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July 29, 1993 ]

Docket No. 50-423
B14551

Re: 10CFR50.90 -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555 :

Gentlemen:

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3
,

Proposed Revision to Technical Specifications -

Supolementary leak Collection and Release System

Introduction
.

i

Pursuant to 10CFR50.90, Northeast Nuclear Energy Corporation (NNECO) hereby
proposes to amend Operating License NPF-49 by incorporating the changes
identified in the attachments into the Technical Specifications of Millstone
Unit No. 3. The principal purpose of the proposed changes is to resolve the
phenomenon described in Information Notice 88-76m for Millstone Unit No. 3.

.

The proposed changes will clarify the areas of Millstone Unit No. 3 where a
i

negative pressure of 0.25 inch water gauge (WG) must be obtained; delineate '

the equipment required to comprise an operable supplementary leak collection
and release system (SLCRS); and denote the equipment required to comprise an
operable auxiliary building filter system (ABFS). Also,-the proposed changes
will prepare Millstone Unit No. 3 for the future ban on the use of certain :

halogenated hydrocarbons as test gases. The markup technical specification
pages are provided in Attachment 1, and the retyped technical specification

' pages are provided in Attachment 2. The proposed changes are described in
detail below. .

'

Backaround
i,

On September 19, 1988, the NRC Staff issued Information Notice No. 88-76 to-
alert licensees of a phenomenon which could cause the secondary containment
pressure to rise above allowable values. Specifically, the Information Notice
stated that the design of Nine Mile Point Unit No. 2 did not take into account
the' temperature-induced . difference in the pressure gradients inside and

(1) C. E. Rossi letter to all holders of operating licenses or construction-
permits for nuclear power reactors, "NRC Information Notice No. 88-76:
Recent Discovery of a Phenomenon Not Previously Considered in the Design
of Secondary Containment Pressure Control," dated September 19, 1988.
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outside the secondary containment. During periods of time when outside i

temperatures are significantly lower than reactor building temperatures,
pressure differentials between the inside and outside of the secondary
enclosure at upper elevations were calculated to be less negative than the
allowable value of -0.25 inch WG. Information Notice No. 88-76 stated that s

the installed instrumentation at Nine Mile Point Unit No. 2 was " insufficient
to accurately determine reactor building differential pressure at higher
elevations."

To assess the applicability of the Information Notice at Millstone Unit No. 3,
an operability determination /reportability evaluation was initiated. The :

determination / evaluation has been comp!eted. It identified that Millstone
Unit No. 3 was susceptible to the same phenomenon. The -

determination / evaluation concluded that the SLCRS was currently operable, and
would remain operable through October 31, 1993. This conclusion was based on
a comparison of available test data, environmental data presented in the ,

Millstone Unit No. 3 Updated Final Safety Analysis Report, and calculations to
account for pressure / temperature differences across the containment enclosure
at various elevations. Test results verified the ability of the current

|
testing configuration (SLCRS plus auxiliary building ventilation) to meet the

! requirements of Technical Specification Surveillance 4.6.6.1.d.3. The current
| configuration is able to produce a negative pressure of greater than or equal

to -0.25 inch WG in the annulus within 50 seconds after a start signal (this
time does not include the diesel generator start and load time). However, t's
determination concluded that for various periods of time, particularly during
cooler weather, the SLCRS may have been inoperable. A prompt report under the
auspices of 10CFR50.72(b)(2)(iii)(c) regarding this historical condition was
made on June 17, 1993, and a Licensee Event Report was submitted under the
auspices of 10CFR50.73(a)(2)(v)(c) on July 15, 1993. <2)

To resolve this issue, NNECO is proposing revisions to the Millstone Unit
No. 3 Technical Specifications. These proposed changes clarify the locations
where a negative pressure of 0.25 inches WG must be obtained; delineate the
equipment necessary to comprise an operable SLCRS; and denote the equipment !

necessary to comprise an operable ABFS. i

!

In addition, NNEC0 would like to resolve the issue concerning the future ban
on the use of certain halogenated hydrocarbons. For a number of years,
certain halogenated hydrocarbons have been the gases of choice for testing the

,

leak tightness of charcoal filters. Due to the future ban on these products,
| the industry will have to specify an acceptable alternate test gas. This
| submittal proposes to replace the references to the phrase "a halogenated

hydrocarbon refrigerant" with the phrase "an acceptable." The term
" acceptable" implies that the new gas will provide the necessary assurance of

(2) S. E. Scace letter to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, " Facility
Operating License No. NPF-49, Docket No. 50-423, Licensee Event Report
93-009-00," dated July 15, 1993.
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,

the leak tightness of the charcoal filters. This proposed change will prepare
Millstone Unit No. 3 for the future ban on the use of certain halogenated :

hydrocarbons. |
Description of Proposed Chanae

;

Specifically, NNEC0 proposes to revise the Millstone Unit No. 3 Technical
Specifications by expanding the limiting condition of operation (LCO) for
Technical Specification 3.6.6.1 to delineate the equipment necessary to
comprise an operable SLCRS; expanding the LCO for Technical

.

Specification 3.7.9 to denote the equipment necessary to comprise an operable !

ABFS and to state that the action statements of Technical Specification -

3.6.6.1 must be met' when an ABFS is declared inoperable; substituting the term j
" secondary containment boundary" for the term " annulus" in Technical
Specification Surveillance 4.6.6.1.d.3; clarifying the areas represented by
the term secondary containment boundary in' Bases Section 3/4.6.6.1; rewriting ;

Bases Section 3/4.6.6.1. to expand the basis for the SLCRS LCO, action ;

statements, and surveillance requirements; revising Bases Section 3/4.7.9 to !

be consistent with the proposed revision to Technical Specification 3.7.9; and ;

replace the phrase "a halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant" in Technical >

Specification Surveillances 4.6.1.1.f, 4.7.7.g and 4.7.9.f with the phrase "an î
acceptable. "

NNECO proposes to revise the LC0 for Technical Specification 3.6.6.1 to state !
that an operable SLCRS is comprised of one operable filter- and fan, and one |

operable ABFS. The revision to the LC0 for this Technical Specification |
acknowledges that the SLCRS works in conjunction with the ABFS to achieve a '

| negative pressure within the secondary containment boundary within one minute !
of a Design Basis Accident (DBA). This proposed change would ~ impose an
additional restriction on the operation of Millstone Unit No. 3. !.

i

NNEC0 proposes to replace the term- " annulus" denoted in Technical !

; Specification Surveillance 4.6.6.1.d.3 with the phrase " secondary containment
! boundary." The secondary containment boundary will be defined in Bases

Section 3/4.6.6.1 as the. containment enclosure building (excluding ~ the air,

l' volume above the SLCRS suction ductwork .in the enclosure building) and - all
| contiguous buildings (main steam valve building (partially), engineered safety

features (ESF) building (partially), hydrogen recombiner building (partially)!

! and auxiliary building). These changes would permit Millstone Unit No. 3 to
operate with the potential for the upper elevations-of the enclosure building

,to be at a slightly positive pressure. '

To support these changes, NNECO. proposes to replace Bases Section 3/4.6.6.1
with ad that would be more informative. The guidance of
NUREG-1431'(scussion) was utilized to develop the proposed. rewrite of Bases Section -|

(3) NUREG-1431, " Standard Technical Specifications, Westinghouse Plants,"
issued by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission in September 1992.

|

_ _ . . . _ _ _ _ . ., ._ . ,.
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|

3/4.6.6.1. Also, the proposed rewrite of Bases Section 3/4.6.6.1 will define
the areas comprising the secondary containment boundary, as well as provide an
expanded basis for the LCO, action statements, and surveillance requirements.
These changes will add to the information available to individuals concerned
with the operability of the SLCRS.

NNEC0 proposes to revise the LC0 for Technical Specification 3.7.9 to
delineate that an operable ABFS is comprised of one operable filter and fan, j

and one operational charging pump / reactor ' plant component cooling water pump
ventilation system. The proposed change to Bases Section 3/4.7.9 reflects
this change. Also, NNEC0 proposes to modify the action statement of Technical
Specification 3.7.9 by denoting that the action requirements of Technical
Specification 3.6.6.1 must be met when an ABFS is declared inoperable. The ;

proposed changes to Technical Specification 3.7.9 would impose additional )
restrictions on the operation of Millstone Unit No. 3.

4

i

NNEC0's proposal to replace the phrase "a halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant" i
denoted in Technical Specification Surveillances 4.6.1.1.f, 4.7.7.g, and ,

4.7.9.f with the phrase "ari acceptable" will provide Millstone bnit No. 3 with !

additional flexibility concerning which gas may be used to leak rate test the
charcoal filters. In the near future, the use of certain halogenated

.

hydrocarbons as test gases will be banned. Therefore, the industry will have |
to adopt a new standard test gas. This change simply prepares Millstone Unit
No. 3 for this future event. No change to the acceptance criteria is being
proposed; thus, the assumed efficiency of the charcoal filters will be
unaffected.

Safety Assessment

Appendix A to Sect 15.6.5 of the Standard Review Plan (SRP)") andRegulatory Guide 1.4'{on) provide the guidelines for performing the calculation
of radiological consequences of a loss of' coolant accident (LOCA). These
documents establish a set of simplifying nonmechanistic assumptions to use in
the calculation. Utilizing these assumptions permits one to reach the
conclusion specified in the SRP that the distances to the exclusion area
boundary and to the low population zone boundary of the site, in conjunction

iwith the engineered safety features of the plant are sufficient to provide i
reasonable assurance that the total radiological consequences of such an ;
accident will be within the exposure guidelines set forth in 10CFR Part 100,
100.11. The key words in this conclusion are " reasonable assurance."

(4) NUREG-0800, " Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis
Reports for Nuclear Power Plants, LWR Edition," issued by the U.S.
Nuclea'r Regulatory Commission in June 1987.

(5) Regulatory Guide 1.4, " Assumptions Used for Evaluating the Potential
Radiological Consequences of a LOCA for PWRs," Revision 2, June 1974.

. - -
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To assume credit for the secondary containment filtration systems, the SRP
states that the secondary containment must reach a negative pressure
differential of 0.25 inch WG. The SRP does not provide a basis for the ,

magnitude of the negative pressure, nor does it delineate any specific i

requirements regarding where the pressure differential must be measured. For 1

Millstone Unit No. 3, Technical Specification Surveillance 4.6.6.1 delineates
that the SLCRS must be capable of producing a tiegative pressure of at least
0.25 inch WG, but the Technical Specification does not specify where this
requirement applies. Currently, the measurement locations are primarily at
the 24' elevation in the various structures that are within the SLCRS region.

As discussed in the Background Section of this submittal, Information Notice
No. 88-76 informed licensees of a previously unidentified phenomenon which
could cause the secondary containment pressure to rise above allowable values.
Basically, the Information Notice states that if a licensee is measuring the
pressure differential at lower elevations, then the potential exists for the
licensee to be at an unacceptable pressure at higher elevations in a tall
building during periods of time when the outside and inside air temperatures
are significantly different. The Information Notice did not state where
pressure differential measurements should be taken, or calculational guidance
to assume a given percent exfiltration if specific negative pressure
differentials could not be achieved.

For Millstone Unit No. 3, the phenomenon described in Information Notice No.
88-76 could only impact the enclosure building. The pressure differentials
for the other areas within the secondary containment boundary (auxiliary
building, main steam valve building, hydrogen recombiner building, and ESF
building) have been demonstrated to be sufficiently negative, and the building

,

j height sufficiently low.

NNEC0 has performed an evaluation of the potential for exfiltration from the
upper levels of the enclosure building. The evaluation concluded that the
probability of any exfiltration from the upper levels of the enclosure
building is very small, and that there is " reasonable assurance" that the
primary containment leakage will be filtered. These conclusions were based on
the following:

1) The probability of leakage into the enclosure building is negligible.
Nearly all penetrations from the containment to the SLCRS region are in
the other buildings, and no penetration " rom the containment to the
enclosure building has ever failed ..k rate test. While the
enclosure building interfaces with the other buildings, the fact that
the ABFS only draws from the auxiliary building and helps draw a higher,

! negative pressure in the enclosure building than with SLCRS alone,
| indicates that the net flow in the accident ventilation mode is from the
! enclosure building to the auxiliary building.

2) The penetrations from the containment to the enclosure building are
located in the lower half of the building. The SLCRS suction ductwork

i

!
l

.
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in the enclosure building is in the middle elevation of the building.
Thus, potential leakage would tend to be drawn into the SLCRS ductwork
during its upward journey to the higher elevations.

3) No penetrations from the enclosure building to the environment are
located in the upper elevations. Thus, even though the pressure
differential may be slightly positive, out-leakage would be through
tight cracks, inseams, etc. Studies have shown significant dose
reduction due to plateout in traversing these leakage paths. No credit
is taken for this plateoJt, but it Could be nearly as effective as the
filters.

4) A significant temperature differential between the outside and inside
air must exist for there to in a positive pressure under typical wind
conditions. Significant fuel failure will not occur for at least 30
minutes post-LOCA. Tests for pressure differential have shown that
after 2 minutes the differential pressure at the 24' elevations is
typically -0.5 inch WG. For these conditions, a temperature i

differential of 50 degrees Fahrenheit would be required for the pressure
to be less than -0.25 inch WG at the top of the enclosure building. A
temperature differential of over 90 degrees Fahrenheit would be required
to be positive at the upper elevations. The probability of these
temperature differentials actually occurring is low.

The above discussion was provided to demonstrate that the proposed changes
meet the intent of the LOCA assumptions provided in the SRP, and that

,

| operation of Millstone Unit No. 3 with the proposed changes provides
'_

| " reasonable assurance" that the limitations of 10CFR100 are met. !

The safety significance for the phenomenon identified by Information Notice
No. 88-76 is whether or not iodines and/or particulates will be filtered out,

| prior to release to the atmosphere. The rationale for determining that these ;

proposed changes do not involve any safety significance is discussed below: >

1) Since noble gases will not be filtered, accidents involving
predominantly noble gas releases will not be affected by whether the
release is coming from leaks in the enclosure building or out the

,

filtered ventilation vent. Accidents involving noble gases are much '

more probable than those with significant levels of airborne iodines and :

| particulates.

2) When the design basis analysis (DBA) rules were written, it was assumed
that iodine would exist primarily in the volatile form of I . Experience |z
from the incident at Three Mile Island and additional studies have
demonstrated that iodine would exist predominantly in the nonvolatile !

form of Csl for most DBA-type accidents. Reports have been written
;

downgrading the perceived safety significance of filtration systems.
I '

3
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3) The probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) analysis for Millstone Unit
No. 3 resulted in an acceptable safety risk, as all safety goals are
met. The analysis took no credit for secondary. containment or
filtration of containment leakage. Hence, Millstone Unit No. 3 would
meet all its safety goals, even if there was a total failure of all
emergency filtration systems.

4) The contribution to public risk from the containment leakage scenarios,
even assuming no filtration, is an insignificant fraction of the overall
risk associated with gross containment failure. '

Sianificant Hazards Consideration
|
'In accordance with 10CFR50.92, NNEC0 has reviewed the attached proposed

changes and has concluded that they do not involve a significant hazards
consideration. The basis for this conclusion is that the three criteria of
10CFR50.92(c) are not compromised. The proposed changes do not involve c
significant hazards consideration because the changes would not:

1. Involve a sianificant increase in the probability or consecuences of an
accident previously evaluated.

,

!
The proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in the'

probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The
rationale for this conclusion is:

a) The proposed change to delineate the equipment required to
comprise an operable SLCRS in the LC0 for Technical Specification
3.6.6.1 would impose an additional restriction on the operation of
Millstone Unit No. 3.

To support these changes, NNEC0 has proposed to revise Bases
Section 3/4.6.6.1. The proposed changes to Bases
Section 3/4.6.6.1 will provide a more informative discussion on
the basis for the LCO, action statements, and surveillance
requirements,

b) The proposed change to replace the term " annulus":with the term
" secondary containment boundary" _in Technical _ Specification
Surveillance 4.6.6.1.d.3 in conjunction with the proposed change
to clarify the areas included within the secondary containment
boundary in Bases Section 3/4.6.6.1 would permit Millstone Unit
No. 3 to operate with the potential for the upper elevations of
the enclosure building to be at a slightly positive pressure. The i

acceptability of such a condition, both in terms of its actual |
safety significance and in meeting the intent of the SRP criteria
for design basis LOCA radiological consequence calculations, was
discussed in the Safety Assessment Section of this submittal.

_ _ _
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!To summarize, there is no safety . significance based on the PRA
analysis. Containment leakage scenarios .are a very small :

contributor to the total acceptable public risk for Millstone Unit- !
! No. 3, and no credit is taken for secondary containment or !

filtration in evaluating- such scenarios. Additionally, the most i
likely containment leakage scenarios do not involve high levels of i

volatile iodine species, and 'since the filters do' not treat noble !
'

| gases, the importance of filters is somewhat reduced.
'

In regard to the design. bases LOCA analyses, the SRP conclusion
that Millstone Unit No. 3 have " reasonable assurance" that ;

10CFR100 limits will be met is still valid. This_is based on the
very low probability that unfiltered leakage from the top of the - |
enclosure building would be_ of significance. A significant t

release via that pathway would require the simultaneous occurrence |
. of the' following low probability conditions: 1) high- levels of - !

| volatile iodine _ species airborne in- containment; _2) containment !

L leakage into the enclosure building; 3) ' bypass : of the SLCRS ;

( ductwork intakes in the mid-level of - the enclosure building as - !
! activity rises to the upper elevation; 4) leakage pathways to the '

: environment in the upper levels of the enclosure building; 5) lack !

j of significant plateout via such leakage paths; and 6) the proper !
' meteorological conditions (e.g., . at least a 50.-degree Fahrenheit

temperature differential between outside and inside air):such that !
a positive pressure might exist. The combined probability of such !,

; conditions is so low- that it need not be considered in a ;

| determination of " reasonable assurance." j
.

c) The proposed change to delineate the equipment necessary to
L comprise an operable ABFS in the~ LCO- for. Tachnical ,

| _ Specification 3.7.9, and the proposed change to require compliance r

with the action statements of Technical- Specification 3.6.6.1 when !
an ABFS is declared inoperable in - the action -statements for :

Technical Specification 3.7.9 will impose additional restrictions !
on the operation of Millstone Unit No. 3. The proposed revision

,

to Bases Section 3/4.7.9 will ensure that the basis and the LC0
; for Technical Specification 3.7.9 are consistent with each other. ;

i
.

'
'

d) The proposal to replace the phrase "a -halogenated hydrocarbon
refrigerant" denoted in Technical Specification'

.

Surveillances 4.6.1.1.f, 4.7.7.g, and 4.7.9.f- with the phrase "an !
-acceptable" will not change any of the acceptance criteria for the !
charcoal filter leak rate test. The changes.are being proposed to

,

permit Millstone: Unit No. 3 to cope with the future ban of certain ;

halogenated hydrocarbons. Because the changes will not impact the j
assumed efficiency of the charcoal filters, the calculated dose !
consequences of any postulated -accident'_ will not be affected.

|
;

E

!

I
,

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

accident oreviously evaluated.

The proposed changes do not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated. The proposed-
changes do'not compromise the ability of the SLCRS and ABFS to mitigate ,

the consequences of an accident. Also, the proposed changes do not j
involve any physical alterations to plant equipment or procedures which !

would introduce any new or- unique operational modes or ' accident i
'precursors.
;

3. Involve a sianificant reduction in a marain of safety. )
! t

.The proposed changes do not involve a significant reduction in a margin ;

of safety. The rationale 'for this conclusion is the same as that ,

presented above for item 1 of this section and is not repeated here, j
,

Moreover, the Commission has provided guidance concerning the application of i

standards in 10CFR50.92 by- providing certain examples (March 6, 1986,. |
51FR7751) of amendments that are considered not- likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration. Several of the proposed changes are
enveloped by example (ii), a change that constitutes an additional limitation, ,

,
restriction, or control not- presently included in. the technical. |

| specifications. They are: (1) defining the equipment necessary to comprise an '

| operable SLCRS in the LC0 of Technical Specification 3.6.6.1, (2) delineating i

the equipment necessary to comprise an operable ABFS in the LC0 of Technical i
Specification 3.7.9, and (3) requiring compliance with the action requirements !

of Technical Specification 3.6.6.1 when the action statements of. Techncial !
Specification 3.7.9 are entered. The proposed rewrite of Bases Section |3/4.6.6.1 is not enveloped by any of the specific examples. This change will- !
provide a more informative discussion of the basis for the . LCO, action ;

statements, and surveillance requirements. The proposed changes to Technical i
Specification Surveillances 4.6.1.1.f, 4.7.7.g, and 4.7.9.f to replace the :

phrase "a halogenated hydrocarbon refrigerant" with "an acceptable" is similar !
to example (vii); a change to conform a license to changes in the-regulations t

where the license change results in very minor changes to facility operations '

clearly.in keeping with the regulations.

The discussions above demonstrate that the proposed change to replace the term
" annulus" with the. term " secondary containment boundary" in Technical i

Specification' Surveillance 4.6.6.1.d.3 in conjunction with the proposed change
to clarify the areas included within the secondary containment boundary in
Bases Section 3/4.6.6.1 meet- the intent of the LOCA assumptions provided in
the SRP, and that operation of Millstone Unit No. 3'with the proposed changes

_provides " reasonable assurance" that the limitations of 10CFR100 are met.
Also, based on.the PRA analysis, these proposed changes do not.have any safety
significance. Containment-leakage scenarios are a very small contributor to
the total acceptable public risk for Millstone. Unit No. 3, and no credit is
taken for secondary containment or filtration in evaluating such scenarios.

. . - - .- . - _. -. . .
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;

Additionally, the most likely containment leakage scenarios do not involve ,

high levels of volatile iodine species. Therefore, the importance of filters
is somewhat reduced, since they do not treat noble gases.

! NNEC0 has reviewed the proposed license amendment against the criteria of
10CFR51.22 for environmental considerations. The proposed changes do not
involve a significant hazards consideration, do not increase the types and
amounts of effluents that may be released offsite, nor significantly increase
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposures. Based on the
foregoing, NNECO concludes that the proposed changes meet the criteria
delineated in 10CFR51.22(c)(9) for a categorical exclusion from the '

requirements for an environmental impact statement.

The Millstone Unit No. 3 Nuclear Review Board has reviewed and approved this
proposed amendment and concurs with the above determination.

>

In accordance with 10CFR50.91(b), we are providing the State of Connecticut !

with a copy of this proposed amendment.

As discussed in the Background Section of this submittal, the results of our i

operability determination are valid through October 31, 1993. Given these
,

circumstances, NNEC0 requests that the NRC Staff issue the subject amendment .

prior to October 31, 1993, to be effective upon issuance. We will, of course, '

promptly provide any additional information the NRC Staff may need to respond i

to this request. ',

Very truly yours,
,

I
NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

|

#
,

n
J. F. Opeka) O '

ExecutivMice President

cc: (See Page 11)

! |

|
!

|

|
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;

.

;

cc: T. T. Martin, Region I Administrator i
V. L. Rooney, NRC Project Manager, Millstone Unit No. 3 :

, P. D. Swetland, Senior Resident Inspector, Millst 'ne Unit Nos.1, 2,
,

| and 3 i
! !
| Mr. Kevin McCarthy

Director, Radiation Control Unit

| Department of Environmental Protection :

i Hartford, Connecticut 06116

Subscribed and sworn to before me

this $ day of h d o , 1993 ;

M4hd S // //bntYr'
'

| Nqtdry Public !

Date Commission Expires: . ? 2// ?)
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