Commonwealth Edison

One First National Plaza, Chicago, lllinois
Address Reply to: Post C *fice Box 767
Chicago. lllinois 60690

December 16, 1981

Mr. A. Schwencer, Chief

Licensing Branch #2

Division of Licensing

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, 0.C. 20555

Subject: LaSalle County Station Units 1 and 2
Increase in Accident Pressure, Pa
NRC Dockets Nos., 50-373 and 50-374

Reference (a): C. E. Sargent letter to A. Schwe'.cer
dated November 24, 198l.

Dear Mr. Schwencer:

The purpose of this letter is to provide information
requested by Mr. A. Bournia in recent telephone conversations
cuncerning the increase in tne LaSalle Lounty Station Primary
Containment Accident Pressure, Pa. Also provided is our basis for
not reperforming the high pressure bypass leakage test as a result
of the change in accident pressure, Pa.

a) Factors Affecting Pa Change

The peak drywell pressure has changed from the initially
reported value of 32.5 psig to a revised calculated value of
35.6 psig. The increase is jdentified in changes to Chapter 6
pages in the FSAR Amendment 59. This change was provided to the
NRC staff by transmittal of Reference (a). The reason for the
increase was two-fold:

&s Recalculation of the pressure rise associated with the
inclusion of subcooled inventury in the recirculation
line break accident. This increment of change
amounted to 1.5 psi or approximately 21 percent of the
total increase.

Recalculation of the inlet pressure drop across the
inverted covers on the drywell downcomers from the
as-built condition. This increment o change amounted
to 5.6 psi or roughly 79 percent of th. total increase. G&P\
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2)

3)

The limiting case for steam suppression bypass leakage
occurs during a small line break that is assumed to be
undetected, hence it continues for an extended period.
The differential pressure across the drywell floor
during this scenerio is insufficient to clear the sup-
pression downcomer vents, but it is the driving force
behind the bypass leakage. This pressure differential
is in the range of 5 psid which is markedly less than
the already tested value of 17.7 psid. The test result
established that a significant margin exists.

The existence of the stainless steel liner in the
wetwell which backs up the concrete floor should be
acknowledged as a barrier to progesssively increasing
leakage cracks in the concrete floor. Any potential
leakage site through that barrier would evidence itself
in a localized bulge in the stainless steel liner.

In accorgance with the information provided above, our

current plans do not include a reperformance of the high pressure
bypass leakage test. We reqguest your concurrence of this plan as
soon as possible. This is necessary to resolve a concern, expressed
by an NRC Region IIl Inspector, regarding this subject.

If there are any questions in this regard, please contact

this office.

Very truly yours,

(Ei £§,SZJU:7F44)rJ

C. E. Sargent
Nuclear Licensing Administrator

cc: NRC Resident Inspector - LSCS
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