
5.2 .CONTAINMENT@0 

Applicability 

Applies to those design features of the Containment System relating to operational and public 
safety.  

Objective 

To define the significant design features of the reactor containment structure.  

Specifications 

A. REACTOR CONTAINMENT 

1 . The reactor containment completely encloses the entire reactor and reactor 
coolant system and ensures that an acceptable upper limit for leakage of 
radioactive materials to the environment is not exceeded even if gross failure of 
the reactor coolant system occurs. The structure provides biological shielding for 
both normal and accident situations.  

2. The containment structure is designed for an internal pressure of 47 psig, plus 
the loads resulting from an earthquake producing 0. 1Og applied horizontally and 

0.05g applied vertically at the same time01 ). The containment is also structurally 
designed to withstand an external pressure 2.5 psig higher than the internal 
pressure.  

B. PENETRATIONS 

1 . All penetrations through the containment reinforced concrete pressure barrier for 
pipe, electrical conductors, ducts and access hatches are of the double barrier 

type2 .  

2. The automatic Phase A containment isolation (trip) valves are actuated to the 
closed position either manually or by an auto maticalIly-derived safety injection 
signal. The automatic Phase B containment isolation valves are tripped closed 
by automatic or manual containment spray actuation. The actuation system is 

designed such that no single component failure will prevent containment isolation 
if required.  
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C. CONTAINMENT S*EMS 

1. The containment vessel has an internal spray system which is capable of 
providing a distributed borated water spray of at least 2200 gpm.  

2. The containment vessel has an internal air recirculation system which includes 

five fan-cooler units (centrifugal fans and water cooled heat exchangers), with a 

total heat removal capability of at least 308.5 MBtu/hr under conditions following 
a loss-of-coolant accident and at service water temperature of 950F. 4 ) All of the 
fan cooler units are equipped with activated charcoal filters to remove volatile 
iodine following an accident.  

References 

(1) UFSAR Section 5.1.2.2 
(2) UFSAR Section 5.1.4 
(3) UFSAR Section 6.3 
(4) UFSAR Section 6.4
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ATTACH4MENT B

SAFETY ASSESSMENT 

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

Subsequent to Con Edison's request of August 22, 1996 supplemented by a March 28, 1997 submittal, the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission issued Amendment 191 to the Indian Point Unit No. 2 Technical 
Specifications authorizing the elimination of the requirement for the NaGH containment spray additive and 
the spray additive tank. Our request for this change inadvertently omitted a request for the deletion of a 
sentence alluding to its use in Section 5.2.C.1 of the Technical Specifications.  

Since the need for the use of the spray additive tank has been eliminated, the reference to its use is 
inapplicable. This sentence in Section 5.2.C. 1 can therefore be deleted with no potential adverse effects on 
the health and safety of the public.  

Determination of No Significant Hazards Consideration 

The Commission has provided guidance concerning the application of the standards for determining 
whether a significant hazards consideration exists by providing certain examples (48 FR 14870). Example 
(vi) of those involving no significant hazards consideration discusses a change which may reduce a safety 
margin but where the results are clearly within all acceptable criteria with respect to the system or 
component. Similarly, the proposed change to remove the requirement to use the spray additive is 
consistent with NRC's issuance of Amendment 191 which approved the removal of the spray additive.  
Consistent with the Commission's criteria in 10 CFR 50.92, we have determined that the proposed 
change does not involve a significant hazards consideration because the operation of Indian Point Unit No.  
2 in accordance with this change would not: 

1) involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated. Since the removal of the spray additive tank has been analyzed and approved, there is 
no further basis for the discussion of its use in Section 5.2.  

2) create the probability of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated. The proposed change allows the containment safeguards to mitigate the consequences 
of a design basis LOCA in a manner equivalent to that previously approved.  

3) involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. With the proposed change, all safety criteria 
previously evaluated are still met and remain conservative.  

Therefore, based on the above, we conclude that the proposed changes do not constitute a significant 
hazards consideration.


