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August 17, 1992

Rocket No. 50-336
B14216

Re: 10CFRS50.980

U.€ ‘Juclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Centrol Desk
Washington, DC 20555

Gemndemen:

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2
Proposed Revision to Technical Specifications

Pursuant to 10CFR50.90 Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) hereby
proposes to amend its Operating License No. DPR-65 by incorporating the
changes Identified in Attachment 1 into the Technical Specifications of Milistone
Unit No. 2

Background

The structural integrity of the Millstone Unit No. 2 containment ic maintained , as
described in Technical Specification 4.6.1.6.1 through 4.6.1.6.4, based on NRC
Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.35 "Inservice .nspection of Ungrouted Te dons in
Prestressed Concrete Containments.” The surveillance recuirements for
demonstrating the containment's structural integrity are accordingly in compliance
with the RG. These surveillarces ensure that the containment structural integrity
will be maintained comparabie to the original design standards for the life of the
facility. Structural integrity is required to ensure that the containment vessel will
withstand the maximum pressure of 53.8 psig in the event of a loss of coolant
accidenrt. The measuiemant of containment tendon liftoff force, the visual and
metallurgicai examination of tendons, ancharages and liner, and the Type A
leakage tests aie suific’aut to demonstrate this capability.
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Sionificant Hazarda C |

NNECO has reviewed the proposed change in accordance with 10CFR50.80,
and has concluded that the change does not invulve & significant hazards
consideration. The basis for this conciusion is that the three criteria of
10CFR50.92(C) are not compromised. The proposed change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration because the change would not:

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

The proposed change will reduce the duplication of inspection performed
during an I'.RT and that performed during the scheduled tendon
surveillance .aspections, while providing a more accurately represented
selection of tendons for testing and Inspection. As such this change will
not increase the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

The changes to RG 1.35 Revision 3 were based on experience derived
from previous inspections performed under RG 1.35 Reducing
duplication of work, based on prévious experience, and establishing a
more comprehensive tendon selection will not create the pessibility of a
new or different kind of accident.

3, Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Sinee the proposed change is based on RG 1.35 Revision 3, it will
provide a moie accurate iepresentation of tendon condition and
conformance of performance to anticipated design. Further, it wiil
reduce inspection duplication and will not reduce the margin of safety.

The Commission has provided guidance concerning the applicatiun of standards
in 10CFR50.92 by providing certain examples (March 6, 1986, 51 FR 7751) of
amendments that are considered not likely to involve a significant hazards
consideration. The change pivposed herein is no! enveloped by a specific
example. As described above, tha proposed change does not constitute a
significant hazards consideration in that the change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability of occurrence or consequences of an ancident
previously analyzed, does not create the poss.bility of a new or ditferent kind of
accident, and does not involve a reduction in a margir of safety.

Based on the information contained in *his submittal and the environmental
assessment for Millstone Unit No. 2, there are no signific~t radioionical or
nonradiological impacts associated with the proposed actions, and the proposed

e T e DR e M S S PN o







