
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of 

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY 
OF NEW YORK, INC.  
(Indian Point Station, 
Unit No. 2)

Docket No. 50-247

SUPPLEMENT TO THE APPLICATION FOR 
EXEMPTION FROM 10 CFR PART 50- APPENDIX.J

Pursuant to Section 50.90 of the Regulations of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
("NRC"), Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. ('Con Edison'), as holder of 
Facility Operating License No. DPR-26, hereby submits a supplement to the application 
for exemption from 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J. This supplement provides additional 
information concerning our September 19, 1994 exemption request from the Appendix J 
Type A test.  

The information contained in the supplement provides additional justification for the 
exemption under 10 CFR 50.12 paragraphs (a)(2)(ii) and (a)(2)(vi). Additionally, 
justification for the exemption under 10 CFR 50.12 paragraph (a)(1) is provided.  

As required by 10 CFR 50.91(b)(1), a copy of this supplement to our application for 
exemption from 10 CFR 50, Appendix J has been provided to the appropriate New York 
State official designated to receive such documents.
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ATTACHMENT I 
SUPPLEMENT TO THE APPLICATION FOR 

EXEMPTION FROM 10 CFR PART 50, APPENDIX J 

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.  
INDIAN POINT UNIT NO. 2 

DOCKET NO. 50-247 
FEBRUARY, 1995



SUPPLEMENT TO THE APPLICATION FOR 
EXEMPTION FROM 10 CFR PART 50. APPENDIX J 

On September 19,1994, Consolidated Edison submitted a 50.12 request for a scheduler 
extension of one cycle for the performance of our Appendix J Type A test. The request 
cited 10 CFR 50.12 paragraphs (a)(2)(ii) and (a)(2)(vi). The subject request points out that 
the existing Type B and C testing programs are not being modified by this request and will 
continue to effectively detect containment leakage caused by the degradation of active 
containment isolation components as well as containment penetrations. It has been the 
consistent and uniform experience at IP 2 during the five Type A tests conducted from 
1976 to date, that any significant containment leakage paths are detected by the Type B 
and C testing. The Type A test results have only been confirmatory of the results of the 
Type B and C test results. Additionally, the Indian Point 2 Containment Penetration and 
Weld Channel Pressurization System provides a means for continuously pressurizing the 
positive pressure zones incorporated into the containment penetrations, the channels over 
the welds in the steel inner liner and certain containment isolation valves. This system 
provides continuous monitoring of these potential containment leakage paths, thus 
providing further assurance during power operation that a leak path does not exist and 
further obviate the need for Type A testing at this time. Therefore, application of the 
regulation in this particular circumstance would not serve, nor is it necessary to achieve, 
the underlying purpose of the rule.  

Additionally, the exemption request meets the requirements of 10 CFR 50.12 paragraphs 
(a)(1) and (a)(2)(ii) for the following reasons: 

o The historical Type A test results as set forth in the exemption request 
demonstrate that Indian Point 2 (IP 2) has a low leakage containment. Five Type 
A tests have been performed at IP 2 without a single test failure, and the highest 
leakage rate of .047791 percent per day has been well below the acceptance 
limit of .075 percent per day and the design of 0.1 percent per day.  

o There are no mechanisms which would adversely affect the structural capability 
of the containment, which is the only leakage mode not captured by the Type B 
and C testing that will be performed. Absent actual accident conditions, 
structural deterioration of containment due to temperature, radiation, chemical 
or other such effects is a gradual phenomenon requiring periods of time well in 
excess of the proposed interval extension and is subject to detection by periodic 
visual inspections. In fact, other than accident conditions, the only pressure 
challenge to containment is the Integrated Leak Rate Test (ILRT) itself.
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o An assessment of the risk impact in the exemption request concludes that there 
is no undue risk to the public health and safety as a result of the proposed 
schedular extension of the Type A test.  

Therefore, the requested schedular extension of one cycle for the performance of our 
Appendix J Type A test will not present an undue risk to the public health and safety, and 
is consistent with the common defense and security as required by 10 CER 50.12(a)(1).  

In view of the information contained in our September 19, 1994 exemption request and the 
additional information provided above, we believe that our request for a one-time 
scheduler exemption from the Type A test is justified under 10 CFR 50.12.
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