




ATTACHMENT  A

Order
Section

Description of
Requirement Alternative Proposed Reason for Deviation

Request
Justification and Safety Impact of

Alternative

A
EFPYj  = operating
time in years at
Thead,j

EFPYj =
(MWh/MWe100%)x(1/8760)
time in years at Thead,j

To utilize the same definition
of EFPY as was used to
develop the EDY equation
originally and to be consistent
with the definitions in the
proposed ASME Code work.

Since all rankings to date use the
alternative definition there would be
no change in the Safety Assessment
currently applied by the Industry.

A

Calculate the
susceptibility
category of each
reactor vessel head
in terms of EDY for
the end of each
operating cycle.

Calculate the susceptibility
category of each reactor
vessel head in terms of EDY
for the end of each operating
cycle until the High
susceptibility category is
reached.

Calculating the EDY for a
reactor vessel head once the
High susceptibility category is
reached will not affect the
frequency since the threshold
was reached.

The elimination of the continued
EDY calculation once the High
category is reached does not affect
the safety assessment or inspection
commitments.

C

Footnote 1 – Use of
NRC flaw
evaluation criteria in
November 21, 2001
letter.

Flaw evaluation and repair
criteria to be used will be the
NRC approved techniques at
the time of evaluation.

Allows for the use of the latest
approved evaluation and repair
criteria when addressing plant
findings.

This provides for improved
assessment and repair criteria to be
applied since the latest approved
approaches can be utilized.

C (1)(a)
and

C(2)(a)
and

C(3)(a)

Bare metal visual
examination of
100% of the RPV
head surface
(including 360°
around each RPV
head penetration
nozzle)

Visual examination of the top
of the RPV head will be
conducted for evidence of
leakage from the RPV flange
area to the top center of the
head.  A bare metal visual
examination of the top of the
RPV head surface within the
ventilation shroud area where
penetrations are present will
be conducted.  This includes
360° around each RPV head
penetration.  Any limitations
to 100% inspection when

The area of interest is the top
surface of the RPV head where
leakage from above or from
the RPV head penetrations
may occur.  Areas on the RPV
flange and RPV stud holes are
not in the area of interest for
the bare metal visual
examination.  While inspection
coverage is specified as 100%
of the surface, some
obstructions from permanently
welded structures exist.
Therefore literal compliance to

There is no change in safety
assessment since all relevant areas
will be examined.  All bare metal
areas between penetrations as well
as 360° around each RPV head
penetration will be examined.  Any
presence of boric acid corrosion
damage or leakage would be
identified.



Attachment A (continued)

Order
Section

Description of
Requirement Alternative Proposed Reason for Deviation

Request
Justification and Safety Impact of

Alternative
conducting the bare metal
visual shall be documented
and identified to the NRC.

100% coverage may not be
attainable.

C(1)(b)
(i) and
C(2)(b)
(i) and
C(3)(b)
(i)

Ultrasonic testing of
each RPV head
penetration nozzle
… from 2” above
the J-weld to the
bottom of the
nozzle.

Volumetric examination of
each RPV head penetration
nozzle … from 2” above the
J-weld to the extent practical
near the bottom of the nozzle.

Ultrasonic testing is the current
technique applied, other
volumetric techniques may
developed in the future and
should not be precluded.  The
examination extent specifying
to the ‘bottom of the nozzle’
may not be attainable due to
local geometry (threaded areas
or tapers)

No change in the safety assessment
is anticipated since the area of high
stresses is being examined.  The area
at the bottom of the nozzle is not
pressure boundary and any
indication in that area would take a
significant amount of time to grow
into a flaw that would reach the
pressure boundary areas and would
be detected in future examinations.

C(1)(b)
(i) and
C(2)(b)
(i) and
C(3)(b)
(i)

Ultrasonic testing of
each RPV head
penetration nozzle
… and an
assessment to
determine if leakage
has occurred into the
interference fit zone.

Eliminate the determination
of leakage into the
interference fit zone by
ultrasonic methods.

Currently this approach has not
been demonstrated as effective
or reliable in detecting the
presence of leakage or leakage
damage in the interference fit
zone.  Until such techniques
are proven reliable, a
commitment to use them is not
appropriate.

The use of ultrasonic testing does
not reliably determine if leakage into
the interference fit zone has
occurred.  Volumetric testing along
with the bare metal visual provides
reasonable assurance that leakage
into the interference zone has not
occurred that would cause a safety
concern.

C(1)(b)
(ii) and
C(2)(b)
(ii) and
C(3)(b)
(ii)

Eddy current testing
or dye penetrant
testing of the wetted
surface of each J-
Groove weld and
RPV penetration
nozzle base material
to at least two (2)
inches above the J-
Groove weld

Eddy current testing or dye
penetrant testing of the wetted
surface of each J-Groove weld
and RPV penetration nozzle
base material to at least two
(2) inches above the J-Groove
weld excluding areas at the
bottom of the RPV nozzle
penetration where geometry
(threaded areas and tapers)
would make testing a
hardship.

The areas of coverage would
include the surface of the J-
Groove weld and areas in the
region of the pressure
boundary.  100% of the surface
area of the nozzle that is
wetted may not be accessible
for meaningful examination.

No change in the safety assessment
is anticipated since the area of high
stresses is being examined.  The area
at the bottom of the nozzle is not
pressure boundary and any
indication in that area would take a
significant amount of time to grow
into a flaw that would reach the
pressure boundary areas and would
be detected in future examinations.


