Requirements” with the following
enhancements described in LRA Sections B.1.23, A.2.1.22 and A.3.1.22:

+ The significant voltage exposure definition (applicable to medium voltage cable (2kV to
35kV) subjected to system voltage for more than 25 percent of the time) is removed as a
scope of program criterion.

* The Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program is expanded to include 400V
to 2kV in-scope inaccessible low voltage power cable.

¢ The performance of manhole inspections is increased to at least annually.

¢ The testing of inaccessible cables (400V to 35kV) for degradation of cable insulation will
be performed at least once every six years.

s Event driven inspections (e.g. heavy rain or flooding), are incorporated into the Non-EQ
Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program.

» Cable test results inciude reviews to determine the need for more frequent testing.

e Manhole inspection results are evaluated to determine the need for more frequent
manhole inspections.

The applicant also provided more recent plant operating experience stating that the applicant's
response to Generic Letter (GL) 2007-01 “Inaccessible or Underground Power Cable Failures
that Disable Accident Mitigation Systems or Cause Plant Transients” described that IP3 had
experienced two cable failures, and IP2 had experienced no failures based on the scoping
criteria set forth in GL 2007-01. The applicant explained that both IP3 failures involved low-
voltage power cables but the failures were due to mechanical damage and not aging. The
applicant also stated that a review of plant operating experience since the applicant’s response
to GL 2007-01 identified one IP2 failure and no I1P3 failures of low or medium voltage power
cables within scope of the maintenance rule or license renewal. The applicant further stated
that the cable failure identified for IP2 was caused during modification activities and was not
aging related.

With the information provided by the applicant’'s RAI response, the staff finds the applicant’s
Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program acceptable with respect to inaccessible
Jjow voltage power cable because the applicant has included inaccessible low voltage power
cables (400v to 2kV) within the scope of this program consistent with industry and plant-specific
operating experience such that there is reasonable assurance that inaccessible low voltage
power cables subject to significant moisture will be adequately managed during the period of
extended operation. The applicant also revised cable testing frequencies to once every 6 years
and manhole inspections to at least annually with added event-driven inspections for in-scope
manholes. The applicant’s incorporation of increased testing and inspection frequencies and
event driven inspections into the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program is
acceptable because the changes are also consistent with industry operating experience. The
elimination of the significant voltage criterion definition (subjected to system voltage for more
than 25 percent of the time) is also acceptable because this change expands the scope of the
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program consistent with inaccessible medium voltage cable operating experience. The
applicant also revised the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cabie Program to provide
more frequent inspection and test frequencies as necessary based on inspection and test
results, and current staff recommendations. The staff's concerns related to inaccessible power
cables operating experience described in RAl 3.0.3.1.6-1 are resolved.

Operating Experience. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

UFSAR Supplement. In LRA Sections A.2.1.22 and A.3.1.22, the applicant provided the
UFSAR supplement for the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program. By
response to RAl 3.0.3.1.6-1 dated March 28, 2011 and supplemented by letters dated July 14,
and July 27, 2011 the applicant revised the UFSAR supplements A.2.1.22 and A.3.1.22 to
include inaccessible power cable (400V to 2kV) and to address operating experience for
inaccessible power cable within the scope of license renewal. The March 28, 2011 letter
included a revision to the UFSAR supplement for IP2 (LRA Section A.2.1.22) which stated that
“In addition to the periodic manhole inspections, inspection of event-driven occurrences, such
as heavy rain or flooding will be performed.” The July 14, 2011 letter contained an UFSAR
supplement for IP3 (LRA Section A.3.1.22) which stated that “The inspection frequency for
water collection is established and performed based on plant specific operating experience with
cable wetling or submergence in manholes (i.e. the inspection is performed periodically based
on water accumulation over time and event driven occurrences, such as heavy rain or flooding).
The July 27, 2011 letter revised the 1P2 UFSAR supplement to correspond with the IP3 UFSAR
supplement provided in-the July 14, 2011 ietier. It was unclear to the staff if the revised UFSAR
supplements included event driven inspections. Therefore, the staff held a teleconference with
the applicant on August 3, 2011, to request clarification on the revised UFSAR supplements.
The applicant indicated that the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program, as
described in the revised UFSAR supplements, would not include event driven inspections. The
staff indicated on the teleconference that the program should be able to ensure that the cables
were not submerged in the intervals between periodic inspections. Therefore, by letter dated
August 9, 2011 the applicant revised the UFSAR supplements for IP2 and 1P3 to state that
event driven inspections will be performed. The staff reviewed these sections, including the
applicant’s RAl response, and determines that the information in the UFSAR supplement is an
adequate summary description of the program, as required by 10 CFR 54.21 (d). The applicant
committed to implement the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program prior to the
period of extended operation. The applicant further stated that this new program will be
implemented consistent with LRA Section B.1.23 and the corresponding program described in
GALL AMP XI.E3, "Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cables Not Subject to 10 CFR 50.49
Environmental Qualification Requirements” {(Commitment 15).

By letter dated July 27, 2009, the applicant added a new commitment (Commitment 40) which
states that plant-specific and appropriate industry operating experience will be evaluated and
lessons learned will be used to establish appropriate monitoring and inspection frequencies to
assess aging effects for the new aging management programs prior to the period of extended
operation. In RAIl 3.0.3.1.6-1 the staff asked the applicant to explain how the proposed Non-EQ
Inaccessible Medium-Voltage Cable Program will continue to ensure that future industry and
plant-specific operating experience will be incorporated into the program such that inspection
and test frequencies may be increased, as appropriate, based on test and inspection results.
By RAl response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant stated that the revised Non-EQ
inaccessible Medium Voltage Cable Program specifies that cable inspection and test
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frequencies will be adjusted as necessary based on the results of cable testing and manhole
inspections. The applicant also stated that it will incorporate lessons learned from future
industry and plant-specific operating experience, including plant-specific test and inspection
results during implementation of the Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium Voltage Cable Program.
The adjustment of inspection and test frequencies based on inspection and test results and
lessons learned during the implementation of the applicant’'s Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-
Voltage Cable Program is consistent with staff recommendations. The staff's concern related to
the evaluation of plant-specific and industry operating experience during program
implementation described in RAl 3.0.3.1.6-1 is resolved.

Conclusion. On the basis of its audit and review of the applicant's Non-EQ Inaccessible
Medium-Voitage Cable Program, the staff finds: (a) the applicant’s program is based on and
consistent with GALL AMP XI.E3, (b) the program enhancements, including the incorporation of
400 V to 2 kV power cables, are consistent with industry operating experience and current staff
recommendations, The staff concludes that the applicant has demonstrated that the effects of
aging will be adequately managed so that the intended function{s} will be maintained consistent
with the CLB for the period of extended operation, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(3). The staff
also reviewed the UFSAR supplement for this AMP and concludes that it provides an adequate
summary description of the program, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(d).

3.0.3.1.10 One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping Program

Summary of Technical Information in the Application. The applicant provided additional
information related to the One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping Program subsequent to the
issuance of the SER. The additional information is discussed below in the “Staff Evaluation”
section.

Staff Evaluation. The staff's evaluation of the applicant’s proposed One-Time Inspection—Small
Bore Piping Program (ASME Code Class 1) is documented in SER Section 3.0.3.1.10. The
applicant provided additional information subsequent to the issuance of the SER. The staff's
evaluation of the additional information related to the One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping
Program is discussed below in the following categories: {1) Volumetric Examination
Methodology, (2) One-Time Inspection of Bult Welds at IP2, and Both Butt Welds and Socket
Welds at IP3; (3) Destructive Examination as an Alternative; and (4) Socket Weld Periodic
Inspection at IP2.

(1) Volumetric Examination Methodology

By letter dated July 26, 2010, the applicant provided supplemental information related to the
One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping Program regarding the volumetric examination of
small bore piping. The applicant stated that it will perform the examination in accordance with
guideiines established in MRP-146, “Materials Reliability Program Management of Thermal
Fatigue in'Normally Stagnant Non-Isolable Reactor Coolant System Branch Lines,” June 2005.
The staff noted that MRP-146 recommends examination of the base metal half an inch beyond
the toe of the weld; however, the weld metal is not required as part of examination volume. It
was hot clear to the staff if the applicant’s inspections as part of the One-Time Inspection —
Small Bore Piping Program were to inspect the base metal only without inspecting the weld
metal. The staff noted that if weld metal is not inspected, this proposed inspection methodology
may not be adequate to manage age-related degradation of ASME Code Class 1 small-bore
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piping, because industry operating experience has indicated numerous failures in small bore
piping, predominantly in the form of cracking in the weld metal. The staff noted that many of
these failures are documented in Licensee Event Reports (LERs). The staff's concern is that
cracking in the weld metal could occur and remain undetected if examination of the weld metal
is not performed. By letter dated February 10, 2011, the staff issued RAl 3.0.3.1.10-1, Part 1
and Part 2, requesting the applicant to justify that the examination volume is sufficient and
capable of detecting cracking in the welds.

In its response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant stated that volumetric examinations in
accordance with MRP-146 will be performed to manage thermal fatigue. The applicant clarified
that volumetric examinations of butt welds always include the weld metal and that it will also
perform volumetric examinations on the weld metal for socket welds.

The staff finds the applicant’s response and volumetric examination methodology acceptable
because the applicant’s volumetric exarnination includes inspection of the weld metal for butt
welds and socket welds. The staff's concern described in RA! 3.0.3.1.10-1, Part 1 and 2, is
resolved.

(2) One-Time inspection of Butt Welds at IP2, and Both Butt Welds and Socket Welds at I1P3

By letter dated July 26, 2010, the applicant provided its inspection sampling size related to the
One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping Program, which states that, as part of the program, it
had performed volumetric inspection on two socket welds at IP2, and on 21 socket welds at IP3.
The staff noted that the applicant did not provide specific information regarding the small bore
piping weld population or inspection sampling size for either butt welds or socket welds. This
information is needed by the staff {0 evaluate the adequacy of the applicant’s inspection
sampling for socket welds and butt welds and whether the applicant’'s program is consistent with
the staff's inspection sampling guidance. By letter dated February 10, 2011, the staff issued
RAI 3.0.3.1.10-2 requesting the applicant to provide the total population of ASME Code Class-1
small-bore welds of each weld type (butt weld and socket weld) for each unit. In addition, the
staff requested the applicant {o provide the inspection sampling size for ASME Code Class 1
smail-bore piping.

In its response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant provided the population for each weld type
at each unit. Specifically, there are 195 butt welds and 433 socket welds at 1P2; there are 96
butt welds and 333 socket welds at IP3. In addition, the applicant provided the inspection
sampling size consisting of examinations already completed and examinations to be completed
as part of the One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping Program. Specifically, the program will
include six butt welds (approximately 3 percent) at {P2 and four butt welds (approximately 4
percent) and 20 socket welds (approximately 6 percent) at IP3. The applicant also stated that
the inspection locations of small-bore piping welds are determined by risk-informed selection
criteria which will include the most susceptible and risk-significant welds. In addition, the
applicant stated that no evidence of cracking or leakage has been detected based on the
examinations already completed as part of the One-Time inspection — Small Bore Piping
Program. The staff noted that both IP2 and IP3 have operated for more than. 30 years without
any plant-specific operating experience of butt weid failures at either unit and no socket weld
failures at IP3. Therefore the staff finds that use of One-Time Inspection - Small Bore Piping
Program is appropriate for 1P2 in regards to buft weids, and is appropriate to IP3 in regards to
both socket welds and butt welds.
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Based on the applicant’s plant-specific operating experience and operating history, the staff's
sampling guidance is three percent of the weld population, up to 10 welds, for each weld type at
each unit. The staff finds the applicant’s response and inspection sampling size and
methodology regarding the one-time inspection of butt welds at IP2, and both butt welds and
socket welds at IP3 is acceptable. In this regard, the applicant's One-Time Inspection — Small
Bore Piping Program includes (a) volumetric inspection of at least three percent of the socket
welds and butt welds in each unit, and (b) a methodology to select the most susceptible and
risk-significant welds, consistent with the staff's sampling guidance. Also, P2 and IP3 have
operated for more than 30 years with no plant-specific operating experience that indicates
cracking or failures with regards to the components in scope of the One-Time Inspection -
Small Bore Piping Program, and no evidence of cracking or leakage has been detected based
on the examinations already completed as part of the One-Time Inspection — Small Bore Piping
Program. The staff's evaluation of the applicant’'s proposed inspection of socket welds at IP2 is
further discussed below in category 4 (Socket Weld Periodic Inspection at IP2). The staff's
concern described in RAI 3.0.3.1.10-2 is resolved.

The staff noted that the applicant’s period of extended operation begins on September 28, 2013,
for iP2, and on December 12, 2015, for IP3. The staff further noted that, as part of the One-
Time Inspection - Small Bore Piping Program, IP3 has already completed all of its examinations
during its current (fourth) 10-year inservice inspection (ISI) interval; IP2 has completed all but
one of its examinations (an examination of one butt weld) during its current (fourth) 10-year IS
interval and will complete the remaining one (butt weld examination) prior to entering the period ~
of extended operation.

The staff finds the applicant’s implementation of these one-time inspections timely and
acceptable because the applicant has already completed its proposed inspections, except an
examination of one butt weld at P2, without revealing any evidence of cracking or leakage and
the remaining examination will be completed prior to the period of extended operation,
consistent with the staff’s program implementation guidance.

(3) Destructive Examination as an Alternative

By letter dated March 28, 2011, the applicant indicated that, for socket weld examination, it
proposes the option of performing destructive examination in lieu of volumetric examination on a
two-for-one basis. Based on the staff's sampling guidance, an applicant may take credit for
each weld destructively examined as being equivalent to having volumetricaily examined two
welds because more information can be obtained from a destructive examination than from
nondestructive examination; therefore, the staff finds the applicant’s option to perform
destructive examination in lieu of volumetric examination on a two-for-one basis acceptable and
consistent with the staff's sampling guidance.

(4) Socket Weld Periodic inspection at |P2

In its review of the supplemental information provided by the applicant by letter dated

July 26, 2010, the staff noted cases of ASME Code Class 1 socket weld failures at IP2. The
most recent case was a socket weld failure that resuited in reactor coolant system (RCS)
leakage, as documented in LER 2472010004 (ADAMS Accession No. ML1014501190). Based
on this plant-specific operating experience at IP2, the staff determined that the use of a one-
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time inspection may not be appropriate, and that it may be necessary for the applicant to
perform periodic inspection of socket welds to manage age-related degradation during the
period of extended operation. By letter dated February 10, 2011, the staff issued RAI
3.0.3.1.10-1, Part 3, requesting the applicant to provide justification that periodic inspection of
ASME Code Class 1 small-bore socket welds at IP2 is not needed.

In its response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant provided a discussion of its operating
experience which states it has experienced five leaks during 38 years of operation at IP2. In
addition, the appiicant stated that it will perform periodic inspection of ASME Code Class 1
socket welds at IP2. Specifically, it will volumetrically inspect at least 10 socket welds in 2012
and at least 10 socket welds during each 10-year 1S| interval. However, the basis for the
inspection sampling size for the periodic inspection at IP2 was not clear to the staff. A robust
inspection program for socket welds is warranted based on the operating experience at IP2, and
the inspection sampling should be statistically significant so that cracking, if present, will be
detected prior to leakage of the component. In the case of a focused inspection in which an
applicant selects the most susceptible welds and the most risk-significant welds, the staff
recommends inspection sampling of 10 percent, up to 25 welds, for each 10-year interval during
the period of extended operation. Therefore, by letter dated June 15, 2011, the staff issued RAI
3.0.3.1.10-3 requesting the applicant to justify the sampling adequacy of the periodic inspection
for socket welds at IP2.

In its response dated July 14, 2011, the applicant stated that it will perform periodic volumetric
inspection of socket welds as part of its I1SI Program. The staff's evaluation of the applicant’'s 1SI
Program is documented in Section 3.0.3.3.4 of the SER. The staff noted that the inspection
sampling will consist of 25 socket welds during each of the ISl 10-year intervals, consistent with
the staff’s inspection sampling guidance. In addition, since IP2 is currently in the third period of
its fourth 1S! 10-year interval, the applicant will perform volumetric examination of seven socket
welds (i.e., 28 percent of the 25 welds needed for the interval) which is the prorated number of
socket welds to be inspected for the remaining years in the current 10-year interval. The staff
noted that the applicant will use a methodology to select the most susceptible and risk-
significant welds to ensure a high probability of detecting cracking, if it exists. The staff also
noted if cracking is detected during the inspection, there will be an extent of condition review to
evaluate the inspection sampling size to ensure that it is adequate to identify cracking that could
occur at other locations.

The staff finds the applicant’s response acceptabie because the applicant’s sampling
methodology ensures that an adequate number of welds will be examined during each 10-year
interval to ensure that aging, if present, will be adequately managed during the period of
extended operation. The staff's concern described in RAl 3.0.3.1.10-1, Part 3 and RA|
3.0.3.1.10-3 is resolved.

Based on its review, the staff determined that the applicant's proposed aging management of
ASME Code Class 1 small bore piping is adequate because the program includes a sufficient
number of welds to be inspected, an adequate selection methodology that focuses on
susceptibility, welds and risk-significance, and the program will also be implemented in a
reasonable timeframe.

Operating Experience. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.
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UFSAR Supplement. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

Conclusion. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

3.0.3.2 AMPs Consistent with the GALL Report with Exceptions and/or Enhancements
3.0.3.2.10 Masonry Wall Program

Summary of Technical Information in the Application. The applicant provided additional

information related to the Masonry Wall Program subsequent to the issuance of the SER. The
additional information is discussed below in the “Staff Evaluation” section.

Staff Evaluation. The staff's evaluation of the applicant’s proposed Masonry Wall Program is
documented in Section 3.0.3.2.10 of the SER.

Subsequent to issuance of the SER, the staff identified a need for additional information
regarding the frequency of inspections for masonry walls within the scope of license renewal.
By letter dated February 10, 2011, the staff issued RAIl 3.0.3.2.10-1 requesting the applicant to
provide the inspection interval for masonry walls.

By letter dated March 28, 2011, the applicant responded and stated that the inspection interval
for masonry walls within the scope of license renewal is every 5 years. The staff reviewed the
applicant’s response and found it acceptable because the applicant is conducting inspections
consistent with the frequency described in the GALL Report.

Operating Experience. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER,

UFSAR Suppiement. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

Conclusion. There are no changes or updates 1o this section of the SER.
3.0.3.2.15 Structures Monitoring Program
Summary of Technical Information in the Application. The applicant provided additional

information related to the Structures Monitoring Program subsequent to the issuance of the
SER. The additional information is discussed below in the “Staff Evaluation” section.

Staff Evaluation. The staff's evaluation of the applicant’s proposed Structures Monitoring
Program is documented in Section 3.0.3.2.15 of the SER. Subsequently, the staff requested
additional information regarding the Structures Monitoring Program acceptance criteria. The
staff's evaluation of the additional information submitted by the applicant related to the
Structures Monitoring Program is discussed below.

GALL AMP X1.86, “Structures Monitoring Program,” states that American Concrete Institute
(ACH 349.3R is an acceptable basis for selection of parameters monitored, detection of aging
effects, and acceptance criteria. The LRA states that the applicant’s program incorporates
inspection guidance based on recommendations contained in AC1 349.3R; however, the LRA
does not ciearly state that acceptance criteria align with those in AC| 349.3R. By letter dated
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February 10, 2011, the staff issued RAI 3.0.3.2.15-1 requesting the applicant provide

quantitative acceptance criteria that align with ACI 349.3R, or provide technical justification for
any differences. '

By letter dated March 28, 2011, the applicant responded and stated that its Structures
Monitoring Program has a responsible engineer with the appropriate education and experience
to identify and evaluate existing conditions using appropriate standards, including ACI
standards. The applicant further stated that the program will be enhanced to include more
detailed guidance on quantitative acceptance criteria of ACI 349.3R, “Evaluation of Existing
Nuclear Safety-Related Concrete Structures.” The applicant committed to implementing this
enhancement prior to the period of extended operation (Commitment 25).

The staff reviewed the applicant's response and found it acceptable because the applicant has
committed to enhance its Structures Monitoring Program to include acceptance criteria aligned
with the quantitative criteria recommended in ACI 349.3R, and therefore, with the
recommendations in the GALL Report. The appiicant has committed to implement this
enhancement prior to the period of extended operation.

Operating Experience. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

UFSAR Supplement. In LRA Section A.2.1.35, the applicant provided the UFSAR supplement
for the Structures Monitoring Program. In a letter dated March 28, 2011, the applicant
supplemented the application and revised Commitment No. 25 to enhance the acceptance
criteria of the program. The staff has determined that the information in the UFSAR supplement
is an adequate summary description of the program, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(d).

Conclusion. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

3.0.3.3 AMPs Not Consistent with or Not Addressed in the GALL Report

3.0.3.3.1 Boral Surveillance Program

Summary of Technical information in the Application. The applicant provided additional

information related to the Boral Surveillance Program subsequent to the issuance of the SER.
The additional information is discussed below in the “Staff Evaluation” section.

Staff Evaluation, The staff's evaluation of the applicant’'s Boral Surveillance Program is
documented in Section 3.0.3.3.1 of the SER. Subsequent o the issuance of the SER, the staff
identified a need for additional information as to whether the Boral Surveillance Program will
perform inspection and testing activities with sufficient frequency to ensure that aging of Boral
neutron-absorbing panels will be adequately managed. By letter dated June 15, 2011, the staff
issued RAI B.1.4-1 requesting that the applicant state the frequency of inspection and testing
activities, provide justification if the frequency is less than once every 10 years, and revise the
UFSAR supplement to include the inspection and testing interval.

in its response dated July 14, 2011, the applicant stated that inspection and testing activities are
based on plant-specific operating experience and will occur at least once every 10 years during
" the period of extended operation. The applicant revised the UFSAR supplement to reflect the
minimum 10-year frequency. The staff finds the applicant’s response acceptable because the
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applicant’s inspection and testing of Boral coupons are informed by operating experience and
will be performed at least once every 10 years, which is sufficient to ensure that Boral
degradation will be detected prior to loss of intended function. The staff's concern described in
RAI B.1.4-1 is resolved.

UFSAR Supplement. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

Conclusion. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.
3.0.3.3.4 inservice Inspection Program

Summary of Technical Information in the Application. There are no changes or updates to this
section of the SER.

Safety Evaluation. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

Operating Experience. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

UFSAR Supplement. In LRA Section A.2.1.17, the applicant provided the UFSAR supplement
for the Inservice Inspection Program. By letter dated July 14, 2011, the applicant revised LRA
Section A.2.1.17 to include the following,

IPEC will perform twenty-five volumetric weld metal inspections of small-bore
Class 1 socket welds during each 10-year 18! interval scheduled as specified by
IWB-2412 of the ASME Section Xi Code. In lieu of volumetric examinations,
destructive examinations may be performed, where one destructive examination
may be substituted for two volumetric examinations.

The applicant committed {Commitment 46} to perform 25 volumetric weld metal inspections of
small bore Class 1 socket welds in each 10-year 1S interval during the period of extended
operation.

The staff reviewed LRA Section A.2.1.17 as amended by letter dated July 14, 2011, and
concludes that this section of the UFSAR supplement provides an adequate summary
description of the program, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(d).

Conclusion. There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.
3.0.5 Operating Experience for Aging Management Programs
3.0.5.1  Summary of Technical Information in the Application

LRA Section B.0.4 describes the consideration of operating experience for AMPs. The LRA
states that the applicant reviewed past operating experience to prepare the application. This
review included operating experience from such sources as corrective actions; reports of recent
inspections, examinations, tests, and sample results; input from program owners; and
applicable self-assessments, quality assurance {QA) audits, peer evaluations, and NRC
reviews. The LRA also states that site procedures require reviews of site and relevant industry
operating experience as the site continues operation through the period of extended operation.
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3.0.5.2 Staff Evaluation

Pursuantto 10 CFR 54.21(a)(3), an applicant is required to demonstrate that the effects of
aging on structures and components (SCs) subject to an aging management review (AMR) will
be adequately managed so that their intended functions will be maintained consistent with the
CLB for the period of extended operation. SRP-LR, Revision 1, Section A.1.2.3 describes 10
elements of an acceptable AMP including element 10, “Operating Experience.”

The staff reviewed LRA Section B.0.4 to determine whether the applicant will implement

- adequate programmatic activities for the continual review of both plant-specific and industry
operating experience to identify areas where AMPs should be enhanced or new AMPs
developed. While LRA Section B.0.4 states that operating experience will be reviewed in the
future, it does not fully describe the details of how the applicant will use future operating
experience to ensure that the AMPs will remain effective for managing the aging effects during
the period of extended operation. Also, it is not clear as to which AMPs will be updated based
on future operating experience or whether new AMPs will be developed, as necessary. By letter
dated June 15, 2011, the staff issued RAI B.0.4-1 requesting that the applicant describe in detail
the programmatic activities that will be used to continually identify aging issues, evaluate them,
and, as necessary, enhance the AMPs or develop new AMPs.

In its response dated July 14, 2011, the applicant provided further information to describe how it
will use its existing programs to monitor, on an ongoing basis, plant-specific and industry
operating experience and how the evaluations completed under these programs will ensure that
the AMPs will be effective in managing the aging effects for which they are credited. The
applicant stated that it will use two programs: the operating experience program (OEP) and the
corrective action program (CAP). The applicant indicated that the OEP will monitor sources of
industry operating experience whereas the CAP will monitor sources of plant-specific operating
experience. Some examples of industry sources are NRC generic communications and Institute
of Nuclear Power Operations event reports, and some plant-specific sources are the resuits of
inspections performed under plant programs and system health reports. The applicant stated
that items are first screened under the OEP to determine the potential impact to the plants, and
are entered into the CAP when the item concerns degraded equipment. The applicant
explained that degraded equipment includes degradation due to the effects of aging.
Evaluations under the CAP consider whether the frequency of future inspections needs
adjustment, whether new or different inspections are needed, and whether inspections include
adequate depth and breadth of component, material, and environment combinations. The
applicant stated that corrective actions can include enhancement of existing AMPs or
development of new AMPs, Finally, the applicant stated that both the OEP and the CAP are
administratively controlled. ,

The staff finds the applicant’s response acceptable because the programmatic activities it
described are adequate to monitor and evaiuate plant-specific and industry operating
experience on a continual basis. In addition, these programs provide for the enhancement of
AMPs or the development of new AMPs, when necessary, to ensure that the effects of aging will
be adequately managed. The staff's concern described in RAl B.0.4-1 is resolved.

The staff determines that the applicant has met the intent of the “operating experience” program
element with respect to the future consideration of operating experience.
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3.0.5.3 UFSAR Supplement

The staff reviewed the UFSAR supplements in LRA Appendix A to determine whether the
applicant provided an adequate summary description of the ongoing operating experience
review activities. As the staff found no such description, it also requested in RAI B.0.4-1 that the
applicant provide a description of these activities for the UFSAR supplement required by

10 CFR 54.21(d).

In its response dated July 14, 2011, the applicant did not amend the UFSAR supplements to
include a description of the programmatic activities for the ongoing review of operating
experience. As such, on July 21, 2011, staff held a teleconference with the applicant to discuss
the need for such a description in the UFSAR supplements. On July 27, 2011, the applicant
submitted a supplemental response to RAI B.0.4-1, in which it provided the following description
in both UFSAR supplements:

The Operating Experience Program (OEP) and the Corrective Action Program
(CAP) help to assure continued effectiveness of aging management programs
through evaluations of operating experience. The OEP implements the
requirements of NRC NUREG-0737, “Clarification of TMI Action Plan
Reguirements,” Section 1.C.5 and evaluates site, Enterqy fleet, and industry
operating experience for impact on IPEC. The CAP implements the
requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Criterion XVI and is used to evaluate
and effect appropriate actions in response 1o operating experience relevant to
IPEC that indicates a condition adverse to quality or a non-conformance.

The staff reviewed this description against the acceptance criteria in SRP-LR Sections 3.1.2.4,
3.2.24,3.3.24,3.4.2.4,3.5.24,and 3.6.2.4. In accordance with the acceptance criteria in
these sections, the staff determines that the summary description is sufficiently comprehensive
such that later changes can be controlied by 10 CFR 50.59. As such, the staff determines that
the information in the UFSAR supplements is an adequate summary description of the ongoing
operating experience review activities, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(d).

3.0.5.4 Conclusion

On the basis of its review of the applicant’s programmatic activities for the ongoing review of
operating experience, the staff concludes that the applicant has demonstrated that the effects of
aging will be adequately managed so that the intended function(s) will be maintained consistent
with the CLB for the period of extended operation, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(a)(3). The staff
also reviewed the UFSAR supplement for these activities and concludes that it provides an
adequate summary description, as required by 10 CFR 54.21(d).

3.1 Aging Management of Reactor Vessel, Internals and Reactor Coolant Systems

3.1.2 Staff Evaluation

3.1.2.1 AMR Results Consistent with the GALL Report
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LRA Table 3.1.1, item number 82, states that SG primary side divider plates are composed of
nickel alloy. LRA Table 3.1.1, item number 81, addresses cracking due to primary water stress
corrosion cracking (PWSCC) for the nickel alloy or nickel-alloy clad SG divider plate exposed to
reactor coolant. The applicant credited the Water Chemistry Control — Primary and Secondary
Program to manage cracking due to PWSCC in nickel-alloy SG divider plates exposed to
reactor coolant, consistent with the GALL Report.

The staff noted that, from foreign operating experience in steam generators with similar design
to that of the applicant’s SGs, cracking due to PWSCC has been identified in SG divider plate
assemblies fabricated from Alloy 600, even with proper primary water chemistry. The staff
noted specifically, that cracks have been detected in the stub runner, very close to the
tubesheet/stub runner weld and with depths of almost a quarter of the divider piate’s thickness.
Therefore, the staff determined that the Water Chemistry — Primary and Secondary Program
might not be effective in managing cracking due to PWSCC in SG divider plate assemblies
fabricated from Alloy 600 and its associated weld metals.

The staff noted that, aithough these SG divider plate assembly cracks might not have a
significant safety impact in and of themselves, these cracks could affect adjacent items that are
part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, such as the tubesheet and the channel head, if
they propagate to the boundary with these items. The staff further noted that for the tubesheet,
PWSCC cracks in the divider plate assemblies fabricated from Alloy 600 and its associated weld
metals could propagate to the tubesheet cladding, with possible consequences to the integrity of
the tube-to-tubesheet welds. Furthermore, for the channel head, the PWSCC cracks in the
divider plate assemblies could propagate to the SG triple point (i.e. the point where the divider
plate and tube sheet meet with the shell) and potentially affect the pressure boundary of the SG
channet head.

The staff reviewed the applicant’s UFSAR and noted that 1P2 UFSAR Section 4.2.2.3 and
Table 4.2-1, and IP3 UFSAR Section 4.2.2 and Table 4.2-1 describe the construction materials
for the 1P2 replacement Model 44F steam generators and for the |P3 replacement Model 44F
steam generators, respectively. However, there was no information about the construction
materials of the divider plate assemblies for the SGs at both units.

By letter dated February 10, 2011, the staff issued RAI.3.1.2.2.13-1 requesting that the
applicant (1) discuss the materials of construction for the IP2 and IP3 SG divider plate
assembilies, including the welds within these assemblies, to the channel head and to the
tubesheet, (2) if any constitutive/weld material of the SG divider plate assemblies is susceptible
to cracking {(e.g., Alloy 800 or its associated weld materiais), describe an inspection program
(examination technique and frequency) to ensure that there are no cracks propagating into other
items which are part of the reactor coolant pressure boundary (e.g., tubesheet and channel
head) that could challenge the integrity of those adjacent items.

In its response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant described that for IP2 and IP3, the divider
plates are Inconel 600 (ASME-SB-168) and that it is conservatively assumed that the weid
rmaterials are the associated Alloy 600 weld materials. The applicant further clarified that 1P2
original Westinghouse Modei 44 steam generators were replaced with Model 44F steam
generators in 2000 and that IP3 original Westinghouse Model 44 steam generators were
replaced with Model 44F steam generators in 1989. The applicant also described the
evaluation and conclusion from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) about the safety
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concern of a cracked divider plate in a Westinghouse Model F SG. In addition, the applicant
described that the industry plans to study the potential for divider plate crack growth and to
develop a resolution to the concern through the EPRI Steam Generator Management Program
(SGMP) Engineering and Regulatory Technical Advisory Group, which is expectec! to bg
completed by 2013. However, recognizing that the EPRI SGMP resolution of this issue is under
development, the applicant stated that it would inspect all its SGs to assess the condition of the
divider plate assembly.

The applicant’s RAI response dated March 28, 2011, was subsequently revised by letters dated
July 14 and July 27, 2011, which considered information discussed in conference calls held on
June 9 and July 25, 2011. In the letter of July 27, 2011, the applicant committed

(Commitment 41) to the following:

IPEC will perform an inspection of steam generators for both units to assess the
condition of the divider plate assembly. The examination technique used will be
capable of detecting PWSCC in the steam generator divider plate assemblies.
The IP2 steam generator divider plate inspections will be completed within the
first ten years of the period of extended operation (PEQ), i.e. prior to
September 28, 2023. The IP3 steam generator divider plate inspections will be
completed within the first refueling outage following the beginning of the PEO.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAl 3.1.2.2.13-1 and associated
Commitment 41 acceptable because the applicant will assess the condition of the divider plate
assembly in each SG at both units by inspection during the period of extended operation, in a
time period consistent with the detection of potential PWSCC cracks, with appropriate
examination technigques. The staff's concern described in RAI 3.1.2.2.13-1 is resolved.

The staff conciudes that the applicant has demonstrated that the effects of aging for these
components will be adequately managed so that their intended functions will be maintained
consistent with the CLB during the period of extended operation, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(3).

3.1.2.2 AMR Results Consistent with the GALL Report for Which Further Evaluation is
Recommended

By letter dated June 14, 2010, the applicant provided LRA amendment number 9, which
included the Reactor Vessel Internals Program and revisions to the related LRA Sections. The
LRA amendment described the Reactor Vessel Internals Program as a new, plant-specific aging
management program. The Reactor Vessel Internals Program and associated LRA revisions
were based on the Electric Power Reactor Institute (EPRI) report, “Materials Reliability Program:
Pressurized Water Reactor Internals Inspection and Evaluation Guidelines (MRP-227, Rev. 0),"
which was submitted to the NRC by letter dated January 12, 2009 (ADAMS Accession No.
ML0S80160204). The staff compileted its review of MRP-227, Rev. 0, and issued its SER on that
report on June 22, 2011 (ADAMS Accession No. ML111600498). Subsequent to issuing its
SER on MRP-227, Rev. 0, the staff issued Regulatory information Summary (RIS) 2011-07,
“License Renewal Submittal Information for Pressurized Water Reactor Internals Aging
Management.” As stated therein, RIS 2011-07 “provides information to licensees with respect
to how to meet their existing license renewal commitments reiated to reactor vessel internals
aging management programs, and on acceptable changes to existing license renewal
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commitments in order to account for recent issue of the staff's final Safety Evaluation (SE) on
MRP-227, Rev. 0, and the forthcoming issue of the approved version of MRP-227."

RIS 2011-07 identifies categories for plants in varying stages of license renewal. Category “C
is described as being applicable to plants that have an LRA currently under review which
applies to IP2 and IP3. RIS 2011-07 states, for applicants in Category C, that “Applicants will
be expected to revise their commitment for aging management of PWR vessel internals such
that the submitta! information identified in the SE for MRP-227 would be submitted to the NRC
for review and approval not later than two years after issuance of the renewed license and not
later than two years before the plant enters the period of extended operation, whichever comes

first.” The applicant’s current licenses expire on September 28, 2013 for IP2 and December 12,
2015 for IP3.

By letter dated August 22, 2011, the applicant stated that it would further supplement its LRA by
September 28, 2011, to include an inspection plan for reactor vessel internals, which is
consistent with its previous commitment (Commitment 30). In addition, the applicant stated that
following the issuance of the approved version of MRP-227 (MRP-227-A), it will review the
inspection plan to determine any need for revision, and will modify the inspection plan to include
the necessary revisions, if any. The submission of the Reactor Vessel Internals Program, along
with applicant’s stated intention of supplying an inspection plan by September 28, 2011, and its
plan to revise its program, as necessary, to address the staff's evaluation of MRP-227, is
consistent with the applicant’s previous commitment and the recent guidance provided in RIS
2011-07. Therefore, the staff's conclusions regarding the applicant's AMRs for reactor vessel
internals, as documented in SER Sections 3.1.2.2.6, 3.1.2.2.9, 3.1.2.2.12, 3.1.2.2.15, and
3.2.2.17, remain valid.

3.1.2.2.16 Cracking Due to Stress Corrosion Cracking and Primary Water Stress Corrosion
Cracking

SER Section 3.1.2.2.16 discussed (1) cracking due to stress corrosion cracking (SCC) in
stainless steel control rod drive head penetration components and on the primary coolant side
of steel steam generator heads clad with stainless steel, and (2) cracking due to SCC that could
occur on stainless steel pressurizer spray heads and cracking due to PWSCC that could occur
on nickel alloy pressurizer spray heads. This SSER supplements the discussion in SER Section
3.1.2.2.16(1) which appears on pages 3-286 through 3-289 of the SER. SER Section
3.1.2.2.16(2) is unchanged by this SSER.

(1)  Subsequent to the issuance of the SER, the staff requested additional information
related to the aging management of SG tube-to-tubesheet welds made or clad with
nickel alloy. The following is the staff’s evaluation of the additional information.

LRA Table 3.1.1, item number 3.1.1-35, states that the corresponding GALL Report line
item applies to once-through steam generators (SGs) and was used as a comparison for
the SG tubesheets at the applicant’s site. The applicant further stated that for the steel
with nickel alloy clad steam generator tubesheets, cracking is managed by the Water
Chemistry Control — Primary and Secondary and Steam Generator Integrity Programs.

SRP-LR Section 3.1.2.2.16 identifies that cracking due to PWSCC could occur on the
primary coolant side of PWR steel SG tube-to-tubesheet welds made or clad with nickel
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alloy. The GALL Report recommends ASME Section XI IS! Program and control of '
water chemistry to manage cracking due to PWSCC and recommends no further aging
management review for PWSCC of nickel alloy if the applicant complies with applicable
NRC Orders and provides a commitment in the FSAR supplement to implement
applicable (1) Bulletins and Generic Letters and (2) staff-accepted industry guidelines.
item IV.D2-4 in the GALL Report addresses cracking due to PWSCC, and is applicable
only to once-through SGs, but not to recirculating SGs.

The staff noted that ASME Code, Section X!, does not require any inspection of the
tube-to-tubesheet welds, and that no specific NRC Orders or bulletins address
inspection requirements for these welds. The staff's concern is that, if the tubesheet
cladding is Alloy 600 or the associated Alloy 600 weld materials, the region of the
autogenous tube-to-tubesheet weld may have insufficient chromium content to prevent
initiation of PWSCC, even when the SG tubes are made from Alloy 690TT.
Consequently, a crack initiated in this region, close to a tube, may propagate into or
through the weld, causing a failure of the weld and of the reactor coolant pressure
boundary (RCPB). This could occur in once-through SGs, as well as in recirculating
SGs such as those used at both of the applicant’s units. Therefore, unless the NRC has
approved a redefinition of the RCPB in which the autogenous tube-to-tubesheet weld is
no longer included, or the tubesheet cladding and welds are not susceptible to PWSCC,
the staff considers that the effectiveness of the Water Chemistry Control — Primary and
Secondary Program should be verified to ensure PWSCC cracking is not occurring.
Moreover, it was not clear to the staff how the Steam Generator Integrity Program is able
to manage PWSCC of the tubesheet cladding, including the tube-to-tubesheet welds.

LRA Section 2.3.1.4 describes the 1P2 replacement Westinghouse Model 44F SG tubes
as being fabricated from Alloy 600TT, and the IP3 replacement Westinghouse Model
44F SG tubes as being fabricated from Alloy 690TT. The applicant also described the
tubesheet surfaces in contact with reactor coolant as clad with Inconel, and stated that
the tube-to-tubesheet joints are welded for both units’ SGs.

By letter dated February 10, 2011, the staff issued RAl 3.1.2.2.16-1 requesting that the
applicant, for the IP2 SGs, (1) clarify whether the tube-to-tubesheet welds are included
in the RCPB or alternate repair criteria have been permanently approved, and (2) if the
SGs do not have permanently approved alternate repair criteria, justify how the Steam
Generator Integrity Program is capable of managing PWSCC in tube-to-tubesheet
welds, or provide a plant-specific AMP that will complement the Water Chemistry Control
~ Primary and Secondary Program, in order to verify its effectiveness and ensure that
cracking due to PWSCC is not occurring in tube-to-tubesheet welds. For the IP3 SGs,
the staff requested that the applicant justify how the Steam Generator Integrity Program
is capable of managing PWSCC in tube-to-tubesheet welds, or provide either a plant-
specific AMP that will complement the Water Chemistry Control — Primary and
Secondary Program, in order to verify its effectiveness and ensure that cracking due to

PWSCC is not occurring in tube-to-tubesheet welds, or a rationale for why such a
program is not needed.

in its response dated March 28, 2011, the applicant clarified that in the IP2 SGs, the
fube-to-tubesheet welds are included in the RCPB and no tubesheet region alternate
repair criterion is employed. The applicant further stated that, for each unit, it wouid
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address the potential failure of the steam generator reactor coolant pressure boundary
due tq PWSCC cracking of tube-to-tubesheet welds via one of two options, an analysis
or an inspection. The applicant further stated that an approved analytical evaluation
would obviate the need to develop a plant-specific AMP to verify effectiveness of the
Water Chemistry Control — Primary and Secondary program.

The applicant's RAI response dated March 28, 2011, was subsequently revised by
letters dated July 14, July 27, and August 9, 2011, which considered, among other
things, information discussed in conference calls held on June 9, and July 25, 2011. In
the August 9, 2011 letter, the applicant committed (Commitment 42) to the following:

IPEC will develop a plan for each unit to address the potential for cracking of the
primary to secondary pressure boundary due to PWSCC of tube-to-tubesheet
welds using one of the following two options.

Option 1 (Analysis)

IPEC will perform an analytical evaluation of the steam generator tube-to-
tubesheet welds in order to establish a technical basis for either
determining that the tubesheet cladding and welds are not susceptible to
PWSCC, or redefining the pressure boundary in which the tube-to-
tubesheet weld is no longer included and, therefore, is not required for
reactor coolant pressure boundary function. The redefinition of the
reactor coolant pressure boundary must be approved by the NRC as part
of a license amendment request. -

Option 2 (Inspection)

IPEC will perform a one-time inspection of a representative number of
tube-to-tubesheet welds in each steam generator to determine if PWSCC
cracking is present. If weld cracking is identified:

a. The condition will be resolved through repair or engineering
evaluation 1o justify continued service, as appropriate, and

b. An ongoing monitoring program will be established to perform routine
tube-to tubesheet weld inspections for the remaining life of the steam
generators.

Moreover, for IP2, the applicant stated that the tube-to-tubesheet welds have been in
service for approximately eleven years since it replaced the 1P2 SGs in 2000.
Considering this limited service time, the applicant further stated that, if Option 1 were
not implemented, it would implement Option 2 that includes tube-to-tubesheet weld
inspections for PWSCC. The applicant further stated that these inspections would be
performed between March 2020 and March 2024, such that the SGs will have been in
service between 20 and 24 years. For IP3, the applicant stated that the tube-to-
tubesheet welds have been in service for approximately 22 years since it replaced the
IP3 SGs in 1989. The applicant further stated that, if Option 1 were not implemented, it
would implement Option 2 which includes tube-to-tubesheet weld inspections for
PWSCC. The applicant further stated that these inspections would be performed prior to
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the end of the first refueling outage foliowing the beginning of the period of extended
operation.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI 3.1.2.2.16-1 and
associated Commitment 42 acceptable because the applicant will manage the aging
effect of cracking due to PWSCC in the SG tube-to-tubesheet welds either by
demonstrating that those welds are no longer included in the SG reactor coolant
pressure boundary function or are not susceptible to PWSCC, or by implementing a
one-time inspection on a representative number of tube-to-tubesheet weids of each
steam generator to determine if PWSCC is present, in a time period consistent with the
detection of potential PWSCC cracks. The staff finds that the timing of this inspection for
each unit is acceptable because at the time of the inspections, the respective SGs will
have been in operation for between 20 and 24 years, and between 22 and 28 years, for
IP2 and IP3, respectively, and it is unlikely that significant detrimental PWSCC cracking
will have initiated at this time period. The staff also noted that if aging effects are
identified by the inspections, the applicant will take corrective actions including an
evaluation of the degradation and the implementation of routine inspections of the tube-
to-tubesheet welds for the remaining life of the SGs. The staff's concern described in
RAI 3.1.2.2.16-1 is resolved.

3.2 Aging Management of Engineered Safety Features Systems

3.2.2 Staff Evaluation
3.2.2.3 AMR Results Not Consistent with or Not Addressed in the GALL Report

3.2A.2.3.5 Containment Penetrations-Summary of Aging Management Review-
LRA Table 3.2.2-5-1P2

SER Section 3.2A.2.3.5 presented the staff's review of AMR items in LRA Table 3.2.2-5-1P2. In
addition to the AMR results documented in the SER for LRA Table 3.2.2-5-1P2, by letter dated
July 26, 2010, the applicant proposed no aging effect for stainless steel filter housings exposed
to indoor air externally. This line item is similar to item VF-12 in the GALL Report, which is for
stainless steel! piping, piping components, and piping elements in an external environment of
air—indoor uncontrolled. Because the LRA item is similar to the GALL Report item for that
material and environment, the staff finds that the exposure of stainless steel material to plant
indoor air will not result in aging that will be of concern during the period of extended operation.

On the basis of its review, the staff finds that the applicant has appropriately evaluated the AMR
results of material, environment, aging effect requiring management and AMP combinations not
addressed in the GALL Report. The staff finds that the applicant has demonstrated that the
effects of aging will be adequately managed so that the intended functions will be maintained
consistent with the CLB for the period of extended operation, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(3).

3.3 Aging Management of Auxiliary Systems

3.3.2 Staff Evaluation
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3.3.2.3 AMR Results Not Consistent with or Not Addressed in the GALL Report

3.3B.2.3.19 Chiorination System, Nonsafety-Related Components Potentially Affecting Safety
Functions — Summary of Aging Management Review — LRA Table 3.3.2-19-5-1P3

SER Section 3.3B.2.3.19 presented the staff’s review of AMR items in LRA Table
3.2.2-19-5-1P2. In addition to the AMR results documented in the SER for LRA Table 3.3.2-19-
5-1P3, by letter dated July 26, 2010, the applicant proposed no aging effect for plastic piping
exposed to indoor air externally and treated water internally. The staff noted that the applicant’s
LRA was submitted using GALL Report Revision 1 which did not address this component,
material and environment combination. The staff also noted that GALL Report Revision 2
addresses polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe exposed to the air-indoor environment and
condensation. No aging effects for PVC in these environments would be expected based on
GALL items AP-268, SP-152, and SP-153 which state in part that generally low operating
temperatures and historical good chemical resistance data for PVC components, combined with
a lack of historic negative operating experience, indicate that PVC is not likely to experience any
degradation from the nonaggressive indoor air and condensation. The staff noted that the
internal environment would include chiorine during chemical injection periods. The staff also
noted that the Environmental Technical Specifications and UFSAR state a range of chlorine
from 13.5 percent to 15 percent. The staff further noted that the “Chemical Resistance of
Plastics and Elastomers,” Third Edition, by the Plastic Design Library Staff, William Andrew
Publishing, Interactive Table, states that PVC material exposed to sodium hypochlorite solutions
up to 20 percent are acceptable with no effect. Therefore the staff finds the applicant's AMR
results as appropriate.

On the basis of its review, the staff finds that the applicant has appropriately evaluated the AMR
resuits of material, environment, aging effect requiring management and AMP combinations not
addressed in the GALL Report. The staff finds that the applicant has demonstrated that the
effects of aging will be adequately managed so that the intended functions will be maintained
consistent with the CLB for the period of extended operation, as required by

10 CFR 54.21(a)(3).
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SECTION 4

TIME LIMITED AGING ANALYSIS

4.3 Metal Fatigue Analyses
4.3.3 Effects of Reactor Water Environment on Fatigue Life
4.3.3.1 Summary of Technical Information in the Application

The applicant provided additional information related to the Metal Fatigue Analyses subsequent
to the issuance of the Safety Evaluation Report (SER). The additional information is discussed
below in Supplemental SER Section 4.3.3.2 “Staff Evaluation.”

4.3.3.2 Staff Evaluation

The staff's evaluation of the applicant’s environmentally-assisted fatigue evaluations are
documented in Section 4.3.3.2 of the SER. Subsequently, based on recent staff review it was
noted that the applicant’s plant-specific configuration may contain locations that require an
analysis to determine the effects of reactor water environment on component fatigue life, other
than those generic locations identified in NUREG/CR-6260 “Application of NUREG/CR-5999
Interim Fatigue Curves to Selected Nuclear Power Plant Components,” February 1995, The
staff’s evaluation of the additional information submitted by the applicant in relation to
environmentally-assisted fatigue is discussed below.

By letter dated February 10, 2010, the staff issued request for additional information (RAI) RCS-
3 requesting the applicant to confirm and justify that the locations selected for environmentally
assisted fatigue analyses, consistent with NUREG/CR-6280, are the most limiting for the plant.
Furthermore, if these locations are not the most iimiting for the plant, the applicant was
requested to clarify the locations that require an environmentally-assisted fatigue analysis and
the actions that will be taken for these additional locations.

in its response dated March 28, 2010, the applicant committed (Commitment 43) to implement,
prior to entering the period of extended operation, the foliowing:

IPEC {Indian Point Energy Center) will review design basis ASME (American
Society of Mechanical Engineers) Code Class 1 fatigue evaluations to determine
whether the NUREG/CR-6260 locations that have been evaluated for the effects
of reactor coolant environment on fatigue usage are the limiting locations for the
IP2 and 1P3 (indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit Nos. 2 and 3) configuration. If
more limiting locations are identified, the most limiting location will be evaluated
for the effects of the reactor coolant environment on fatigue usage.

IPEC wili use the NUREG/CR63809 methodology in the evaluation of the limiting
locations consisting of nickel ailoy, if any.



The staff finds that the use of NUREG/CR-6909, "Effect of LWR (light water reactor) Coolant
Environments on the Fatigue Life of Reactor Materials," for nickel alloy materials is accept‘able
because it incorporates the most recent fatigue data for determining the environmental fatigue
life correction (Fen) factor for nickel alloys.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's response to RAI RCS-3 and Commitment 43
acceptable because (1) the applicant will review its design basis ASME Code Class 1 fatigue
evaluations to determine whether the NUREG/CR-6260 locations are the limiting components
for the applicant’s design, (2) if more limiting locations are identified, the applicant will perform
environmentally assisted fatigue analyses for the most limiting location, (3) the applicant will use
the methodology consistent with NUREG/CR-6909 in the evaluation if the limiting location
identified consists of nicke! alloy, (4) the applicant will complete this review prior to entering the
period of extended operation, and (5) Commitment 43 is consistent with the recommendations
in "Standard Review Plan for Review of License Renewal Applications for Nuclear Power
Plants” (SRP-LR) Sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.3.2, and NUREG-1801, “Generic Aging Lessons
Learned (GALL) Report,” aging management program (AMP) X.M1, to consider environmental
effects for the NUREG/CR-6260 locations, at a minimum. The staff's concern in RAI RCS-3 is
resolved.

Separate from the staff's license renewal reviews, but as part of its review of the AP1000 design
certification application, the NRC staff identified specific concerns with the use of the NB-3600
option for the computer program WESTEMS™. These concerns are described in the staff's
safety evaluation and audit reports related to the AP1000 review (ADAMS Accession

Nos. ML103430502 and ML 110250634, respectively). Based on this documented concern, the
applicant submitted a letter dated March 28, 2011, in which it provided two commitments
regarding its use of the computer program WESTEMS™ for license renewal.

First, the applicant committed (Commitment 44) to include a written explanation and justification
of any user intervention in future evaluations using the WESTEMS™ “Design CUF (cumulative
usage factor)” module. The applicant stated that this commitment will be implemented prior to
the end of the current licensing term, which is September 2013 for 1P2 and December 2015 for
IP3. The staff finds the applicant’'s implementation schedule reasonable because the applicant
is ensuring that a written explanation and justification of any user intervention, in future
calculations using the WESTEMS™ “Design CUF” module, will be documented. The staff noted
that the implementation schedule also aliows the applicant sufficient time to document and
implement necessary procedures.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's Commitment 44 acceptable because it
ensures that the records of any calculations performed with WESTEMS™ “Design CUF”" module
will contain sufficient information to document and justify any assumptions and engineering
judgment used to caiculate the CUF value, and that the basis for the conclusions in the fatigue
calculations are auditable and retrievable.

Second, in its letter of March 28, 2011, the applicant also provided Commitment 45, which
states that it will not use the NB-3600 option of the WESTEMS ™ program in future fatigue
design calculations until the issues identified in NRC's review of the NB-3600 option of the
program have been resolved. Further, this commitment will be implemented prior to the end of
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the current licensing term. The staff finds the applicant’s implementation schedule reasonable
because the applicant is ensuring that the NB-3600 option of the WESTEMS™ program will not
be used for design calculations. The staff noted that the implementation schedule also allows
the applicant sufficient time to document and implement riecessary procedures to prevent the
use of the NB-3600 option of the WESTEMS™ program. The staff noted that the applicant’s
current decision to not use this option of the WESTEMS™ program is acceptable in view of the
staff's identification of an issue regarding whether the NB-3600 option performs fatigue
calculations consistent with ASME Code Section Hl, Subsection NB, Subarticle NB-3600.

Based on its review, the staff finds the applicant's Commitment 45 acceptable because the
applicant committed not to use the NB-3600 option of the WESTEMS™ program in future
design calculations until the NRC-identified issue is resolved.

4.3.3.3 UFSAR Supplement

There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.

4.3.3.4 Conclusion

There are no changes or updates to this section of the SER.
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SECTION 5

REVIEW BY THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR
SAFEGUARDS

The staff has provided the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards with a copy of this
supplemental safety evaluation report.
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SECTION 6
CONCLUSION

The staff concludes that the additional information provided by Entergy Nuclear Operations,
Inc., does not aiter the conclusions stated in the SER and that the requirements of
10 CFR 54.29(a} have been met.

6-1



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

License Renewal Application Submitted by

Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 2, LLC,
Entergy Nuclear Indian Point 3, LLC, and
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.

Docket Nos. 50-247-LR and 50-286-LR
ASLBP No. 07-858-03-LR-BD01
DPR-26, DPR-64

September 27, 2011

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on September 27, 2011, copies of the State of New York Motion for an
Extension of Time so that Outstanding Issues Affecting the Content of Prefiled Direct Testimony
and Statements of Positions May be Resolved, were served electronically via the Electronic

Information Exchange on the following recipients:

Lawrence G. McDade, Chair
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 3 F23

Two White Flint North

11545 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738
Lawrence.McDade@nrc.gov

Richard E. Wardwell

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 3 F23

Two White Flint North

11545 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738
Richard.Wardwell@nrc.gov

Kaye D. Lathrop

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
190 Cedar Lane E.

Ridgway, CO 81432
Kaye.Lathrop@nrc.gov

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 3 F23

Two White Flint North

11545 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738

Josh Kirstein, Esg. Law Clerk

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 3 F23

Two White Flint North

11545 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738
Josh.Kirstein@nrc.gov



Office of Commission Appellate
Adjudication

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 16 G4

One White Flint North

11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738
ocaamail@nrc.gov

Office of the Secretary

Attn: Rulemaking and Adjudications Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 3 F23

Two White Flint North

11545 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852-2738
hearingdocket@nrc.gov

Sherwin E. Turk, Esq.

David E. Roth, Esq.

Andrea Z. Jones, Esq.

Beth N. Mizuno, Esq.

Brian G. Harris, Esq.

Office of the General Counsel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mailstop 15 D21

One White Flint North

11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852-2738
sherwin.turk@nrc.gov
andrea.jones@nrc.gov
david.roth@nrc.gov
beth.mizuno@nrc.gov
brian.harris@nrc.gov

Kathryn M. Sutton, Esq.

Paul M. Bessette, Esq.

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004
ksutton@morganlewis.com
pbessette@morganlewis.com

Martin J. O’Neill, Esq.

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP
Suite 4000

1000 Louisiana Street

Houston, TX 77002
martin.o’neill@morganlewis.com

Elise N. Zoli, Esq.
Goodwin Procter, LLP
Exchange Place

53 State Street

Boston, MA 02109
ezoli@goodwinprocter.com

William C. Dennis, Esq.
Assistant General Counsel
Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
440 Hamilton Avenue

White Plains, NY 10601
wdennis@entergy.com

Robert D. Snook, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
State of Connecticut

55 Elm Street

P.O. Box 120

Hartford, CT 06141-0120
robert.snook@ct.gov

Melissa-Jean Rotini, Esq.

Assistant County Attorney

Office of the Westchester County Attorney
Michaelian Office Building

148 Martine Avenue, 6th Floor

White Plains, NY 10601
MJR1@westchestergov.com

Daniel E. O’Neill, Mayor
James Seirmarco, M.S.
Village of Buchanan
Municipal Building

236 Tate Avenue
Buchanan, NY 10511-1298
vob@bestweb.net


mailto:andrea.jones@nrc.gov

Daniel Riesel, Esq.
Thomas F. Wood, Esq.
Victoria Shiah, Esq.

Sive, Paget & Riesel, P.C.
460 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10022
driesel@sprlaw.com
vshiah@sprlaw.com

Michael J. Delaney, Esq.

Director

Energy Regulatory Affairs

NYC Department of Environmental
Protection

59-17 Junction Boulevard
Flushing, NY 11373

(718) 595-3982
mdelaney@dep.nyc.gov

Dated at Albany, New York
this 27th day of September 2011

Manna Jo Greene, Director
Karla Raimundi,

Environmental Justice Associate
Stephen Filler, Esq., Board Member
Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc.
724 Wolcott Avenue
Beacon, NY 12508
Mannajo@clearwater.org
karla@clearwater.org
stephenfiller@gmail.com

Ross H. Gould

Board Member

Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc.
270 Route 308

Rhinebeck, NY 12572
rgouldesg@gmail.com

Phillip Musegaas, Esq.
Deborah Brancato, Esq.
Riverkeeper, Inc.

20 Secor Road

Ossining, NY 10562
phillip@riverkeeper.org
dbrancato@riverkeeper.org

Signed (electronically) by

John J. Sipos

Assistant Attorney General
State of New York

(518) 402-2251



	2011 09 27 NYS motion re schedule (final)
	Attachment cover
	2011 08 31 NRC ltr to ASLB w SSER ML11243A109 [excerpt]
	2011 09 27 NYS COS



