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Attached is a petition to intervene submitted by the Citizens
Regulatory Commission. The petition was filed in response to a
notice of a proposed determination by the staff that the issuance
of a license amendment to the North East Nuclear Energy Company for
the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No.3 (Docket No.50-423)
would involve no significant hazards considerations. The amendment
would eliminate the requirement to have' the recirculation spray
system directly inject into the reactor coolant system following a
design basis accident. The notice was published in the Federal
Register at 63 Fed. Reg. 14482, 14487 (March 25,1998) (copy
attached).

The petition to intervene is being referred to you for appropriate
action in accordance with 10 C.F.R. Sec. 2.772(j).

Attachment: as stated

cc: Commission Legal Assistants
OGC
CAA
OPA
EDO
NRR
Nancy Burton, Esquire
Citizens Regulatory Commission
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSjtKETED
USNRC 3P

IN RE: APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT : DOCKET NO. 50-A2 AO0:39

BY NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY
COMPANY, ET AL

O FFIC.E . . .... . . .
MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, : RULE'- " .
UNIT NO. 3 ADJUD10A -,.il,ý:% SiAFF

NEW LONDON COUNTY, CONNECTICUT : APRIL 23, 1998

CITIZENS REGULATORY COMMISSION

PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE

The Citizens Regulatory Commission ("CRC") herewith

petitions the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission for leave

to intervene in the above-captioned proceedings concerning a

license amendment application dated March 3, 1998 and described

as follows:

The proposed revision to the Millstone Unit 3 licensing
basis would eliminate the requirement to have the
recirculation spray system directly inject into the reactor
coolant system following a design basis accident.

This petition is submitted in accordance with the

provisions of 10 C.F.R.§2.714.

In support of thispetition, the CRC represents as follows:

1. The Citizens Regulatory Commission is an organization

of citizens, including families with youg children, who reside

in southeastern Connecticut and are concerned about the safety

of the Millstone Nuclear Power Station. CRC includes members who

reside with their young children within the five-mile priority

emergency evacuation zone of the Millstone Station.

2. The instant application involves issues which are

critical to the safe operation of Millstone Unit 3 and thereby

directly impact CRC members' health and safety.
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3. The CRC opposes issuance of the requested amendment

at this time.

4. The CRC's objections to the proposed amendment are

summarized as follows:

(a) The present management of the license amendment

applicant, Northeast Nuclear Energy Company Et Al ("NU"), has

for the past two (2) years permitted the employment of faulty

calculations on a persistent basis involving the operations of

systems at Millstone Unit 3;

(b) The present management of NU has for the past two (2)

years engaged in inadequate procedures, methods and analysis

of safety systems at Millstone Unit 3;

(c) The present management of NU has long been aware of

the longstanding problems associated with the Recirculation Spray

System ("RSS") at Millstone Unit 3, which system is the subject

of the instant application;

(d) The RSS is a critical safety system at Millstone Unit 3;

(e) The United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission publicly

acknowledged on February 19, 1998 that Millstone Unit 3 has been

permitted to operate although the RSS system was inoperable;

(e) The health, safety and welfare of the public, including

the CRC membership, has been needlessly and recklessly jeopardized

by the failure of NU and NRC to assure complete operability of

the RSS system in the past;

(f) Failure of the RSS systemcouldbe catastrophic;

(g) Early in March 1998, NU tested a modification it had made

to the RSS system at Millstone Unit 3.
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(h) The modification to the safety-critical RSS system

proved to have been very poorly designed and inadequately reviewed

when testing of the modification resulted in serious damage to

four pump systems which must be operable in a loss-of-coolant

accident.

(i) CRC appends hereto the account of the March 1998 RSS

modification failure which appeared in the April 3, 1998 issue

of The New London Day newspaper.

(j) A nuclear engineer with the Union of Concerned Scientists

is reported as having made the comment regarding the RSS

modification failure: "This is engineering 101 stuff. Most

disconcerting is nuclear oversight. Their sole job is to point

out potential problems. When they raise a flag and it's ignored,

something's wrong."

(k) The present management of NU has for the past two (2)

years compromised safety at Millstone Unit 3 in the interests of

schedule-driven efforts to obtain approval for restart.

(1) That present NU management is schedule-driven at the

expense of safety is illustrated by the fact that Bruce D. Kenyon,

president and CEO of NU, will maximize a potential $500,000 bonus

if Millstone Unit 3 restarts by a particular identified month,

according to Mr. Kenyon's sworn testimony before the Connecticut

Department of Public Utility Control on April 9, 1998.

(m) The present management of Millstone continues to perpetuate

an employee environment in`- which workers are harassed, intimidated,

retaliated against and discriminated against when they attempt to

raise safety issues, whichi conduct is a violation of federal law.
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(n) As recently as February 1998, a five-year employee

with a stellar record at Millstone as well as a stellar 26-year record

as a commander in the United States Navy resigned from Millstone

in frustration that under present management he was not able to

achieve adequate resolution of safety issues he raised;

(o) In light of the above circumstances, CRC has no

confidence that NU has properly and adequately analyzed the RSS

system at Millstone Unit 3 to date;

(p) In light of the above circumstances, CRC has no

confidence that NU has analyzed the RSS system at Millstone Unit 3

in accordance with the letter and spirit of the standards articulated

on February 19, 1998 by Dr. Shirley Jackson, Chairman, NRC, during

public proceedings concerning Millstone.

5. In light of the above circumstances, CRC respectfully

represents that approval of the requested amendment in the present

form as submitted by NU will directly adversely impact the

health, safety and welfare of each of the members of CRC, including

those families with young children.

WHEREFORE Citizens Regulatory Commission petitions for leave

to intervene in the above-referenced proceedings.

CITIZENS REGULATORY COMMISSION

By:
Tancy B20-- Esq.9
147 C fs 7Highway
ReddieRidggelCT 06876Tel. 2•03-983952
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Damage to Millstone 3 safety system raises more questions
En~oineering review
process taken to task

By PAUL CHOINIERE

Day Staff Writer

Waterford - In eariy March. en-
grneers :esting a newly modified
safetv system at the Millstone 3 an-
clear power plant watched in alarm

as pipes began to vibrate. Later,
when the system was dismantled.
engineers discovered that a stain.
less steel liner inside the pipe had
been ripped away

The sleeve was found to be badly
damaged, large chunks broken
from it like bites from an apple.
Three other pump systems -
which had already passed vibration
tests - were taken apart and found
to have similar damage. The pumps

are needed to cool the reactor dur-
ing a nuclear accident.

The incident provided dramatic
evidence that the engineering re-
view process had failed. On Dec. =
a report from the Nuclear Over-
sight Department bad warned that
the planned modifications couid
cause serious problems. As a result
of the warning, plant engineers re-
peatedly analyzed the proposed
changes and concluded they would

work. They were wrong.
Millstone critics point to the inci-

dent as evidence that Millstone 3 is
not ready to restart. They say they
fear that corners are being cut in
the rush to get the plant back on
lineL

"This is engineering 101 stuff."
said David Lochbaum. a nuclear en-
gineer with the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists. "Most discon-
certing is nuclear oversight Their

sole job is to point out potential he s-tid.-
problems. When they raise a flag The incident. Lochbaufm said.
and it's ignored. something's -raises doubts whether one of the
wrong.- most serious and longstanding

Michael Brothers. vice president problems at Millstone S has been
of nuclear operations, said the solved: the inability of manage-
warning wasnot ignored. He ad- ment to take effective corrective ac-'
mitted that in retrospect engineer- tion when a problem surfaces. Fail-
ing should have done a better job ing to correct documented- prob-
reviewing the modification. The re lems was at the core of the Mill-
view was too narrow in scope and Se, MORE page A2
as a result a problem was missed,



More questions raised after Milistone 3 inoident
From Al
stone plants' decline. It is a major
reason they have been kept out of op-
eration by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for more than two
years.

B r~tlhemrs sai-d ~ swogt
the system failed. While manage-
ment would have preferred the prob-
lem had been found earlier, it was. in
the end, detected and corrected.'. As engineers, we like to be per-
fect, but no one's perfect. That is why
the system as a whole has to be
strong," he said. "Ultimately, the
process did work."

.The engineering mistake hap-
pened during the final stages of the
Millstone 3 recovery effort- North-
east, Utilities is racing to get the nu-
clear plant back in service, but can-
not do so until it wins NRC approval.
Engineers are working 60 hours or
more a week to complete the recov-
ery Brothers estimated the problems
with the safety system have caused a
two-week delay.

The company is under severe fi-
nancial pressure to get Unit 3 in ser-
vice. The restart of Millstone 2 is
still months away and Millstone 1
may never return to operation.

.Modifications to the Recirculation
Spray System were undertaken after
a review showed that water flowing
through the pipes could potentially
flash to steam during an emergency-
If that happened, the system would

be unable to fulfill its function of cir-
culating a spray of cooling water
cover the reactor follouwing- a break i4n
the primary cooling system.

The decision was made to place
±2ow restrictors in mhe :u-inch diame-
zer'pl, ak- dg• ee:"• o
flashing. These restrictors work like
the nozle at the end of the hose, fun-
neling the water into a smaller open-
ing, thus increasing the velocity of
the flow. The orifices used to restrict
the flow were placed just down-
stream of expansion joints, metal ac-
cordion-like devices that have bel-
lows that allow the pipes to expand
and contract in response to dramatic
changes in temperature and pres-
sure.

The Dec. 23 Adverse Condition Re-
port, issued by nuclear oversight,
had warned that the modifications
likely would cause problems.

"The orifice location will result in
significantly higher velocities at the
expansion joints, which could cause
fatigue failure in the bellows and/or
the liners," the report said.

Nuclear oversight had reviewed
the safety evaluation that had been
done on the proposed modification
and found it lacking.

"The safety evaluation ... does not
discuss the effects of higher veloci-
ties, vibration and initial operation
... on the expansion joint from the
new orifice," the report said.

Lochbauni said it is an engineer-

ing rule of thumb that you do not
;Ia-ce Iflow rest:Iictors at locations
where the increased flow velocity
could cause probiems, such as near
an elbow or expansion joint.

"i can't imagmne any worse place

Brothers said he was aware of the
potential problems, but was satisfied
the modification would work.

When the testing was performed.
the outcome that nuclear oversight
had warned about is exactly what
happened. The metal liners in the ex-
pansion joints were torn away by the
increased velocity. Made of stainless
steel and as thick as a compact disc,
they were ripped and shredded.

Brothers was awakened in the
middle of the night when the testing
proved the change had failed.

"I remember coming in at I a.m. to
look at the expansion joint. It created
an awful feeling in my stomach,"
said Brothers. "But you know, you
get over it. We've been shut down for
almost two years, so a day or a week
is not that important"

Donald Del Core Sn, a former Mill-
stone employee who left the company
in 1991 after facing harassment from
management because of the safety
issues he raised, questions how close
engineers came to missing the prob-
lem. He said it was only during the
evaluation of the fourth and last
pump that engineers detected vibra-
tions so severe that they decided to

open up the system and discovered
the. damage.

Had the vibrations been less in-
tense, the system may have been ap-
proved witlout anyone realizing it
had been severely damaged, Del Core
said.

"You have :o cuestton w ;uoede :he
testing was adequate if. on three of
four pumps tested, It did not pick up
on a condition that was breaking the
equipment." Lochbaum said.

Brothers said he, too, was troubled
that the first three pumps tested
were approved. He said engineers are
reviewing the incident with the in-
tent of improving testing. There are
no similar tests scheduled at the
plant, he said.

About a dozen slivers torn from
the damaged liners, some an inch
long, are. still in the system, but
Brothers said an analysis deter-
mined they will not pose a problem.

The system has undergone further
modifications. The expansion joints
have been replaced with new piping
and pipe hangers have been added tc
handle the anticipated vibration
The system is now considered read3
to operate, Brothers said.
. Bruce D. Kenyon, president ant

chief executive officer for nucleai
operations, called the incident a tern
porary setback and said Millstone:
is on schedule to gain Nuclear Regu
latory Commission approval in Ma:
to restart-
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The proposed action would also exempt
the licensee from the requirements to
maintain emergency procedures for each
area in which this licensed SNM is
handled, used, or stored to ensure that
all personnel withdraw to an area of
safety upon the sounding of the alarm,
to familiarize personnel with the
evacuation plan, and to designate
responsible individuals for determining
the cause of the alarm, and to place
radiation survey instruments in
accessible locations for use in such an
emergency.

The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee's application for
exemption dated December 5, 1997.

The Need for the Proposed Act;on

The purpose of 10 CFR 70.24 is to
ensure that if a criticality were to occur
during thp handling of SNM, personnel
would be alerted to that fact and would
take appropriate action. At a
commercial nuclear power plant, the
inadvertent criticality with which 10
CFR 70.24 is concerned could occur
during fuel handling operations. The
SNM that could be assembled into a
critical mass at a commercial nuclear
power plant is in the form of nuclear
fuel; the quantity of other forms of SNM
that is stored on site is small enough to
preclude achieving a critical mass.
Because the fuel is not enriched beyond
5.0 weight percent Uranium-235 and
because commercial nuclear plant
licensees have procedures and features
designed to prevent inadvertent
criticality, the staff has determined that
it is unlikely that an inadvertent
criticality could occur due to the
handling of SNM at a commercial power
reactor. The requirements of 10 CFR
70.24, therefore, are not necessary to
ensure the safety of personnel during
the handling of SNM at commercial
power reactors.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The Commission has completed its
evaluation of the proposed action and
concludes that there is no significant
environmental impact if the exemption
is granted. Inadvertent or accidental
criticality will be precluded through
compliance with the Sequoyah Nuclear
Plant, Units I and 2 Technical
Specifications (TS), the design of the
fuel storage racks providing geometric
spacing of fuel assemblies in their
storage locations, and administrative
controls imposed on fuel handling
procedures. TS requirements specify
reactivity limits for the fuel storage
racks and minimum spacing between
the fuel assemblies in the storage racks.

Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 50,
"General Design Criteria for Nuclear
Power Plants," Criterion 62, requires
that criticality in the fuel storage and
handling system shall be prevented by
physical systems or processes,
preferably by use of geometrically-safe
configurations. This is met at Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2, as
identified in the TS and the Updated
Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR).
Sequoyah TS Section 5.6.1.2 states that
the new fuel storage racks are designed
for dry storage of unirradiated fuel
assemblies having a U-235 enrichment
less than or equal to 5.0 weight percent,
while maintaining a k-effective of less
than or equal to 0.98 under the most
reactive condition. UFSAR Section
9.1.1, New Fuel Storage, for both Units
1 and 2 specify that the fuel racks are
designed to provide sufficient spacing
between fuel assemblies to maintain a
subcritical (k-effective less than or equal
to 0.98) array assuming the most
reactive condition, and under alldesign
loadings including the safe shutdown
earthquake. The UFSAR also specifies
that the new fuel racks are designed to
preclude the insertion of a new fuel
assembly between cavities.

The proposed exemption would not
result in any significant radiological
impacts. The proposed exemption
would not affect radiological plant
effluent nor cause any significant
occupational exposures since the TS
design controls (including geometric
spacing of fuel assembly storage spaces)
and administrative controls preclude
inadvertent criticality. The amount of
radioactive waste would not be changed
by the proposed exemption.

The proposed exemption does not
result in any significant nonradiological
environmental impacts. The proposed
exemption involves features located
entirely within the restricted area as
defined in 10 CFR Part 20. It does not
affect non-radiological plant effluents
and has no other environmental impact.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant non-
radiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Since the Commission has concluded
that there is no measurable
environmental impact associated with
the proposed action, any alternatives
with equal or greater environmental
impact need not be evaluated. As an
alternative to the proposed exemption,
the staff considered denial of the
requested exemption. Denial of the
request would result in no change in
current environmental impacts. The
environmental impacts of the proposed

action and the alternative action are
similar.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use
of any resources not previously
considered in the "Final Environmental
Statement Related to the Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. I and 2," dated
February 13, 1974.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

In accordance with its stated policy,
on January 30, 1998, the Commission
staff consulted with the State of
Tennessee Official (Joelle Key) regarding
the environmental impact of the
proposed action. The State official had
no comments.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the environmental
assessment,"the Commission concludes
that the proposed action will not have
a significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed action.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee's letter
dated December 5, 1997, which is
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
which is located at The Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C., and at the local
public document room located at the
Chattanooga-Hamilton County Library,
1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga,
Tennessee.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 17th day
of March 1997.
For the Nuclear Regulatory Com7.ission.
Frederick J. Hebdon,
Director, Project Directorate 11-3, Division of
Reactor Projects--i/l, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 98-7812 Filed 3-24-96; 8:45 aml
B1LUNG CODE "50"-OI.mP

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Biweekly Notice; Applications and
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses Involving No Significant
Hazards Considerations

I. Background

Pursuant to Public Law 97-415, the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(the Commission or NRC staff) is
publishing this regular biweekly notice.
Public Law 97-415 revised section 189
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended (the Act), to require the
Commission to publish notice of any
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amendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under a new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any
amendment to an operating license
upon a determination by the
Commission that such amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration, notwithstanding the
pendency before the Commission of a
request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from March 2,
1998, through March 13, 1998. The last
biweekly notice was published on
March 11, 1998 (63 FR 11913).

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
,Aendments to Facility Operating

i ses, Proposed No Significant
s Consideration Determination,

WOpportunity for a Hearing
The Commission has made a

proposed determination that the
following amendment requests involve
no significant hazards consideration.
Under the Commission's regulations in
10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation
of the facility in accordance with the
proposed amendment would not (1)
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; or (2)
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a

in of safety. The basis for this
lsed determination for each

ent request is shown below.
rWeCommission is seeking public

comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such 0&.at
failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or
shutdown of the facility, the
Commission may issue the license
amendment before the expiration of the
30-day notice period, provided that its
final determination. is that the
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The final
determination will consider all public
and State comments received before
action is taken. Should the Commission
take this action, it will publish in the
Federal Register a notice of issuance
and provide for opportunity for a

hearing after issuance. The Commission
expects that the need to take this action
will occur very infrequently.

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Chief, Rules and
Directives Branch, Division of
Administration Services, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555-
0001, and should cite the publication
date and page number of this Federal
Register notice. Written comments may
also be delivered to Room 6D22, Two
White Flint North, 11545 Rockville
Pike, Rockville, Maryland from 7:30
a.m. to 4:15 p.m. Federal workdays.
Copies of written comments received
may be examined at the NRC Public
Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC.
The filing of requests for a hearing and
petitions for leave to intervene is
discussed below.

By April 24, 1998, the licensee may
file a request for a hearing with respect
to issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written request
for a hearing and a petition for !eave to
intervene. Requests for a hearing and a
petition for leave to intervene shall be
filed in accordance with the
Commission's "Rules of Practice for
Domestic Licensing Proceedings" in 10
CFR part 2. Interested persons should
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714
which is available at the Commission's
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved. If a request for a
hearing or ,etition for leave to intervene
is filed by th. above date, the
Commission or an Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board, designated by the
Commission or by the Chairman of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel, will rule on the request and/or
petition; and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of a hearing or
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) The nature of the
petitioner's right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner's

property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner's interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a
supplement to the petition to intervene
which must include a list of the
contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert
opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish.
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with
the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one whicu, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such
a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a final
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will serve to decide
when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
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Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request. for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves a
significant hazards consideration; any
hearing held would take place before
the issuance of any amendment.

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington. DC 20555-0001, Attention:
Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff, or
may be delivered to the Commission's
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington DC, by the above date. A
copy of the petition should also be sent
to the Office of the General Counsel,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001, and to the
attorney for the licensee.

Nontinely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for a hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board that
the petition and/or request should be
granted based upon a balancing of
factors specified in 10 CFR
2.714(a)(1)(i)-4v) tnd 2.714(d).

For further dWtals with respect to this
action, ee the application for
amendment which is available for
public inspection at the Commission's
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, and at the local public
document room for the particular
Sfacility involved.
Carolina Power &Light Company, et al.,
Docket No. 50-325, Brunswick Steam
Electric Plant, Unit 1, Brunswick
County. North Carolina

Date of amendment request: February
23, 1998.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment request proposes
changes to the Brunswick Steam Electric
Plant Unit 1 Technical Specifications
(TS) in support of Cycle 12 operation,
including a change to the Minimum
Critical Power Ratio safety limit (safety
limit MCPR) to a value equivalent to the
generic safety limit MCPR for General
Electric type GE-13 fuel. The request
would additionally remove a footnote
limiting the stated value for the safety
limit MCPR to a specific fuel cycle and
reference to an NRC safety evaluation
documenting acceptance of methods
used for determining the current cycle
safety limit MCPR. The amendment

request is provided both in the format
of the current TS as well as improved
Standard Technical Specifications
(iSTS). The Brunswick licensee applied
for conversion to ISTS on November 1,
1996, as supplemented on October 13,
1997, and February 26, 1998, and that
application is currently unkdergoing NRC
staff review. For iSTS, the licensee has
proposed two safety limits MCPR, one
pertaining to two-recirculation loop
operation and the other to single-
redirculation loop operation.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. Does the change involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated?

The proposed license amendment
establishes a revised safety limit MCPR value
of 1.09 [two-recirculation loop and 1.10 for
single-recirculation loop operation] for use
during Unit I Cycle 12 operation. General
Electric (GE) has determined that both
generic and plant-specific evaluations [two-
oop operation] yield the same calculated

safety limit MCPR value. Additionally, a
document referenced by the Technical
Specification 6.9.3.2 of methodologies used
in determining core operating limits is being
removed.

The probability of an evaluated accident is
derived from the probabilities of the
individual precursors to that accident. The
consequences of an evaluated accident are
determined by the operability of plant
systems designed to mitigate those
consequences. Limits have been established,
consistent with NRC[-] approved methods, to
ensure that fuel performance during normal,
transient, and accident conditions is
acceptable.

The probability of an evaluated accident is
not increased by revising the safety limit
MCPR value to 1.09 [two-loop/1.10 single-
loop]. The change does not require any
physical plant modifications or physically
affect any plant components. Therefore, no
individual precursors of an accident are
affected.

The proposed license amendment
establishes a revised safety limit MCPR that
ensures the fuel is protected during normal
operation and during any plant transients or
anticipated operational occurrences.
Specifically, the reload analysis demonstrates
that a safety limit MCPR value of 1.09 [two-
loop/1.10 single-loop] ensures that less than
0.1 percent of the fuel rods will experience
boiling transition during any plant operation
if the limit is not violated.

The methods for calculating the safety
limit MCPR have been approved by the NRC
and are described in GE's reload licensing
methodology topical report NEDE-24011,
"General Electric Standard Application for
Reactor Fuel (GESTAR II)." Based on (1) the
determination of the new safety limit MCPR
value using conservative approved methods,

and (2) the operability of plant systems
designed to mitigate the consequences of
accidents not having been changed; the
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated have not been increased.

Additionally, removal of the footnote on
the safety limit MCPR value in Technical
Specification 2.1.2 and removal of reference
.'c" from the document list in Technical
Specification 6.9.3.2 will not increase the
probability or consequences of accidents
previously evaluated. The footnote on the
safety limit MCPR value. in Technical
Specification 2.1.2 and reference "c" in
Technical Spbcification 6.9.3.2 were
associated with the safety limit MCPR value
of 1.10 for Unit I Cycle 11 operation. Since
the current safety limit MCPR value of 1.10
applies only to Unit 1 Cycle 11.operation, the
footnote on the safety limit MCPR value in
Technical Specification 2.1.2 and the
reference "c" in Technical Specification
6.9.3.2 are no longer needed and should be
deleted. Thus, removal of the footnote on the
safety limit MCPR value in Technical
Specification 2.1.2 and removal of reference
Vc' from Technical Specification 6.9.3.2 is an
administrative change that has no effect on
the probability or consequences of accidents
previously evaluated.

2. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

This proposed license amendment involves
a revision of the safety limit MCPR from 1.10
to 1.09 [two-loop/1.10 single-loop] based on
the results of both cycle-specific and generic
analyses, removal of the footnote on the
safety limit MCPR value in Technical
Specification 2.1.2, and the removal of a
document roarence listed in Technical
Specification 6.9.3.2 describing the methods
used only during Unit I Cycle 11 to
determine core operating limits. Creation of
the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident would require the creation of one or
more new precursors of that accident. New
accident precursors may be created by
modifications of the plant configuration,
including changes in allowable modes of
operation. This proposed license amendment
does not involve any modifications of the
plant configuration or changes in the
allowable modes of operation. Therefore, no
new precursors of an accident are created
and no new or different kinds of accidents
are created.

3. Does this chang6einvolve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety?

As previously stated, the methods for
calculating the safety limit MCPR have been
previously approved by the NRC and are
described in GE's reload licensing
methodology topical report NEDE-24011.
Use of tnese methods ensures that the
resulting safety limit MCPR satisfies the fuel
design safety criteria. that less than 0.1
percent of the fuel rods experience boiling
transition if the safety limit is not violated.
Based on the assurance that the fuel design
safety criteria will be met, the proposed
license amendment does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee's analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
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instrumentation from SR [surveillance
requirement] tables having no associated
LCO Ilimiting condition for operation], AIT
fire protection systems descriptive text, and
correct previous typographical errors. Several
of the proposed revisions involve changes
which are consistent with NUREG-1430, the
Revised Standard Technical Specifications
(RSTS) for B&W plants. The reliability of
systems and components depended upon to
prevent or mitigate the consequences of
accidents previously evaluated is not
degraded by the proposed changes because
assurance of system and equipment
availability is maintained by surveillance
testing program requirements.

2. Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. The revised
surveillance requirements create no new

lure modes. Verification of equipment
ration continues to be required by plant

W edures. Elimination of the AlT fire
protection system descriptive text from the
TSs would not create a new or different kind
of accident since the change has no effect on
surveillance methodology and frequency
requirements. They are maintained in the
Fire Protection Program.

3. Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety because no operating limits are
affected.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee's analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposesto determiný that the

F .ndment request involves no
ificant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Law/Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
(REGIONAL DEPOSITORY) Walnut
Street and Commonwealth Avenue, Box
1601, Harrisburg, PA 17105.

Attorney for licensee: Ernest L. Blake,
Jr., Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project Director: Cecil 0.
Thomas, Director.

As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of tý
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
(NNECO) has reviewed the proposed revision
in accordance with 10CFR50.92 and has
concluded that the revision does not involve
a significant hazards consideration (SHC).
The basis for this conclusion is that the three
criteria of 10CFR50.92(c) are not satisfied.
The proposed revision does not involve an
SHC because the revision would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequence of an accident
previously evaluated.

The change to the Emergency Operating
Procedures (EOP) to eliminate the use of
Recirculation Spray System (RSS) direct
injection during cold and hot leg
recirculation does not effect the probability
of any accident. The elimination of the
requirement to have RSS directly linject) into
the reactor coolant system did not increase
the consequences of the previously evaluated
accidents. These consequences were
evaluated based on very conservative
assumptions concerning the containment
pressure after the design basis Loss of
Coolant Accident (LOCA), containment
integrated leakage rates, and the fraction of
the sprayed volume. None of these
assumptions were affected by the elimination
of the direct cold-leg injection.

Therefore, the proposed revision does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequence. of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The modification to the RSS did not create
the possibility of a new or different accident
from those previously analyzed. The change
involved elimination of the direct injection
flow path from the design basis of the system
but did not involve physical modifications to
the system itself. The operability of the
affected valves within the direct injection
alignments remained unchanged and these
paths were still available to the operators for
contingencies beyond the design basis. The
EOPs provided clear and explicit guidance to
that effect.

Therefore, the proposed revision does not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

In considering the impact on the margin of
safety as defined in the bases of the
Technical Specifications, the impact of the
change on the design basis analysis of the
fission product barriers must be evaluated.

The minimum Emergency Core Cooling
System flow requirement for long.term core
cooling is that the modified alignment
deliver sufficient flow to satisfy the inventory
lost to the boil off in the vessel due to the
decay heat and the extended boiling from hot
metal in the downcomer and the lower
plenum. The analysis determined that these
requirements were being met.

The elimination of the direct injection
resulted in a flow reduction through the RSS
heat exchanger, from approximately 4000
gpm [gallons per minute] to 1200 gpm. thus
reducing the rate of the heat transfer from the
containment to the service water system. The
design basis of the containment heat removal
systems (circa 1986) is that the containment
pressure will decrease to subatmospheric
within one hour after the Design Basis
Accident to compensate for the reduction in
heat removal from the containment, a smaller
allowable RSS pump degradation was
assumed in the revised containment analysis.
The original RSS pump performance curve
was based on a 10 percent reduction in
developed head from the design curve. For
the modification, a 5 percent reduction was
used. The results of the analysis show that
with these changes the design basis of
maintaining subatmospheric containment
pressure was met.

Based on the above, elimination of the
direct injection did not reduce the margin of
safety because there was no violation of the
acceptance limits and no weakening of the
protective boundaries.

Therefore, the proposed revision does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

In conclusion, based on the information
provided, it is determined that the proposed
revision does not involve an SHC.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee's analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Learning Resources Center,
Three Rivers Community-Technical
College, 574 New London Turnpike.
Norwich, Connecticut, and the
Waterford Library, ATTN: Vince
Juliano, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford,
Connecticut.

Attorney for licensee: Lillian M.
Cuoco, Esq., Senior Nuclear Counsel,
Northeast Utilities Service Company,
P.O. Box 270, Hartford, Connecticut.

NRC Deputy Director: Phillip F.
McKee.

Southern California Edison Company, et
al., Docket Nos. 50-361 and 50-362,
San Onofre Nuclear (knerating Station,
Unit Nos. 2 and 3, San Diego County,
California

Date of amendment requests:
November 2, 1995, as supplemented by
letter dated January 9, 1998. The
January 9, 1998, submittal supersedes
the staff's proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination
evaluation for the requested changes
that wdas published on April 10, 1996
(61 FR 15995).

Description of amendment requests:
In the November 2, 1995, letter, the

[Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al., Docket No. 50-423, Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3, New
London County, Connecticut

Date of amendment request: March 3,
.,A998.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed revision to the Millstone
Unit 3 licensing basis would eliminate
the requirement to have the
recirculation spray system directly
inject into the reactor coolant system
following a design basis accident.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:


