B — May 23, 1994
Docket No. 50-336

Mr. John F. Opeka

Executive Vice President, Nuclear
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

Post Office Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Dear Mr. Opeka:
SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT (TAC NO. M89230)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 175to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-65 for Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2, in
response to your application dated April 14, 1994, as supplemented by letter
dated April 20, 1994.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications (TS) to change the
laboratory testing protocol for the charcoal absorbers for the Control Room
Emergency Ventilation System (TS 3.7.6.1), the Enclosure Building Filtration
System (TS 3.6.5.1) and the Storage Pool Area Ventilation System (TS 3.9.15).

In the enclosed Safety Evaluation we have suggested modifications to the BASES
of TS 3/4.6.5.1 and TS 3/4.9.14 and TS 3/4.9.15. Please provide us your
revised BASES for these TSs when completed.

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

Sincerely,

Original signed by:

Guy S. Vissing, Senior Project Manager

—- Project Directorate 1-4
3335338632 3‘5‘333336 Division of Reactor Projects - I/II

PDR Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No.175 to DPR-65
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/enclosures:
See next page
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

May 23, 1994

Docket No. 50-336

Mr. John F. Opeka

Executive Vice President, Nuclear
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

Post Office Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Dear Mr. Opeka:
SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT (TAC NO. M89230)

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No.175 to Facility Operating
License No. DPR-65 for Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2, in
response to your application dated April 14, 1994, as supplemented by letter
dated April 20, 1994.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications (TS) to change the
laboratory testing protocol for the charcoal absorbers for the Control Room
Emergency Ventilation System (TS 3.7.6.1), the Enclosure Building Filtration
System (TS 3.6.5.1) and the Storage Pool Area Ventilation System (TS 3.9.15).

In the enclosed Safety Evaluation we have suggested modifications to the BASES
of TS 3/4.6.5.1 and TS 3/4.9.14 and TS 3/4.9.15. Please provide us your
revised BASES for these TSs when completed.

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

Sincerely,

LS
Guy S. Vissing, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate I-4

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No. 175to DPR-65
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/enclosures:
See next page



Mr. John F. Opeka
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

cC:

Gerald Garfield, Esquire

Day, Berry and Howard

Counselors at Law

City Place

Hartford, Connecticut 06103-3499

J. M. Solymossy, Director

Nuclear Quality and Assessment Services
Northeast Utilities Service Company
Post Office Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

Kevin T. A. McCarthy, Director
Monitoring and Radiation Division
Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127

Allan Johanson, Assistant Director
Office of Policy and Development

Policy Development and Planning Division
80 Washington Street

Hartford, Connecticut 06106

S. E. Scace, Vice President

Nuclear Operations Services
Northeast Utilities Service Company
Post Office Box 270

Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270

G. H. Bouchard, Nuclear Unit Director
Millstone Unit No. 2

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

Post Office Box 128

Waterford, Connecticut 06385

Nicholas S. Reynolds
Winston & Strawn

11400 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005-3502

Millstone Nuclear Power Station
Unit 2

R. M. Kacich, Director
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Haddam Neck Plant

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
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East Hampton, Connecticut 06424-3099
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406
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Waterford, Connecticut 06385
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Washington Nuclear Operations

ABB Combustion Engineering
Nuclear Power

12300 Twinbrook Pkwy, Suite 330

Rockville, Maryland 20852

Donald B. Miller, Jr.

Senior Vice President

Millstone Station

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 205550001

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY
THE CONNECTICUT LIGHT AND POWER COMPANY
THE WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS ELECTRIC COMPANY

DOCKET NO. 50-336
MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 2
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 175
License No. DPR-65

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 April 14, 1994, as supplemented by
letter dated April 20, 1994, 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;

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

C. 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;

D. 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

E. 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.
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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. DPR-65 is hereby
amended to read as follows:

(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as revised
through Amendment No. 175 , are hereby incorporated in the license.
The licensee shall operate the facility in accordance with the
Technical Specifications.

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

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
? 7

Johp F. Stolz, Directo
Prgject Directorate 14

jvision of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical
Specifications

Date of Issuance: May 23, 1994



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO.175

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-65

DOCKET NO. 50-336

Replace the following pages of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with
the enclosed pages. The revised pages are identified by amendment number and
contain vertical lines indicating the areas of change.

Remove Insert

3/4 6-26 3/4 6-26

3/4 7-17 3/4 7-17
- 3/4 7-17a

3/4 9-17 3/4 9-17



CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

1. Verifying that the cleanup system satisfies the in-place testing
acceptance criteria and uses the test procedures of Regulatory
Positions C.5.a, C.5.c and C.5.d of Regulatory Guide 1.52,
Revision 2, March 1978, and the system flow rate is 9000 cfm
+ 10%.

2. Verifying within 31 days after removal that a laboratory analysis
of a representative carbon sample obtained in accordance with
Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2,
March 1978, meets the laboratory testing criteria of Regulatory
Position C.6.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978.* |

3. Verifying a system flow rate of 9000 cfm + 10% during system
operation when tested in accordance with ANSI N510-1975.

c. After every 720 hours of charcoal adsorber operation by verifying
within 31 days after removal that a laboratory analysis of a representa-
tive carbon sample obtained in accordance with Regulatory Position
C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978, meets the
laboratory testing criteria of Regulatory Position C.6.a of Regulatory
Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978.*

d. At least once per 18 months by:

1. Verifying that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA filters
and charcoal adsorber banks is < 6 inches Water Gauge while
operating the system at a flow rate of 9000 cfm + 10%.

2. Verifying that the system starts on an Enclosure Building Filtra-
tion Actuation Signal (EBFAS).

3. Verifying that each system produces a negative pressure of greater
than or equal to 0.25 inces W.G. in the Enclosure Building
Filtration Region within (1) minute after an EBFAS.

e. After each complete or partial replacement of a HEPA filter bank by
verifying that the HEPA filter banks remove greater than or equal to
99% of the DOP when they are tested in-place in accordance with ANSI
N5}0-1975 while operating the system at a flow rate of 9000 cfm
+ 10%.

* ASTM D3803-89 shall be used in place of ANSI N509-1976 as referenced in
table 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.52. The laboratory test of charcoal should be
conducted at a temperature of 30°C and a relative humidity of 95% within the
tolerances specified by ASTM D3803-89. Additionally, the charcoal sample
shall have a removal efficiency of > 95%. :

MILLSTONE - UNIT 2 3/4 6-26 Amendment No. 7§, 7Z,175
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PLANT SYSTEMS
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

4.7.6.1 Each control room emergency ventilation system shall Be demonstrated

a. At least once per 12 hours by verifying that the control room air
temperature is < 100°F.

b. At least once per 31 days on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS by initiating
from the control room, flow through the HEPA filters and charcoal
?gso:ber train and verifying that the system operates for at least

minutes. ‘

c. At least once per 18 months or (1) after any structural maintenance
on the HEPA filter or charcoal adsorber housings, or (2) following
painting, fire or chemical release in any ventilation zone communi-
cating with the system by:

1. Verifying that the cleanup system satisfies the in-place
testing acceptance criteria and uses the test procedures of
Regulatory Positions C.5.a, C.5.c and C.5.d of Regulatory Guide
1%52, ﬁ;zision 2, March 1978, and the system flow rate is 2500
cfm + .

2. Verifying within 31 days after removal that a laboratory
analysis of a representative carbon sample obtained in accor-
dance with Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52,
Revision 2, March 1978, meets the laboratory testing criteria
of Regulatory Position C.6.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revi-
sion 2, March 1978.* The carbon sample shall have a removal
efficiency of > 95 percent.

3. Verifying a system flow rate of 2500 cfm + 10% during system
operation when tested in accordance with ANSI N510-1975.

d. After every 720 hours of charcoal adsorber operation by verifying
within 31 days after removal that a laboratory analysis of a repre-
sentative carbon sample obtained in accordance with Regulatory
Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978,
meets the laboratory testing criteria of Regulatory Position C.6.a
of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978.* ~

* ASTM D3803-89 shall be used in place of ANSI N509-1976 as referenced in
table 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.52. The laboratory test of charcoal should
be conducted at a temperature of 30°C and a relative humidity of 95%
within the tolerances specified by ASTM D3803-89.

MILLSTONE - UNIT 2 3/4 7-17 Amendment No. 28, 77, 109, 119,
0133 178, 189, 175



PLANT SYSTEMS

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

e. At least once per 18 months by:

1. Verifying that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA
filters and charcoal adsorber banks is less than 6 inches Water
Gauge while operating the system at a flow rate of 2500 cfm
+ 10%.

2. Verifying that on a recirculation signal, the system automati-
cally switches into a recirculation mode of operation with flow
through the HEPA filters and charcoal adsorber banks.

MILLSTONE - UNIT 2 3/4 7172 Amendment No. 28, 72. 199, 113,
128, 189, 175

0133



NG O N
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

1. Verifying that the cleanup system satisfies the in-place testing
acceptance criteria and uses the test procedures of Regulatory
Positions C.5.a, C.5.c and C.5.d of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revi-
sion 2, March 1978, and the system flow rate is 9000 cfm + 10%.

2. Verifying within 31 days after removal that a laboratory analysis
of a representative carbon sample obtained in accordance with
Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2,
March 1978, meets the laboratory testing criteria of Regulatory
Position C.6.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978.*

3. Verifying a system flow rate of 9000 cfm + 10% during system
operation when tested in accordance with ANSI N510-1975.

c. After every 720 hours of charcoal adsorber operation by verifying
within 31 days after removal that a laboratory analysis of a repre-
sentative carbon sample obtained in accordance with Regulatory Position
C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978, meets the
laboratory testing criteria of Regulatory Position C.6.a of Regulatory
Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978.*

d. At least once per 18 months by:

1. Verifying that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA
filters and charcoal adsorber banks is < 6 inches Water Gauge
while operating the system at a flow rate of 9000 cfm + 10%.

2. Verifying that on a Spent Fuel Storage Pool Area high radiation
signal, the system automatically starts (unless already operating)
and directs its exhaust flow through the HEPA filters and charcoal
adsorber banks.

e. After each complete or partial replacement of a HEPA filter bank by
verifying that the HEPA filter banks remove greater than or equal to
99% of the DOP when they are tested in-place in accordance with ANSI
N510-1975 while operating the system at a flow rate of 9000 cfm + 10%.

* ASTM D3803-89 shall be used in place of ANSI N509-1976 as referenced in
table 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.52. The laboratory test of charcoal should
be conducted at a temperature of 30°C and a relative humidity of 95%
within the tolerances specified by ASTM D3803-89. Additionally, the
charcoal sample shall have a removal efficiency of > 95%.

MILLSTONE - UNIT 2 3/4 9-17 Amendment No. 72,175
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO.175

TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-65

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

THE CONNECTICUT LIGHT AND POWER COMPANY

THE WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS ELECTRIC COMPANY

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 2

DOCKET NO. 50-336

1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated April 14, 1994, as supplemented by letter dated April 20,
1994, the Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO or the licensee) requested
an amendment to change the Technical Specifications (TS) for the Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2. The proposed amendment would revise the
Surveillance Requirements (SR) 4.6 5.1, 4.7.6.1 and 4.9.15 of TS 3/4.6.5.1,
"Enclosure Building Filtration System" (EBFS), 3/4.7.6.1, "Control Room
Emergency Ventilation System" (CREVS) and 3/4.9.15, "Storage Pool Area
Ventilation System - Fuel Storage" (SPAVS), respectively. Specifically, the
proposed revision of the above SR would change the laboratory testing protocol
for the charcoal absorbers of the above systems from the Standard ANSI N509-
1976 implied in the existing TS to the Standard ASTM D3803-89. It should be
noted that the SPAVS uses the EBFS when the pool area ventilation exhaust has
to be filtered prior to its release to the environs. Additionally, the
proposed amendment would make an administrative change in the existing TS page
3/4 9-17 to correct a wrong reference in this page (by replacing the reference
to Regulatory Position C.5.a of Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.52, Revision 2 by
Regulatory Position C.6.a of RG 1.52, Revision 2). Also the proposed
amendment includes proposes changes to the BASES of TS 3/4.6.5.1 and 3/4.9.14
and 3/4.9.15 to explain the basis for the choice of the filter efficiency in
the test acceptance criterion for the charcoal absorbers in the EBFS.

2.0 BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION

On April 14, 1994, NNECO requested the NRC to exercise its discretion not to
enforce compliance associated with the Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO)
for the Millstone Unit 2 CREVS, TS 3/4.7.6.1, and the EBFS, TS 3/4.6.5.1,
until a proposed license amendment is issued. The proposed license amendment
would change the laboratory testing protocol for the charcoal absorbers in the
CREVS and EBFS as mentioned above.

2405310197 940523
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Because the present TS requires a test on carbon samples of charcoal absorbers
that the licensee’s vendor could not perform, the TS warrants changes to allow
testing of carbon samples in accordance with a standard that is more accurate,
capable of performance and acceptable to the NRC. The plant was operating and
during a review of the recent ventilation system testing, the licensee’s
Quality Services Department discovered a discrepancy in the references
identified in the vendor test procedure as compared to the Millstone Unit 2 TS
requirements. Further, on April 12, 1994, the licensee discovered that the
vendor’s test equipment could not support the laboratory test required by the
testing standard currently referenced in the Millstone Unit 2 TS. The in-
place charcoal for the "B" facility of the CREVS and the EBFS were
conservatively determined to be inoperable because the surveillance performed
on these units had been satisfied utilizing a standard (ASTM Standard D3803-
79/86) not specified in the Millstone Unit 2 TS. Thus the Ticensee
immediately declared the affected facilities inoperable and entered the 7-day
action statement. The action statements require the affected systems to be
restored to an operable status within 7 days or the plant be placed in at
least hot standby within the next 6 hours and in cold shutdown within the
following 30 hours.

During discussions with the NRC staff, the licensee agreed to perform a
laboratory test of the charcoal samples in accordance with the requirements of
ASTM Standard D3803-89 (the most recent and acceptable standard) prior to the
expiration of the 7-day action statement and to modify the request for license
amendment to require the laboratory tests of charcoal canisters in accordance
with the ASTM Standard D3803-89 with applicable test conditions and acceptance
criteria (i.e., temperature, relative humidity and allowable penetration
percentage) being specified.

The NRC staff granted orally on April 15, 1994, NNECO’s request for
enforcement discretion associated with the LCO for the Millstone Unit 2 CREVS
(TS 3.7.6.1) and the EBFS (TS 3.6.5.1). The discretionary action would be
effective until a decision by the staff regarding the proposed amendment could
be issued. This enforcement discretion was confirmed by the NRC letter to
NNECO dated April 21, 1994.

Due to the fact that the time necessary to process the application for
amendment would be longer than the remaining time of the 7-day action
statement, exigent action is necessary in order to reduce the time of
enforcement discretion which was granted until the license amendment is
issued.

3.0 EVALUATION

The in-place charcoal for the "B" facility of the CREVS was partly changed in
February 1993 and the in-place charcoal for "B" facility of the EBFS was
changed in July 1992. The in-place charcoal for the "B" facility of the CREVS
and the EBFS were tested on January 18, 1993, and March 18, 1993,
respectively, by the laboratory ASTM Standard D3803-79/86. The existing TS
implies that the laboratory test should be performed in accordance with the
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ANSI Standard N509-1976 since this standard is referenced in Table 2 of RG
1.52 and the RG is referenced in the existing TS. Based on these test dates,
the next 18-month surveillance for the "B" facility of the CREVS and the EBFS
would be due on December 2, 1994, and February 2, 1995, respectively. These
dates include the 25% grace period permitted by the TS. Since the charcoal
for both systems was last tested in accordance with a standard not in strict
compliance with the TS, the licensee declared both systems inoperable and
entered their respective TS 7-day action statements.

The in-place charcoal for the "A" facility of the CREVS and EBFS was installed
on November 20, 1992, and November 13, 1992, respectively. Based on these
installation dates, the 18-month surveillances for the in-place charcoal for
the "A" facility of the CREVS and EBFS would be due October 5, 1994, and
September 28, 1994, respectively. These dates include the 25% grace period
permitted by the Millstone Unit 2 TS. Thus no testing of the currently
installed charcoal for the "A" facility of the CREVS and EBFS had been
performed.

The Tlicensee’s vendor performing the laboratory tests determined that the ANSI
Standard N509-1976 should not be used because the test produces a high failure
rate which occurs when the filter bed becomes wet as a result of the required
drastic time/temperature/relative humidity change and the NRC has recommended
that utilities test charcoal in accordance with ASTM Standard D3803-89 because
this standard is the more technically correct test standard. Also, it was
discovered that the vendor’s test equipment could not support test conditions
required by the outdated testing standard.

The licensee first proposed to perform the laboratory test on the charcoal
samples utilizing the ASTM Standard D3803-89. The staff indicated that this
would be acceptable with certain test conditions and acceptance criteria
specified (30°C, 95% relative humidity, and 1% penetration). By letter dated
April 20, 1994, the licensee proposed to utilize the ASTM Standard D3803-89
with test conditions of 30°C and 95% relative humidity within the tolerances
specified in ASTM D3803-89 and a removal efficiency of greater than or equal
to 95%. This means that the laboratory test will have to demonstrate that the
removal efficiency for methyl iodide, i.e., the organic form of radioiodine,
by the charcoal absorber test samplie is at Teast 95%. ASTM D3803 standards
require demonstration of removal efficiency for methyl iodide since charcoal
removal of the organic form of radioiodine is more 1imiting than the removal
of the elemental form of radioiodine. Design basis accident (DBA) analyses
provided in the NRC Safety Evaluation (SE) for Millstone Unit 2 assume removal
. efficiencies of 90% and 70% for elemental and organic forms of radioiodine,
respectively, for the EBFS charcoal absorbers. Therefore, a removal
efficiency of at least 95% of methyl iodide demonstrated by Taboratory testing
of EBFS charcoal absorber test sample would assure that the EBFS charcoal
absorbers would have the capability to perform their intended safety function
throughout an operating cycle (18 month plus 25% of 18 months). This provides
reasonable assurance that at the end of the operating cycle, the EBFS charcoal
absorbers would have removal efficiencies of at least as great as those
assumed in the DBA analyses for these absorbers in the staff’s SE for



Millstone Unit 2. Regarding the removal efficiency for the CREVS charcoal
absorbers, the staff notes that the proposed amendment does not change the SR
4.7.6.1 as it relates to the test removal efficiency (95%) specified for these
absorbers. The staff has determined that the acceptance criterion on
laboratory tests provide sufficient margin and, therefore, is acceptable.

The staff has reviewed the proposed administrative change in TS page 3/4 9-17
and finds it acceptable.

Therefore, the staff has determined that the licensee’s proposed changes to
the TS are acceptable.

The staff has reviewed the proposed changes to the BASES for TS 3/4.6.5.1 and
3/4.9.14 and 3/4.9.15 and has determined that minor modifications as indicated
in Section 4.0 below are appropriate.

4.0 TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION CHANGES

The following SR changes have been proposed. The staff finds these changes
acceptable.

(1) For SR 4.6.5.1.b.2, 4.6.5.1.c, 4.9.15.b.2 and 4.9.15.c the following
footnote would be added:

"ASTM D3803-89 shall be used in place of ANSI N509-1976 as
referenced in table 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.52. The laboratory test
of charcoal should be conducted at a temperature of 30°C and a
relative humidity of 95% within the tolerances specified by ASTM
D3803-89. The charcoal sample shall have a removal efficiency of

> 95%."

(2) For SR 4.7.6.1.c.2 and 4.7.6.1.d the following footnote would be
added:

"ASTM D3803-89 shall be used in place of ANSI N509-1976 as
referenced in table 2 of Regulatory Guide 1.52. The laboratory test
of charcoal should be conducted at a temperature of 30°C and a
relative humidity of 95% within the tolerances specified by ASTM
D3803-89."

(The current TS specify that the carbon sample shall have a removal
efficiency of > 95%.)

(3) For SR 4.9.15.b.2 the reference to Regulatory Position C.5.a of
Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, would be changed to Regulatory
Position C.6.a of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2.

Regarding the BASES Sections 3/4.6.5.1 and 3/4.9.14 and 3/4.9.15, the staff
considers the following additional statement to the existing BASES to be
appropriate:



"The Taboratory testing requirement for the charcoal sample to have a
removal efficiency of > 95% is more conservative than the elemental and
organic iodine removal efficiencies of 90% and 70%, respectively,
assumed in the DBA analyses for the EBFS charcoal absorbers in the
Millstone Unit No. 2 Final Safety Analysis Report. A removal efficiency
acceptance criterion of > 95% will ensure that the charcoal has the
capability to perform its intended safety function throughout the length
of an operating cycle."

The staff will act on the BASES Sections 3/4.6.5.1 and 3/4.9.14 and 3/4.9.15
when the licensee revises and submits appropriate BASES.

5.0 EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES

In accordance with the TS, carbon samples from the charcoal absorbers of the
CREVS and EBFS are required to be periodically tested in accordance with
Regulatory Position C.6.b of Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978 and
must meet the testing criteria of Regulatory Position C.6.a of Regulatory
Guide 1.52, Revision 2, March 1978. The regulatory guide specifies that
testing should be performed in accordance with ANSI Standard N509-1976. NNECO
informed the NRC that on April 12, 1994, it had determined that the most
recent tests on carbon samples from the charcoal absorbers of the "B" facility
of the CREVS and EBFS were performed in accordance with ASTM Standard D3803-
79/86 and not in accordance with ANSI Standard N509-1976. Thus the licensee
immediately declared the affected facilities inoperable and entered the 7-day
action statement. The action statements require the affected systems to be
restored to an operable status within 7 days or the plant be placed in at
Teast hot standby within the next 6 hours and in cold shutdown within the
following 30 hours.

The licensee’s vendor performing the laboratory tests determined that the ANSI
Standard N509-1976 should not be used because the test produces a high failure
rate which occurs when the filter bed becomes wet as a result of the required
drastic time/temperature/relative humidity change and the NRC has recommended
that utilities test charcoal in accordance with ASTM Standard D3803-89 because
this standard is the more technical correct test standard. Also, it was
discovered that the vendor’s test equipment could not support test conditions
required by the outdated testing standard.

By letter dated April 14, 1994, as supplemented by letter dated April 20,
1994, the licensee requested an amendment to change the TS for the Millstone
Unit 2. In addition, NNECO requested the the NRC staff process the license
amendment request on an emergency basis. The proposed amendment would revise
the TS to change the Taboratory testing protocol for the charcoal absorbers
for the CREVS (TS 3.7.6.1) and the EBFS (TS 3.6.5.1). Also the letter dated
April 14, 1994, requested the NRC to exercise its discretion associated with
the Limiting Condition for Operations of the CREVS and EBFS (TS 3.7.6.1 and
3.6.5.1) to be effective until a license amendment is issued. The licensee
committed to perform laboratory tests on carbon samples from the charcoal
absorbers of the "B" facility of the CRVS and EBFS utilizing the acceptable
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ASTM Standard D3803-89 with acceptable testing conditions and acceptance
criteria before the expiration of the 7-day action statement.

The NRC staff granted orally on April 15, 1994, NNECO’s request for
enforcement discretion associated with the LCO for the Millstone Unit 2 CREVS
(TS 3.7.6.1) and the EBFS (TS 3.6.5.1). The discretionary action would be
effective until a decision by the staff regarding the proposed amendment could
be issued. This enforcement discretion was confirmed by the NRC letter to
NNECO dated April 21, 1994.

The staff determined that the request for amendment did not warrant an
emergency basis but due to the fact that the time necessary to process the
application for amendment would be Tonger than the remaining time of the 7-day
action statement, exigent action was necessary in order to reduce the time of
enforcement discretion which was granted until the license amendment is
issued.

The staff concluded that the exercise of enforcement discretion in this
instance, involved minimum safety impact and was satisfied that it was
warranted from a public health and safety perspective.

The NRC staff does not believe that NNECO has abused the exigency provisions
of 10 CFR 50.91(a)(6) in this instance. In accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(6)
the Commission has determined that exigent circumstances exist warranting
prompt action, the situation could not have been avoided, and the licensee and
the Commission must act quickly and time does not permit the Commission to
publish a Federal Register notice allowing 30 days for prior public comment.

" The Commission has also determined that the amendment, as discussed in Section

6.0, does not involve a significant hazards consideration.
6.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

The Commission has made a final determination that the amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration. Under the Commission’s regulations in 10
CFR 50.92(c), this means that the operation of the facility in accordance with
the proposed amendment would not (1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated; or (2) Create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated; or (3) Involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The Commission has evaluated the proposed changes against the above standards
as required by 10 CFR 50.91(a) and has concluded that the changes do not:

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



NNECO’s proposal to revise Millstone Unit 2 Technical Specifications .
4.6.5.1.b.2., 4.6.5.1.c, 4.7.6.1.c.2, 4.7.6.1.d, 4.9.15.b.2, and 4.9.15.c
will permit carbon samples to be tested in accordance with ASTM D3803-89
versus ANSI N509-1976. ASTM Standard D3803-89 is used industry wide, and
is acknowledged by the NRC as an acceptable method for the testing of
activated charcoal bed filters. In addition, testing in accordance with
ASTM Standard D3803-89 yields more accurate results than testing in
accordance with ANSI N509-1976. The removal efficiency requirement is
not affected by the proposed changes.

NNECO’s proposal to correct the reference to Regulatory Position C.6.a in
TS 4.9.15.b.2 is an editorial correction.

Based on the above, the pfoposed changes do not involve an increase in
the probability or consequences of an accident previously analyzed.

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

The proposed changes to Millstone Unit 2 Technical Specifications
4.6.5.1.b.2, 4.6.5.1.c, 4.7.6.1.c.2, 4.7.6.1.d, 4.9.15.b.2, and 4.9.15.c
do not involve any physical modifications to any equipment, structures,
or components, nor do they involve any changes to any plant operating
procedures. The only change would be to use a more reliable method to
determine filter efficiency at the laboratory.

NNECO’s proposal to correct the reference to Regulatory Position C.6.a in
TS 4.9.15.b.2 is an editorial correction.

Thus, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed.

Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The proposed changes to Millstone Unit 2 Technical Specifications
4.6.5.1.b.2, 4.6.5.1.c, 4.6.5.1.c.2, 4.7.6.1.d, 4.9.15.b.2, and 4.9.15.c
do not modify the requirement for carbon sample removal efficiency, do
not involve a change in any safety limits, setpoints, or design margins,
and do not affect any protective boundaries. Additionally, the proposed
test methodology has been determined to be more accurate.

NNECO’s proposal to correct the reference to Regulatory Position C.6.a in
TS 4.9.15.b.2 is an editorial correction .

Therefore, the proposed changes do not involve a reduction in the margin
of safety.



7.0 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.

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes surveillance requirements. 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 is no significant increase in individual or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has previously issued a
proposed finding that the amendment involves no significant hazards
consideration, and there has been no public comment on such finding

(59 FR 23085). 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.

9.0 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.
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