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Dear Mr. Mroczka:
SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT (TAC NO. 79628)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 61 to Facility Operating
License No. NPF-49 for Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3, in response
to your application dated January 18, 1991 as supplemented by letters dated
April 5, 1991 and April 8, 1991.

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company requested that the proposed license
amendment be reviewed on an emergency basis and that a Temporary Waiver of
Compliance (TWC) be issued until such time as the NRC acts on the proposed
Ticense amendment. The TWC was issued on April 9, 1991.

The amendment changes Technical Specification (TS) 4.6.4.2.b.4, "Electric
Hydrogen Recombiners," and adds the following note to the pressure - dependent
flow requirements for the hydrogen recombiners in TS Figure 3.6-2:

Until September 30, 1991, a flow rate of 72.4 scfm or greater at a
pressure of 14.5 to 14.8 psia is acceptable in lieu of the values
indicated by Figure 3.6-2.

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. The notice of
issuance and opportunity for hearing will be included in this Commission's
biweekly Federal Register notice.

Sincerely,
/s/

David H. Jaffe, Project Manager
Project Directorate I-4

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Mr. E. J. Mroczka
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

cc:

Gerald Garfield, Esquire

Day, Berry and Howard

Counselors at Law

City Place

Hartford, Connecticut 06103-3499

W. D. Romberg, Vice President
Nuclear Operations

Northeast Utilities Service Company
Post O0ffice Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Kevin McCarthy, Director

Radiation Control Unit

Department of Environmental Protection
State Office Building

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

Bradford S. Chase, Under Secretary
Energy Division

0ffice of Policy and Management

80 Washington Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

S. E. Scace, Nuclear Station Director
Millstone Nuclear Power Station
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

Post Office Box 128

Waterford, Connecticut 06385

C. H. Clement, Nuclear Unit Director
Millstone Unit No., 3

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
Post Office Box 128

Waterford, Connecticut 06385

Ms. Jane Spector

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
825 N. Capitol Street, N.E.

Room 8608C

Washington, D.C. 20426

Burlington Electric Department
c/o Robert E. Fletcher, Esq.
271 South Union Street
Burlington, Vermont 05402

MiTllstone Nuclear Power Station
Unit No. 3

R. M. Kacich, Manager

Generation Facilities Licensing
Northeast Utilities Service Company
Post O0ffice Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

D. 0. Nordquist

Director of Quality Services
Northeast Utilities Service Company
Post Office Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Regional Administrator

Region 1

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

First Selectmen

Town of Waterford

Hall of Records

200 Boston Post Road
Waterford, Connecticut 06385

W. J. Raymond, Resident Inspector
Millstone Nuclear Power Station

c/o U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post O0ffice Box 811

Niantic, Connecticut 06357

M. R. Scully, Executive Director

Connecticut Municipal Electric
Energy Cooperative

30 Stott Avenue

Norwich, Connecticut 06360

Mr. Alan Menard, Manager

Technical Services

Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale
Electric Company

Post Office Box 426

Ludlow, Massachusetts 01056



~ UNITED STATES —
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY, ET AL.
DOCKET NO. 50-423

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 3
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 61
License No. NPF-49

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A.

The application for amendment by Northeast Nuclear Energy Company,
et al. (the licensee) dated January 18, 1991 as supplemented by
letters dated April 5, 1991 and April 8, 1991, complies with the
standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulations

set forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

The facility will operate in confofmity with the application, the
provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the
Commission;

There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by
this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health and
safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be
conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public; and

The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51
of the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements have
been satisfied.



2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment,

and paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility Operating License No. NPF-49 is hereby
amended to read as follows:

(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised
through Amendment No. 61 , and the Environmental Protection Plan
contained in Appendix B, both of which are attached hereto are
hereby incorporated in the license. The licensee shall operate the

facility in accordance with the Technical Specifications and the
Environmental Protection Plan.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance, to be
implemented within 30 days of issuance.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

/2:rL45/ G. Ceetlino

Jose A. Calvo, Assistant Director
for Region I Reactors

Division of Reactor Projects - I/1I

O0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:

Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: April 22, 1991



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 61
FACILTIY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-49
DOCKET NO. 50-423

Replace page 3/4 6-36a of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with the
enclosed page. The revised page is identified by amendment number and
contains vertical lines indicating the areas of change.
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FIGURE 3.6-2
HYDROGEN RECOMBINER ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA
FLOW VS CONTAINMENT PRESSURE *

3/4 6-362 Amendment No. 47, 61

*Until September 30, 1991, a flow rate of 72.4 scfm or greater at a
pressure of 14.5 to 14.8 psia is acceptable in lieu of the values
indicated by Figure 3.6-2.
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 61

TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-49

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY, ET AL.

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 3

DOCKET NO. 50-423

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated January 18, 1991, as supplemented by letters dated April 5,
1991 and April 8, 1991, the Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, (the licensee)
submitted a request for changes to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station,

Unit No. 3 Technical Specifications (TS).

The proposed amendment would change Technical Specification (TS) 4.6.4.2.b.4,
“Electric Hydrogen Recombiners,"” and would add the following note to the
pressure - dependent flow requirements for the hydrogen recombiners in TS
Figure 3.6-2:

Until September 30, 1991, a flow rate of 72.4 scfm or greater at a
pressure of 14.5 to 14.8 psia is acceptable in lieu of the values
indicated by Figure 3.6-2.

The licensee also requested that the NRC staff issue a temporary waiver of
compliance (TWC) to be effective until such time as the NRC staff could act

on the licensee's application. The NRC staff has previously issued a proposed
no significant hazards consideration determination on the January 18, 1991
application which was published in the Federal %ggister on April 3, 1991

(56 FR 13666). The April 5, 1991 and ApriT 8, 1 supplements, however,
substantially changed the proposal contained in the January 18, 1991
application.

2.0 DISCUSSION

On March 26, 1991, as a part of the 18-month surveillance test, a functional

test of the Millstone Unit No. 3 hydrogen recombiner (A) was performed using

the acceptance criterion included in TS 4.6.4.2.b.4. The test results

indicated that the hydrogen recombiner was capable of delivering a flow rate

of approximately 74.5 scfm at a containment pressure of 14.77 psia. This
represents a failure to meet the acceptance criterion of TS Figure 3.6-2,

which is a pressure dependent flow curve, by approximately 2 scfm. On April 2,
1991, NNECO performed the same test on hydrogen recombiner (B). The test results
indicate that the hydrogen recombiner (B) is capable of delivering a flow rate

of approximately 72.8 scfm at 14.725 psia whereas the required flow rate at that



pressure is 75 scfm. Millstone Unit 3 is provided with two 100 percent
capacity electric hydrogen recombiners which are designed to process the

post-LOCA containment atmosphere to maintain the hydrogen concentration at a
safe Tevel (below 4 percentg. Based on these test results, NNECO could not

verify the operability of both the hydrogen recombiners using the acceptance
criterion included in Figure 3.6-2. Therefore, on April 2, 1991, NNECO
informed the staff of the current situation and NNECO's plan to request that
the NRC staff process a license amendment on an emergency basis.

Since the issuance of TS Figure 3.6-2 on March 2, 1990 (License Amendment 47),
new technical information has been received, by NNECO, from the hydrogen
recombiner blower manufacturer, M-D Pneumatics, which indicates that the
information used to generate Figure 3.6-2 was not appropriate and was overly
conservative. This has resulted in the recent test failures. Figure 3.6-2
was developed using generic information for this type of blower. NNECO's
Tetter of April 5, 1991, as supplemented by letter dated April 8, 1991,
proposed that the following footnote be added to TS Figure 3.6-2:

Until September 30, 1991, a flow rate of 72.4 scfm or greater at a
pressure of 14.5 to 14.8 psia is acceptable in lieu of the values
indicated by Figure 3.6-2.

3.0 EVALUATION

Hydrogen recombiner (A) passed the surveillance test as required by the current
TS, as a result of subsequent testing. Recombiner (B) fell short of the TS flow
rate requirement by only 2% when it was tested. The licensee's analysis shows
that there is substantial margin between the flow rate required by the current
TS and the flow rate that would actually be required during a LOCA for the
recombiner to fulfill its design function. Although the staff has not
completed a detailed review of the licensee's analysis, there is reasonable
assurance that the small shortfall in flow rate has not rendered the recombiner
inoperable. The proposed TS reduces the required flow rate slightly and thus
would allow the licensee to declare both recombiners to be operable, having
satisfied the new surveillance acceptance criteria. Therefore, for the
relatively short time period allowed by the proposed TS, and considering the
relatively low probability of a LOCA occurring during that period, the staff
finds that the proposed TS is acceptable.

4,0 EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES

The licensee, in its January 18, 1991 application as supplemented by letters
dated April 5, 1991 and April 8, 1991, requested that, pursuant to 10 CFR
50.91(&?(5), the proposed TS change be approved on an emergency basis. The
licensee stated that emergency approval is needed because "...an emergency



situation exists, in that failure to act in a timely way would result ... in
shutdown of a nuclear power plant," the situation could not have been avoided
and because the proposed amendment does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. As stated in Section 2.0 of this safety evaluation, the
licensee identified the concern associated with the hydrogen recombiner flow
testing and made every reasonable attempt to resolve these concerns prior to
requesting an emergency license amendment.

The Tlicensee was granted a TWC from the requirements of TS 4.6.4.2.b.4 on
April 9, 1991 to allow Millstone Unit 3 to resume power operation following
the refueling outage. 1In granting the Temporary Waiver of Compliance, the NRC
staff recognized that emergency circumstances existed that warranted prompt
approval in that failure to act would result in extending the Millstone Unit 3
shutdown, that the situation could not have been avoided, and that the
licensee promptly applied for the amendment. Thus, pursuant to 10 CFR
50.91(a)(5), the staff finds that an emergency situation exists which would
result in extending the plant shutdown.

5.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state that the Commission may
make a final determination that the license amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration if operation of the facility, in accordance with the
amendment, would not:

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

The proposed changes to Section 4.6.4.2.b.4 will continue to verify the
capability of the hydrogen recombiners to meet design basis analysis
assumptions. The appropriate plant procedures are in place to ensure
that the hydrogen recombiners are placed in service within 24 hours of a
LOCA. Therefore, it is concluded that the LOCA and its consequences as
analyzed remain valid. Since no physical modifications are proposed,
there is no impact on the probability of failure. Therefore, probability
of a LOCA is not affected.

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

The proposed changes do not impact the plant response to a LOCA. Since
there are no changes in the way the plant is operated, the potential for
an unanalyzed accident is not created, and no new failure modes are
introduced.

3. Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
The proposed changes do not increase the consequences of any accidents.

Also, none of the protective boundaries are adversely affected. The
performance level of the hydrogen recombiners assured by the proposed



surveillance requirements along with the appropriate plant procedures
maintain the margin of safety as defined in the existing and proposed
Technical Specifications.

Accordingly, the NRC staff concludes that the proposed amendment involves no
significant hazards considerations.

6.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Connecticut State
official was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State
official had no comments.

7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use

of a facility component located within the restricted area as defined in

10 CFR Part 20. The NRC 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 1is no

significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. The Commission has made a final no significant hazards consideration
determination with respect to this amendment. Accordingly, the 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
the amendment.

8.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has 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, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations,
and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributor: David H. Jaffe

Date: April 22, 1991



