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May 1, 1992

o
Re: 1ocrnsﬁo].%lo

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissu‘on
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, Dr 20555

Re{erence: 9. H., Ja.fe letter to E. J. Kroczka, 'ssuance of Amendment
No., 62, dated September 3, 1991].

Gentlemen.

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3
Proposed Revision to Techiical Specifications
e Snubber Visual Inspection Intervals

Pursuzit to 10CFR50.90, Northeast Nuclear ruergy Company (NNECO) hereby
piroposes to amend Operating License NPF-49 by incorporating the change identi-
giod in Attachment 1 into the Technical Specifications of Millstone Unit No.

Desciiptirs of the Proposed Changes

The propoied amendment ravises the visual inspection surveillance requirements
associated with the snubbers. Specifically, it is privosed to delete the
following from the Millstone Unit No. 3 Technical Specification Sectinn
4.7.10.b: “and the first inspection interval determined using .ais criterion
shall be based upon the previous inspection interval as established by the
requirements in effect before Amendment 62."

This proposed change would allow NNECO to utilize the results of inspections
performed during the Millstone Unit No. 3's third refueling outage, in con-
junction with Techniral Specification Table 4.7-2 as a baseline for deiermin-
ing subseqw t inspection intervals rather than the interval which was in
effect befor= Amendment No. 62.

During Millstone Unit No. 3's third refueling outage, snubbers were visually
inspected in accordance with technical specification requirements. Of approx-
imately 900 snubbers inspected, 7 were classi’ied as ftailures. Functional
testing of these components resulted in only one failure, which was due to a
drag load in excess of accepted limits. Based upon thuse results, the subse-
quent visual inspection interval was set at 12 months (+ 25 perceni of that
period), beginning April 12, 1991. This interva]l was se! according to the
inspection interval requirement in effect «t that time. This inspaction

interval has now arrived. Since the majori.y of these snub?ers are located
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inside containment and 1n radiation arvas, performing the inspection at this
time would . :quire ;gprox!mately 3 2-week cold shutdown of the plant. It is
noted that on Seprembur 3, 1991 (Reference), the MRC issued Amendment No, 62
to the Millstone Unit No. 3 f,erating License in response to NNECO's request
dated June 25, 199!, This amendment provides an alternate method for deter-
mining the next interval for the visual inspection of snubbers. This {s based
upon the number of una.ceptable snubbers found during previous inspections,
the total population or category size for each snubber type, and the previous
inspection interval. Acrording to the new rriterion of Table 4.7-2 of the
Millstone Unit No. 3 Technical Specifications, a single, coafirmed visual
failure in a given group would allow an exteniion to twice the previous
interval. Since the previnus interval was 18 months, and there was only one
visual failure during the third refueling outage, this would result in a
36-month interval before snubbers would have to be visually inspected,
a\loving NNECO to perform inspections during the fourth refueling outage
(currently schedulec for June 1993) and tous, potentially preventing an
unscheduled plant shutdown for thi* ~urpose.

safety Assessment

Perfo,mance of periodic visual inspections of snubbers complements the exist-
ing functional testing program and provides additional confidence in snubber
operability. The proposed chanfe would allow NNECO to utilize the results of
inspections performed during Millstone Unit No, 3's third refue’’rg outage, in
conjunction with Technical Specification Table 4.7-2 rather than the interval
which was in effect before Amendment No. 62. The previous criterion for the
visual inspection interval assumed an 18 month refueling interval which did
not account for the trend to longer fuel cycles or the impact of extended
outage, By letter dated December 11, 1990, the NRC Staff issued Generic
Letter (GL) 90-09, "Alternative Requirements for Snubber Visual Inspection
Intervals and Corrective Actions." GL 90-09 provides an alternate schedule
for visual inspections that maintains the same confidence level as the exist-
ing schedule and generally will allow the licensee to perform visual inspec-
tions and corrective actions during plant .utages, Because the proposed
change will reduce the occupational radiation exposure and is highly cost
effective, the increase in the inspection schedule as aliowed by GL 90-09 is
consistent with the Commi¢sion’s policy statement on technical specification
improvements.

In addition, NNECO performed limited visual inspections in December 1991 since
plant conditions allowed earlier than the required interval (i.e., 12 months
+ 25 percent). The inspections were performed only on the small (Pacific-
Scientific PSA-1/4 and PSA-1/2) snubber population, due to their suscepti-
bility to high drag loadings resulting from corrosive environmental condi-
tions. A1l 229 snubbers, both accessible and inaccessible, in this grouping
were inspected with no visual signs of damage or impaired operability. The
results of these inspections provide an increased level of confidence that
operability will be maintained unti)l Milistone Unit No. 3'° fourth refueling
outage.
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significant Hazards Consideration

NNECO has reviewed the proposed change in accordance with 10CFRS0.92 and
concluded that the chzige does not fuvolve a significant hazards considera-
tion. The basis for this conclusion is that the turee criteria of
IOCFRSO.SZ(C& are not compromised. The proposed change does not ir .ive a
significant hazards consideration because the change would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously analyzed.

The proposed change will have a negligible effect upon the probability of
occurrence of accidents previously evaluated. Although the snubber
visuul inspection cycle is being lengthened, it provides essentially the
same confidence level as the original schedule when performed in conjunc-
tion with snubber functional testing. Tie snubber functional testing
program acts te provide a 95 percent confidence level that 9C to 100 per-
cent of the snubber population will operate within specified acceptance
limits. Visual examinations are a separate process which tend to comple-
ment the functional testing program. The visual inspections, alore, have
a neg&igib\e effect upon the reliability of snupbers. In addition, the
ACTIONs required by ihe existing technical specifications as a result of
finding snubbers inoperable remains the same, Therefore, the proposed
chan?e does not affect the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed.

The proposed change does not affect any plant operations, the potential
for an unanalyzed accident is not created, and no new failure modes are
introduced. The proposed change will not affect the ouperability of the
snugbers to perform their intended function during normal or accident
conditions.

3. Involve a significant reduction in the margin of sa/ety.

The inspection schedule defined in Technical Specification Table 4.7-2
provides the same level of confidence as the previous schedule (i.e.,
criterion in effect prior to Amendment No. 62). Snubber functional
testing provides a 95 percent confidence level that 90 to 100 percent of
the snubbers will operate within specified acceptable limits. Visual
inspections act only to complement an. reinforce the functional testing
program. In audition, the proposed change does not affect any of the
ACTIONs specified in the technical specificationt which result from
identification of inoperable snubbers. Therefore, the pr ~osed change
does nov invoive a significant reduction in a margir of saf .y.
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Moreover, the Commission has provided guidance concerning the application of
standards in 10CFR50.92 by providi certain examples (March 6, 1986,
51FR7751) of amendments that are considered not likely to involve a signifi-
cant hazards consideration. Althuugh the proposed change is not enveloped by
a specific example, the change would not involve a significant increase in the
probadility or consequences of an accident previously analyzed. The increase
in the inspection interval for the visual inspection maintains the same
confidence level as the existing schedule when coupled with functional test-
ing, while allowing the flexibility to perform the visual inspections and
corrective actions at the extended intervals. This will reduce the future
occupational radiation exposure and this inspection schedule is consistent
w!t: the Commission’s policy statement on technical specification improve-
ments.

NNECO has reviewed the proposed licerse amendment against the criteria of
10CFR51.22 for environmental considerations. The proposed change does not
involve a significant hazards considerction, nor increase the types and
amounts of effluents that may be released offsite, nor significantly increase
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposures. Based on the
foregoing, NNECO concludes that the proposed change meets the criteria delin-
eated in 10CFRS1.22(c)(9) for a categorical exclusion from the requirements
for an environmental impact statement.

The Millstone Unit No. 3 Nuclear Review Board has reviewed and approved the
propoted change and has concurred with the above determination.

The retype of the proposed change to technical specifizations in Attachment |
reflects the currently issuzd version of technical specifications. Pending
technical specification changes or technical specification changes {ssued
subsequent to this submittal are not reflected in the enclosed retype. The
enclosed retyne should be checked for continuity with technical specifications
prior to issuance.

Revision bars are provided in the right-hand margin to indicate a revision to
the text. No revision bars are ulilized when the page is changed solely to
accommodate the shifting of text due to additions or deletions.

The visual inspection interval in effect at this time requires NNECO to
complete the visual inspection on or before July 12, 1992, but the proposed
change, if approved, will allow NNECO to perform the visual inspection during
the fourth refueling outage. Therefore, NNECO hereby requests the NRC Staf

process and issue this proposed amendment by July 12, 1992, to be effective
upon issuance.

In accorda..& with 10FRS50.91(b), we are providing the State of Connecticut
with a copy of this proposed amendment.
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Should you have any questions, please contact my staff,
Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

AL/“"" } (‘_'u i
J. F. Opeka J
Executive Vice President

cc: T. T, Martin, Region 1 Administrator
V. L. Rooney, NRC Project Me ager, Millstone Unit No. 3
W, J& gaymond. Senior Resident Inspectnr, Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2,
an

STATE OF CONNECTICUY
COUNTY OF HARTFORD

ss. Berlin

Then personally appeared bei.re me, J. F. Opeka, who being duly sworn, did
state that he is Executive Vice President of Northeast Nuclear Energy Company,
a Licensee herein, that he is authorized to execute and file the foregoing
information fr the name and on behalf of the Licensee herein, and that the
statements contained in said informatinr are true and correct to the best of
his knowledge and belief.
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My Commiscion Expires beseh 31,1943



