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Date June 27, 1996

subject Cook Nuclear Plant Unit 1 and 2
Safety Review PMI-5070 Rev. 12
"In-service Inspection and Testing"

Prom C. C. Savitscus

To J. Fitchuk

Introduction

The subject procedure has been determined to constitute a change in the
facility as described in the UFSAR (see attached safety review screening).
Currently the UFSAR references ASME Section XZ for in-service testing of
pumps and valves which is consistent with the 1983 edition of the code,
the edition used for the present 10 year interval. During the third ten
year interval, which begins July 1, 1996, the program will use the 1989
edition of the code which references OM standards for valves, pumps, and
snubbers. Additionally, later versions of the OM code have been used to
provide clarifications. The use of the later versions of the OM code for
clarifications is consistent with the guidance given in NUREG 1482.

The third ten year program, however, has been developed in accordance with
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a and the changes to the UFSAR are
required to make the UFSAR consistent with the 10 CFR 50.55a requirements
applicable to the third ten year interval.

Review Action Taken

This procedure has been reviewed in accordance with procedure 227700-STG-
5400-01 Rev. 2 C.S. 1.

NSLS discussed this procedure with Ja Fitchak PLE, and was informed that
the subject procedure will be consistent with 10 CFR 50.55a and so it will
be consistent with the Technical Specification 4.0.5 ~ Also, NSLS was
informed that there would be no changes per se to the facility as a result
of this procedure.

The subject procedure requires in-service testing to be performed to ASME
OM standards and not ASME section X1 as referenced in UFSAR 5.4.4, 6.2.5,
9.3.5, 9.4.4 and 9.5.6.

Unreviewed Safet uestion Determination

An unreviewed safety
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1. Does the proposed activity increase the probability of occurrence of an
accident previously evaluated in the UFSAR?

No. The changes to the UFSAR are required because of a requirement in
the Code Of Federal Regulations that the in-service testing program be
updated to the 1989 edition of ASME Section XZ. There are no changes
per se to the facility. Therefore there is no adverse impact on the
probability or consequences on the present accident analysis nor are
there any mechanisms introduced which could create a different type
accident or cause an equipment malfunction.

2. Does the proposed activity increase the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR?

No. See response to question number 1.

3. Does the proposed activity increase the probability of an occurrence of
a malfunction of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in
the UFSAR?

No. See response to question number 1.

4.. Does the proposed activity increase the consequences of a malfunction
of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in the UFSAR?

No. See response to question number 1.

5. Does the proposed activity create the possibility of an accident of a
different type than any previously evaluated in the UFSAR?,

No. See response to question number 1.

6. Does the proposed activity create the possibility of malfunction of
equipment important to safety of a different type than any previously
evaluated in the UFSAR?

No. See response to question number 1.

7. Does the proposed activity reduce the margin of safety as defined in
the basis for any technical specification?

No. These changes are consistent with Technical Specification 4.0.5
and so there is no reduction in safety margin.
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Conclusion

Based on the above, it is concluded that these changes do not constitute
an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10 CFR 50.59 and do not
represent a significant threat to the health and safety of the public.
The UFSAR sections noted below need to be modified in 1+&6.

~Ke orde

ASME Section XI
In-service Inspection and Testing
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