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NRC RESPONSE TO THE SEP OWNERS GROUP SUGGESTIONS FOR DOCUMENTATION
, PROCEDURES FOR THE NRC SYSTE:MTIC EVALUATION PROGRAM

The suggestions for documentation procedures presented by the SEP Owners

Group at the May 31, 1978 meeting closely parallels the staff views on

the subject. We further believe that because of the nature of the

program, the magnitude, and duration, it is imperative that all parties

clearly understand the method by which the reviews will be perfomed

and the process by which results will be documented.

It is just as important to realize that the underlying principle of

our regulations holds the licensee ultimately responsible for the

safety of its facility. However, the SEP is unlike normal staff safety

assessments in that the staff will be initiating unilateral and in some

cases d nova reviews which are not requested by the licensee. This

approach places further emphasis on the importance for establishing, with a

common understanding, sound rules by which such assessments and reviews

. will be documented.

Regarding the evolution of the SEP topics, at the onset of the Systematic

Evaluation Program, a list totaling more than eight hundred safety topics

was compiled from several lists of outstanding concerns. Members of the

staff were asked to submit any safety issues that they thought were gemane

and should be covered in the program. The Systematic Evaluation Progran

group studied the list and reduced it to only those safety-related

appropriate topics. Many topics were deleted because of duplication,

some because of non-applicability to light water reactors and others

on the basis of being research and develcoment. Topics relating to work

3
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the staff is involved in for the purpose of refining its techniques

were also deleted. Areas that the NRC is considering but not yet
,

implementing on new facilities were culled from the list. Additional

deletions were items periodically reviewed or which have already been

reviewed and implemented. Topics which were similar or related were

combined in the preparation of topic definitions. Topics culled for

" lesser safety significance" were defined and a justification written.

At the completion of the culling process the remaining topics were

divided into two groups, generic and non-generic; the generic topics

being denoted by an asterisk in the final list. The scheduling and

review of generic topics will be performed essentially independent of

the SEP. However, implementation of resolved generic issues will be

integrated into the program to ensure appropriate consideration of the

impact of any changes or modifications. Throughout the entire culling

phase, the staff maintained a tracable record of the disposition of

every topic and refers to this whenever items surface that may impact

the program, tc ensure that the status of any previously considered

topic has not changed. As stated throughout the program new issues of

safety signi'icance may be added to the progra as they are identified or

they may be resolved on an expeditious basis apart from any SEP schedule.

An ite of this nature and its resolution would require management approval

prior to its in:lusic. in the SEF.

The sta" has cor;1eted the review of several topics, the assessments for

which are en:lesed as Attachrent 1. It is imoortan- to note that the
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staff's definition of " complete" for this phase does not necessarily

mean that the topic has been closed out, but only that the staff has core

to a decision point in that either the topic is satisfactorily resolved or

cannot be resolved until. consideration in the Design Basis Event review

or other related topics. Once significant deviations from criteria are

identified, the topics will be evaluated to determine their impact on

related design basis events. It is necessary to follow this approach since

some topic definitions are writter. such that extensive review would be
_

required to complete the evaluation independent of specific DBE evaluations.
.

By re.ie..ing ca:h topic onl t; the er. tent necessary to evaluate its

effect on the DSE, for a given plant the complete review and evaluation can

occur as part of the DSE evaluations in a more efficient manner with more

balanced decisions.

SEP staff members are assigned areas of review responsibility.

Docketed and related background material will be carefully reviewed 'to

obtain as much information about a specific area as possible with minimum

impact on a licensee. It is expected that the review of a large number

of topics on the NRC final topic list for each plant can be completed

based on the presently available information on the docket. For this

first category of topics, no information will be required from licensees.

The NRC will send to the licensees its interim evaluation of each such

topic as they are completed in order that the licensee can carefully

examine the facts upon which the staff based its evaluation. The

licensee should respond either that the bases (facts defining the plant)

are correct, or are in error. If in error, correcting information should
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be supplied to the docket. The licensee is not required to agree with

the NRC evaluation and is also encouraged to supply any other material

for the docket on these topics as he may choose. Topics in Attachment 1

fall in this group.

For the second category of topics, the NRC may require information

regarding the plants from the licensee. To expedite the reviev: process,

information required from the licensee will be obtained at working

meetings or 0;> conference calls. Information obtained by this process

must, however at soire later date, be placed on the official docket or

formally supplied to the NRC in accordance with standard practice.

Analyses performed by the staff utilizing input from the licensee need

only be reviewed and verified by the licensee for those facts describing

the plant design unless for some reason the licensee-chooses to use the

staff's calculations for subsequent licensing justification. In that

case, the licensee must be prepared to completely support the correctness
,

of the staff information, bases, assumptions and calculations.

The third category of tooics will be those that require licensee analyses.

Tnese will be treated in the same manner as those in routine licensing -

actions; licensee analyses will be placed on the official docket in

accordance with standard practice. The staff will make every attempt

to identify such topics to the licensees as early in the program as

possible,

i

.

i
'

,
,_ _ _ ___.
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The content of staff assessments documenting completion of individual
!

topics or areas of concern will be informally discussed with the licensees;

to ensure that the information used is factual and current and accurately

protrays the facility. Initial assessmerts of individual Safety topics

or design basis events will be placed in tne Public' Document Room and

forwarded to the licensee for Cormtent. The' initial assessments will be

sucoleriented as needed to include correction or additional comrents. At

the ompletiun of the program all initial assessments will be consolidated'

i

and a fir.al assessment will be issued. NRC meeting minutes will typically

I be forwarded to the licensees for their review. Cormients received will

be placed in the Public Document Room.
!
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ATTACHMENT 1

ASSESSMENTS OF ESSENTIALLY COMPLETE TOPICS

TOPIC III - 10C - Surveillance Requirements on B'aR Recirculation
Pumps and Discharge Valves

SEP Plants Affected - Millstone 1, Dresden 2

DBEs Affected - Loss-of-Coolant Accident

Discussion

This topic applies to the Low Pressure Coolant Injection System (LPCIS)

at Boiling Water Reactors and specifically only to those systems which

have undergone the LPCIS modification to remove the LPCIS loop selection

logic. This logic network, which is still installed on two of the

three applicable SEP Boiling Water Reactors (Millstone Unit No.1 and

Dresden Unit No.- 2), is designed to direct LPCIS flow to the intact

recirculation loop in the event of a loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA).
,

Oyster Creek has no LPCIS.

The logic network also was designed to close the suction and discharge

valves of the intact loop to prevent LPCIS flow from bypassing the

core and flowing out the break in the event of a LOCA. This modifi-

cation was performed on all BWR-3 units (including Millstone Unit

No. I and Dresden Unit No. 2) to allow closure of only the discharge

valve. This is because in the unlikely event of a LOCA occurring

between the suction and discharge valves of a recirculation loop with

concurrent failure of the loop selection logic, rapid break isolation

orfor to sufficient reactor depressurization which would allow influx

of low pressure, high volume cooling water could result in increased

peak clad tenperatures. '

i

I
'

.

.

-> x e



.

*
.

'

.

2--

!
i On BWR-4 facilities the loop selection logic has been disabled and

.

i. LPCIS flow is now directed to both recirculation loops, with discharge,

.

Yalves on both loops directed to shut automatically. This topic is
.

directed toward these facilities and concerns surveillance requirements
} t

for the discharge val'ves and recirculation pumps bypass valves.

-

Conclusion.

f

,

This topic does not apply to Phase II SEP facilities.
.

I 6

!

l

.

|

i

f
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TOPIC IV-1A - Operation with less than all loops in service

SEP Plants Affected - PWR's and BWR's

DBEs Affected - Loss-of-Coolant Accident

Discussion
.

The majority of the presently operating BWRs and PWRs are designed-

,' to operate with less than full reactor coolant flow. If a PWR reactor

i coolant pump or a BWR recirculation pump becomes inoperative, the flow

provided by the remaining loops is sufficient for steady state operation.

. .
'

at a power level less than full power. .
,

j -

I
*

! Plants authorized for long term operation with one reactor coolant
i

pump out of service have submitted, and the staff has approved, the

necessary ECCS, steady state, and transient calculations. The remaining

PWR and BWR licer:ees have Technical Specifications which require a
i

; reactor shutdown within a fairly short time if one of the operating~

' loops becomes inopgrable (with the exception of two which are discussed'

,

'

below). -

*
. . ,

..-
-

. ,

SEP APPLI'CABILITY
.

The docketed material for the 11 systematic evaluation program plants
.

I
has been reviewed with respect' to operation with less than all loops in*

service. One licensee (Dresden 2) has requested authorization to operate';
,

with less than all loops in. service, the staff is reviewing the analyses

submitted with the request and approval will be granted when the staff

approves the analysis. Five facilitie: (Yankee Rowe, Millstone 1,
,

Ginna, Palisades,and San Onofre) are not authori:ed to operate with
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less than all loops in service, Technical Specificati.ons restrict this'

,.
'

mode to a period of. 24 hours. a.t Wh.ich time the faci,li;ty, must have the

idle loop .rdstored.,to service or~ shutdown. Three facilities (Connecticut-

j Yankee, Oyster Creek, and Dresden 1) have had an analysis reviewed and
i

approved by the staff which authorizes N-1 loop operation. Two facilities;

LACBWR and Big Rock Point) have had authorization to operate in the N-1
..

loop mode since they were licensed, however there is no supporting ECCS-

. .

analysis to justify operation.
.

.

.
Conclusion

i

i This . topic is complete for all the SEP facilities with the exception of
,,

.

LACBWR and Big Rock Point, for the latter two if continued authorization
.-

is to be pemitted an analysis will have to be submitted which describes

the thermal-hydraulic conditions of N-1 loop operation during ECCS, steady

state, and transient conditions'. Until such an analysis is performed
,

and approved. Operation with less than all loops in service should be

restricted to a 24 hobr period at which time the plant should be shutdowne
,

| unless the idle loop has been made operable. -

.

.
.

|

|

|

|
_ . ._ _ __ ___ _ ._ ,_ . _ _



.

.
.

.
.

TOPIC IV-3 - BWR Jet Pump Operating Indications

SEP Plants Affected - Millstone 1, Dresden 2

DBEs Affected - Loss-of-Coolant Accident

'

* Discussion .

The capability to reflood the core may be precluded in the event of a

LOCA if all jet pumps are not operable. A jet pump ins'trument sensing
' '

- -
. . .

line failure could result in inaccurate core flow measurements or the ,

;

inability to detect a jet pump failure.-

.

This topic applies only to Dresden Unit 2 and Millstone Unit 1; therefore,
:

it should be removed from the review list for the nine remaining SEP
'

plants. -

The review of BWR Jet Pump operating indications has not begun for the

two applicable facilities. The SEP staff cannot proceed any further-

until additional information is obtained frem the licensee.I I&E
'

~

and !{RR are working closely to determine the adequacy of present jet''

pump operability technical specifications. If resoluticn cannot be
,

'

made prior to the start of the Design Basis Events (DBE's) assessments

the topic will be reviewed considering the potential effects on related
'

DBEs.

-
.

-

.
,

.

'

.

I Dresten 2 has not repliec to ecues- 'y 'r.#: era ':n.
- ..

--
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TOPIC V-9 - Reactor Core Isolation Cooling System

SEP Plants Affected - None

DBEs Affected - None

; Discussion'

.

[ This topic applies to the RCIC system, a BWR system consisting of a
.

'
steam-driven turbine / pump combination, piping, valves, and controls.

9 RCIC was designed to inject water into the vessel in the case of
,

vessel isolation upon loss of both on-site and off-site A-C power. In

the General Electric Standard Safety Analysis Report (GESSAR), GE,
, ,

took credit for RCIC as a backup for the High Pressure Coolant Injection
,

,

i' System in Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) analyses for certain small

breaks. The NRC concern is that the RCIC system may not have been
~

classified as a safety system, although credit was assumed in the

,; safety analyses.
- .

; .

!
. .

Conclusion .

' '
.

: This topic does not apply to the SEP BWRs (Oyster Creek, Millsone Unit:

.

No.1, Dresden Unit Nos.1 and 2 La Crosse and Big Rock Point) since* *

. .

! 'none of'these facilities has an RCIC system.

[
. .

'

- -
. .

. .

.

! *

I . .

'

'~
.
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TOPIC VI-7.A.2 - Upper Plenum Injection

SEP Plants Affected - Ginna

DBEs Affected - Loss-of-Coolant Accident

'

.i Discussion .

I

|
On May 1,1978, NRC issued Amendmert No.19 to operating license No. DPR-18

.The staff Safety Evaluation Report which supported the license amendment
'

: . .

addressed the upper plenum injection topic.

!.' .

.

Ginna submitted ECCS performance analyses for the Westinghouse and new

Exxon Nuclear Company (ENC) fuels. The Westinghuse analysis was performed

for Cycle 7 fuel which the staff believes is a conservative evaluation-

for the Westinghouse fuel during Cycle 8. The ENC analysis was performed

for Cycle 8 using the ENC WREM-II ECCS evaluation model. The ENC
,

evaluation model'has been reviewed and approved conditionally by the
.

NRC.
. .

.

.

: - . .

The staff has recently considered whether the Westinghouse generic.

evaluation adequately represented the ficw characteristics of Westinghouse

two loop units. The generic evaluation model assumes that all safety
'

injection water is introduced directly into the lower plenum. For the

,' two loop units, the safety injection water is injected into the upper plenum.

Thus, the staff was concerned that '.he Westinghosue model did not consider

interaction between UPI water and steam flow. After plant specific

submittals by licensees operating two loop plants were reviewed, the staff

concluded that the calculations provided by the licensees (with certain

t3difications to the staff's model) are acceptable on an interim basis for
*

.. . ~ - . .
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'
.i

continued safe operation of Westinghouse tno loop plants, while long.| .. :.
6 .

|
'tefm e'fforts continue for developing.a model -specifically treating Pl.

'

Forithe:Ginna plant the calc 61ations which specifically; considered..UPI: using
-

s
' the modified version of the staff model, resulted in a change of only 150F-

i .from those using the generic model in which the UPI-core interaction was
;

I not specifi,cally considered. In the interim, before these models are

developed, Ginna has provided a modification to the current Westinghouse.
,

model which accounts for UPI-core interaction., It was demonstrated that
0the modification resulted in the increase of peak clad temperature by 15 F.

Since for the Ginna plant both E!!C WREM-II and Westinghouse models predict' '

similar PCT's (1922 F for Ei!C WREM-II and 1957 F for Westinghouse) it.

:
can be expected that the UPI modification, when applied to the ENC WREM-II

,

I model, would allow about the same increase in PCT. The licensee has drawn
,a similar conclusion. ,. .. , , , ,,, .. . ,

. . . .
,.

s
'

.
~

C'onclusion

The staff has concluded that although the Westinghouse and Exxon two-lcon
,

_

generic-evaluation models should be char.ged to consider upper plenum.
,

injection (unless the plant is modified), analyses' at the specific

operating conditions applicable to the Ginna plant demonstrue that
.

.g. the effect of disregarding upper' plenum injection interaction on refill-

-

. 0and reflood conditiens will not be significant (less than 20 F PCT).'

Therefore, the staff believes that, for the limited range to which the modtis d:

not deviate frem the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix K item 1.D.3, and
.,

the calculations are acceptable.
.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



.

. . .

.

'

.
.

TOPIC VI-7D - Long Term Cooling Pressure Failures

SEP Plants Affected - All PWRs

DBEs Affected - Loss-of-Coolant Accidents

Discussion

This issue was raised by Mr. Ronald M. Fluegge in an October 24, 1976

letter to then Chairman Rowden. It was later defined in the Office
.

of Nuclear Reactor Regulation as follows:

"The General Design Criteria require that the Emergency Core

Cooling Systems (ECCS) shall be capable of providing adequate
,

core cooling following a Loss of Coolant Accident, assuming a

single failure in Emergency Core Cooling Systems. The staff

assumes the single failure to be either an active failure during

the injection phase, or an active or passive failure during the

long-term recirculation phase. The physical layouts of

engineered safety feature pumps and components on some pressurized

water reactors makes them vulnerable to flooding that might

result from large passive failures in system piping, although

they are protected for more likely events, such as sudden seal

f failure. Large pipe ruptures are noc required to be protected
|
' against because of their low probability during the ECCS

| recirculation mode."

|
|
I
:

i

__. . _ , . _ _ . -

_
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As stated in the "NRR Reports on Allegations Made by Mr. Ronald M.

Fluegge" (11/76):

-

, .

! "The General Design Criteria (Appendix A to 10 CFR 50) include the
,

foll'owing footnote regarding single failures:"
s

-

i

' single failures of passive ccaponents in electrical
,

j systems should be assumed in designing against a single

! failure. The conditions.under which a single failure*

of a passive component in a fluid system should be

j considered in designing the system against a single

failure are under development.''

| "Thus, the General Desi.gn Criteria do not provide an explicit
~

requirement for the treatment of failures of passive components.*
.

,
.

Appendix K to 10 CFR 50 pertains to ECCS performance requirements.

.

and also does not provide explicit.g'uidelines on the treatment
.

of failures of passive components after a loss-of-coolant.

'i ' accident (LOCA). Present plants are reviewed, however, to assure
,

.

'that the plant arrangement and design features provide the

necessary protection of essential systems and ccmponents-

'

,' (suchasshutdowncoolingand'pressurizedportionsofemergency

core cooling systems) due to potential piping failures as an

', * initiating event (not concurrent with or consecutive to a LOCA).
'

*

:
.

i
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P.ipi.ng failures cu_ts.ide. contai.nment,.arer postula.ted .i.n
i

accordance with Branch Technical Positions MEB 3-1 and
-

'i

. .

|
APCSB 3-1 in t re USNRC Standard Review Pla ; Section 3.6.

i Longitudinal or circumferential breaks in high energy,

'
,

{. fluid system piping or leakage-cracks in a. moderate energy *
'

fluid system piping are considereo separately as a single.

,

postulated event occurring during normal plant conditions.

The crack size assumed for a mcderate energy pipe is equi-

valent to a slot of dimensions (1/2 x pipe thickness) x

(1/2 x dinneter). The plant must be designed such that the

effects of such a postulated piping failure, including the

environmental conditions resulting from the escape of
' ' '

.

container fluid's, do not affect function"oI equipment essential
&

'

to safe shutdown of the reactor. .

_' ,r . .

With regard to postulation of fail'ures in emergency core
~

~

cooling systems subsequent to a loss-of-coolant accident,

the USNRC Sta-dard Review Plan on Emergency Core Cooling
'

System (Section 6.3) provides additional guidance with the

statement that:- 'The ECCS should retain its capability to
: .

.

'- ~* Subsequent to a LOCA, all pipes of relevance are moderate energy pipes

defined as a piping system carrying fluid at a temperature below 200*F and

at a pressure below 275 psig.

4 .

'
.

s

--
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" tool' the core in the= event of :a failurei.ofrany .s.ingl.e .a.ctive

or 'passi've failure durin~g the.long-term recirculation cooling

phase following an accident.' Based on this guidance, the'

! ,

'

. staff assures the ECCS design and layout satisfies*

,

'the requirement for redundancy in such systems. The imple-

mentation of the passive failure statement does not require

significant ruptures of moderate-energy piping subsequent to
i LOCA, as this combined event would be extremely unlikely.

The more credible passive failure is at pump or valve seals,.

I.
or measurement devices. The staff review of the effects of'

such a postulated leak rate includes consideration of: (1)

the flow paths of the radioactive fluid through floor drains,

sump pump discharge piping, and the auxiliary building; (2)'
,

t. .-
the operation of the auxiliary systems that would receive this

i - radioactive fluid; (3) the ability.of the leakage detection'

i

system to detect the passive failure; and (4) the ability of ,
, ,

' the operator to isolate the ECCS passive failure..

' Therefore, the ECCS passive failure criterion being implemented
-

.

by the staff requires the consideration of additional leakage

but not pipe breaks beyond the initiating LOCA. The basis.-

for this is the staff's judgment that the probability of
.

w
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'

s.erious mul tinla pipe' fai.lur.es. is. surficiently, low that. they:
..

.i nee'd not be) considered a des. iga ba.s.is. event,. since..when

.' operating in the long-term recirculation mode, the ECCS is ,

,
.,

subjected to temperatures and pressures much less than those:
,

.

'

for which the system is designed. In addition, after long--
.

,

term cooling has been initiate'd, the need for rec'irculationI
~

'

diminishes due to the decrea'se in available core decay heat.
, ,

For example, for a 3500 M'.it reactor, the amount of core decay
I
; heat which is being produced at the beginning of a normal
t

shutdown is 203 lWt; after one week it has decreased to
1

' 13 MWt; and after eight vreeks it is only 5.7 lNt. This means

that significantly less coolant recirculation would be'

necessary after several week:. The needed cooling water to
4

prevent core overheating can be provided by the RHR system even

considering leabge in the suction or discharge side of the'

-
.

' '

piping. In addition, should recirculation cooling be temporarily
-

.
.

- interrupted at the end of one week, the core would be adequately
'

cooled by the heat transfer effected by vessel boiloff. To
.

.
'

maintain. vessel level, a makeup of only about 100 gpm would
'

f be necessary."
,

,

C0!!CLUSI0t!S
-

.

We consider this issue to be closed. The effect of ECCS leakage will

be assessed on the SEP plants during the DBE evaluation of LOCAs.

_ __
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TOPIC VII-1.B - Trip Uncertainty and Setpoint Analysis Review of
Operating Data Base

SEP Plants Affected - All SEP Plants

DBEs Affected - All transients

! Discussion .

i
This issue was identified in September 1976 by the Electrical, Instrumentaticn,

,

:
and Control System Branch of the Division of Systems Safety, Office of

Nuclear Reactor Regulation. The issue was defined as follows:

.
.

" Inclusion is needed in Technical Specifications of instrument

errors in determining instrument trip setpoints in relation'*

to allowable values of th- measured variable. Operating and

under review LWRs are likely to have trip setpoints set at

unsafe levels. The mar. gin between trip,setpoints and " allowable

. values" has not been reviewed. Standard Technical Specifications for

BWRs for instrance do not even define " allowable values." Numerical
,.

values listed in the Standard Technical Specifications for trip
.

.

,

setpoints and " allowable values" are. identical." .

-

.

-
.

Staff consideration of instrument errors in the evaluation and approvtl

of trip setpoints for s'afety related instrumentation has been perforced
~

by either of two methods. Operating licenses issued on plants after the

Spring of 1977 contain trip setpoints in their technical specifications

whose values have been evaluated and approved based upon consideration

of the individual factors used to assure an adequate margin of safety for

each safety related channel . The information upon which our evaluations

, are made is contained in the detailed Regulatory. Positions of Regulatcry* ?
,
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'Gu'IdET.'l'05, Revision 1, ". Instrument Setpoints,!' . reissue,d in. November- ,''

.

1976, and in the fiRC Standard Review plan.
.

.
--

'

.

| - -
.

Most operating licenses issued prior to this were evaluated in thet

: more generalized manner. In this approach, the discrete components of each.

:

.

of the margins to safety in trip setpoint values are not evaluated
,

on an individual basis but are included in an overall safety margin.

Each set point value is based upon the most limiting transient or*

i postulated accident condition associated with the bases for that set
:

point. The magnitude of this safety margin and the resulting set points*

are established to ensure that there is a low probability of the margin
.t

being removed by an adverse combination of instrument calibration error,:
;

. instrument error and instrument drift. The staff believes that this
,

,

method is acceptable.''

* -
-

.

i .

*

.

i The staff has,however, changed from a generalized method of trip setpoint
i .-

~ -

| evaluation to a method that considers each of the discrete factors that
*

make up the margins of safety for each safety related instrumentation
.
r

.

| channel. Either method contains conservatism; however, the newer method'
-

i. allows the safety margin in the trip setpoints to be quantified in a more

detailed manner. In addition, consideration of instrument error is'

| explicit in the newer method, whereas previously it was an implicit
|

'

.-
(

assumption presumed to be considered as part of the overall margin.
,

.

.. .
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i 5 d l't d addi tional. informa t.f on'

As hew ' operating' lice'n e review .are. omp e e ,
.

NIi,''be included in ~FSARs rel'ati-ng to ' instrument drift and error because
8

l

of the guidance now provided int eh NP.C's Standard Review Plan and
;

in Regulatory Guide 1.105. Accordingly, all Technical Specificationsi
*

that are issued with new operating licenses after the Spring of 1977
.

-

wi11 have the instrument drift allowance factored into the trip setpoint~

specifications. The staff is reviewing this mo're detailed information
,

on instrument errors and draft to, evaluate it's impact, if any, upon the

safety margins of the trip setpoints being used in older plants.
,

Independent of the SEP, appropriate action will be taken to assure that the

setpoitns in use retain an adequate degree of conservatism in maintaining

'
. . safety margins as a result of this staff effort. . .

.
*

Conclusions
.

..
*

-

Adequate safety margins have been provihed by the trip setpoints now in

use for SEP plants, and this Topic does not warrant additional review

apart from that for Topic XVI, Technical Specifications.
.

.

9

.

.
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TOPIC XVII - Operational QA Program

SEP Plants Affected - All

DBEs Affected - All

Discussion.

~

-! .

|
Since 1973 new guidance for operational quality assurance programs have

'

' been issued in the form of Regulatory Guides a.1d WASH documents describing

methods to comply with criteria of 10 CFR $0 Appendix B. The objective
'

j of this guidance is to assure that operation, maintenance, modifications

and test activities do not degrade the capab'ility of safety-related-

i equipment to perform their intended function.
!

.
.

This ' topic has been completed for all SEP plants. Attached'is a listing

of the dates and specific reports containing the basis for their acceptance.
.

Ten of the facilities were reviewed by the Quality Assurance Branch;

* - the last (LAC 3WR) was reviewed by the Plant Systems Branch of DOR.
-

. . ,

t
,

*
e

-

.
.

e *

e

-4

1 -

.
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ATTACHMENT

DOCKET
NO. SEP PLANT DOCUMENT

50-155 Big Rock Point * Topical Report Evaluation, 4/21/76
. ,

: 50-213 Connecticut Yankee Letter, Switzer to Purple, 2/28/75
'

50-1 0 Dresden 1 Topical Report Evaluation, 4/78
~

'

-

50-237 Dresden 2 ' Topical Report Evaluation, 4/78

50-244 - Ginna Safety Evaluation Report, 9/30/74.

i 50-409 Lacrosse Memorandum, Eisenhut to Stello, 2/2/75

i 50-245 Millstone 1 Amendment 35 to SAR, 7/16/76
f

50-219 Oyster Creek Safety Evaluation' Report, 11/22/75
,

50-256 Palisades Topical Report Evaluation, 4/21/75 ,
.

50-206 San Onofre Safety Evaluation Report, 4/8/75
j ,

Sd-29 Yankee Rowe, Topical Report Evaluation, 4/4/77

.
< ,

,

O

* O

|
- -

.

.

.

S *

O O

O
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%,* UNITED STATEj,

*~ ". NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMisSION
E i d'' ; S WASHINGTON, Q. C. 20555

s, v[/* August 3,1978-

.,,,. , -
'

Docket No. 50-29
'- ' :- if.s , --

n3[-:

Yankee Atcmic Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. Robert H. Groce

Licensing Engineer
20 Turnpike Road
Westboro, Massactusetts 01581

Gentl emen :

This is in response to your application for license amendment dated
June 6,1978. You proposed changes to the Technical Specifications
'for the rankee-Rowe reactor to permit ECCS recirculation system
modifications for operation with Core No.14

We have reviewed your request and find that the additiona' information
identified in the enclosure is reaufred to continue our review. The
items in the enclosura were discussed with representatives of your
staff in a telephone conversation on July 27, 1978.

To maintain our review schedule your response is recuired by
September 6,1978. please provide your schedule for submittal
of this information.

S_i nc erel y, , ,
-

(,/ j ,v ~ -! b v v 4. v -
*-

,

e s
Dennis L. Ziemann, Chief
Ocerating Reactors Branch f2
Division of Operating Reactors

Enclosure:
Recuest for Additional

Information

cc w/ enclosure:
See next page

Y_gyO
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Yankee Atomic Electric Company -2- August 3,1973

|

Cc w/ enclosure:
Mr. Lawrence E. Minnick, president
Yankee Atomic Electric Company
20 Turnpike Road
Westboro, Massachusetts 01581

Greefield Community College
1 College Drive -|

Greenfield, Massachusetts 01301 i

4

\
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
pR0p0 SED ECCS RECIRCULATION SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS

YANKEE-ROWE
DOCKET NO. 50-29

1. provide additional information on the Low Head safety injection punps
and the High Head safety injection pumps as follows:

a. Sectional Assenblies and parts lists with associated dimensions.

b. The NpSH available and the NpSH requit ed for each pump after
canpleting this modification.

.

c. Operating history of each pump defining the length of time each
pump has run, any inspection results and previous repairs done,

d. The water cuality n a post LOCA environment under which thesei

pumps will be operating.-

e. Docenentation from pump manufacturers providing data on all-
qualification tests performed on these punps and an indication
that these pumps will be acceptable for the proposed service
in the ECCS recirculation system.

2. Indicate to what extent Yankee-Rowe will comply with the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.55a when perfonning pump and valve testing and inspection
for the components in this system.

.
.

.

I

~-. --
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 4[ -

DOCKET NO. 50-29

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY>

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSE

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission (the Comission) has-

issued Anendment No. 50 to Facility Operating Licensd No. OPR-3,{-

issued to Yankee Atomic Electric Company (the licensee), which ]
revised the Technical Specifications for operation of the Yanke$ b

~

. .

Nuclear Pcwer Station (Yankee-Rowe) (the facility) located in Rowe,t '.-.~ .w
,

Franklin County, Massachusetts. The amendment is effective as of
.

-

! its date of issuance.
I

The amendment revises the Technical Soecifications by eliminating'

specific-pressurizer surveillance requirements and adding the require-

ments of 10 CFR 50.55a(g).,

The application for the amendment complies with the standards ard

requirements of the Atcmic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act),

and the Comission's rules and~ regulations. The Comission has made '

appropriate findings as required by the Act and the Commission's

rules and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the

license amendment. Prior public notice of this amendment was not

required since the amendment does not invcive a significant hazards

consideration.

762360154,

,
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The Commission has determined that the issuance of this amend-:
a

ment will not result in any significant environmental impact and tha.t

pursuant to 10 CFR 551.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or

,

negative declaration and environmental impact appraisal need not be

prepared in connection with issuance of this amendment.

For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the

application for amendment dated June 7,1978,(2) Amendment No. 50

| to License No. DPR-3, and (3) the Commission's related Safety Evalua-
|

tion. All of these items are available for public inspection at the

Commission's Public Document Room,1717 H Street, N. W., Washington,

D. C., and at the Greenfield Community College,1 College Drive,*

Greenfield, Massachusetts 01301. A copy of items (2) and (3) may

be obtained upon request addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
.

! Commission, Washington, D. C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division
.

of Operating Reactors.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 31st day of July,1978.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
-

k fry, mj
-Nha no q c e rw. -

Dennis L. Ziemann, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2

,

Division of Operating Reactors

>
-

9
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UNITED STATES
- ^~

.
*"

, '' g NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONg', 3

; .g WASHING TON, D. C. 20555

%, ,/ July 31, 1978.,
.... r

_

Docket No. 50-29 ' *' ;
-

J...

Yankee Atomic Electric Company
ATTN: Mr. Robert H. Groce

Licensing Engineer
20 Turnpike Road
Westboro, Massachusetts 01581

Gentlemen:

The Comission has issued the enclosed Amendment No. 50 to Facility
Operating License No. DPR-3 for the Yankee Nuclear Power Station
(Yankee-Rowe). The amendment consists of changes to the Technical
Specifications in response to your application dated June 7,1978.

The amendment revises the Technical Specifications by eliminating
specific pressurizer surveillance requirements and adding the require-
ments of 10 CFR 50.55a(g).

As discussed with your representative, you have agreed to retain the
present wording in the basis tc. the Pressurizer Specification 3/4.4.4.

A copy of the related Safety Evaluation and Notice of Issuance are
also enclosed.

Sincerely,

k e u ,m 7 <..,,s.,,,.,

Dennis L. Ziemann,_Ibief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors

Enclosures:
1. Amendment No. 50 to DPR-3
2. Safety Evaluation
3. Notice of Issuance

cc w/ enclosures:
See next page

oM
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Yankee Atomic Electric Compa'ny -2- July 31, 1978

cc
Mr. Donald G. Allen, President
Yankee Atomic Electric Company
20 Turnpike Road
Westboro, Massachusetts 01581

Greenfield Canmunity College
1 College Drive
Greenfield, Massachusetts 013 01

Chairman
Board of Selectmen
Town of Rowe
Rowe, Massachusetts 01367

Massachusetts Department of Public (w/ filing dated 6/7/78)
Health

ATTN: Commiss'ioner of Public Health
600 Washington Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02111

Chief, Energy Systems Analyses
Branch (AW-459)

Office of Radiation Programs
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Room 645, East Tower
401 M Street, S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20460

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I Office
ATTN: EIS COORDINATOR
JFK Federal Building
Boston, Massachusetts 02203

:

,
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f'- NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
''

{ .$ WASHINGTON. D. C. 20555
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YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY

DOCKET N0. 50-29

YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER STATION (YANKEE-ROWE)

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE

Amendment No. 50
License No. DPR-3

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that:

A. The application for amendment by Yankee Atomic Electric Company
(the licensee) dated June 7,1978, complies with the standards
and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
(the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulations set
forth in 10 CFR Chapter I;

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application,
the provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of
the Commission;

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized .'

by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the
health and safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities
will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations;

i D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the
common defense and security or to the health and safety of the
public;

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR
Part 51 of the Commission's regulations and all applicable,

requirements have been satisfied.i

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license
amendment, and paragraph 2.C.(2) of Facility Operating License
No. DPR-3 is hereby amended to read as follows:

:

_ . . _ , . _ _ _ ___ _ . . _
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(2) Technical Specifications

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendix A, as
revised through Amendment No. 50 , are hereby incorporated
in the license. The licensee shall operate the facility
in accordance with the Technical Specifications.

3. This license amendment is effective as of the date of its issuance.

FOR THE NUCLIAR REGULATORY COMMISSI0iv .

\ '

1/>vmh UW>w~
Dennis L. Zieman Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors

Attachment:
Changes to the Technical

Specifications

Date of Issuance: July 31, 1978

.. .. .- - . - . - - - . .. . ..--
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ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 50

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-3

DCCXET NO. 50-29

Revise Appendix A Technical Specifications by removing ~the following
pages and inserting the enclosed pages. The revised pages contain
the captioned amendment number and vertical lines indicating the
area of change. Overleaf pages are included for document completeness.

REMOVE INSERT-

3/4 4-7 3/4 4-7
3/4 10-3 3/4 10-3*
6-21 6-21*

!

*These pages are included for the purposes of correcting-clerical and
administrative errors which occurred inadvertently during the issuance
of Amendment No. 49, dated May 30,1978.

.
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MAIN C00LA!1T SYSTEM .

PRESSURIZER

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.4.4 The pressurizer shall be OPERABLE with a steam bubble.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2

ACTION:

With the pressurizer inoperable, be in,at least HOT STANDBY with the
reactor trip breakers open within 6 hours.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

4.4.4 No additional requirements other than those specified in accordance
with IC CFR 50.55a(g).

.

r

I

.

|

|

|

YANKEE-ROWE 3/4 4-7 Amendment No. AP. 50
,

:

.
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MAIN LOOLRNT SYSTEM

3/4.4.5 MAIN COOLANT SYSTEM LEAKAGE
,

LEAKAGE DETECTION SYSTEMS
.

LIMITING CONDITION POR OPERATION

3.4.5.1 The following Main Coolant System leakage detection systems
shall be OPERABLE: 1

The containment atmosphere particulate radioactivity monitoringa.
system,

b. The containment drain tank level monitoring system.

c. The incore detection system thimble leak alarm system.
.

,
APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3 and 4. ,

ACTION:

With the above required radioactivity monitoring leakage detectiona.
system inoperable, operation may continue for up to 7 days provided:

1. liain Coolant System water inventory balance is performed at
least once per 24 hours.

The other above reouired leakage detection systems are OPERABLE [2.
and

3. Appropriate grab samples are obtained and analyzed at least
once per hour:

otherwise, be in at least HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours and
in COLD SHUTDOWN within the following 30 hours.

b. With the containment drain tank level monitoring system inoperable,
restcre the inoperable system to OPERABLE status within 7 days or
be in at least HOT STANDBY within the next 6 hours and in COLD
SHUTDOWN within the following 30 hours.

j

c. liith the incere detection system thimble leak alarm system inoper-
able, restore the leak alarm system to OPERABLE status within 7 days
or close all thimble isolation valves; restore the leak alarm system
to OPERABLE status within 31 days or be in at least HOT STANDBY with-
in the the next o hours and in LOLD SHUTDOWN within the following 30
hours.

.

'

YANKEE-ROWE 3/4 4-J
!

i

,

I
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SPECIAL TEST EXCEPTIONS
-

PRESSURE / TEMPERATURE LIMITATION - REACTOR CRITICALITY

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.10.3 The minimum temperature and pressure conditions for reactor criti-
cality of Specification 3.4.8.1 may be suspended durir.g low temperature
PHYSICS TESTS provided:

a. The THERMAL POWER does not exceed 2 percent of RATED THERMAL
POWER,

a

b. The reactor low setpoints trips on the three OPERABLE Power
Range Nuclear Channels are set at 125% of RATED THERMAL POWER,
and

c. The Main Coolant System temperature and pressure are maintained
250'F and > 300 psig, respectively.s

APPLICABILITY: MODE 2.

ACTION:

a. With the THERMAL POWER > 2 percent of RATED THERMAL POWER,
immediately open the reactor trip breakers.

b. With the Main Coolant System temperature and pressure < 250'F
or < 300 psig, immediately open the reactor trip breakers and
restore the' temperature-pressure to within its limit within 30
minutes; perform the analysis required by Specification 3.4.8.1
prior to the next reactor criticality.

| SURVEILLANCE RE0VIREMENTS

4.10.3. 1 The Main Coolant System temperature and pressure shall be verified
to be > 250'F and > 300 psig at 1, east once per hour.

| 4.10.3.2 The THERMAL POWER shall be detemined to be 1 2% of RATED THERMAL
i 30WER at least once per hour.

;.10.3.3 Each Power Range Nuclear Channel shall be subjected to a
:HANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST within 12 hours prior to initiating low tempera-

,

I ture PHYSICS TESTS.

r'ANKEE-ROWE 3/4 10-3 Anendment No. #7, As, 50

| .I

.
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SPECIAL TEST EXCEPTIONS ,

PHYSICS TESTS
*

,

.

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION
.

3.10.4 The limitations of Specification 3.1.1.4, 3.1. 3.1, 3.1.3.4, and
3.1.3.5, may be suspended during the performance of PHYSICS TESTS

*

provided:

a. The THERMAL POWER does not exceed 2% of RATED THERMAL POWER,
and

o. The reactor low setpoint trips on the three OPERABLE Power
Range Nuclear Channels are set at < 25% of RATED THERMAL
POWER.

APPLICABILITY: MODE 2. )-

ACTION:
-'

With the THERMAL POWER > 2% of RATED THERMAL POWER, immediately open
the reactor trip breakers.

SURVEILLANCE RE0VIREMENTS

4.10.4.1 The THERMAL POWER shall be determined to be < 2% of RATED
THERMAL POWER at least once per hour during PHYSICS TEXTS.

4.10.4.2 Each Power Range Nuclear Channel shall be subjected to a |
CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST within 12 hours prior to initiatinp PHYSICS
TESTS.

,

.

.

.

?

YANKEE-ROWE 3/4 10-4 Amendment No. pl

,
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ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

l

(d) Total dissolved gas radioactivity (in curies) and
average concentration released to the unrestricted
area.

(e) Total volume (in liters) of liquid waste released.

(f) Total volume (in liters) of dilution water used prior
to release from the restricted area.

(g) Total gross radioactivity (in curies) by nuclide
released based on representstive isotopic analyses
perfora.ed.

(h) Percent of Technical Specification limit for total
radioactivity.

(3) Solid Wastes

(a) The total amount of solid waste shipped (in cubic
feet).

(b) The total estimated radioactivity (in curies) involved.

(c) Disposition including date and destination.

6.9.6 Special reports shall be submitted to the Director of the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement Regional Office within the time period specified
for each report. These reports shall be submitted covering the activities
identified below pursuant to the requirerents of the applicable reference
specification: -

a. Inservice Inspection Program Reviews, Specification 4.4.9.1.

b. ECCS Actuation, Specifications 3.5.2 and 3.5.3.

c. Inoperable Met'eorological Monitoring Instrumentation, Specifi-
cation 3.3.3.3.

d. Sealed Source leakage in excess cf limits, Specification 4.7.6.3.

e. Radioactive Solid Waste Disposal, Specification 3.7.7.1.

f. Fire Detection Instrumentation, Specification 3.3.3.4.
|

g. Fire Suppression Systems, Specifications 3.7.10.1 , 3.7.10.2 and
3.7.10.3.

I
h. Environmental Monitoring Program, Specifications 3.7.8. | [

!
9

YANKEE-ROWE 6-21 AmendmentNo.#6,$(,50
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ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

6.10 RECORD RETENTION

6.10.1 The following records shall be retained for at least five years:

a. Records and logs of facility operation covering time interval
at each power level.

b. Records and logs of principal maintenance activities, inspection,
repair and replacement of principla items of equipment related
to nuclear safety.6

All REPORTABLE OCCURRENCE reports submitted to the COMMISSION.'c.

d. Records of surviellance activities, inspections and calibrations
required by these Technical Specifications. )

e. Records of reactor tests and experiments.

f. Records of changes made to Operating Procedures.

g. Records of radioactive shipments.

h. Records of sealed source leak tests and results,

i. Records of annual physical inventory of all sealed sourc'e
material of record.

.

6.10.2 The following records shall be retained for the duration of the
Facility Operating License:

a. Records and drawing changes reflecting facility design modifi-
cations made.to systems and equipment described in the Final

( Hazards Sumary Report,

b. Records of new and irradiated fuel inventory, fuel transfers
and assembly burnup histories.

'c. Records of facility radiation and contamination surveys.

d. Records of radiation exposure for all individuals entering
radiation control areas.

e. Records cf gaseous and liquid radioactive material released to,

| the environs.

f. Records of transient cr operational cycles for those facility
components teentified in Table 5.7-1.

i

Amendment No. 46
YANKEE-ROWE 6-22
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{ ,$ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
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SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

SUPPORTING AMENDMENT NO. 50

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE N0. DPR-3

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY

YANKEE NUCLEAR POWER STATION (YANKEE-R0WE)

DOCKET NO. 50-29

Introduction

By application dated June 7,1978, Yankee Atomic Electric Company
(the licensee) requested an amendment to Facility Operating License
No. DPR-3 for the Yankee Nuclear Power Station (Yankee-Rowe). The
amendment would revise technical specification 4.4.4 to eliminate
specific pressurizer surveillance and add the requirements of
10 CFR 50.55a(g).*

Discussion and Evaluation

The present limiting conditions for operations (LC0's) in the Technical
Specifications require the pressurizer to be operable with a steam
bubbl e. To assure that this LC0 is met, the Technical Specifications
presently include surveillance requirements to verify every 18 months:
(1) satisfactory performance of the pressurizer functions specified in
Sections 4.4.4.a.1 and 4.4.4.a.2 and (2) that the pressurizer relief
valve opens and closes at the pressure setpoint settings specified in
4.4.4.b. In order to achieve consistency with currently accepted
pressurizer surveillance practice, the licensee proposed to substitute
surveillance requirements in accordance with 10 CFR 50.55a(g) for the
existing pressurizer surveillance requirements in Section 4.4.4 of the
Technical Specifications.

Achievement of a steam bubble in the pressurizer is a prerequisite
condition for plant startup and power operation (Modes 1 and 2).
The present requirements for the pressurizer to be operable with a
steam bubble would be satisfied by testing and insoections of the
pressurizer and associated relief and code safety valves in accordance
with the provisions in 10 CFR 50.55a(g). Such surveillance is
presently required for Yankee-Rowe and provides an acceptable degree
of confidence that the integrity of the pressurizer pressure boundaries
will be maintained. Thus, the detailed surveillance of pressurizer
functions as presently required by Sections 4.4.4.a.1 and 4.4.4.a.2

__
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is not necessary and deletion of these provisions is acceptable.
Furthermore, this proposed change is consistent with the Westinghouse
Pressurized Water Reactor Standard Technical Specifications (W-STS)

,

j which are applicable to Yankee-Rowe.

| The reactor coolant system, including the pressurizer, is protected
| against overpressurization by two pressurizer code safety valves.
; Each safety valve has sufficient capacity to relieve any potential

overpressure condition during normal operation and reactor shutdown.
The combined relief capacity of both safety valves is greater than the
maximum surge rate from an assumed loss of load, with no credit for
a reactor trip on loss of load, and assuming that the pressurizer
relief valve or the steam dump valves do not perform their intended
functions. Thus, the pressurizer relief valve does not perform a
protective function. The purpose is to minimize undesirable

; opening of the code safety valves by relieving pressure surges below
the lift setting of the code safety valves. No credit is taken in
the safety analysis for operation of the pressurizer relief valve.
Therefore, deletion of the surveillance requirement (4.4.4.b) for
this valve is acceptable. This proposed deletion is also consistent'

with the W-STS which do not require the pressurizer relief valve to
,

be operable or verification of the pressure setpoint settings of such
valves. However, the W-STS do require the code safety valve to be
inspected in accordance with Section XI of the Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code as required by 10 CFR 50.55a(g), including verification
of its lift settings. Such surveillance is also required for the
Yankee-Rowe code safety valves.

Based on our review of the licensee's June 7,1978 application, as
discussed above, we concluded that substitution of pressurizer
surveillance provisions in Technical Specifications 4.4.4 as proposed.

does not decrease the level of safety of the facility, and is acceptable.

Environmental Consideration

We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change in
effluent types or total amcunts nor an increase in power level and will
not result in any significant environmental impact. Having made this
detemination, we have further concluded that the amendment involves
an action which is insignificant from the standpoint of environmental
impact and, pursuant to 10 CFR 551.5(d)(4), that an environmental

'

impact statement or negative declaration and environmental impact
appraisal need not be prepared in connection with the issuance of this
amendment.

.
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Conclusion

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) because the amendment does r.ot involve a significant increase in

i the probability or consequences of accidents previously considered and
does not involve a significant decrease in a safety margin, the amend-
ment does not involve a significant hazards consideration, (2) there
is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will
not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, and (3) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations and the issuance of this amendment will not be inimical

; to the common defense and security or to the health and safety of
the public.'

Da te: July 31,1978
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! UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

i DOCKET NO.-50-29
,

i
~

l YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
!
t NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO FACILITY

OPERATING LICENSE

t The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission (the Comission) has

issued Amendment No. 50 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-3,

issued to Yankee Atomic Electric Company (the licensee), which

j revised the Technical Specifications for operation of the Yankee

f Nuclear Power Station (Yankee-Rowe) (the facility) located in Rowe,

! Franklin County, Massachusetts. The amendment is effective as of

its date of issuance.

The amendment revises the Technical Soecifications by eliminating
|

; specific pressurizer surveillance requirements and adding the require-~

|
; ments of 10 CFR 50.55a(g).,

' The application for the amendment complies with the standards and

! requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the Act),

! and the Comission's rules and regulations. The Commission has made
\ ,

( appropriate findings as required by the Act and the Comission's
,

,

|

| I rules and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the

license amendment. Prior public notice of this amendment was not

|| required since the amendaent does not inve've a significant hazards
'i
'| consideration.

|1.

!

i

!
,

|

|
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The Comission has determined that the issuance of this amend-
!

! ment will not result in any significant environmental impact and that

pursuant to 10 CFR 551.5(d)(4) an environmental impact statement or

negative declaration and environmental impact appraisal need not be
Iprepared in connection with issuance of this amendment.

; .

'
' For further details with respect to this action, see (1) the

,

,

|
application for amendment dated June 7,1978,(2) Amendment No. 50

to License No. DPR-3, and (3) the Comission's related Safety Evalua-

tion. All of these items are available for public inspection at the

Comission's Public Document Room,1717 H Street, N. W. , Washington,.

D. C. , and at the Greenfield Comunity College,1 College Drive,

,

Greenfield, Massachusetts 01301. A copy of items (2) and (3) may
i

be obtained upon request addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory

f Comission, Washington, D. C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division. !

;
'

of Operating Reactors.
,

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 31st day of July,1978.
I

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
.

3 . _ .

t ( - ~rbs.< h<nen. 'pws'

Dennis L. Ziemsnn, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Operating Reactors |

,

| . .
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YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
/3-

_&k 20 Turnpoke Road Westborough, Massachusetts 01581

b*

'

& __.

July 28, 1978 {_{ ;
,

,/ f* i s,

'
, i

/, '
- ..',

United States Nuclear Regulatory Cocsission i E~ 2
N f.Washington, D. C. 20555- '

- n,

Attention: Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
'

,

Dennis L. Zie= ann, Chief . 4:

Operating Reactors Branch #2 -

Division of Operating Reactors

Reference: (1) License No. DPR-3 (Docket No. 50-29)
(2) USNRC Letter to YAEC dated June 26, 1978

Dear Sir:

Subject: Reference Drawings for SEP Reviews

In accordance with your request, Reference (2), we are forwarding
one set of aperature cards of drawings for safety related systems and
structures for the Y.sukee Rowe Plant. Also included is an index sheet
for the drawings contained in this submittal. It is our belief that
all of these drawings have been previously docketed either as part of
the original FHSR or subsequent licensing submittals. If we can be of
further assistance please don't hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

YANKEE ATCMIC ELECTRIC CCMPANY

M
Robert H. Grace
Licensing Engineer

JKT/kg
Enclosure

A}v
'
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Telephone bl7 366-90||

rwx
710-393-0739

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY mR 78-se

.m.
_f& 20 Turnpike Road Westborough, Massachusetts 01581

Y*
,

~
-

) M ;July 27, 1978 ..

; 1,

n= a
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission I 5_,

"] jWashincton, D. C. 20555
_

Attention: Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation - --

"
Victor J. Stello, Jr., Director .

Division of Operating Reactors

Reference: (a) License No. DPR-3 (Docket Nc. 50-29)
(b) YAEC Submittal Letter WC-77-3, December 12, 1977

Dear Sir:

Subject: Yankee Topical Power Spike Model

The purpose of this letter is twofold. (1) To forward additional
; information which was requested by your staff concerning the percent

contributions to power peaking from an infinite gap as calculated by
PLQ and DOT, and (2) document the input parameters to the Yankee Power
Spike Model (Reference b) which make it applicable to Yankee Rowe Core
XIV. This data is enclosed on Attachments A and B, respectively.

We trust thf.s information will be satisfactory to you; however,
should you have any questions relative to this =atter, please contact
us.

Very truly yours,

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC CCMPANY

WA
w. Johnson
Vice President

PTA/kg

7721:0045
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ATTACEY T AU

Figure 1 shows the P"Q and DOT calculated pcuer distributica of a
section of an assenbly.

Figure 2 and 3 shew the ?DQ and DOT calculated percent centributions
to the power peaking frem an da##-4 e gap.

FIGi.*RE 1

Power Distribution

1.085 1.014 .975 .973i PDQ
1.077 1.014 .978 . 9 75 -- DOT

.938f0.0 1.086 .971
0.0 1.079 .972 .942|

0.0 1.084 .963 .926
0.0 1.077 .965 .931

1.089 1.011 .948 .923
1.089 1.010 .951 .928

FIGt'RE 2

Percent Contribution to Pcwer Peaking frc= Infinite Gap

.09 .89 2.87 4.73! PDQ'

0.0 .59 2.04 3.38 ' DOT
i

Water 1.19 4.74 Cap
Hole .65 3.40

|5.13Water .92 3.01
Eole .46 2.07 | 3.54
0.0 .40 1.06 1.52
0.0 0.0 .63 .86

s

e

\
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'. (Attachmnt A, cent'd)
.

.

FIGi3E 3

Percent Centributien to Pcwer Peaking frc: Infinite Gap

i I

3.41 - I.72 3.90 1.38 PDQ
'

2.59 :#'s.22 3.07 1.13 ! DOT
!.

tiater _ Gap 6.39 2.03
Hole 4.84 1.49

'Jater i 5.72 4.05 1.54'

Hole 4.36 3.01 1.18
g
t

1.36 1.88 1.52 .67
.83 1.29 1.05 .43

The PDQ percent conti '3 tiens to power peaking frc: nn infinite gap
are presently used in the Yankee Power Spike Model thus, naking the.codel
conservative.

.
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ATTACEMI'.r 3

The Yankee Power Spike Mcdel has been used :c calculate the pcwer
spike for Yankee Rcwe' Cere XIV using the FDQ calcula:ed percent cont:1-
butions :c pcwer peaking of Figure 4 and the relative effect of a finite
size gap versus gap size of Figure 5. The results for Yankee Rowe Core
XIV are shown in Table 1.

FIGL*RE 4

Yankee Rewe Core XIV

Percent Contribution to Pcwer Peaking Fren Infinite Gap

i

.84 *g
.

Gap- | 6.4 2.3
I6

6.4 4.6 2.3 .84

2.3 2.3 .96

.84 .84

.
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^ ~ ATTACEMEr 3 (con,t'd)
-

.

FIGURE 5
.

Relative Effect of Finite Size Gap
versus

.

. Gap Size

1.0
.

0.9 -

0.8 .

.

c- 0.'a
o
o
N

we
en

* 0.6u
v4
c
v4
ts .

.

*) ors
u 0.5o
@ '

w
W
Ea3

C
>
* 0.4 .a
e
cg
o

Dr.

\.
.

0.3 -

0.2 -

0.1
.

~

1.0 2.0 3.0 !+ . 0 5.0 6.0
...

.

- Gap size (Inches) y



. - _ _

ATTACE2NT 3,(con:'d)
.

! .

TA3LE 1

YANKEE RO'a?. CORE XIV
.

EEICE POWER SPIKE

(INCHES) (PERCEhI)

S.00 .10

17.50 .23

20.50 .31

23.50 .37

26.50 .54
-

29.50 .59

32.50 .77

35.50 .93

38.50 .97
.

41.50 1.21

44.50 1.28

47.50' 1.48

50.50 1.63

53.50 1.54
'

56.50 1.82x

59.50 1.76

62.50 2.15

65.50 2.37

68.50 2.41
..

71.50 2.60

74.50 2.73

77.50 2.80

80.50 3.06

83.50 3.26 ,-

|
"

86.50 3.22

-
-

- _ _? L 50 ______ 3_g_49__ _____
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