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June 3, 1981

Docket No. 50-263 ) — =
i_:‘ JUN 0 8 1981=
Mr. L. 0. Mayer, Manager |G- V.S, NUCLEAR REQULATORS [ 5
Nuclear Support Services 0:; COMMISSION
Northern States Power Company ai
414 Nicollet Mall - 8th Floor ; ’/75)

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401
Dear Mr. Mayer:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 6 to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-22 for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant. The
Amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications in partial
response to your application dated August 30, 1977 as supplemented by sub-
sequent filings and discussions between the NRC staff and your staff,
Portions of your August 30, 1977 application and subsequent filings relating
to your inservice testing (IST) program are still under review by the staff
and will be the subject of a future license amendment.

This amendment revises the Technical Specifications for Monticello by
replacing the current inservice inspection Technical Specifications with

an inservice inspection program for the period 1978-1981 that meets the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a, The issuance of this amendment and revision
of the Technical Specifications supersedes the relief from ASME code inservice
inspection requirements provided in our letter of February 28, 1978.

Relief from certain inservice inspection requirements is hereby granted as
discussed in the enclosed Safety Evaluation. We have determined that the
granting of this relief is authorized by law and will not endanger life or
property or the common defense and security and is otherwise in the public
interest. This relief is granted, except for certain requirements as dis-
cussed in the Safety Evaluation, in response to your request of December 14,
1977 as revised March 15, 1978, August 28, 1978, January 5, 1979, February 26,
1979, Jduly 27, 1979, March 5, 1980, and July 16, 1980. Additional information
was transmitted by letters dated January 20 and February 20, 1981. In
addition to changes pertaining to the inservice inspection program, several
editorial changes of an administrative nature were made which improve the
quality of the Monticello Technical Specifications.
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A copy of the Safety Evaluation and Notice of Issuance are also enclosed.

Sincerely,

Original Signed by
. A. Ippolito

Thomas A. Ippolito, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #2

Division of Licensing

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 6 to DPR-22

2. Safety Evaluation Distribution:

3. Notice of Issuance Docket File
NRC PDR

cc w/encls: Local PDR

See next page _ORB #2 Rdg
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K. Eccleston
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0I&E (4)
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20555

June 3, 1981
Docket No. 50-263

£y

Mr. L. 0. Mayer, Manager

Nuclear Support Services

Northern States Power Company

4714 Nicollet Mall - 8th Floor _ -
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 K

Dear Mr. Mayer:

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 6 to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-22 for the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant. The

Amendment consists of changes to the Technical Specifications in partial
response to your application dated August 30, 1977 ‘as supplemented by sub-
sequent filings and discussions between the NRC staff and your staff.

Portions of your August 30, 1977 application and subsequent filings relating
to your inservice testing (IST) program are still under review by the staff
and will be the subject of a future license amendment. -

‘This amendment revises the Technical Specifications for Monticello by
replacing the current inservice inspection Technical Specifications with

an inservice inspection program for the period 1978-1981 that meets the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a. The issuance of this amendment and revision
of the Technical Specifications supersedes the relief from ASME code inservice
inspection requirements provided in our letter of February 28, 1978.

Relief from certain inservice inspection requirements is hereby granted as
discussed in the enclosed Safety Evaluation. We have determined that the
granting of this relief is authorized by law and will not endanger life or
property or the common defense and security and is otherwise in the public -
interest. This relief is granted, except for certain requirements as dis-
cussed in the Safety Evaluation, in response to your request of December 14,
1977 as revised March 15, 1978, August 28, 1978, January 5, 1979, February 26,

“ 1979, July 27, 1979, March 5, 1980, and July 16, 1980. Additional information
was transmitted by letters dated January 20 and February 20, 1981. In
addition to changes pertaining to the inservice inspection program, several
editorial changes of an administrative nature were made which improve the
quality of the Monticello Technical Specifications.



A copy of the Safety Evaluation and Notice of Issuance are also enclosed.

“ Sincerely,

: §7
Thomas AZ Appolito, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing

Enclosures:

1. Amendment No. 6 to DPR-22
2. Safety Evaluation

3. Notice of Issuance

cc w/encls: _
See next page ’ n
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Mre. L. 0. Hayer
Northern States Power Company

cc:

Gerald Charnoff, Esquire

Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge

1800 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

Arthur Renquist, Esquire

Vice President - Law

. Northern States Power Company
414 Nicollet Mall
‘inneapolis, Minnesota 55401

. Plant Manager

Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant
Northern States Power Company
Monticello, Minnesota 55362

. Russell J. Hatling, Chajrman
M1nnesota Environmental Control
"Citizens Association (MECCA)

Energy Task Force
144 Melbourne Avenue, S. E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414

Ms. Terry Hoffman

Executive Director )
- Minnesota Pcilution Control Agency
1935 W. County Road B2

Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Mr. Steve Gadler
2120 Carter Avenue
- St. Paul, Minnesota 55108

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Resident Inspectors Office

Box 1200

Fonticello, Minnesota' 55362

The Environmental Conservation
Library

Minneapolis Public Library

300 Nicollet Mall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401

Commissioner of Health
Minnesota Department of Health
717 Delaware Street, S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55440

Mr. D. S. Douglas, Auditor
Wright County Board of Commissioners
Buffalo, Minnesota 55313

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Activities Branch

Region V Qffice

ATTN: EIS COORDINATCR

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, I1linois 60604



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

NORTHERN STATES PQWER COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 50-263
MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 6
License No. DPR-22

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

A. The application for amendment by Northern States Power Company
(the licensee] dated August 30, 1977, as supplemented by letter
dated March 15, 1978 and revised August 28, 1978, January 5, 1979,
February 26, 1979, July 27, 1979, March 5, 1980, and July 16, 1980,
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 the 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 this 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 Tlicense is amended by changes to the Technical Specifi-
cations as indicated in the attachment to this Ticense amendment, and
paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility Operating License No. DPR-22 is hereby
amended to read as follows:

2. Technical Specifications

rd

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as
revised through Amendment No. 6 , are hereby incorporated in the
Ticense. The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance
with the Technical Specifications.

8106160 519



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

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

omas A./Ifpolito, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: June 6, 1981



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 6
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-22
DOCKET NO. 50-263

Replace the following pages of the Appendix "A" Technical Specifications
with the enclosed pages. The revised pages are identified by Amendment
number and contain vertical 1ines indicating the area of change.

Remove Insert
ii i1
iv iv
vi vi
70 70Q
71 71
128 128
138 13R
139 139
140 140
141 141
142 142
143 143
144 144
151 151
152 152
153 153
- 22%e

229f



3.4 and 4.4

3.5 and 4.5

3.6 and 4.6

3.7 and 4.7

- Amendment No. 6

Uawp

’Sténdby Liquid Control System

A. VNormal Operation
B. - Operation with Inoperable Components
C. Volume=-Concentration Requirements

3.4 and 4.4 Bases
Core and Containment Cooling Systems

A. Core Spray System

B. LPCI Subsystem

C. RHR Service Water System

D. HPCT System

E. Automatic Pressurs Relief System
F. RCIC System

' G. Minimum Core and Containment Cooling

System Availability
H. Deleted
I. Recirculation System

3.5 Bases
4,5 Bases

Primary System Boundary

A. Reactor Coolant Heatup and Cooldown

B. Reactor Vessel Temperature and Pressure

€. Coolant Chemistry

D. Coolant Leakage

E. Safety/Relief Valves

F. Deleted

G. Jet Pumps

H. Shock Suppressors (Snubbers)

3.6 and 4.6 Bases

Contaimnment Systems

. Primary Containment
Standby Gas Treatment System
. Secondary Containment
Primary Containment Isolation Valves
3.7 Bases
4.7 Bases

ii

Page
93

93
94
95

99
101

101
103
106
108
109
111

112
114

115
120

121

121
122
123
126
127

128
129

144
156
156
166
169
170

175
183



3.13 and 4.13 Fire Detection and Protection Systemé

A, Fire Detection Instrumentation

B. Fire Suppression Water System

C. Hose Stations

D. Fire Barrier Penetration Fire Seals

3.13 Bases
4,13 Bases

3.14 and 4.14 Accident Monitoring Instrumentatiom

3.14 and 4.14 Bases

3.15 and 4.15 Inservice Inspection and Testing

3.15 and 4.15 Bases

5.0 DESIGN FEATURES

" Site

Reactor
Reactor Vessel
Containment
Fuel Storage
Seismic Design

6.0 ‘ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

Amendment No.

.

- 0 - - - - Y-

6

O P W

Organization

Review and Audit

Special Inspections and Audits

Action to be taken if a Safety Limit is Exceeded
Plant Operating Procedures

Plant Operating Records

Reporting Requirements

Environmental Qualification

iv

Page
223

223
224
226
227

228
229

229a
229d
22%e
229f

230

230
© 230
230
230
231
231

232

232
237
243
243
244
246
248

- 254



LIST OF TABLES

Table VNo.

3.1.1

4.1.1 -

4.1.2
3.2.1
3.2.2
3.2.3

3.2.4

3.2.5

3:2.6

3.2.6
3.6.1

3.7.1

4\?.1
3.11.1

3.14.1
4.14.1

6.1.1

Amendment No. 6

Reactor Protection System (Scram) Instrument Requirements

Scram Instrument Functional Tests - Minimum Functional
Taest Frequencies for Safety Instrumentation and
Control Circuits

Scram Instrument Calibration = Minimum Calibration
Frequencies for Reactor Protection Instrument Channels

Instrumentation that Initiates Primary Containment.

Isolation Functions

Instrumentation that Initiates Emergency Core Coocling
Systems ’ ‘

Instrumentation that Initiates Rod Block

Instrumentation that Initiates Reactor Building
Ventilation Isolation and Standby Gas Treatment _
System Initiation : "

Instrumentation that Initiates a Recirculationm
Pump Trip

Instrumentation for Safeguards Bus Degraded
Voltage and Loss of Voltage Protection

Trip Functions and Deviations

Minimum Test and Calibration Frequency for Core Cooling,
Rod Block and Isolation Instrumentation

Trip Functions and Deviations

Safety Related Snubbers

Primary Containment Isolation

Monticello Nuclear Plant =~ Environmental Monitoring
Program Sample Collection and Analysis

Maximum Average Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
vs. Exposure

Instrumentation for Accident Momnitoring

Minimum Test and Calibration Frequency for Accident
Monitoring Instrumentation

Minimum Shift Crew Composition

vi

Page
28
32
34
49
52
57
59

60
60a

70

61
70
131

172
193

214
229b

229%9¢
236
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Table 3.2.7
_ Trip Functions And Deviations
- Trip Function Deviation
Reactor Building Ventiletion Isolation eand Ventilation Plenum +0,2 Mr/Hr
Standby Ges Treatment System Initiation Radiation Monitors
Specification 3.2.E.3 and Table 3.2.h4
: ’ Refueling Floor
Radiation Monitors +5 Mr/Hr
Low Reactor Water Level -6 inches
High Drywell Pressure + 1 psi
Primary Containnént Isolation Funct,’xofxs Lov Low Water Level -3 inches
Table 3.2.1 : ) .
High Flow in Main Steam Idne +2 ¢
High Temp. in Mein Steam +2°F
Iine Tunnel
Iow Pressure in Main Steam -10 psi
Idine
High Drywell Pressure +1 psi
Low Reactor Water Level . -6 inches
HPCI High Steam Flow +7,500 1b/hr
HPCI Steam Idne Area High +2°F
Mpt - '
RCIC High Steam Flow +2250 1b/hr
KCIC Steam Iine Area High Temp | +2°F
3.2 BASES 70
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Table 3.2.7 - Continued

Trip Function and Deviations

Instrumentation That Initiates Emergency
Core Cooling Systems
Table 3,2,2

Trip Function. ‘Deviation
Low-Low Re;ctbr Water Level -3 Inches
Reactor Low Pressure (Pumé -10 psi’
Start) Permissive

High Drywell Pressure +1 p§i
Low Reactor Pressure (Valve -10 psi

Permissive

Instrumentation That .Initiates
Rod Block
Table 3.2.3

IRM Downscale
IRM Upscale

APRM Downscale
APRM Upscale

RBM Downscale
RBM Upscale

-2/125 of Scale
+2/125 of Scale

~2/125 of Scale
See Basis 2.3

-2/125 of Scale
Same as APRM Upscale

Instrumentation That Initiates
Recirculation Pump Trip

High Reactor Pressure

Low Reactor Water Level
&

+ 12 psi

- 3 Inches

A violation of this specification is assumed to occur only when a device is knowingly
limiting trip settings, or, when a sufficient number of devices have been affected by

set outside of the
any means such that

the automatic function is incapable of operating within the allowable deviation while in a reactor mode
in which the specified function must be operable or when actions specified are not initiated as specified.

3.2 BASES

71




9 *ON USWpUdLY

3-0

LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

-~

F. Deleted

-G, Jet Pumps

Whenever the reactor is in the Startup

or Run modes, all jet pumps shall be oper-
able. If it is dectermined that a jet pump is
inoperable, the plant shall be placed in a
cold shutdown condition within 24 hours.

3.6/b.6

F.

G.

Deleted

Jet Pumps

Whenever there is recirculation flow with the
reactor, in the Startup or Run modes, Jet purp
operability shall be checked daily by verify-
ing that all-the following conditions do not
occur simultaneously:

l. The two recirculation loop flows are
unbalanced by 15% or more when the
recirculation pumps are operating at ('
the same speed,

2. The indicated vulue of core flow rate
is 10% or more less than the value de-
rived from loop flow measurements.

128
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~ Bases Continued 3.6 and L4.6:

The safety/relief valves have an functions; 1i.e. power relief cr self-actuated by high pressure.
The solencid actuated function (Autometic Pressure Relief) in which external instrumentstion signals of
coincident high drywell pressure and lov-low wster level initiate opening of the valves. This function is
discussed in Specificaticn 3.5.E. 1In addition, the valves can be operated manually,

® - .

The safety function is performed by the same safety/relief valve with self-actuated integral
tellews and pilet valve causing main valve cperstion, Article 9 of the ASME Pressure Vessel Code Section ITT
Nuclear Vessels recuires that these tellows be mcnitored for failure since this would defeat the safety
function of the safety/relief valve, ' : ) ’

It is realized that there is no way to repair or replace the bellows during operation snd the plant
must be shut down to do this, The thirty-day period to do this allows the operator flexibility to choose
his time for shutdown; meanwhile, because of the redundency present in the design and the continuing
monitoring of the integrity of the other valves, the overpressure -pressure protection has not been
corpromised. The suto-relief function would not be impaired by s failure of the pellows, However, the
self-actuated overpressure safety function would be impaired by such a failure.

Provision alsc has been made to detect failure of the bellows monitoring system. Testing of this

system quarterly provides assurance of bellows integrity.

When the setpcint is being benchvchecked, it 1s prudent to disassemble one of the safety/relief
valves to examine for crud buildup, bending of certain actuator members or other signs of possible
deterioration. .

F, Deleted

151
3.6/k4.6 BASES '
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Beses Continued 3.6 and 4,6:

G. Jet pumps

Fallure of & Jet pump nozzle assembly hold down mechanism, nozzle assembly and/or riser, would
Increase the cross-sectional flow area for blowdown following the design basis double-ended line break,
Therefore, if a failure occurred, repairs must be made.

The detection technique is as follows. With the two recirculation pumps balanced in speed to within
+ 5%, the flow rates in both recirculation loops will be verified by Control Roam monitoring instruments.
It the two flow rate values do not differ by more than 10%, riser and nozzle assembly integrity has been
verified. If-they do differ by 10% or more, the core flow rate measured by the jet pump diffuser
differential pressure system must be checked agalnst the core flow rate derived from the measured values of
loop flow to core flow correlation. If the difference between measured and derived core flow rate is 10%
or more (with the derived value higher) diffuser measurements will be taken to define the location
within the vessel of failed jet pump nozzle (or riser) and the plant shut down for repairs. If the potential
blowdown flow area is increased, the system resistance to the recirculation pump is slso reduced; hence,
the affected drive pump will "run out" to a substantially higher flow rate (approximetely 115% to 120% for
a single nozzle failure). If the two loops are balanced in flow at the same pump speed, the resistance
characteristics cannot have changed. Any imbalance between drive loop flow rates would be indicated by
the plant process instrumentation. In addition, the affected Jet punp would provide a leakage path past
the core thus reducing the core flow rate. 'he reverse flow through the inactive jet pump would still be
indicated by a positive differential pressure but the net effect would be a slight decrease (3% to 6%)
in the total core flow measured. This decrease, together with the loop flow increase, would result in a
luck of correlation between measured snd derived core flow rate. Finally, the affected Jet pump diffuser

_difrerential pressure signal would be reduced because the backflow would be less than the normel forward flow.

H

3.6/h.6 BASES
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3.0

’ ) -~
LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

4,0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT'S

3.

15

INSERVICE INSPECTION AND TESTING

Applicability:

Applies to components which are part of
the reactor coolant. pressure boundary and
their supports and other safety-related
pressure vessels, piping, pumps, and
valves,

Objective:

To assure the integrity of the reactor

~ coolant pressure boundary and the

operational readiness of safety-related
pressure vessels, pliping, pumps, and
valves.

Specification:

A, Inservice Inspection

1. To be considered operable, Quality
Group A, B, and C components shall
satisfy the requirements contained
in Section XI of the ASME Boiler
and Pressure Vessel Code and appli-
cable Addenda for continued service
of ASME Code (Class 1, 2, and 3 compo-
nents, respectively, except where
relief has been granted by the
Commission pursuant to 10 CFR 50,
Section 50.55a(g) (6) (1).

3.15/4.15

4.15 INSERVICE INSPECTION AND TESTING

"Applicablility:

) Group A, B, and C components shall

Applies to the periodic inspection and
testing of components which are part of
the reactor coolant pressure boundary
and their supports and other safety-
related pressure vessels, plping, pumps,
and valves. ‘

Objective:

To verify the integrity of the reactor
coolant pressure boundary and the
operational readiness of safety-
related pressure vessels, piping, pumps,
and valves.

Specification:

A, Inservice Inspection

1. Inservice inspection of Quality

be performed in accordance with

the requirem=nts for ASME Code Class
1, 2, and 3 components, respectively,
contained ir Section XI of the ASME
Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code and
applicable Addenda as required by

10 CFR 50, Section 50.55a(g), except
where relief has been granted by the

Commission pursuant to 10 CFR Part 501‘
Section 50.55a(g) (6)(i). '

229%e
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Bases 3.15 and 4.15 -

3.15/4.15 BASES

The inservice inspection program for the Monticello plant conforms to the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Section
50.55a(g). Where practical, the inspection of components classified into NRC Quality Groups A, B, and C

- conforms to the requirements of ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 components, respectively, contained in Section

XI of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. If a Code required inspection is impractical for the
Monticello facility, a request for a deviation from that requirement is submitted to the Commission in

accordance with 10 CFR 50, Section 50.55a(g) (6) (i).

Deviations which are needed from the procedures prescribed in Section XI of the ASME Code and applicable
Addenda will be reported to the Commission prior to the beginning of each 10-year inspection period if
they are known to be required at that time. Deviations which are identified during the course of inspection

will be reported quarterly throughout the inspection period.

A program of inservice testing of Quality Group A, B, and C pumps and valves is also in effect at the
Monticello plant. Technical Specifications related to this program will be issued following NRC
review and approval of the pump and valve testing program.

229f
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 6 TO LICENSE NO. DPR-22
NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 50-263

MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT

The Commission has reviewed and evaluated the Inservice Inspection Program
(excluding testing of pumps and valves) for the Monticello Nuclear Generating
Plant, and finds it in compliance with Paragraph (g) of 10 CFR 50.55a,
"Inservice Inspection Requirements." The Inservice Inspection Program was
submitted by Northern States Power Company (1icensee) on March 15, 1978,

and revised August 28, 1978, January 5, 1979, February 26, 1979, July 27,
1979, March 5, 1980 and July 16, 1980. Additional information was supplied
in letters dated January 20, 1981, and February 20, 1981.

Pursuant to 10 CFR Part 50.55a(g)(6)(i), relief may be granted from specific
requirements stated in the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section X1, .
1974 Edition including Addenda through Summer 1975, which we have concluded
to be impractical for the facility because of component or system design,
geometry, or materials of construction. In some cases, relief may be granted

- only after performing the alternative inspection requirements which the staff
deems necessary. Such relief and alternative requirements are authorized by
law and will not endanger 1ife or property or the common defense and security °
and are otherwise in the public interest giving due consideration to the
burden upon the licensee that could result if the requirements were imposed
on the facility. In some cases, relief should not be granted because of the
factors stated in the evaluation of the specific request.

I. Relief Request Evaluations

A.  Reactor Vessel Welds in Core Region (Examination Category B-A,
Item Bl.1l); in Shell & Bottom Head (Examination Category B-B,
Item Bl.2); Standby Liquid Control Nozzle to Vessel Welds
(Examination Category B-D, Item Bl.4); Integrally Welded Vessel
Stabilizer Lugs (Examination Category B-H, Item B1.12); and Standby
Liquid Control Nozzle to Safe End Welds (Examination Category B-F,
Item B1.6); (Relief Requests 15, 16, and 19).

Code Reguirement

For core, shell, and bottom head welds, volumetric examination of
10% of each longitudinal weld and 5% of each circumferential weld.
For the nozzle to vessel welds, volumetric examination of weld, base
metal and inside radius. For the vessel stabilizer lugs, volumetric

examination of 100% of the welding to the vessel. For the nozzle to _ ’

safe end welds, volumetric and surface examination of the
circumference of 100% of the welds.

8106180 634



Code Deviation Request

Delete volumetric examination from the following welds:

Examination Category . wWeld Identification =
B-A VLAA-1,2; VLBA-1,2; VCBA-2
B-B VLBA-1,2; VCBB-3; HMAB-9,10
B-D ' CPAD-1
B-F CPAF-2
B-H 4 lugs

Reason for Request

The design of the reactor internals and the external, biological
shield and vessel insulation prevents access to these welds. The
Monticello RPV was constructed with a 2'3%" thick biological shield
wall surrounding it, with the exception of the top eight or so feet.
Between this wall and the reactor vessel shell is a space of approxi-
mately 1 foot that houses the thermal insulation. The only access
areas to the reactor vessel is: 1. at the top eight feet above the
bioclogical shield wall, 2. through openings in the wall at each
nozzle location and two inspection ports below the skirt weld, 3. by
the control rod drives under the reactor head, and 4. from the
vessel inside diameter. There are no nozzles in the core region for
access to Category B-A welds.

The area above the biological shield wall and at the nozzle opening
is further obstructed by non-removable insulation. A good portion
of the vessel insulation was not designed to be removed and there-
fore it was installed prior to the instailation of the piping,
electrical conduits, vessel stabilizers, duct work, etc.

A very thorough review was performed, using drawings, sketches, and
previous examination reports, to try and locate weld areas that
possibly could be inspected. It was concluded that some of the
vessel welds appear to be close enough to nozzle openings for perform-
ing the examinations provided the insulation can be removed. An
attempt will be made to remove or medify the insulation and to
examine some of these welds during the 1981 refueiing outage. In
addition, during the upcoming outage we are hopeful that radiation
levels will permit access to the bottom of the vessel (between the
control rod drives, skirt, and vessel). This would allow accessi-
bility to a larger portion of the skirt to vessel weld and to the
bottam head meridional and dollar plate welds.

Each of the welds that can be examined will be sketched to show the
examination amount, extent and location. In addition, each area
will be scheduled for examination during the next ten year interval.

The design of the Monticello reactor vessel internals does not allow
internal access to the vessel welds either in or below the core
region, but does give internal access to the top 20 ft. of the
reactor vessel. This access allows one circumferential and two



longitudinal welds to be examined that were thought to be
inaccessible from the outside of the vessel.

The Standby Liquid Control nozzle and safe end protrudes through a
hole in the vessel thermal insulation with a minimum of clearance.
It appears, from an early sketch, that the bottom of the weld is
next to and just outside the msu‘!atwn° The insulation around this
nozzle was not designed with removable panels. With the present
design the nozzle to safe end weld is 100% accessibie for ultrasonic
examination from one side, and approximately 50-75% accessible for a
liquid penetrant examination.

The volumetric and surface examinations required on this weld will
be performed to the extent possible during the 1981 refueling out-
age. During this outage an attempt will be made to modify the
insulation to allow 100% coverage of the weld for both examination
methods. In addztion, a sketch will be made that will identify any
areas that remain inaccessible.

It should be noted that the Monticello reactor vessel was fabricated
and subject toc as-built inspection under very demand1ng specifica~
tions. Because the site was inaccessible to a river barge of the
capacity necessary to transport a fully assembled vessel, the vessel
was assembled at the site from shop-fabricated subassemblies. All
requirements of Section III of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel
Code, 1965 Edition, including Addenda through Summer 1966, were
satisified just as if the vessel were shop fabricated. Additional
requirements more stringent than those required by the Code were
applied by General Electric due to the unique circumstances surround-
ing the vessel fabrication. Refer to Volume VII of the Monticello
Final Safety Analysis Report, "Pressure Vessel Design Report" for
details concerning vessel fabrication and inspection. In addition,
it should be noted that based on analysis of the dosimeter removed
from the reactor vessel, the maximum neutron fluence 1§ve1 at T/4 of
the reactor vessel was estimated to be only 1.23 x 10™° nvt at the
end of designed 1ife (40 years). Based on the stringent construct-
ion requirements, the inability to examine these welds during
service is not considered to significantly reduce the vessel
integrity.

Staff Evaluation

The design of the bioclogical shield, vessel insulation, and reactor
internals prevents access from all of the code required examinations
of the reactor vessel welds. Imposition of the exact code require-
ments would subject the licensee to extreme hardships in necessitating
the remcval of portions of the concrete biological shield and the
permanently installed insulation to perform the required

examinations of the welds from the vessel's outside surface.

The code requires that 10% of each longitudinal weld and 5% of each
circumferential weld be examined during the inspection interval. To
compensata for those welds which are inaccessible for vclumetric

examination, the licensee has agreed to examine all accessiblie areas



of circumferential or longitudinal welds. Table I is a summary of
each Category B-A and B-B weld, the length of each weld, and the
length believed to be accessible for examination. The licensee has
indicated that in excess of 150 feet of longitudinal and circumfer—
ential welds may be examined by the end of the interval. The ASME
code requires that only 40 feet be examined during the same time
period.

" To help ensure the integrity of the vessel, the vessel materials are

presently evaluated for radiation damage by use of the requirements
in Regulatory Guide 1.99, "Effects of Residual Elements on Predicted
Radiation Damage to Reactor Vessel Materials." To ensure that
stresses in the reactor vessel remain within acceptable 1imits, the
Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant is subject to pressure/tempera-
ture limitations for reactor coolant system heatup and cooldown
operations, and inservice leak and hydrostatic tests in the plant
Technical Specifications. -

The licensee has indicated that Category B-H welds may be accessible
for examination pending the results of the next refueling outage.

We will review and evaluate this request for relief after the
examinations have been attempted and the extent and methods of
examination possible are known.

We conclude that the augmented examinations for certain welds, the
ongoing surveillance program of the reactor vessel materials in the
beltline region, and the vessel design are adequate for providing an
acceptable level of safety and assurance that the vessel's
structural integrity will not be compromised during the inspection
period by granting relief from the examinations of welds discussed
above.

Control Rod Drive and Bottom Head Drain Vessel Penetrations
(Examination Category B-E, Item B1.5). Relief Request 17.

Code Requirement

The area surrounding each penetration shall be visually examined for
evidence of leakage during the pressure test.

Code Deviation Request

Visually inspect areas below penetrations during pressure test.

Reason for Request

The design of the vessel, the biological shield, and vessel insulation
prevents access to these areas that are directly adjacent to the
vessel penetrations.

Staff Evaluation

The relief request evaluation in I.a. describes in detail the design
of the vessel and insulaticn which makes these examinations



EXAM
~ CATEGORY

Bl.1 B-A
LONG
CIRC

Bl.2 B-B
LONG

CIRC

CLOSURE HD
MERIDONAL

CIRC

BOTTOM HD
MERIDONAL

CIRC

Bl.12 B-H
LUGS

TABLE I
MONTICELLO REACTOR VESSEL WELD SUMMARY

WELD « REQ'D EXAM  ACCESSIBLE*
NUMBER LOCATION LENGTH LENGTH  _ _ LENGTH
VLAA-1 TOP 27" 11! 1.1 6"
VLAA-2 TOP 27" 1 1.1 6"
VLBA-1 BOT 117" 11! 1.1 NONE
ViLBA-2 BOT 117" 11! 1.1 NONE
VCBA-2 - 57! 2.85' NONE
VLAA-1 BOT 8's" 11' 1.1 4'
VLAA-2 BOT 8's* 11' 1.1 4!
VLBA-1 TOoP 15" 11’ 1.1 NONE
VLBA-2 TOP 15" 13! 1.1 NONE
VLCB-1 - ! 1.1' 4'
VLCB=-2 - 1 1.1 4!
vLDB-1 - 11’ 1.1 5!
vLDB-2 - 1! 1.1' 5'
veBB-1 57¢ 2.85' 6

6!
vCaB-3 - 57! 2.85' NONE
vCegs-4 - 57! 2.85' 16'
HMCB-1 - 7' 7! ALL
HMCB-2 - 7' 7! ALL
HMCB-3 - 7' 7! ALL
HMCB-4 - 7 7! ALL
HMCB=~5 - 7 7! ALL
HMCB=-6 - -7 7! ALL
HCCB-2 - 25! 1.25¢ ALL
HMAB-1 - 6'2" .6' 2's"
HMAB-2 - 6'2" .6' 2'g"
HMAB=-3 - 6'2" .6! 2'g"
HMAB-4 - 62" .6' 2's"
HMAB-5 - 6'a2" .6' 28"
HMAB-6 - 6'2" .8 2'8"
HMAB=-7 - 6'2" .6' 2'g"
HMAB-8 - §'2" .6' 2's"
HMAB~-9 - 14's" 1.5' NONE
HMAB-10 - 13'g" 1.4' NONE
HCAB-1 - 44! 2.2' ALL
4 LUGS - - 4 LUGS 4 LUGS

® : :
Length depends on the results obtained during the 1981 outage.

_ REMARKS .

ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT '81 OUTAGE

ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT '81 OUTAGE

ATTEMPT 'B1 OUTAGE
ATTEMPT '81 QUTAGE
SCHEDULED '81

57" EXAMINED

ATTEMPT ‘81 OUTAGE
ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL

ATTEMPT ‘81 OUTAGE

7' EXAMINED

2.5' EXAMINED

7' EXAMINED

7' SCHEDULED ‘81
7' EXAMINED

7' SCHEDULED '8l
25' EXAMINED

ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL

ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT 2ND INTERVAL
ATTEMPT '81 QUTAGE

ATTEMPT '81 QUTAGE

ATTEMPT '81 OUTAGE

ATTEMPT '81 OUTAGE



impractical. However, since the vessel pressure test hold time is

4 hours, and the licensee has committed to inspection of the areas
below these penetrations for evidence of leakage, any loss of leak-
tight integrity should be detectable. We agree that the alternate
test and inspection procedure proposed by the licensee provides an
acceptable level of safety and therefore grant relief from the visual
inspection requirement of Category B-E.

Closure Head Flange Leakage Sensors (Examination Category B8-E,
Item B1.5). Relief Request 18.

‘Code Reguirement

The area surrounding each penetration shall be visually examined
for evidence of leakage during the pressure test.

Code Deviation Request

Nozzles will be visually inspected only if area insulation is
removed for other maintenance or inspection activities. This
relief request applies to nozzles N-13 and N-14.

Reason for Request

There are two seal leak detector nozzles; N13 and N14. Nozzle 13

has an opening on the vessel flange facs between the inner and outer
"0" rings, and nozzle 14 has an opening between the outer "0" ring
and the outer gasket. The inner "“0" ring seal would have to leak for
N13 to see liquid level and pressure buildup, and both "0" ring seals
would have to leak for N14. The seal leakage is monitored through
N13, and the line from N14 is run to a point inside the drywell and
capped off.

The reactor vessal head seal leak detection system is designed to
monitor reactor vessel head seal integrity. This is accomplished by
detecting 1iquid level buildup and pressure buildup in the drain
line between two metal "0" rings which comprisas the reactor vessel
head seal. The reactor vessel head seal leak detection system con-
sists of a closed chamber located in the head seal drain line. A
float type level switch is mounted in this chamber. A pressure switch
and a pressure indicator are also included as part of the system.
The only control included in the vessel head seal leak detection
system is the reactor flange drain valve switch, which operates to
energize and de-energize valves CV-2369 and CV-2370. With the switch
in the CLOSE position, SV-2369 is energized to open CV=2369 and
SV-2370 is de-energized to close CV-2370. Local contacts light the
Cv-2369 red indicator lamp and the CV-2370 green indicator lamp,
indicating the seal leak detection system is in service. To drain
the system, the handswitch is placed in the OPEN position de-ener-
gizing SV-2369 to close CV-2369 and energizing SV-2370 to open
CY=-2370 allowing any leakage collected in the float cage to drain

to the Drywell Equipment Drain Sump. The facility to drain the
reactor vessal head-seal leak detection system provides a convenient
method of determining the approximate leak rate. Draining and



returning the system to service permits recording the time required
to refill the closed chamber and subsequent calculation of the leak
rate.

The reactor vessel insulation prohibits access to the N13 and N14
nozzle area, and was not designed to be removed. The insulation
would receive considerable damage by remcval and replacement.
Removable insulation has not been considered due to the fact that
the seal leak detectors do not see reactor pressure and it would
therefore serve no purpose.

Staff Evaluation

The Northern States Power Company has a system designed to monitor
the reactor vessel head seal integrity and leakage. Nozzle 14 is
outside the vessel head O-rings and nozzle 13 is located between ~
the vessel head 0-rings. Any leakage of the vessel flange O-rings
would be detected by the vessel head seal leak detection system.

The licensee has agreed to inspect the area around each nozzle if
the insulation is removed for maintenance or inspection activities.
In addition, the staff requires that the vessel head seal be hydro-
statically tested once per inspection interval. The staff concludes
that the combination of the leak detection system design and hydro~
static testing provide reascnable assurance that the integrity of
these nozzles will be maintained. Therefore, relief from the visual
inspection requirements of nozzles 13 and 14 may be granted.

Piping Socket Welds (Examination Category B-1, Item B4.8) and Valve
Bonnet Bolting (Examination Category B-G-2, Item B6.9). Relief
Request No. 22.

Code Raquirement

Category B-J: Surface examinations performed during each inspection
interval shall include all of the area of 25% of the circumferential
joints including the adjoining one-foot sections of longitudinal
joints and 25% of the pipe branch connection joints of welds six
inches in diameter and smaller. ’

Category B=G-2: A visual examination shall be conducted on all
pressure retaining bolting two-inch diameter or smaller.

Reason for Request

These two, 2-inch drain lines are reading in excess of 2 R/hr. The
location of these lines prevents the use of shielding or distance

to provide any significant reduction in radiation exposure to per-
sonnel. We have estimated that exposure to inspection and insulating
personnel would be in excess of 1 man-rem for the examination of
approximately four socket welds and the bolting of four valves.



E.

Staff Evaluation

The licensee has not demonstrated that the performance of the code
required examinations is impractical due to design, geometry, or
materials of construction-and therefore relief cannot be granted at
this time.

Visual Examination of Recirculation Pumps Casings (Examination
Category B-L-2, Item_85.7). Relief Request 41.

Code Requirement

The internal pressure boundary surfaces of one pump in each group

of pumps performing similar functions in the system shall be visually
examined once each interval.

Code Deviation Request

The visual examination of the recirculation pumps internal pressure
surfaces will not be scheduled as required by code.

Reason for Requast

Disassembly of the recircuiation pumps for the sole purpose of visual
examination of the casing internal pressure surfaces requires many
man-haours of skilled maintenance personnel. Increased radiation
exposures result from this activity. The probability of pump
failure is increased by unnecessarily disassembling the units.
Deferring the examination has no effect on integrity of the pumps.
The internal pressure surfaces of these pumps will be visually
examined when the pumps are disassembled for maintenance.

Staff Evaluation

The disassembly of the reactor recirculation pumps to inspect the
internal pressure retaining surfaces is a major effort in terms of
man-hours and personnel exposure. An estimated 614 man-hours and

30-60 man-rem would be required for a visual examination. The licensee

has committed to a visual examination if the pump is disassembled
for maintenance. In addition the following parameters are monitored
by the licensee for each of the recirculation pumps:

1. Pump flow

2. Differential pressure across pump

3. Pump motor vibration

4, qump 0il level

5. Pump discharge temperature

6. Pump seal circulation pressure (first and second stage)



7. Temperature of the motor thrust bearing (upper and lower face)
8. Temperature of the motor guide bearing (upper and lower)

9. Temperature of the motor windings

10. Temperature of the first and second stage seal cavity

11. Temperature of the seal closed cocting water

12. Temperature of the motor closed cooling water

Deviations in some of the above monitored parameters may indicate
degradation of pump components. These degraded components could
affect pump performance to the point that maintenance would be .
required long before degradation of the internal pressure boundary
surface is noticeable.

We conclude that the effort required for dissasembly of the pumps
and the associated radiation exposure solely for a visual examina-
tion is impractical and impcses an undue burden on the licensee.
Visual examinations will be conducted if the pumps are disassembled
for other reasons. Other parameters of pump operation will aid in
detecting degradation of pump components. Relief is therefore
granted from the visual examinaticn requirement.

Visual.Examination of Recirculation Valves (Examination
Category B-M-2, Item B6.7), Relief Request 42.

Code Reguirement

Visual examination of internal pressure boundary surfaces on valves
exceeding 4 in. nominal pipe size, once each interval. One valve in
each group of valves of the same constructional design (e.g., globe,
gate, or check valve), manufacturing method, and manufacturer that
performs similar functions in the system shdll be examined.

Code Deviation Request

The visual examination of the recirculation valve internal pressure
surfaces will not be scheduled as required by the code.

Reason for Request

Dissassembly of the recirculation valves for the sole purpose of
visual examination of the internal pressure surfaces requires

many man-hours from skilled maintenance personnel and increased
radiation exposures result from this activity. The probability of
valve failure is increased by unnecessarily disassembling the units.
Deferring the examination has no effect on the integrity of the
valves. The internal pressure surfaces will be visually examined
when the pumps are disassembled for maintenance.
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Staff Evaluation

The disassembly of these valves to visually inspect the pressure
retaining surfaces would require approximately 266 man~hours of
labor and 13-26 man-rem in radiation exposure. The licensee has
committed to a visual examination if the valves are disassembled
for maintenance.

In addition, periodic hydrostatic testing as required by the code
provides further assurance that the structural integrity of the
valve bodies will be maintained. Relief is therefore granted from
the visual examination requirement of the code.

Pressure Testing of all Class 1, 2, and 3 Components (Relief
Requests 30 and 31).

Lode Requijrement

IWB-5000:Class 1 components shall be subject to a hydrostatic
pressure test at or near the end of each inspection interval. The
pressure shall be 1.10 X Po at 100°F.

IWC-5000:Class 2 components shall be subjected to a hydrostatic
pressure test at or near the end of each inspection interval. The
pressure shall be 1.25 X PD at 100°F.

IWD-5000:Class 3 components shall be subjected to a system pressure
test of 1.10 X PD.

Code Deviation Request

The test pressure requirements will not be met on certain components.

Reason for Reguest

The code does not recognize that non-isclable junctions of components
with different design pressures or different ASME classes exist (i.e.,
pump suction and discharge lines, piping upstream and downstream of
rastricting orifices, ete.). Pressur1zwng components to the require-
ments of the code may result in over-pressurizing the non-isolable
components.

Staff Evaluation

Because of the design of some systems, isolation of different ASME
classes cannot be made at the class boundary. The licensee has
committed to hydrostatically test the non-isolable portions of these
systems at the lower design pressure and to conduct pressure tests
during system inservice tests.

The staff concludes that the alternate testing program proposed by

the licensee is adequate to provide evidence of leakage and, therefore,
grants relief from code pressure test requirements for these junctions.

10
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Reactor Vessel Safe End Welds and Piping Welds (Examination
Categories 8-F, B-J, B-K, B-F, C-F, C-G). Relief Request No. 21.

Code Requirement

-

The ultrasonic examination requirements of Appendix I of Section XI
apply to Class 1 and 2 Territic vessels 2-1/2 inches and greater in
thickness. Where Appendix I is not applicable, the provisions of
Article 5 of Section V shall apply.

Code Deviation Request

The rules of Appendix III, including Supplement 7, of the Winter 1975
and Summer 1976 Addenda to ASME Section XI will govern the ultrasonic
examination method for the 1nspect10n of pipe welds and welds of
components fabricated from pipe components.

Reason for Request

The use of side drill holes (instead of slots) to establish a
distance amplitude correction curve (DAC) for pipe weld inspections,
as requ1red by Appendix I of Section XI and Article S of Section V,
results in an excessive instrument gain setting which greatly impairs
the inspector's ability to detect and to interpret indications by
producing a lower signal-to-ncise-ratio and reduces the range of
useable DAC.

Staff Evaluation

Appendix III, including Supplement 7 of the Winter 1975 Addenda and
Summer 1976 Addenda, is not approved by the NRC in 50.55a(b) of

10 CFR 50. However, the 1977 Edition through Summer 1978 Addenda are
essentially the same as the earlier addenda. Hence, the provisions
of Appendix III specified by the licensee may be utilized. For
ferritic vessels greater than 2 inches in thickness, the reguire-
ments of Article 4 of Section V in the Winter 1975 Addenda or
Appendix I in the 1974 Edition of Section XI must be met since
Appendix III applies only to piping welds.

The staff requires the following regarding DAC recording levels for
piping welds:

1 A1l indications at or above 30% DAC shall be recorded.

2) A1l indications 100% DAC or greater shall be recorded and
evaluated in accordance with the rules of Section XI.

3) Indications 20% of DAC or greater which are interpreted to be
a crack must be identified and evaluated to the rules of
Section XI.

45 The owner shall evaluate and take corrective action for the

disposition of any indication investigated and found to be other
than geometric in nature.

11



Class 1 and 2 Bolts and Studs (Examination Categories B-G-1 and C-D),
Relief Request 24.

Code Requirement

Article S of Section V requires that calibration be established by
a test bar of the same nominal composition and diameter as the pro-
duction part and minimum of one-half of the length. A 3/8-inch
(10mm) diameter X 3-inch (76mm) deep flat bottom hole shall be
drilled in one end of the bar and plugged with similar material to
full depth. A distance amplitude curve shall be establiished by

'scanning from both ends of the best bar.

Code Deviation Regquest

Use the alternate procedure for ultrasonic examination in
Paragraph T525.1 for belts and studs prior to threading (Back
Reflection Procedure).

Reason for Request

The variation in ultrasonic attenuation between bolts and/or studs
diminishes the usefulness of a DAC generated from a particular
specimen.

In addition, a procedure qualification test was performed comparing
the ASME Section V requirements with the NSP Back Reflection Bolt
and Stud Examination Procedure. The results showed that the NSP
procedure was slightly more sensitive than the ASME Secticn V
requirements.

The comparison was performed using a 2" dia. X 15" long test bar
machined as a calibration standard in accordance with ASME

Section V, and andther 15" long section of the same bar used to
simulate a stud. The back reflection of the stud was set at 80% FB8H
in accordance with the NSP procedure. The amplitude of the

3/8" dia. FBH (at 12") in the calibration standard was then noted to
be about 6 dB greater than the reporting level for the NSP
procedure..

This result should be generally true regardless of bar length for
diameters greater than 3/4" because the ratio between the area of
the FBH and the 3/4" dia. transducer remains constant at 1/4.
Therefore, the FBH should produce an echo of at least 25% of the
back return, depending on the relative finish of the reflecting
surfaces. In addition, the poorer the end reflecting surfaces the
more sensitive the NSP procedure would be with respect to the
Section V method. This tends to make the NSP procedure a more
conservative approach to bolt and stud examination.

Staff Evaluation

As an alternate procedure the licensee proposes examination of
studs/bolts using the first back reflection. The procedures

12



requires that the back reflection be set at 80% of screen height.
Any discontinuity producing an indication 20% of the back reflection
or greater is recorded. In addition, any indication producing 50%
loss of back reflection that is not caused by bolt or stud geometry
is recorded and evaluated: The licensee's procedure will be used
where the code requires ultrasonic examination of bolts/studs except
for reactor vessel studs which will be examined per code.

The licensee pro#ided data showing that this alternate procedure is
as sensitive for flaw detection as the alternate code procedure.

Paragraph IWA-2240 of Section XI permits the use of alternative
examinations provided the results yield demonstrated equivalence or
superiority. Relief may therefore be granted for this deviation
from the code. ..
Non-Welded Piping and Valve Supports (Examination Categories B-K-2
and C-E-2). Relief Request No. 23.

Lode Reguirements

The examination performed during each inspection interval shall

cover all support components. The areas of examination shall include
support components that extend from the piping, valve, and pump
attachment to and including the attachment to the supporting structure.

Code Deviation Request

The Code requires all areas of the support component from the piping,
valve, and pump attachment to and including the attachment to the
supporting structure. Insulation will not be removed for visual
examination of these support components.

Reason for Request

The general radiation background field for the inspection of Class 1
systems located within containment ranges from 30 to 400 mr and the
Class 2 systems have permanent type of insulation (insulation not
designed for removal and replacement). Approximately 35 man-rem

in personnel exposure would result from Class 1 examinations in the
third inspection period.

It has been our experience that any loss of support capability or
inadequate restraint can usually be detected through the inspection
of the uninsulated portion of the support and the surrounding insula-
tion. It is our contention that the removal and replacement of
insulation for the sole purpose of inspecting Class 1 supports would
result in undue radiation exposure to personne1 without providing a
s1gn1f1cant increase in safety. The governing codes and regulations
used in the design and construction of those systems that are now
classified as Class 2 and 3 did not require provisions for inspection
access for these systems. Thus, it would be an undue burden without
compensating increase in safety to require insulation removal for
support inspection.

13



1I.

ITI.

Staff Evaluation

The mechanical connections to pipe strap are exposed and the licensee
has committed to visual examination of these connections.

The estimated exposure is 35 man-rem just to remove insulation to
perform visual inspection of the pipe strap. Possible damage to

the pipe strap can be detected by noting damage to insulation and the
licensee has committed to remove insulation around pipe support in
the event that visual examination of the insulation indicates pipe
strap damage or loss of support.

The staff finds the design of the supports and insulation make the
exact code required examinations impractical, agrees that the above
procedure will provide an adequate level of safety and, therefore,
grants relief from the visual inspection criteria of Category B K-2
and C-E-2; Items 1.4, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.

Additional Relief Requests

In addition to the relief requests evaluated in Section I, the licensee
submitted three requests for relief which invelved updating to examination
requirements of the 1977 Edition through Summer 1978 Addenda of Section XI
of the ASME Code. Updating to the requirements of later NRC approved
editions and addenda is permitted by 50.55a(g)(4)(iv), provided all of
the related requirements of the respective editions or addenda are met.

We have evaluated the following relief requests submitted by the licensee
and find them to be acceptable and in accordance with 50.55a(g)(4)(iv):

Re]ief Reguest Examination Component
Identification Category Examination

No. 20 8-I-1, Item B81.13 Visual exam of closure head

: cladding.
No. 36 All Class 1, 2 & 3 Holding time during hydrotest.
No. 37 A1l Class 2 & 3 Air & Pressure testing with
Nitrogen Systems contained fluid.
No. 38 All1 Class 1 & 2 Austenitic stainless steel

temperature during hydrotest.
Administrative Changes

Table 3.2.G on pages 70 and 71 of the Technical Specifications was
renumbered to Table 3.2.7 to correct duplication of numbering with -
Table 3.2.6 on page 60A. A minor editorial change was also made to
Table 3.2.7. We find these changes acceptable as administrative
changes.

14



IV. Summary

Based on the evaluations of the requested relief from ASME Code
requirements, we conclude that the Monticello Nuclear Generating
Plant Inservice Inspection Program for last period in the first ten
year interval meets the requirements of the 1974 Edition through
Summer 1975 Addenda of the ASME Code to the extent practical and
thus complies with 50.55a(g] in 10 CFR 50.

V. Environmental Consideration

We have determined that this 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
involvesan action which is insignificant from the standpoint of
environmental impact and, pursuant to 10 CFR §51.5(d)(4), that an
environmental impact statement, or negative declaration and environ-
mental impact appraisal need not he prepared in connection with the
jssuance of the amendment.

VI. Conclusion

We have concluded, Based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) because the amendment does not involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of accidents previously considered and
does not involve a significant decrease in a safety margin, the amendment
does not involve a significant hazards consideration, (2) there is
reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not
be endangered By operation in the proposed manner, and (3} such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's requ-
lations and the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical -to

the common defense and security or to the health and safety of the
public.

Dated: June 3, 1981
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 50-263

\

NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSE AND GRANTING OF RELIEF

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has issued
Amendment No. 6 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-22, issued to
Northern States Power Company, which revised Technical Specifications for
operation of the Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant (the facility) located
in Wright County, Minnesota. The amendment is effective as of its date
of issuance.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications to replace the
cdrrent inservice inspection technical specificafions with an fnservice
inspection program that meets the requirements of 10 CFR 56.55& and to

incorporate several changes of an administrative nature.

By letter dated April 10, 1981, as supported by the related safety
evaluation, the Commission has also granted relief from certain requirements
of the'ASME Code, Section XI, "Rules for Inservice Inspection of Nuclear
Power Plant Components" to the licensee. The relief relates to the inservice
inspection program for the fac%lity. The ASME Code requirements are incor-
porated by reference into the Commission's rules and”regulations in 10 CFR

- 50. The relief is effective as of its date of issuance. | _

The application for the amendment complies with the standards and require-
ments of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the
Commission;s rules and regulations. The Commission has made appropriate

findings as requ??éd by the Act and the Commission's rules and regulations

8106161 535
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in 10 CFR Chapter I, wﬁichlare.set forth in the license amendment. Pr#o}
public notice of this amendment was not required since the amendment does
not involve a signiffcant hazards con;Tderation. |
The Commission has determined that the issuance of thfs amendment and
the granting of this relief will not result in any significant environmental
%mpact and that pursuant to 10 CFR §51.5(d}(4) an environmental impact
statement, or negative declaration and environmental impact appraisal need
not be prepared in connection with issuance of this amendment. -
" For further details with respect to this action, see (1] the application
for amendment dated August 30, 1977, the licensee's submittals dated
March 15, 1978, August 28, 1978, Jaﬁuary 5, 1979, February 26, 1979,
July 27, 1979, March 5, 1980, and July 16, 1980, (2) Amendment No.6 to
License No. DPR-22, and (3] the Commission's related Safety Evaluation.
A1l of these items-are available for public inspection at the Commission's
Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D. C; and at the
Environmental Conservation Library, Minneapolis Public Library, 300 Nicollét
Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota. A copy of items (2} and (3) may be obtained
upon request addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D. C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division of Licensing.
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 3rd day of June 1981.
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Thomas % ? Ippolito, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing



