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SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT (TAC NO. 67081) 

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 1 2 5 to Facility Operating 
License No. DPR-65 for Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2, in response 
to your application dated February 9, 1988.  

The change modifies Technical Specification 4.7.6.13.e.3, which requires 
periodic verification of control room air inleakage, and deletes the requirement 
that such leakage be measured at a pressure differential of 1/16" water gauge.  

Your letter dated February 9, 1988, requested that this amendment be treated 
as an emergency because insufficient time exists for the Commission's usual 
30-day notice without extending the current outage. Because the control room 
air leakage must be confirmed prior to startup of Millstone Unit 2, you deter
mined that emergency circumstances exist in that swift action is necessary to 
avoid a delay in resumption of plant operation.  

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation supporting this amendment is also 
enclosed. Notice of Issuance and Final Determination of No Significant 
Hazards Consideration and Opportunity for Hearing will be included in the 
Commission's biweekly Federal Register notice.  

Sincerely, 

original signed by 

David H. Jaffe, Project Manager 
Project Directorate T-4 
Division of Reactor Projects I/IT 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures: 
1. Amendment No. 125o DPR-65 
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/enclosures: 
See next page 
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Mr. Edward J. Mroczka 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 

cc: 
Gerald Garfield, Esquire 
Day, Berry and Howard 
Counselors at Law 
City Place 
Hartford, Connecticut C6103-3499 

W. D. Romberg, Vice President 
Nuclear Operations 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
Post Office Box 270 
Hartford, Connecticut 06141-027C 

Kevin fcCarthy, Director 
Radiation Control Unit 
Department of Environmental Protection 
State Office Building 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 

Bradford S. Chase, Under Secretary 
Energy Division 
Office of Policy and Management 
80 Washington Street 
fartford, Connecticut 06106 

S. E. Scace, Station Superintendent 
Millstone Nuclear Power Statior 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
Post Office Box 128 
Waterford, Connecticut 06385 

J. S. Keenan, Unit Superintendent 
Millstone Unit No. 2 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
Post Office Box 128 
Waterford. Connecticut 06365

Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
Unit No. 2 

R. M. Kacich, Manager 
Generation Facilities Licensing 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
Post Office Box 270 
Hartford, Connecticut 06141-0270 

D. C. Nordquist, Director 
Quality Services Department 
Northeast Utilities Services Compary 
Post Office Box 27C 
Hartford, Connecticut 06141-027C 

Regional Administrator 
Regior I 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
631 Park Avenue 
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

First Selectmen 
Town of Waterford 
Hall of Records 
200 Boston Post Road 
Waterford, Connecticut 063FE

W. J. Raymond, Resident Inspector 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
c/o V. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Post Office Box 811 
Riantic, Connecticut 06357 

Charles Brinkman, Manager 
Washington Nuclear Operations 
C-E Power Systems 
Combustion Engineering, Inc.  
7910 Woodmont Avenue 
Pethesda, Maryland 20814



UNITED STATES 

C C, •NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
S, • WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

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 

A14ENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE 

Amendment No.125 
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 February 9, 1988 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. 125 , 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.  
FOR THE NUCLEAR R GUL TORY COMMISSION 

oh F. Stolz, Director 
Pro ect Directorate Ii/ 

"Vj41sion of Reactor Projects I/II 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Attachment: 
Changes to the Technical 

Specifications 

Date of Issuance: February 12, 1988

I



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO.125 

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-65 

DOCKET NO. 50-336 

Replace the following page 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. The corresponding 
overleaf page is provided to maintain document completeness.  

Remove Insert 

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



PLANT 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 2500 
cfm + 10%.  

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, Revision 
2, March 1978. The carbon sample shall have a removal effi
ciency 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.  

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.  

3. Verifying that control room air in-leakage is less than 100 
SCFM with the Control Room Air Conditioning System operating in 
the recirculation/filtration mode.  

f. 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 2500 cfm 
+ 10%.

Amendment Nos.I•J/jl4,l25MILLSTONE - UNIT 2 3/4 7-17



PLANT SYSTEMS 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued) 

g. After each complete or partial replacement of A charcoal adsorber 

bank by verifying that the charcoal adsorbers remove greater than 

or equal to 99% of a halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant test gas 

when they are tested In-place in accordance with MSI NSIO-1975 

while operating the system at a flow rate of 2500 cfm I 1D%.

KILLSTONE - UNIT 2 Amendment No. 71.1003/4 7-18



UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 

SAFELY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NO. 125 TO DPR-65 

NORIHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY, ET AL.  

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 2 

DOCKET NO. 50-336 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

By application for license amendment dated February 9, 1988, Northeast Nuclear 
Energy Company, et al., (the licensee), requested changes to the Technical 
Specifications (TS) for Millstone Unit 2 as follows: TS 4.7.6.13.e.3, which 
requires periodic verification of control room air leakage, would be modified 
to delete the requirement that leakage be determined at a pressure differential 
of 1/16" water gauge.  

2.0 DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION 

On September 25, 1987, the NRC staff issued License Amendment No. 119 for 
Millstone Unit 2. License Amendment No. 119 included a new requirement in TS 
4.7.6.13.e.3, that the control room undergo periodic air leak rate testing to 
assure that leakage did not exceed 100 SCFP at a differential pressure of 
1/16" water gauge. During the first performance of the control room leakage 
test, during the Cycle 9 refueling outage, the licensee concluded that the 
Millstone Unit 2 control room could not be maintained at a pressure 
differential of 1/16" water gauge. The application dated February 9, 1988 
requests a change to TS 4.7.6.13.e.3 to delete the requirement that the leakage 
test be conducted at 1/16" water gauge. The revised TS would be as follows: 

"Verifying that control room air in-leakage is less than 100 SCFM with 
the Control Room Air Conditioning System operating in the recirculation/ 
filtration mode." 

In the proposed TS, the requirement that air leakage be determined at a pressure 
differential of 1/16" water gauge is replaced by the stipulation that leakage 
be determined with the Control Room Air Conditioning System operating in the 
recirculation/filtration mode. The proposed change to the TS would allow the 
licensee to select the appropriate test method for control room leakage.  

The purpose of the existing TS 4.7.6.13.e.3 is to verify that the control room 
will remain habitable following the design basis accident in accordance with 
the control room habitability analysis. The requirement that the control room 
leakage be determined at a pressure differential of 1/16" water gauge is not 
consistent with the control room design in that such pressure differential is 
not achieved under accident conditions. Following a design basis accident, 
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the Control Room Air Conditioning System operates in the recirculation/filtration 
mode. Under these conrditions, the pressure differential, between in and 
outside control room conditions, would be small and mostly due to localized 
effects. When testing the control room under realistic conditions (in the 
recirculation/filtration mode) any one of several techniques such as gas 
dispersion or fan pressurization, will yield an acceptable Indication of 
control room air leakage. The test method can be selected by the licensee.  

3.0 EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES 

In its February 9, 1988 letter, the licensee requested that this amendment be 
treated as an emergency because insufficient time exists for the Commission's 
usual 30-day notice without extending the current outage. Because the control 
room must undergo air leak testing prior to startup of Millstone Unit 2, the 
licensee has determined that emergency circumstances exist for approval of the 
proposed TS change to resume Millstone Unit ? operation. Startup would not be 
permitted by the TS unless the requested change is approved . There is 
insufficient time to provide the usual thirty day's notice before the 
scheduled start-up date of February 12, 1988. Thus, unless this amendment is 
promptly authorized, start-up will be delayed for a matter which does not 
adversely affect plant safety.  

In accordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5), the licensee has explained that it 
could not have avoided this emergency situation since the problems with the 
control room air leakage testing method were only recently determined. The 
licensee did not recognize the problems posed by the test pressure it had 
specified until it attempted to conduct the test. The NRC staff does not 
believe that the licensee has abused the emergency provisions in this 
instance. Accordingly, the Commission has determined that there are emergency 
circumstances warranting prompt approval by the Commission.  

In connection with a request indicating an emergency, the Commission expects 
its licensees to apply for license amendments in a timely fashion.  

4.0 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 a license amendment involves no significant 
hazards considerations. This amendment would not: 

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of 
any accident previously evaluated. Since the control room air 
leakage can still be acceptably determined with the proposed change 
to the TS, control room habitability will continue to be assured in 
the event of a design basis accident.
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(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluatee. S-rJce the proposed change to the 
TS assures continued validation of the control room habitability 
analysis, no new or different kind of accident will be created as a 
result of unacceptable control room air leakage.  

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. Since the 
control room analysis will continue to be validated, there will be 
no reduction in safety margin with regard to the protection of 
control room personnel following a design basis accident.  

Accordingly, the Commission has determined that this amendment involves no 

significant hazards considerations.  

5.0 STATE CONSULTATION 

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, efforts were made to contact 
the Connecticut State representative. The state representative was contacted 
and had no comments.  

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION 

This amendment changes a requirement with respect to the installation or use of 
a facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR 
Part 20. 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 
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has 
made a final no significant hazards consideration finding 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 ernvironmental assessment need 
be prepared in connection with the issuance of the amendment.  

7.0 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.  

Principal Contributor: D. H. Jaffe

Date: February 12, 1988


