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aprl:cation Yor license amendmert dated June 25, 1987, Northeatt Nuclear ’
Erorgy .vitpany, et al, (the licer:ee), reouested changes to the Technical
Spec'ficaiicns ‘TS) for Millistone Unit ? regarding hydraulic seismic

restraints (snubbers), 75 3/4.7.8 1, as fcllows: 1) the TS Tabls that
expliciily 1ists the .nubber. tha! ar: requircd tc e operable and undergc
survei lince whuld b ziiminated and '?) the TS numbering system #or TS

L.7.8.) would ne changed, The third pronossd hange to the snubber TS,
which would ali,w the 1icensee to perform 2n ergineering evaluation to
determineg a snubber supported system/comgonent to be rpérab7e with an
inoperable snubber, vil1l be addressed ir future correspodence.

On May 3, 1982, the NRC issued Gereric Letter (GL) 84-13, "Technica)
Specifizations for Snubbers." The contents of GL 84-13 state, in part:

i"ing the last several years, a2 Targe number nf l1icense amendments have
een required to add, delete or mdify the snubber listing within the
teshnical specifications, We have reassessed the 1nclusion of snubber
listinus within the technical specifications and canciude that such listings
i ot necessary provided the «nubber technical specification i modified
to specif vhich snubbers are regquired t = onarsbie. You
should also note that the recrrdkeeping requirements of paragraph
4.9,7.F ¢f the snubber techni¢al specification are not altered by this
revision., Paragrarh 4 9.7.f requires that the piant records contain é
‘ e, install=*"¢n date, etc. of each snubber,

Since arv charges in snubber cuantit s, types, or locutions would be a
to ¢the facilit,, such changes would be subiect to the provisions of
Part 50.99 wnd, of course, these changes wnild have to be reflected
in tte records required by paragraph 4.7,9.f.
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The Yicensee's June 25, 1987 application for li-ense amendnent is responsive
“0 GL B&-13 in that it proposes the deletion of the TS snubber listing. As
roicommer ded by GL 84-13, 2 revised Limiting Condition for uUperation, (L00) and
associaced Actinn Statement, replaces the snybber 1ist., The proposed | T and
Actior Statement define which snubbers must be operable (and undergc
survefilance’ and .1sc provides approrriate vemerdiz) actions.
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The proposed change to TS 3/4.7.2.1 does not decrease the seismic capabiiity
of snubber-supported systems in that no change in the number or placement of
snubbers will occur as a direct result of the proposed change. The proposed
change to TS 3/4.7.8.1 would allow the licensee to add or delete snubbers,
previously permitted under TS 3/4,7.8.1 without prior NRC anproval, without a
sub equent license amendment to keep the "snubber 1list" current. The

Tic nsee would stil! be required to prepare an evaluation, pursuant to 10 CFP
50.59(b)(1), prior to removal of a snubber associated with TS 3/4.7.8.1.
Basvd upon the above, proposed TS 3/4.7.8 (previously TS 3/4.7.8.1 and
renuvbered as TS 3/4.7.8 for convenience) is acceptable.

ENVIFONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

This amendment involves a change in the installation or use of a facility
compoent located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20 or

a change in surveillance requirements, The staff has 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 the 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. Accordinglv, this amendment meets
the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR §1.22(c)(9)
Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.72(b) no environmental impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendment.

CONCLUSTION

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 propnsed manner, and (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations
and the issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common defense
énd security or to the health safety of the public.

Dated: September 1, 1987
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