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Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Attention: Mr. G.W. Knighton
Licensing Branch No. 3

Division of Licensing

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

SUBJECT: Waterford SES Unit 3
Docket 50-382
Control Room Envelope

Dear Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to provide the NRC supplemental information
regarding the bases applied by LP&L in the evaluation of the Control Room
envelope. This letter also provides follow-up actions which will be taken
by LP&L.

A. Background and Summary

LP&L was requested 1 March 1985 by the NRC to modify Technical Specifi-
cation 4.7.6 to include a limit on the allowable makeup air required to
maintain the Control Room envelope at a positive pressure of 1/8 inch
water gauge. The request was predicated on the fact that two different
Control Room envelope air exchange rates were used by LP&L in the
evaluation of the Control Room envelope.

LP&L conducted a Cuntrol Room envelope air exchange test in accordance
with LP&L approved procedure PE-5-004 and Technical Specificacicn
3/4.7.6. The Control Room was pressurized to 0.13 inches water gauge,
and a makeup air flow rate of about 190 cfm, equivalent to an air
exchange rate of about 0.054 per hour, was measured. The test satisfied
criterion e.3 of Technical Specification 3/4.7.6 which requires that the
Control Room HVAC be able to maintain a Centrol Room positive pressure
of greater than or equal to 1/8 inch water gauge rclative to the outside
atmosphere during system operation.

LP&L also, as documented in Section 2.2.3.3.2 of the FSAR, conducted a
hazards analysis of airborne toxic chemicals. LP&L used an isolation air
exchange rate of 0.012 per hour as a basis to conduct the analysis.

While the Waterford Unit 3 Control Room design did not fit exactly the
specifications delineated by Regulatory Guide 1.95 for the selection of

a Control Room type, i.e. I, II, III, etc., the Waterford Unit 3 Control
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are dangerous for brief (unspecified) periods of time. The
postulated exposure, which is itself a conservative overestimate,
should not result in incapacitation of the Control Room operators.

3. Mitigating Physical Factors

The impact of the postulated release of any toxic chemicals would
be substantially precluded or mitigated because of the effect of
actual physical factors. Some of these physical factors include,
for example, the following:

a. Processes would act on the chemical which would tend to reduce
the concentrations. These processes would include
condensation and dissolution in the atmosphere as well as
devosition on the ground.

b. Both source and receptor in the toxic chemical analysis are
#  umed to be at ground level. In reality the effects of
£ vity would act on dense vapors from pressurized liquids and
tend to reduce the concentration at the 17 meter height of the
Control Room air intake.

¢. A portion of toxic chemical spilled on the ground would remain
there and would not all evaporate as assumed in the toxic
chemical analyses. Material spilled on the ground is assumed
to evaporate from a pool which has depth of 1 cm. While this
conservative assumption eliminates the need for a detailed
characterization of the spill terrain, it results in
unrealistically large evaporation rates.

4. Emergency Air Supply System

An Emergency Air Supply System for the Control Room is provided to
ensure a minimum six hour supply of air for Control Room and
security personnel. The system is designed to provide Grade D
breathable air, as defined by the Compressed Gas Association
standards, at a rate of 6 scfm for each individual. An air storage
system with a capacity of 50,000 scf at 2000 psig is provided to
maintain a supply of air for use upon demand, reference FSAR
Section 6.4.4.2(f).

c. Follow-up Action

LP&L will submit to the NRC by 1 March 1986 a change to Technical
Specification 4.7.6 which will specify a limit on the allowable makeup
air required to maintain the Control Room envelope at a positive
pressure of 1/8 inch water gauge. LP&L will also provide by 1 March
1986 the results of the analysis which will confirm no adverse impact
from a postulated toxic chemical release based on a Cortrol Room
envelope air exchange rate equivalent to the Technical Specification
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allowable makeup air limit. Subject to NRC approval, the Technical
Specification change will be implemented prior to startup following the
first refueling outage.

Please feel free to contact me or Robert J. Murillo, Safety and E. ronmental
Licensing Coordinator, should you have any questions regarding th” letter.

Yours very truly,
- ! J 7
7;5’2;:/ (:;Xtig;h
K. W. Cook
Nuclear Support & Licensing Manager

KWC/RIJM/pcl

cc: E. L. Blake, W. M. Stevenson, R. D. Martin, D. M. Crutchfield,
J. H. Wilson, NRC Resident Inspector Office

NS40802NSL



