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- The evaluation model developed by the vendor has been analyzed by the

‘..Regulatory staff for conformity with the requlrements of 10 CFR Part 50,

_ Appendix k, "ECCS Evaluat:on Models". The Regulatory staff s evaluatlon

I

‘-of the vendor s model is described in two previously publlshed documents.

= Status Report by the Directorate of Llcensing in the Matter of the

'f~?Westinghouse ECC°tEvaLuation Hodel Conformance to 10 CFR Part 50, APPEHdlk

K, issued October 15, 1974, and a Supolement to the Status Report, issued

.November 13, 1974. Based on its evaluatlon, the Regulatory staff has

I3

~concluded that the vendor's evaluation model was not in COmplete‘

conformlty with the requlrements of Appendlx K and that certain modiflcaw

tions described in the above-mentioned documents were requlred in order

to achieve such conformlty. The Regulatory staff assessments were -

' revxewed by the Commission s Advxsory Commlttee on Reactor Safeguards 1n

'.meetlngs held on October 26 1974 and hovember 14 1974.

In its Report to the Chairman of theAAEC,'dated November 20, 1974, the
'~fAdvis0ry Commi.ttee has concluded that "the four light-water reactor

hvendors have developed Evaluation Models which, with additional ..‘

modifications required by the Regulatory-staff, will conform to

" Appendix K to Part 50",

Since the 1icensee's'evaluatlon-of'ECCS cooling performance is based

~

upon the vendor's evaluation model, the licensee's evaluation is

_similarly deficient. The Regulatory staff has4assessed the effect of

the changes requlred in the evaluation model upon the recults of the
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evaluation of ECCS performance for.Indian Point Nuclear Generating

‘Unit No. 2, submltted on September 6, 1974 Thls is described in
. the Safety Evaluatlon Report for Indian Point Nuclear Generatlng Unit
-_, No. 2,-Docket No. 50~ 247 dated December 27, 1974 On the basis of
: its.rev1ew, the Regulatory staff has determlned that changes in operatlng
conditions for the plant, in addlLion to those proposcd 4in the licensee's
' submittal of September 5 1974, are: necessary to assure that the crlteria
set forth in § 50.46(b) are satisfied. These addltlonal changes, are’
.set forth in Appendix A to the Safety Evaluation Report. These further
yrestrictlons will assure that ECCS cooling performance will conform to
.all of the crlterra contained in 10 CFR § )O 46(b), which govern,calculated
apeak clad. temperature, makimtm cladding ox1aatlon, maximam hydrogen
'generation, coolable geometry and 1ong term cooling |

K

. These further restrictions were established on.the basis of studies

",pof the cffect of model changes on the previously submitted evaluatioas.

" The Regulatory staff believes that these restrictions should be verlfled
'by a re-analysis based upon an approved evaluatlon model in conformity
“with 10 CFR § .50.46 and Appendix K. Durlng the 1nterim, before an .
- evaluation in confo*‘mity vuth the requ1rement<‘ of lO CFR § 50 46 can be )
submitted and evaluated, the Regulatory staff has’ concluded that contlnued
- conformance to the requlrements of the Commission's Interim Acceptance '

-

' Criteria,* and conformance to the restrictions contained in the licensee's

*Interim Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core Coohng Systems for -
Light Water Power Reactors, 36 F.R. 12247, June 29, 1971, as amended
36 F.R. 24082, December 18, 1971




'_September'6 1974 submittal, together with'the additionai limitations

'§ 50. 46(a)(2)(v), the Acting Director of Licensing has found that the

“evaluation of ECCS cooling performance submitted by the licensee 1is not

ff‘{f’{: set forth in Appendix A of the Safety Evaluation Report will provide.
.t‘ f- :'reasonable assurance that the public health and safety will not be
_;fl’  . endangered. These additional festrictions are set forth as Appgndix A 
S e tﬁis Order. E | 1;, PR R
DA B Nt

" - Iﬁ view: of thé foregoing aﬁd in accordance with-the provisions.of

i

i

K

~ consistent with the requirements of 10 CFR § 50.46(a)(1) and -that’ the
qfurther.nest;ictionsféetwiorthzinnthiSfOndervané

reqﬁired,to protect the pubiic health.and safety. The Acting Director of

N

" Licensing has also found that the public health, safety, and interest require

thatvthe foliowing Order be made effective immediately. Pursuant to the
- Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Commission's~regufations in 10 CFR

8 2.204, 50.46, and 50.54.
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1T 18 ORDuRED THAT:

- 1. As soon as pxecticablc, but in no event later.than six nonths '
'.'from the date of publlcation of thls order in the FEDERAL REGISTLR

'or prior to any llcense amenument authori7ing any core reloadin
l»whichever occurs first, the llcensee'shall submlt a re—evaluatlon
‘of ECCS cooling performance calculated in accordance with an acceptable
evaluatlon model which conforms Wlth the prov131cns of 10 CFR Part 50,
§ 50.46, Such evaluation may be based upon the vendor's evaluation: model -
as’ﬁodified.in accordance with thebchanges‘deecribed'in‘the Safety |
'lEvaluetion Report for the Indian Point Nuclear Plent, dated Decemberl27,
'1974. jThe eyeluetion shall be accompanied by such proposed |

changes in lechnlcal Spec1fications or liccnse amendments as may be
- necessery to implement the evaluation results.
2. ﬁffective immediately, reactor operat10n~shell continue only

~ within the limits;-.

(a) -The requirements.of the Interim Acceptance Criteria,
the Technlcal Spec1flcations, and license condltlons imposed by the

VComm1 31on in accordance with the requlrements of the Interlm Acceptance

i -Criterla, and

(b) The llmlts of the proposed Technlcal Speciflcatlons submitted

o yby the llcensee on September 6 1974, as modlfled by Lhe further

' restrictlons set “forth in Appendlx A attached hereto.




The license shall conform operation to the. foregoing limitations

until such time as the propoecd Technical Speciflcatlons rcqulred to -

" be Submltted in accordance w1th paragraph 1 above are approved or

) modiflcd and issued by the Commlssion. Subsequent notice and.
opportunity for hearing will be provided in condection with such

~ action.
Iv.

Withih thirty (30) days from the date of puBlication of this‘Order |

- in the FEDERAL REGISTER the lJcensee may file a request for a hearlng
:with reepecL to this Order. Withln the same_tbirty (30) day_perlod.
any other person whosellnterest may belaffeCted nay fiie a request

for aiheering ﬁith reepect to this Order in accordance with the
provisions'of 10 CFR-§ 2.714'of the Commission's Rules of Practice.:
A(Lf a request for a hearlng is flled within the tlme prescrlbed

herein, the Commlssion will i°sue a notice of hearlng or an appropriate

order.'

- For further detalls with respect to this actlon, see (1) the llcensee s.
.submittal dated September 6, 1974 and vendor S toplcal reports referenced
in the licensee's submlttal, which descrlbe the vendor S evaluatlon
model (2) the Status Report by the Directorate of LlcenSLng in the

"Metter of Westlnghouse LCCS Evaluatlon Model Conformance to 10 CFR 50




Appendix K, 3) Supplemcnt l thereto dated November 13 1974 (4)

Safety Evaluation Report dated December 27, 1974 and (5) Report of

" the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguarda dated November 20,‘1974

'All of these items are available at the Commi sion's Publlc Document
Room, 1717 1 Street, N. W., Wa hiﬂgton, n. C., and at the Hendrick ’
'“Hudson ‘Free- lerary, 31 ‘Albany Post Road Montrose, New York. A single

ﬁ. copy each of items (2) through (5) may be obtalned upon request '
_addressed to the U. S Atomlc Energy Conm1551on, Uashlngton, D C.,
20545, Attention: Deputy Director for Reactor Projects, Dlrectorate

“;".of,Licensing; Regulation.

‘ 'Dated at Bethesda, Marylend this 27th day of December, 1974.
YOR THE AT OMIC ENLRGY ‘COMMISSION

co<

,Edson G Case{’Actlng Director
Directorate of Licensing

e



'NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY

Copies of Appendix A to Order for Modification of License,
dated December 27, 1974, are available for public inspection at
~ the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N. W.,
Washington, D. C., or may be obtained upon request addressed to
the Deputy Director for Reactor Projects, Directorate of Licensing,
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission, Washington, D. C. 20545.
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‘*l"lb - APPENDIX A
" INDIAN POINT UNIT 2
| . OPERATING LIMITS

. -

~ To assure conformance with the flux dirference band operating limits

"“‘fiin the proposed Technical Specificatlons, submitted on. September 6,
.'f_f'1974 two separate alarmv are required on constant axial offset

control procedures. One is an alarm to 1ndicate nonconformance with

’h'the + 52 flux difference band arouud the target valun for operation :

S

{vat power levels greater than 90% of rated power. The other is an alarm

lto indicate nonconformance with the llmit on time (one hour in trenty—

&£

"i_four)lthat the .57 flux difference hand nay be exceeded for operation

eat-or-below 907% of rated power. 'If the alarms are temporarily out

.jof service, and during the period before they are installed

conformance with the applicable limit and the flux differeﬁce shall

'_V“be ‘Togged ‘hourly for the first 24 houru, and half-hOur;y“thereafter.

| ' .'24;'

*.‘3sf

"' 8;' K

;.The alarms shall be installed as soon as practicable but not later

”lthan March 1, 1975.

The operating limit on Fq(Z) in Specification 3.10.2.1 on page

. 3.10~1 of the proposed Technical Specifications submitted'on

’ September 6,_1974, shall be 5_(2.32/P)1x K(Z)ffor‘P>O;5

and < (4.64) x K(Z) for P <0.5. The bases shall'bejchangedﬁ
accordingly. ' o : |

The time specified in the last line of Specification 3. 10 2. 8 1l on
page 3.10-4 of the proposed Technical Specifications submitted cn

September 6, 1974, shall be 24 hours instead of 2 hours.




4. The limit on [F (Z)] 1n Specification 3. 10 2.8.5 on page 3. 10 4
of the proposcd Techqlcal opecificatlonq oubmitted on September 6,

1974, Shall employ tbe value 2. 32 1nstead of 2. 63 The bases shall

L'd

be changed accordinvly.
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