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0 The 21 CEAs discharged at the enc ot Cycle 8. The total exposure
on these CEAs 1s approximately 2949 EFPDs.

0 Thirteen of the 14 CEAs discharged at the end of Cycle 9. The
total exposure on these CEAs is approximately 3262 EFPDs.

In addition, there have been an additional 25 CEAs that were discharged at
the end of Cycles 6 and 7 that were previously inspected. The exposures on
these were 2227 EFPDs for the 9 CEAs that were discharged at the end of
Cyc}o ; end 2605 EFPDs for the 16 CEAs that were discnarged at the end of
Lycle 7.

There have been no cracks found in any of these CEAs. The measured strains
are all well below the previous limit of 1.2 percent.

It is clear that the CEAs &t Millstone Unit No. 2 are less susceptible to
cracking than are CEAs at other similar plants. The probable reason for
the absence of cracks 1s because t{he CEAs have been kept in their fully
withdrawn positions throughout their lifetimes. Other similar plants move
the CEAs to several positions at or near fully withdrawn. The neutron flux
gradient is very high near the top of the core. The same time of exposure
could result in a significantly lower neutron exposure if the CEAs are
maintained in a full-out position. Therefore, it is possible that CEAs at
Millstone Unit No. 2 may pe less sensitive to cracking than other plants
because their neutron exposure may be significantly lower for a given
number of EFPDs,

It is also expected that the "old design" CEAs reinserted for Cycle 11 are
less susceptible to cracking than are the original issue CEAs. This is
because they have long (2 5/8") end caps on all five fingers. The original
CEAs had a much shorter (5/8") end cap on the center finger. It is the
shorter end cap that was in use at the other plants where the cracking was
observed. The result of the longer end cap is that the bottom B,C pellet
is approximately 2" further away from the core. The high neuf?on flux
gradient near the top of the core will result in a significantly lower
neutron flux in the cladding near the bottom B‘C pellet. This lower neu-
tron flux should result in a longer lifetime for the replacement CEAs,

The recent inspection program at Millstone Unit No. 2 has resulted in a
large amount of data for CEAs with exposures exceeding 2900 EFPDs. Based
on this data, we concluded that there is no basis for assuming that crack-
ing is a significant problem at Millstone Unit No. 2 until relatively high
exposures (well in excess of 2900 (FPDs) are reached The plant is cur-
rently in the early Sart of Cycle 11. The lead "old design" CEAs will not
apnroach a 2900 EFPD exposure until at least Cycle 14, It is therefore
concluded that operation with the current "old design" reinsert CEAs
through at least the end of Cycle 13 is acceptable and no further inspec-
tions are planned until replacement.
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Note also that Millstone Unit No. 2 is participating in the ABB-CE Owners’
Group work to identify the cause of the cracking which has been observed at
similar flants. We will monitor the progress of this task to assure that
our conclusions regarding the expected lifetime of the CEAs are confirmed.
Please contact us 1f you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

. J. Proczka /
Senior Vice Presf&ent

ce: T, T, Martin, Rogion 1 Administrator
G. §S. Vissing, NRC Project Manager, Millstone Unit No, 2
P. Habighorst, Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit No. 2
W. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2,
and 3



