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Mr. W. L. Stewart C. Parrish

Vice President - Nuclear Operations OELD

Virginia Electric and Power Company SECY

Post Office Box 26666 L. J. Harmon

Richmond, Virginia 23261 E. Jordan
J. Taylor

Dear Mr. Stewart: T. Barnhart (4)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 89 to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-32 for the Surry Power Station, Unit No. 1. The amendment
consists of changes to the Technical Specifications in response to your
application transmitted by letter dated August 5, 1983, as supplemented
August 9 and August 16, 1983.

The amendment would revise the Technical Specifications to allow a one-time
extension in a surveillance interval for inspecting shubbers. The current
interval is 62 days + 25% and the extension would be 21 days until September
21, 1983.

A copy of the Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Notice of Issuance and
Final Determination of No Significant Hazards Consideration and Opportunity
for hearing will be included in the Commission's Monthly Notice.

Sincerely,

Original signed by:

Joseph D. Neighbors, Project Manager
Operating Reactors Branch #1
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No. 89 to DPR-32
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/enclosures:
See next page
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Dorald J. Burke, Resident Inspector
Surry Power Station
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Mr. Sherlock Holmes, Chairman

Board of Supervisors of Surry County
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Attorney General
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Commonwealth of Virginiez
State Corporetion Commission
Post Office Box 1197
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Regional Radiation Representative
EPA Region III
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Philadelphiz, Pennsylivania 18106

Mr., J. H. rerguson

Executive Yice President - Power
Vircinia Ziectric and Power Company
Post Office Box 26666

Richmond, Virginia 23261
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James P. 0'Reilly

Regional Administrator - Region II
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-280

SURRY POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 1

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 89
License No. DPR-32

1.  The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Virginia Electric and Power
Company (the licensee) dated August 5, 1983, as supplemented
August 9 and August 16, 1983 complies with the standards and
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
(the Act) and the Commission's rules and regulations set
forth in 10 CFR Chapter I

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of Act, and the rules and regulations of the
Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

D. The issuance of fhis amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of
the public; and

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable
requirements have been satisfied.

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
amendment, and paragraph 3.B of Facility Operating License
No. DPR-32 is hereby amended to read as follows:
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B. Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as
revised through Amendment No. 89, are hereby incorporated
in the license. The licensee shall operate the facility
in accordance with the Technical Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

‘Steven A. Varga, Chieff
Operating Reactors Branch #]
Division of Licensing

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: August 23, 1983
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. ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 89 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-32

" DOCKET NO. 50-280

Revise Appendix A as follows:

Remove Page Insert Page
4,17-2 4.17-2



TS 4.17-2

No. Inoperable Snubbers Subsequent Visual
per Inspection Periocd Inspection Period*

0 18 monthsbt 25%

1 ' 12 months * 25%

2 - 6 months * 25%

3,4 124 days * 25%

5,6,7 62 days t 257 #

8 or more 31 days * 25%

2. The snubbers may be categorized into two groups: Those access-
ible and those inaccessible during reactor operation. Each
group may be inspected independently in accordance with the
above schedule.

B. Visual Inspection Acceptance Criteria

1. Visual inspections shall verify:

a. That there are no visible indications of damage or impaired
operablity,

b. AFtachments to the foundation or supporting structure are
secure, and

c. In those locations where snubber movement can be manually
induced without disconnecting the snubber, that the snubber

has freedom of movement and is not frozen up.

* The inspection interval shall not be lengthened more than one step at a time.

# The current inspection period for Unit 1 may be extended to September 21,

1983.

Amendment No. 89
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY -EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 89 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-32

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
SURRY POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 1

DOCKET NO. 50-280

Introduction

By letter dated August 5, 1983, as supplemented on August 9 and August 16,
1983, Virginia Electric and Power Company (the licensee) requested an amend-
ment to Operating License No. DPR-32 for the Surry Power Station, Unit No. 1.
The proposed change would revise Technical Specification 4.17.A to provide
an extension of 21 days to the visual inspection interval for inaccessible
snubbers.

Discussion

Surry Unit No. 1 was shut down for refueling in February 1983 and started

up from the refueling on June 16, 1983. When Surry 1 was shut down in
February, a visual inspection was performed of the inaccessible snubbers
between February 7 and February 24. Five snubbers were found to be inoperable
which meant that the next inspection interval would be 62 days * 25%. The
licensee then performed inspections on May 5, May 16, May 26 and June 15,
1983, at which time no snubbers were found to be inoperable. Since these
inspections were the instances the snubbers were declared operable, the 62
days * 25% interval began at each inspection with the subsequent inspection
becoming a new reference point. Thus, the licensee counts the 62 days ¥ 25%
from June 15, 1983.

Unit 1 has operated since June 15, 1983, except for a one reactor trip with
a down time of short duration. However, Unit 2 was shut down in June for
refueling with an anticipated startup on August 20, 1983. It was expected
that Unit 2 would be back to power prior to the time the Surry 1 snubber
inspection was required on August 31, 1983. On August 1, 1983, the licensee
was informed by a contracted offsite facility that additional large bore
snubber overhaul and testing was required for Unit 2 snubbers. The licensee
informed the NRC by telephone and in its application, as supplemented, that
due to the the unanticipated additional snubber testing and overhaul, as
well as extensive turbine bearing work, the Unit 2 refueling outage had
slipped past the original scheduled date. Therefore, the licensee requested
the extension of the snubber interval for Unit 1 in order not to have both
units shut down at one time.



Evaluation

* This proposed change falls into the category of an emergency change since
failure of the NRC to take action would result in Unit 1 shutting down on
August 31, 1983. Although the Ticensee had planned to shut down Unit 1 to
perform the snubber inspection, the delay ir Unit 2 startup would result
in both Units 1 and 2 down at the same time and the licensee would like to
avoid this situation. )

The licensee's letter dated August 16, 1983, states that it was notified on
August 1, 1983, of a failure of a Surry 2 large bore snubber. This failure
resulted in a need for additional testing and overhaul of the snubbers. The
NRC project manager was informed on August 2, 1983, of the need for the
amendment and an application for amendment was submitted on August 5, 1983.
We have reviewed the facts concerning this request and conclude that the
licensee has made a timely submittal, that a shutdown would be required
without NRC action, and that action by the licensee could not preclude this
situation.

The action requested by the licensee is a 21 day extension in the 62 days

t 25% inspection interval until September 21, 1983. Although the licensee
found five inoperable snubbers in the February inspection, no inoperable
snubbers were found in four subsequent inspections. In accordance with the
VEPCO Snubber Program all of the inaccessible snubbers were declared operable
at each of the four inspections in May and June.

We have reviewed the information submitted by the licensee and conclude that

a 21 day extension is acceptable. The basis for our conclusion is that the

four inspections are indications that the snubbers are in good condition.

In retrospect the licensee possibly could have repaired or replaced the five
snubbers in February and at that time declared them operable. Had the licensee
been able to declare the snubbers operable upon completion of this earlier
inspection. The current inspection interval possibly could have been increased

to 124 days t 25% which would have eliminated the need for the requested extension
to avoid shutdown. However, since the licensee has taken a conservative approach
to the inspection frequency, the current interval is 62 days  25% and an extension
is required to prevent a shutdown at a time Surry Unit 2 is down also. In addition,
it is very unlikely that in 21 days an event would occur which required the use of

the snubbers.

Environmental Consideration

We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change in effluent
types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and will not result in
any significant environmental impact. Having made this determination, we
have further concluded that the amendment involves an action which is insig-
nificant from the standpoint of environmental impact and, pursuant to 10

CFR §51.5{d)(4), that an environmental impact statement, or negative declar-
ation and environmental impact appraisal need not be prepared in connection
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_ Final No Significant Hazards Consideration Defermination

The State was informed by telephone of our proposed no significant hazards
consideration determination August 17, 1983. The State contact had no

comments on the proposed determination. The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the standards by providing certain examples (48
FR 14870). Example (iii) of the category of significant hazards consideration
involves a significant relaxation in limiting conditions for operation not
accompanied by compensatory changes, conditions, or actions that maintain a
commensurate level of safety (such as allowing a plant to operate at full power
during a period in which one or more safety systems are not operable). This
change appears to fall into the category of example (iii) because the change
involves a relaxation of a limiting condition for operation. However, we
conclude that an extension of 21 days will not have significant impact on the
ability of the inaccessible snubbers to respond and perform satisfactorily
during a seismic event or under accident conditions and, it was determined just
prior to startup on June 15, 1983, that there were no inoperable snubbers. It
is, therefore, very unlikely that any snubbers have become inoperable in the
operating time since June 15, 1983. Based on our review of the licensee's
submittals as described herein, we have made a final determination that the
licensee's amendment request does not involve a significant hazards consideration.

Conclusion

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that (1)

there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will
not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and (2) such activities
will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations, and the
issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common defense and
security or to the health and safety of the public.

Dated: August 23, 1983



