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1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated March 28, 1986, Vermont Yankee Nuc| ear Power Corporation

| (VYNPC) requested a revisior to the routine inspection interval guidance
contained in Table 2 of NUREG-0619, "BWR Feedwater Nozzle and Control

Rod Return Line Nozzle Cracking" for liquid penetrant (PT) inspection of
the nozzle blend radius. NUREG-0619 was issued to provide the staff's
resolution of Generic Activity A-10 on this subject. The staff

| evaluation of the licensee's implementation of NUREG-0619 was addressed

in a Safety Evaluation issued June 27, 1984. As a part of that Safety
.( Evaluation the staff concluded, "... that an adequcte margin of safety

against feedwater nozzle crtck growth exists. However, the licensee
should safeguard against any increase of the leakageiflow in the
future. The licensee should continue to perform the routine inspections
of the feedwater nozzles and spargers in accordance with the intervals

| specified in Table 2 of NUREG-0619." The routine inspection intervals
specified in Table 2 of NUREG-0619 for plants having interference fit
feedwater spargers with stainless steel clad feedwater nazzics (Vermont
Yankee's configuration) states that ultrasonic examinations (UT) of the
feedwater nozzles should be performed at each refueling outage. In
addition, such plants should perform (PT) examinations of the feedwater
nozzle blend radii no later than the second refueling cycle after the
previous PT.
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2.0 EVALUATION

In order to reduce the likelihood for cracking and to detemine if
cracking has occurred, the licensee has done the following:

(1) Installed Interference fit spargers in 1976.

(2) Performed PT examinations in 1977, 1979, and 1981 that showed that
no reportable indications had developed in the feedwater nozzle
blend radii following the installation of the new spargers.

(3) During the 1981 outage, installed an on-line leakage monitoring
system to provide early indication of any increase in bypass leakage 1

around the interference fit sparger. The licensee states experience
with this system since installation has shown a stable trend in
temperature monitoring demonstrating that th( sparger fit is
unchanged.

(4) During the 1983 refueling outage, implemented a UT examination

procedure which was qualified on a full size feedwater nozzle mockup
and witnessed by the NRC. NRC review of the UT implementation
(procedures, mockup, certification, and data) is documented in

Inspection Reports 83-02 dated June 1, 1983 and 84-13 dated August
1, 1984.

The licensee reported that since 1981, continual monitoring of bypass
leakage at Vermont Yankee has shown no trend toward increased bypass
leakage, which is necessary to initiate cracking. Applications of

approved state-of-the-art UT procedures in 1983, 1984, and again during
this outage resulted in no reportable indications. The licensee stated
they estimate that approximately 15 man-rem of exposure are incurred
performing the PT. Further the licensee has committed to perform a PT
inspection if reportable indications are identified by the UT
examination.
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The staff believes that the limited leakage of the spargers as indicated by

the Leakage Monitoring System as well as the results from past PT and UT

examinations are indicative of the fact that thermal fatigue cracking of the

nozzles has been limited. Further, we consider that the current sophisticated

UT examination method is capable of detecting cracking that would be of

structural significance. However, the staff has not reached the conclusion

that PT examinations are not required on some scheduled basis. The additional

testing may be necessary to assure that incipient cracking has nnt occurred

due to some anomalous condition.
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3.0 CONCLUSION '

The staff finds the licensee's request to omit PT testing of the feedwater

nozzle blend radius acceptable for the current refueling outage. The staff

will consider the licensee's request to eliminate this inspection on a

permanent basis as a separate action,
i
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