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AMENDMENT NO. 81 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-52
AMENDMENT NO. 55 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-68 .
' " TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY -

. BROMNS FERRY NUCLEAR PLANT, UNITS ©13 2 AND 3% . -

- DOCKET NOS. 50-259," 50-260"AND 50-296

-

Introduction

By letter dated April 28, 1981 (TVA BFNP TS.158) and supplemented by
letter dated March 2, 1982, the Tennessee Valley Authority (the.licensee
or TVA) requested amendments to Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-33,
DPR-52 and DPR-68 for the Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and

3. The proposed amendments would revise the Technical Specifications
appended to the above Facility Operating Licenses to add additional
requirements for inspection of snubbers and seismic restraints in
response to our generic request of November 20, 1981 to A1l Power
Reactor Licensees. :

« R -

Background

To reflect accumulated experience obtained from operating plants in the -
past. several years, NRC issued Revision 1 of the Standard Technical
Specifications on the surveillance requirements for safety-related
snubbers. On November 20, 1980, this document was transmitted to .
operating plants excluding those under the Systematic Evaluation Program
(SEP) along witfi a request for submittal of appropriate 1icense amendments
to incorporate the requirements of this revision within 120" days. The
same request was extended to SEP plants on March 23, 1981,

Description‘and Discussion A

Numerous: discoveries of inoperative. snuBBers in the period of 1973 to
1975 resulted in their surveillance requirements in the Technical

Specifications for operating reactor plants. However, several deficiencies 7

were identified after the original requirements were in force for several
years. These deficiencies-are:
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1. Mechanical snubbers were not included in these requirements.

2. The rated capacity of snubBers was used as a 1imit to the inservice
test requirement.

3. NRC approval was necessary for the acceptance of seal materials.
4. Inservice test requirements were not clearly defined.
5. In-place inservice testing was not permitted.

Since mechanical snubBers were not suBject to any suryetllance require-
ments, some licensees and permit folders Bel{eved, that mechanical snubbers
were preferred By NRC. Many plants used mechanical snufibers as original
equipment and many otfers requested to veplace’tReir Rydraulic &nubbers
with mechanical ones to simplify or ayoid an inseryice surveillance’
program. This is directly contradictory to NRC's intention, where for

an unsurveyed mechanical snubber, the most 1ikely failure is permanent
Tock-up. This failure mode can Be Rarmful to the system during normal
plant operations.

During the period of 1973-1975, when the first hydraulic snubber
surveillance requirements in the Technical Specifications were drafted,

a compromise was made to 1imit the testing of snubbers to those with |
rated capacity of not more.than 50,000 16s. This was.because of the-
available capacity of the test equipment and’ the.requirement to test

some parameters at the snubbier rated load. Since then,.-greater equipment
capacity and Better undenstanding of parametric correlation Both developed.
To matntain this arbitrary 50,000. 16. 1imit could mean an unnecessary
compromise on plant safety. .

- The original hydraulic. snubBBey problem started fram leaKing seaTs; Most

seal materials of the 1973 vintage could not withstand the temperature.

~and irradiation environments. Ethylene propylene was the first material

that could offer a reasonable service 1ife for those seals. In order to
discourage the use of unproven material-for those seals, the words "NRC
approved material” were used in the Technical Specifications. Staff
members were asked to, approve different seal materials on many occasions.
Consequently, since the basts for the approval was not defined, the
development of better seal materials by the industry was actually
discouraged. ; .

The not-well-defined acceptance criteria in the earlier version of the
testing -requirements resuited in non-uniform interpretations and
implementation. Acceptance Criteria were set individually at widely
different ranges. Since the rationale of adopting a specific acceptance
criteria was not clear, I&E inspectors found 1t impossible to make any
necessary corrections. In some cases, snubbers weré tested without
reference to acceptance criteria, .
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..damage to snubbers. caused By

MTestiﬁg of snubbers was usually.accomplished by removing snubbers’ from

their installed postitions, mounting them on a testing rig, conducting

the test, removing them from rig, and reinstalling them to the working
position. Many snubbers were damaged in the removing and reinstallation .
process. This defeated the purpose for conducting tests. Since methods
and equipment have Heen developed to conduct.in-place tests on snubbers,
taking advantage of these developments could result in minimizing the
removal anq reinstallation plus time and

-

cost savings to the plants.

From these Shont-comings it was cancluded that the snuBBep supyeillance’

. requirements for the Technical Specifications should Be revised,

Evaluation o -

In response to our generic request, TVA-initially praoposed changes to the
snubber surveillance requirements for Browns Ferry Units 1, 2 and 3 by
Tetter dated April 28, 1981. Based on our review, we determined that
with a few minor exceptions, TVA had adopted the requirements in the
proposed standard Technical Specifications transmitted by our request
of November 20, 1980. One of thie deviations proposed By TVA was that, if

- there was no visible indication of inoperability in a lot of.snubbers

" for two successive ‘18 month periods, that the visual inspection lot

be reduced from 100% to 50%. A similar proposal was'made- by several other
licensees. ‘ ‘

In our letter of November 18,:1981 to TVA, we agreed that the.development
of improved snubber designs, the use of seal materials in hydraulic :
snubbers that are more resistant to temperature and irradiation environ-
ments, more stringent quality assurance and testing and other factors

had significantly reduced the problems disciissed in Section 3.0 above.
However, we advised TVA and the other 1icensees that there was not, as

yet, a sufficient operating history and data base to confirm the indicated
increase in expected service 1ife. Accordingly, we requested TVA to -
revise the proposed Technical Specifications to provide for 100% visual

-inspection of all snubbers each fuel cycle.

TVA's submittal of March 9, 1982 revised the Technical Specifications,
as-requested in our Tetter of November 18, 1981, while suBmitting ,
additional justification for TVA's initital proposition for reduced visual
inspection based on at least three years performance without indication
of deficiencies. Although the staff is evaluating the ‘snubber performance
data, a staff position on reduced frequency of surveillance has not been
developed.

We Rave reviewed the revised Technical Specifications submitted by TVA's

* letter of March 9, 1982 and Rave determined that they incorporate the
' pequirements stated in our letten.of November 20, 1980. The new surveillance

requirements will icorrect the deficiencies discussed {n Section 3.0 above
in the following manner:
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1. Mechanical snubbers are now included in the surveillance program.

2. No arBitrary snubbBer capacity is used as a 1imit to the inservice
test requirements. ‘ ) -

3. Seal material no longer vequires NRC appraval. A monitaring program -
~will be implemented to assure that. snubbers are functioning within
' their service life, )

4. Clearly defined inseryice test requirements for snubbers will be
implemented. : ) "

5. In-place inseryice testing sfiall Be permitted’
We conclude that the tecfinical specifications submitted by TVA include

the necessary requirements for survetllance of safety-related snubBbers,

as defined in our letter of November 20, 1980 and are therefore acceptahle.

Environmental Considerations

We have determined that the amendments-do not authorize a‘change in-
effluent types ar total -amounts nor an increase in.power ‘Tevel and will
not result in any significant envivonmental impact. Having-made this

. determination, we have further concluded that the amendments tnvolve an

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 environmental impact appraisal need not be -
prepared in connection with the issuance of the.amendments.

Conclusion

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:-
(1) because the amendments do not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of accidents previously considered and do
not involve a significant decrease in a safety margin, the amendments

" do 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 regulations, and.the issuance
of these amendments will not Be inimical to the common defense and security
or to the health and safety of the public.

Dated: May 24, 1982




