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INTRODUCTION

Consumers Power Company (the licensee) sut'mitted proposed changes to Section
t.14 of the Palisades Technical Specifications concerning inservice inspectice
requirements for steam generators by letter dated September 24, 1984 The
licensee modified its proposed changes by letters dated June 5, September 15,
ar.d recember 17, 1987, based or, concients received from the NRC staff during
phone conversations. Amendment IC6 granted approval for a portion of the
proposed changes permitting the steam generator inspection interval to be
extended to 30 nonths if certain conditions during the previous inspection are
ret. This Safety Evaluation addresses the balance of the requested changes.

E, VALUATION

Except where otherwise stated, the discussion herein refers to the proposed
Technical Specification changes in the licensee's September 15, 1987 letter.
The proposed changes include a ma,ior reorganization of Section 4.14 of the
Technical Specifications. This discussion is limited to substantive technical
changes as opposed to editorial changas,
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This section adds a new requirement that a tube inspection be performed when
primary to seccndary leakage exceeds the Technical Specification leak rate
limits as specified in Section 3.1.5d. This change is consistent with what is
already in place at the vast majority of plants and in the Standard Technical
Specifications. This change is therefore acceptable to the NRC staff.

Prpp,osed Technical Speci'Tication Sections 4.14.2.k4.14.2.2, and 4.14.2.3 1

i

Requirements in these sections are unchanged from current Technical Speci- I
fication requirements.

Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.2.4 |

Specification 4.14.2.4 addresses inspection requirements for sleeves. The
Palisades steam generators have a total of 33 sleeves in 26 different tubes.
The current Technical Specifications require that all sleeves be eddy current
inspected at each steam generator inspection. In its September 15, 1987 letter,
the licensee proposed that each sleeve should be inspected at a minimum
frequency of once every third steam generator inspection. The licensee stated
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that past inspection of the sleeves took about three days and involved
approximately 12 man-rems exposure. Assuming that all the sleeves would be
inspected simultaneously at every third inspection, the proposed change
would eliminate these time and exposure impacts for two out of threa
inspections. The licensee further stated that the proposed chanc justifiede

in view of the fact that there has been no significant degradation of the
sleeves to date.

During phone conversations, the NRC staff commented that each inservice
inspection shoul1 include a sample of sleeves consistent with the approach
that has been applied to non-sleeved tubes at this and ot1er plants. The r

staff noted that the above-mentioned time and exposure impacts associated
with past sleeve inspections are attributable to limitations in the
equipment used at Palisades to perform these inspections. The staff
further noted that eddy current test technology has progressed to the point .

that the above-mentioned time and exposure impacts assrsciated with sleeve
inspections can be largely avoided.

In response to the staff comments, the licensee submittea a revised pro-
posal for Specification 4.14.2.4 by letter dated December 17, 1987. The
revisea proposal would require that approximately one-third of the sleeves
be inspected during each inspection, with all sleeves being inspected at
least once during ary three inspections. The proposed Technical Specifica-
tions would require the licensee to reevaluate the inspection interval for
sleeves in the event that sleevc degradation is observed in the future.
The staff finds this revised proposal (as identified in the licensee's
December 17, 1987 submittal) to tm acceptable.

The licensee is presently prc:uring new eddy c;rrent probe assemblies for
inspecting the slee9s which are at.:aptable to the hardware used for normal
tube (i.e. , unsleeved tube) insps :tions. The new probe assembly is
expected to considerably reduce the time and cccupati 1a1 exposure
associated with sleeve inspections. However, the net probe assembly was '

not yet available during steam generator inspecticns performed during an
unscheduled outage in December 1987. The licensee stated in its
December 17, 1987 letter that the manufacture of the new probe assemblies |
could be expedited, but due to the unknown risks associated with qualifi- '

cation testing ana initial use, did not believe that the probe tuelopment
program warranted the additional resources needed to make these probes :

available for the December 1987 inspection. Further, the licensee con-
cluded that the inspection of the sleeves during the December 1987 outage :

did not warrant the additional 12 man-rems exposure that would resuit if
c esent equipment were employed. Thus, the licensee has proposed a one

.e exer.) tion from the present (and proposed) sleeve inspeccion require-
- nts v hi s' - wid be applicable to the December 1987 inspection only. The
<n ff cos.' u that this one time exemption is acceptable based on the

'f .nspection of all the sleeves during each inspection dating
'litial installation in the 1970s has indicated no evidence' '

. e
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Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.2.5
i

This section adds a proposed new requirement; namely that when a tube is {
found to restrict passage of a .540-inch diameter probe, ali unplugged tubes |
surrour. ding the restricted tube will be gauged to assure acceptable levels :
of denting. This proposed requirement is consistent with existing practice at !
Palisades and is acceptable to the staff.

Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.2.6
;

i

This section adds a proposed new requirement; namely that when tube inspec- I
tions are required by Technica! Specification Section 4.14.1 due to primary ]to secondary leakage in excess of specified limits, that a 6% sample of i

unplugged tubes in the affected leg (s) shall be inspected. This proposed lrequirement is consistent with siaflar requirements which already exist for ivirtually all other plants. The staff firds that this proposal is an ;

enhancement of existing requirements and is therefore acceptable. |
!

Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.3.1
1

This section adds a proposed new requirement; namely should initial inspec- !tion sampling in accordance with Sections 4.14.2.2, 4.14.2.3, or 4.14.2.6 |

yield results exceeding one or more of the following criteria, then supple-
mentary samples of unplugged tubes shall be inspected in accordance with <

Figure 4.14.1.

a) More than 10% of the inspected tubes in a leg have detectable wall
degradation (greater than or equal to 30% through wall) where no
previous degradation was detected,

b) More than 10% of the inspected tubes in a leg exhibit further wall
degradation (greater than a 10% increase in through wall degradation),

c) More than 1% of the inspected tubes in a leg have indications of tube
wall degradation in excess of the repair criteria of Specification
4.14.4 where no wall degradation greater than 30% was detected in the
previous two inspections.

In the event that one or more of the above criteria are exceeded during
initial inspection sampling, Figure 4.14.1 would require that an additional
6% sample of tubes be inspected. If the results of the second sample exceed
the above criteria, then an additional 12% sample would have to be inspected.
If the results of this third sample exceed the above criteria, then additional
inspection samples must be performed as agreed to by the NRC.

The current Technical Specifications for Palisades contain no requirements
for supplementc j sample inspections. The supplementary samplinr; requirements
now being proposed are still less stringent than what is specified in the
Technical Specifications for virtually all other plants. The staff finds this
not to pose any immediate concern since corrosion dr yadation has been largely
arrested since the 1970s. Given the current status of corrosion degradation in
the Palisades steam generators the staff believes the Technical Specification
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requirements (including the proposed changes) are adequate for minimizing the
the potential for steam generator tube ruptures and for identifying any
significant change in the status of corrosion degradation. Should there be a
significant change in the future regarding the status of corrosion degradation,
the need for furtner upgrades to steam generator inspection programs and/or !

Technical Specifications can be considered at that time.

The above cow, rents notwithstanding, the proposed supplementary sampling
requirements in Section 4.14.3.1 represent an upgrade of existing requirements
and are therefore acceptable to the staff.

' Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.3.2

This section adds a new requirement for prompt notification of the NRC in the
event that any of the criteria in Section 4.14.3.1 are exceeded. .This enhances
existing reporting requirements and is therefore acceptable to the staff.

Proposed Technical Specification Sections 4.14.3.3 and 4.14.3.43

These sections provide clarifications to the proposed requirements in
'Section 4.14.3.1. The staff has reviewed these clarifications and finds that *

they are consistent. with normal industry practice. The staff concludes theseclarifications to be acceptable.

Proposed Technical Soecification Section 4.14.4

This section addresses repair criteria for degraded tubes. Tubes exceeding
these criteria must be repaired by plugging or. sleeving (in accordance with
Section 4.14.4.5). .The licensee has proposed to add the following new criteria
to existing criteria in the Technical Specifications:

1) tubes exhibiting crack indications;

2) tubec restricting passage of a .540-inch diameter probe;

3) tubes exhibiting uninterpretable indications which were interpretable
as > 45% during a previous inspection.

The staff finds that these criteria enhance the already existing criteria in>

the Technical Specifications and are therefore acceptable.

Proposed Technical Specification Sections 4.14.4.2, 4.14.4.3, and 4.14.4.4

These sections include only minor changes of an editorial nature which the staff
finds to be acceptable.

i
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Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.4.5

Sleeve repairs are currently permitted by the Palisades Technical Specifi-
cations. At the staff's request, the licensee has proposed a new requirement
that future sleeve repair methods be submitted for NRC approval prior to their
implementation. Such cpproval has consistently been required by the staff for
all sleeving programs implemented at other plants.

Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.5

The staff finds that the requirements in this section are unchanged from
current requirements.

Proposed Technical Specification Section 4.14.1 (General)

The current Technical Specifications contain general requirements concerning
eddy current test techniques which must be utilized such as, for example, use
of a conventional bobbin probe. Technical Specifications for other plants
typically do not include such requirements. The licensee is proposing to revise
the "Bases" section in the Technical Specifications to discuss its current
practiccs pertaining to inspection methods, and to delete existing requirements
pertaining to inspection methods. The staff finds that the inspection methods
described in the proposed "Bases" section are consistent with the existing
requirements. The staff finds this approach to be acceptable.

Based on the foregoing evaluation, the staff concludes that the proposed
Technical Specification changes upgrade and enhance existing requirements
pertaining to inservice inspection of steam generator tubes. On this basis,
the staff finds the proposed changes to be acceptable. This includes the
one-time exemption requested by the licensee from requirements to inspect the
steam generator sleeves during the steam generator inspection commencing in
December 1987.

The staff notes, however, that even with the proposed changes, the steam
generator inspection requirements in the Palisades Technical Specifications
are less stringent in certain areas (particularly in.the area of supplementary
sampling requirements) than is the case for the industry as a whole. This does
not pose any immediate concern since corrosion activity at Palisades has been
relatively inactive since the 1970s. Given the current condition of the
Palisades steam generators, the staff believes the Technical Spec Hication
requirements (including the proposed changes) are adequate from the standpoint
of minimizing the potential for steam generator tube ruptures and for
identify'qg any significant change in the condition of the steam generators.
Should there be a significant change in the future regarding the condition of
the steam generators, the need for further upgradas to steam gererator
inspection programs and/or Teconical Specifications can M considered at that
time.

.
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ENVIPONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

This amendment involves changes in inspection or surveillance requirements.
We have determined that the amendment involves no significant increase
in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, of any effluents
that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase
in individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. The
Commission has previously issued a proposed finding that this amendment
involves no significant hazards consideration and there has been no public
comment on such finding. Accordingly, this amendment meets the eligibility
criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9).
Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance
of this amendment.

CONCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that
(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and
(2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the
Commission's regulations, 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.

Date: March 24, 1988

Principal Contributor:
Emmett Murphy
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Docket No. 50-255 DISTRIBUTION
Docket Files JPartlow i

NRC & L PDRs TBarnhart (4)- ;

Mr. Kenneth W. Berry -Wanda Jones EJordan
Director, Nuclear Licensing AD/RegIII EButcher 1

!Consumers Power Company RIngram ACRS (10)
1945 West Parnall Road MVirgilio GPA/PA
Jackson, Michigan 49201 TWambach ARM /LFMB

OGC-Beth Gray File
Dear Mr. Berry: DHagan

SUBJECT: AMENDMENT N0.112 TO PROVISIONAL OPERATING LICENSE N0. DPR-20: STEAM
GENERATOR AUGMENTED INSERVICE INSPECT!0N PROGRAM (TAC NO._56365)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendt.ient No.112 to Provisional
Operating License No. DPR-20 for the Palisades Plant. This amendment
consists of changes to the Technical Specifications in partial response to your
application dated September 28, 1984, as supplemented'by submittals dated
June 5, September 15, and Decemb(r 17, 1987.

This amendment revises the Technical Specifications to modify the inservice
inspection program for the steam generators to be more consistent with the
NRC Standard Technical Specifications and provide additional inspection
requirements, techniques and criteria for an improved ability to identify
and isolate degraded tubes.

The other changes requested in your September 28, 1984, application were
granted in Amendment No. 106 dated August 26, 1987. This amendment completes
our action on your September 28, 1984, application.

A copy of our related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. The notice of
issuance will be included in the Commission's biweekly Federal Register i

notice.
Sincerely,

original signed bv/
:

Thomas V. Wambach, Project Manager
Project Directorate III-1 |
Division of Reactor Projects - III, IV, V '

& Special Projects

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No.112 to ,

License No. DPR-20 '

2. Safety Evaluation-

cc w/ enclosures: 1
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