Commonwealth Edison
One “Sirst National P'aza. Chicago. llinois
Adcress Aecly '0. Post Office Sox 787 T

Chicago. llinois 80690

Apri) 30\.';'\!

OOCYET NUMBER
PAOPCSED AMAS
Secretary of the Commission
U.S5., Nuclear Regulatory Commission
dashington, D0.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service 8ranch

Subject: Oraft Regulatory Guide and Value/[mpact Statement
"Qualification And Acceptance Tests For Snubbers Used
In Systems I[mportant To Safety" Task SC 708-4.

Dear Sir:

Commonwealth £dison Company nas reviewed the supje
proposed Reguia:ar/ Quide, Attachea are specific comments r
from our review, In our Ju:gemen.. it is important to empna
major concerns witn the Oraft Value/Impact Statement anda the
proposed [mplementation of the Guide.

The Oraft Value/Impact Statement for the subject
Regulatory Guide lists six (6) items to aescribe the "Need
Proposea Action", As discussed in our getailed comments,
of ine 1tems appears to be a valid and objective reasone--
reason numober 1. B8y definition, this Regulatory Guige wi
gstablisn uniform criteria. I[f uniform criteria establ:
ragulatof/ guide were consistent with pending nuclear i
standards, the impact of this guige would be nwn1na?
guide is intended to apply primarily to future app!
construction Permits, we recammena Jefa/xng further

ingustry standarad is compl This celay woul
sagvantage since no new c.ns'rJ ':n permit app!lf
icipated in the near future, and this delay has
ancage ¢f minimizing the impact of tnis Regula
ing it more consistent with the stangarg ang f
.n" tdask., wWe encourage you to review ti
dargd prior to further activity on tnis Regul
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specifies implementation ;rinAf'T, fo
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measures should and will be determined based on tnhne nature of the
deficiency. [f the snubber deficiency can be corrected by replacing
“O ring" seals, it is clearly inappropriate to replace an entire
class of snubbers with completely new snubbers. There is no
objective basis for “backfitting" this Guide. No evidence is
presented to aemonstrate that the present methods for evaluating ana
correcting snubber geficiencies have been ineffective., wWe cbject ©0
these backfit provisions in the “[mplementation" saction of this
Guige, anag encourage deletion of these requirements fraom the

guides. [f, in a specific case, the NRC staff finas backfitting
this guide appropriate, it can be done without these rigiag
reguirements in the Guiae,.

specific comments on the subject Regulatory Guide are
attached. we appreciate having been given the opportunity to
comment,

Very truly yours,

Y 4
Fple!

/735 §% Abel
/7 Director of Nuclear

/})’ Licensing
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Commonwealth Edison Company's Comments an

Oraft Regulatory Guide Ang Value/Impact Statement
“Qualification And Asceptance Tests For Snubbers Used

In Systems Important To 3afety" Task SC

708-4

Section 8.1

Sgction D
[mplementation

Appenagix 8
Paragraph 3.2

Appendix 3

Paragyrapn 3

0

Quote from proposed guide: "Recent operating histories
of nuclear power plants indicate the emergyenca of
numerous inoperative snubber units (Refarence 1)".

Raference 1 (1) to this guide is a gocument tnat reports
on a survey of snupber failures during the pericd from
1973 thrcugh 1975, gver five years ago. This survey can
not have taken into the account tne cnanges in snubDer
gesigns (2) currently used in nuclear power plants and
is an inadequate pasis for issuing a Regulatory Guide of
this scope. In fact, the Regulatory Guilde is aimegd
toward qualification of present generation snupder
designs and excludes those tnat were being manufactured
for use in the plants surveyed in 1973 through 1§75,
This makes no sense. The data Dase does not support
concept of snubber gualification testing.

(1)

tne

14, 1976) "Analysis of
in Muclear Reactor

ORML/NUREG/TM=-52
Abnormalities of
Service",

(Octooer
Snubpers

(2) Specifically the industry's change from nydraulic
to mechanical snubbers.
Part &, "Conclusions", of the Oraft Yalue/Impact
Statement specifically states tnat tnis is a “"forwara
fit" application. This section covers maore than
forwara fit, and is essenti1ally a backfit application
and should be traated as such.
dhat is the significance of the last sentence? The
rationale seems to oe that if a snubber is tasted
successfully, then it is no gcoda for use I1n a plant,
Also, why reéstrict use "for functions important to
safety.* [f testing nas scme aaversa affect on
snupoers, why install them anywnere,
“Traceability of the Material for a Snubber". This
item will run the cost of snubbers up consigeraniy,
probably two to three times. [f a manufactuyrer Ras 3
good track record plus an acceptabie QA program, this
requirement should not be necessary.



Appendix 8
Paragrapn 3.5

Appendix 3
Paragrapn 3.11

-~

Appenagix C
General

Appenaix C
Paragrapn 3.2

Oraft/Value
Impact
Statement

oPis

"Aging Simulation Requirements". This is a gesirable
goal but it appears to be another instance of a
requirement where there is not a proven method. The
only true one is the real one of forty years of
service. Current inservice surveillance programs will
identify ang correct detarioration due to aging.

The last paragraph states revision to the aesign must

be made pefore the new design can be qualifiea, This

section deals with failure of tne snubber design baseg
on test results and assumes tnat failure in any of the
areas listead (a to g) are airectly related to gesign.

This assumption l2aves no room for determination that

failure was due to defective material or manufacturing
error wnich are not a problam related to design., How

does this relate to Par. 4.3 ang Par. 4.4

The way this Reguiatory Guide fs darafted, Appenaix 3
and Appendix ( require tws separate test programs to
first qualify tne design and secondly qualify
production models., However, Appendix 8 (Qualification
of Design) permits selection of snubbers from the
producticn line (Par. 3.2) ana it is not clear why
testing requiread for Appendix B and appendix C cannot
be compined. [n the Oraft Value/[mpact Statement,

Par. 3.2.3(6), appe:rs to recognize the compination of
gesign and production gualification. This shoula be

-~

recognizea in Appendices 8 & C.

In the second line, 1t ippears that tha worg "cesign"
ar "functional" should precede tne word
"specification." Otherwise, as statag, what aoes "tne
specification” alluage 'c. This may be a problem
throughout the Oraft «e; uatory Guide., [n Appendgix A,
reference 1s made to Design Specificatiaon ang
Functional Specification wnereas, in may instances the
Regulatory Guide merely refers to "specification®

the text without saeC1f/1n wnat type (2.§., geéeneral,

jesign, functional, etc.)

gction 1.2 "Need for Proposed Action'

v

l« No comment,.

2, There is not bDasis for this state
supJective assessment made Dy tne 5t
gifficult to peliave that the puplic ¢
Jsndermined by the ingparadbility of §

v

1973 to 1975.

men
N
-
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3. There is no basis for this statement. The staff
nas presented neither technical nor statistical
arguments tnat Justify the hope that the frequency
of inservice inspections would be reduced nor has
the Staff presented any arguments that tne
reduction in occupational exposure would ge
apparent if indeea the frequency of inspections
were reduced. Furtnermore, there {5 no dasis for
an argument that any loweread occupationa! exposure
is worth the economic cost of qualification
testing.

4, Staff reviewers need not spena time looking at
snubber application. This is a design function.

5. The stuay cited in this paragrapnh i1s, again,
gutgated.

6. Bases for [nservice Surveillance acceptance
¢criteria consistent witn the snubber original
design basis can De developed witnout tnis guide.

We conclude that tnhe staff nas not presanted sufficient
Justification of the need for action.

Section 2.1 "“NRC"

1. There is no evidence presentad in thisg gulde that
in¢reasea safety will result from the issuance of
this "guidance" over that obtained from inservice
testing,

2. The licensing process will be slowed in aimest

gvery instance, as 1t has been with gualificatian
of Class 1E electrical equipment.

3. Insight cannot pe developed by 1ssuance of 3
Regulatory Guide.

section 2.3.1 "Applicants ang Licensees"

Quote from Regulatory Guige: "In the short term, proplems and

costs for licenseas coula result if new snuboers s 1miiar tO

gxisting snubbers fail 1n qualification tests."

Problems and costs will result regarcless of tne results of tne

testing program. Tne mere imposition of qualification testing

on the vendors fncredases COsts due to the Jirect COSts OF the
508§ «2d w1l

snutbers to pe supplied ang the i1ndirect CO3ts asscciat
1 -

L
3
.
‘
“

the gelay in snubper snipment., Tnese
particulariy for plants under constructi



-4.

Quote: "Sybstantial Savings of plant maintenance costs are
anticipated because operating reactors will pe able to
spend less time on inservice inspection owing to tne
improved quality and reliabiliy of new snubbers
employed".

The MRC Staff i1s already anticipating tnat present snuboer
gesigns will fail qualification testing. This woulda present a
substantial cost to the industry. However, if the assumption
is mage that present snubpber designs will not fail during
qualification testing, there is no basis for assuming that
maintenance costs will gecrease as a result of qualification
testing.

Section 2.3.2 "Manutacturers"

The impact is significant on a manufacturer 1f a présent design
snubber fails gualification testing, simpiy from tne cost of
replacing tnat snubper in all applications., There are not many
qualifiea (i.e. Q.A.) snuboer manufacturers. The impact of
this Regulatory Guige could force some to leave the nuclear
market altogether, an impact the nuclear i1ndgustry can ill
affora to absoro.

Section 2.3.4 "Public"

There is no evidence that qualification testing will increase
overall plant safety. Tnere is even less evidence tnat it will
increase confidence in nuclear power plants,

We feel implementation of tnis Reguiatory GQuige, 1n 1ts present
form, could hypothetically result in ult‘mately replacing all 4,500
snuboers procured for use at our Braidwoocd Station., wWe estimate the
following expenses in 1981 aollars involved in this hypothatical

replacement effort.

1. Replacement caost of 4,500 snubbers - 7.5 million
2. Cost of qualifying new gesign of 7 aifference size snudboers
in use $700,000 per Regulatory Guide estimate,.

o

., Cost of removal of ola ang installation of new snudDpers -
$3.5 million.

Total projectea cost $11.7 million



Conclusions:

There is no technical, economic, nor safety issue presanted in
the proposed Regulatory Guide that prov., =s an adequate pasis for its
tssuance. The data ysed for snubber failure occurrence 15 outdated and,
furthermore, the Guide does not address those failures. The economic
impact from testing costs, snubber costs, potential snubber replacement
costs, delay costs and the potential cost of snubber manufacturers
leaving tne nuclear market place is in no way mitigated by the noped for
reduction in cost in the plant maintenance areas, There is apsclutely no
gvidence that the small number of snubber failures cumpromises tnhe safaty
of operating nuclear plants. Furthermore, snubber qualification tasting
will not increace public confidence in the construction and operation of
nuclear power plants. [ndeed, it may have Just the opposite effact, if
taken to an equally illogical conclusion., wWe feel this Regulatory Guige
snould not be issued in its present form,



