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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
ATTN: Document Control Desk 
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Indian Point 3 Nuciear Power Plant 
Docket No. 50-286 
License No. DPR-64 
Licensee Event Report # 1999-006-00 
Plant Outside Design Basis due to Routing of Component 
Cooling Water Piping Inside Missile Shield Wall in 
Containment During Original Plant Design

Dear Sir:

The attached Licensee Event Report (LER) 1999-006-00 is hereby submitted as 
required by 10 CFR 50.73. This event is of the type defined in 10 CFR 50.73 

The Authority is making no new commitments in this LER.  
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cc: Mr. Hubert J. Miller 
Regional Administrator 
Region I 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406-1415 

INPO Record Center 
700 Galleria Parkway 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339-5957 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Resident Inspectors' Office 
Indian Point 3 Nuclear Power Plant
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On May 20, 1999, with reactor power at approximately 100 percent, NYPA 
made a one hour report to the NRC regarding a condition outside the 
plant design basis. Portions of the Component Cooling Water (CCW) 
System piping inside containment were not run outside the crane wall for 
missile protection, contrary to the design basis stated in the Final 
Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) . This condition has existed since the 
time the original license was issued on December 12, 1975. The 
condition was apparently evaluated as acceptable on May 26, 1989 (this 
is being verified) by a nuclear safety evaluation which concluded that 
CCW was a closed loop inside containment based on the reacto-r coolant 
system leak before break analysis and high energy line evaluations. The 
plant continued operation based on a reasonable expectation of 
operability and a subsequent reasonable assurance of safety. Corrective 
action will involve the preparation of a sa.fety evaluation to verify 
that the CCW is a closed loop inside containment. Based on the 1989 
safety evaluation, there is no safety significance since the piping was 
found to be a closed loop inside containment and.therefore. able to 
perform the design function. The corrective action is expected to 
verify this.  
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DESCRIPTION OF EVENT 

On May 20, 1999, at approximately 1423 hours, with reactor power at approximately ioo percent, NYPA made .a one hour report to the NRC regarding a condition outside the plant design basis. Portions of the Component Cooling Water (CCW) System {CC} piping inside containment {NH} were not run outside the crane wall for missile protection, contrary to the design basis stated in the Final-Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) . The plant continued operation based on a reasonable expectation of operability (REO) for the CCW piping. A deviation event report (DER 99-1006) recorded the condition and corrective actions were initiated.  

DER 99-0840, written on April 28, 1999, identified the CCW piping inside the shield wall as contrary to the FSAR. This was a finding of the 10 CFR 50.54(f) FSAR review effort. Immediate corrective action included a determination that there-was a reasonable expectation of operability (REO) . Several factors were considered in that determination. The most significant of those was a nuclear safety evaluation (NSE) in 1989 to address the change in the CCW from a closed system outside containment to an open system. The NSE identified two reasons for considering the CCW a closed system inside containment. The first reason identified in the NSE was a March 10, 1986 NRC safety evaluation of the leak before break evaluation for the Reactor Coolant System (RCS) {AB} which eliminated the dynamic effects of a primary coolant loop pipe break as a design basis. The second reason identified in the NSE was that the evaluation of other high *energy lines in the vicinity of the CCW piping determined that failures of that piping would not adversely affect the CCW piping. A Reasonable Assurance of Safety (RAS) has been written to close the REO. A NSE will be written to fully document the CCW design basis and to revise the FSAR accordingly.  

Following the issuance of DER 99-0840, an evaluation of original plant documentation was undertaken to locate documentation that would identify the basis for the CCW pipe inside the shield wall with respect to the dynamic effects of pipe break. When that evaluation concluded that no documentation could be located, DER 99-1006 was written and the one hour report was made. The review of documentation identified 1968 Preliminary Safety Evaluation Report (PSAR) 

NRC FOJRM 366 (6-1998)
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supplements that stated the CCW system was a dual header design, in 
consideration of accommodating a single active or passive failure. The 
PSAR indicated that CCW is provided with two main headers with the 
cooling loads divided between the two headers in such a manner as to 
ensure that each header is capable of supplying the necessary service 
to enable continued containment sump and core recircul 'ation following 
a Loss of Cooling Accident (LOCA) . Isolation valves are furnished to 
allow each loop to be isolated and operated as an independent 
component cooling loop. The ESAR still says this.  

CAUSE OF EVENT 

The routing of CCW piping inside the shield wall was original plant 
design. The reason(s) for either not evaluating or not documenting 
the acceptability of this design, and revising the PSAR to reflect the 
acceptability of the pipe routing, have not been identified, due to 
the amount of time that has passed.  

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

The following corrective actions have been or will be performed under 
the Authority's corrective action program to address the causes of 
this event: 

* A REO and, subsequently, a RAS, were written to document the 
basis for continued plant operation. These reference the March 
10, 1986 NRC safety evaluation that says "the staff concludes 
that the probability or likelihood of large pipe breaks occurring 
in the primary coolant system loops of Indian Point Unit 3 is 
sufficiently low such that dynamic effects associated with 
postulated pipe breaks in the primary coolant system of this 
facility need not be a design basis." 

* A NSE will be written as part of our corrective action program to 
revise the design basis for CCW piping routed inside the shield 
wall. The NSE will identify necessary ESAR revisions to clarify 
the licensing basis.  

* The extent of condition is being addressed by the FSAR 50.54(f) 
review program with risk significant systems scheduled for 
completion by November 1999. No other piping requiring missile 
protection by the crane wall has been identified as inside the 
crane wall.
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ANALYSIS OF EVENT 

The event is reportable under 10 CFR 50.73 (a) (2) (ii) (B) . The 
licensee shall report any operation or condition that resulted in the 
nuclear power plant being in a condition that was outside the design 
basis of the plant. The routing of the CCW did not meet the system 
design criteria for protection against missiles wh-en originally 
licensed on December 12, 1975. The system design basis was apparently 
restored May 26, 1989 when an NSE concluded that the CCW system was a 
closed system inside containment. Our corrective actions will verify 
this.  

Licensee Event Reports (LER) for the past two years were reviewed to 
identify cases where the plan t was outside design basis due to 
original plant design. LER 97-006 reported that operation of the 
refueling water storage tank purification loop was outside the design 
basis since original provisions to isolate the non-safety purification 
loop did not meet-design criteria.  

SAFETY SIGNIFICANCE 

This event had no effect on the health and safety of the public.  

There were no actual safety consequences for the event because there 
was no event requiring CCW that could also have caused consequential 
damage to the CCW piping due to dynamic effects.  

There wigre no potential safety consequences due to design bases 
events. The NRC h as approved, by SER dated March 10, 1986, an 
evaluation that shows a LOCA in the large piping of the RCS (hot leg, 
cold leg and crossover leg) will leak before breaking, and approved 
elimination-of the dynamic effects from consideration as part of the 
plant design basis. A 1989 NSE has indicated that pipe break analyses 
of other high energy lines inside containment shield wall will not 
affect CCW piping. This indicates the system can perform its 
function. This analysis, including supporting documentation of the 

1989 NSE, is being verified'as part of our corrective action.
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