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Mr. Keith Perzanoski
8 Park Lane
Niantic, Connecticut 06357

Dear Mr. Perzanoski:

I am responding to your letter of October 17, 1995, to President Clinton. As
you were informed by a letter from James A. Dorskind, Special Assistant to the
President, dated November 6, 1995, your letter was forwarded to the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for review and appropriate action. In
your letter, you expressed concern that Northeast Utilities (NU) has been
negligent in its public safety practices. Specifically, you expressed concern
that NU broke its licensing agreement by removing the full core from the
nuclear reactor instead of one-third of the core at refueling. You also
raised questions about protection of employees who have expressed concern
about NU’s practices and the NRC's enforcement policy.

As you know, the NRC held a public meeting on November 8, 1995, in Waterford,
Connecticut, regarding Millstone Unit 1. The meeting was arranged on short
notice to address increased public interest about the safety of Northeast
Nuclear Energy Company’s (licensee’s) fuel offloading activities at Unit 1.
During the meeting, the NRC staff discussed key design features in offloading
fuel, the status of NRC activities to date regarding NRC's review of the
licensee’s related amendment request dated July 28, 1995, and the NRC’s
inspection activities to verify independently the adequacy of the design and
procedures to be used in offloading spent nuclear fuel. The NRC staff who
participated in the meeting included those who were principally involved in
the review and evaluation of the license amendment request.

On November 9, 1995, the NRC completed its review of the licensee’s amendment
request and issued an amendment to the facility operating license for
Millstone Unit 1. The amendment added a license condition that allows the
licensee to conduct refueling operations that include full-core offloading as
a normal end-of-cycle event in accordance with the controls proposed in the
licensee’s application for amendment. The license condition further requires
that the licensee update its design basis, described in the Updated Final
Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR), to reflect the revised description authorized
by the amendment in accordance with NRC's regulations. The staff evaluated
the safety issues associated with full-core offloading and determined that the
restrictions in the license condition ensure adequate protection of the public
health and safety. I have enclosed a copy of the letter (Enclosure 1), which
includes the NRC's safety evaluation of this matter. The licensee completed
offloading of the Millstone Unit 1 core for refueling on November 19, 1995.
The fuel offloading was closely tracked by NRC inspectors to ensure that the
licensee complied with its license and procedures.
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As you may also be aware, on August 21, 1995, as supplemented on August 28,
1995, the NRC received a petition pertaining to the spent fuel offloading
practices at Millstone Unit 1, which was submitted pursuant to Section 2.206
of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations by Mr. George Galatis and the
Citizens Group, "We th~ People." The petition alleged, in part, that the
licensee has knowingly, willingly, and flagrantly operated Millstone Unit 1 in
violation of its operating license for approximately 20 years; that it
obtained previous licensing amendments through the use of material false
statements; and that it proposes to continue operating under unsafe conditions
rather than comply with the mandates of its license. The NRC staff is
reviewing the issues associated with the petition. The NRC's Office of
Investigations is also looking into these matters for possible licensee
wrongdoing. In addition, the NRC’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has
investigated the Millstone Unit 1 spent fuel pool issues. At a public meeting
on December 5, 1995, in New London, Connecticut, the NRC Acting Inspector
General stated that certain of the licensee’s activities may have been
conducted in violation of Millstone Unit 1 license requirements and that
refueling activities may not have been conducted consistent with the Millstone
Unit 1 UFSAR. The final OIG report was issued December 21, 1995. The NRC
staff will inspect past NU practices and other spent fuel pool issues and will
consider enforcement action, as appropriate, after the inspections and
investigations are complete. The staff will also hold an informal public
hearing on March 7, 1996, at the Waterford Townhall in Waterford, Connecticut
to gain as much information on the 10 CFR 2.206 petition as possible. The
staff considers an informal public hearing a means to serve not only as a
source of potentially valuable information for NRC to evaluate a 2.206
petition, but also affords the petitioner substantive involvement in the
review and decision making process through direct discussions with the NRC and
the licensee. The Federal Register Notice announcing this meeting is enclcsed
(Enclosure 2) for your information. A final Director’s Decision will not be
issued until after the agency procedures for enforcement have been completed.

Regarding your concern about protection of employees who have expressed
concern about the licensee’s practices, 10 CFR 50.7 states, in part, that
discrimination by a Ticensee against an employee for engaging in certain
protected activities is prohibited. Therefore, if the NRC finds that a
licensee has discriminated against one of its employees who is engaged in
pretected activities, the NRC will take appropriate enforcement action. For
your information, with respect to Millstone, civil penalties have been issued
where discrimination has been found. In addition, in a letter dated

December 15, 1995, the NRC staff informed the licensee that the staff had
formed a senior-level review group to conduct an independent review and
evaluation on how Millstone-related employee concerns and allegations have
been haniied. A copy of this letter and the enclosure, which outlines the
objectives and scope of the review and evaluation, are also enclosed
(Enclosure 3) for your information. I want to assure you that the NRC regards
the threat of discrimination to be of the utmost importance and will continue
to investigate allegations of discrimination and take enforcement action, as
appropriate.
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Regarding your concern about NRC’'s identification of allegers or
"whistleblowers," the NRC policy and procedures on referring allegations back
to a lTicensee are sensitive to the allegers’ identity. In an effort to manage
our finite resources, allegations may be referred to licensees for action and
response unless the information cannot be released in sufficient detail
without compromising the identity of the alleger or confidential source
(unless the alleger has no objection to his or her name being released).
Before referring an allegation to a licensee, all reasonable efforts are to be
made to inform the allegers or confidential sources of the planned referral.
The referral is to be made in a manner aimed at protecting the identity of the
alleger or confidential source, including rewriting the allegation.
Notification of the referral is also to be provided to the alleger or
confidential source. The NRC then reviews the adequacy of the licensee’s
response and independently verifies the licensee’'s findings, conclusions and
corrective actions, as considered appropriate.

Regarding your concern about the NRC's enforcement policy, I assume you are
referring to an NRC inspection report when you state that the NRC found the
licensee to be in violation of its licensing agreement but did not fine the
licensee or take enforcement action. Licensees are required to meet all
appropriate codes and regulations, as well as, assure conformance with their
license, technical specifications and numerous other commitments. NUREG-1600,
"General Statement of Policy and Procedures for NRC Enforcement Actions,"
states that the NRC recognizes that there are violations of negligible or
minor safety or environmental concern that are below the level of significance
of Severity Level IV violations (the lowest level violation). These minor
violations are not the subject of formal enforcement action and may or may not
be described ir inspection reports. To the extent such violations are
described, they are noted as noncited violations. The purpose of exercising
this discretion is not to minimize NRC findings or reduce the number of
enforcement actions. The purpose of this discretion is to encourage licensees
to identify and correct violations and, at the same time, reduce the NRC's
efforts in addressing less significant issues that have been corrected, so
that efforts can be focused on more safety significant issues. However, let
me assure you that the NRC thoroughly reviews all potential violations before
deciding on a course of action. Whether or not formal enforcement action is
taken, the licensee is always required to take appropriate corrective action.

Further, the NRC monitors and assesses the operations at all three Millstone
units through many ongoing activities, including, inspections by the five
Millstone-based resident inspectors (soon to be increased temporarily to six
onsite personnel), inspections by NRC Region T personnel, and evaluations by
NRC Headquarters personnel of specific technical and operational issues.
These NRC functions provide extensive oversight and assessment of the
activities at the Millstone plants and are focused on verifying that these
facilities are being operated safely. I also want to assure you that the NRC
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staff is maintaining close contact with Senators Dodd and Lieberman and
Representative Gejdenson to keep them informed of regulatory activities at the

Millstone site.

If you have any other questions, please contact James

Andersen, the NRC Project Manager for Millstone Unit 1, at (301) 415-1437.

Enclosures: 1.
2.
3.

bece:

License Amendment
Federal Register Notice

Independent Staff Review
Letter

J. Dorskind

Sincerely,
Original Signed By
PILLIAM T, RUSSFIL

William 7. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Special Assistant to the President
Director of Correspondence and
Presidential Messages

*SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCE

Approved by Comm,
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that are below the level of significance of Severity Level IV violations (the
lowest level violation). These minor violations are not the subject of formal
enforcement action and may or may not be described in inspection reports. To
the extent such violations are described, they are noted as noncited
violations. The NUREG report goes on to state that the NRC may exercise
discretion and refrain from issuing a civil penalty and/or a notice of
violation for Severity Level IV viplati ns identified by the licensee,
violations identified during extended shutdowns or work stoppages, violations
involving old design issues, violations identified as a result of previous
escalated enforcement action, violations involving certain discrimination
issues, and violations involving special circumstances. These provisions
provide incentive for licensee’s and their employees to identify and correct
violations of NRC ragulations. Therefore, when reviewing possible enforcement
action, the NRC staff may decide to exercise discretion, consider the
violation minor and not discuss it in the inspection report, note it as a
noncited violation, or pursue formal enforcement action. However, let me
assure you that the NRC thoroughly reviews all potential violations before
deciding on a course of action. Whether or not formal enforcement action is
taken, the licensee is always required to take appropriate corrective action.

Further, the NRC monitors and assesses the operations at all three Millstone
units through many ongoing activities, including, inspections by the five
Millstone-based resident inspectors (soon to be increased to seven onsite
personnel), inspections by NRC Region I personnel, and evaluations by NRC
Headquarters personnel of specific technical and operational issues. These
NRC functions provide extensive oversight and assessment of the activities at
the Millstone plants and are focused on verifying that these facilities are
being operated safely. I also viant to assure you that the NRC staff is
maintaining close contact with Senators Dodd and \Lieberman and Representative
Gejdenson to keep them informed of all actions regarding regulatory activities
at the Millstone site. If you have any other quegﬁions, please contact James
Andersen, the NRC Project Manager for Millstone Unit 1, at (301) 415-1437.

Sincerely,

William 7. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear ﬁeactor Regulation
Enclosures: 1. License Amendment
2. Independent Staff Review
Letter
bcc: J. Dorskind
Special Assistant to the President
Director of Correspondence and
Presidential Messages
*SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCE
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the extent such violations are described, they are noted as noncited
violations. The NUREG report goes on to state that the NRC may exercise
discretion and refrain from issuing a civil penalty and/or a notice of
violation for Severity Level IV violations identified by the licensee,
violations identified during extended shutdowns or work stoppages, violations
involving old design issues, violations identified as a result of previous
escalated enforcement action, violations involving certain discrimination
issues, and violations involving special circumstances. These provisions
provide incentive for licensee’s and their employees to identify and correct
violations of NRC regulations. Therefore, when reviewing possible enforcement
action, the NRC staff may decide to exercise discretion, consider the
violation minor and not discuss it in the inspection report, note it as a
noncited violation, or pursue formal enforcement action. However, let me
assure you that the NRC thoroughly reviews all potential violations before
deciding on a course of action. Whether or not formal enforcement action is
taken, the licensee is always required to take appropriate corrective action.

Further, the NRC monitors and assesses the operations at all three Millstone
units through many ongoing activities, including, inspections by the five
Millstone-based resident inspectors (soor to be increased to seven onsite
personnel), inspections by NRC Region I personnel, and evaluations by NRC
Headquarters personnel of specific technical and operational issues. These
NRC functions provide extensive oversight and assessment of the activities at
the Millstone plants and are focused on verifying that these facilities are
being operated safely. | also want to assure you that the NRC staff is
maintaining close contact with Senators Dodd and Lieberman and Representative
Gejdenson to keep them informed of all actions regarding regulatory activities
at the Millstone site. If you have any other questions, please contact James
Andersen, the NRC Project Manager for Millstone Unit 1, at (301) 415-1437.

Sincerely,

William 7. Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosures: 1, License Amendment
2. Independent Staff Review
Letter

bcc: J. Dorskind
Special Assistant to the President
Director of Correspondence and
Presidential Messages
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issues, and violations involving s~2cial circumstances. Therefore, when
reviewing possible enforcement action, the NRC staff may decide to exercise
discretion, consider the violation minor and not discuss it in the inspection
report, note it as a noncited violation, or pumguge formal enforcement action.
However, let me assure you that-the NRC thoroug ly reviews all potential
violations before deciding on a course of action.

Further, the NRC monitors and assesses the operations at all three Millstone
units through many ongoing activities, including, inspections by the five
Millstone-based resident inspectors (soon to be increased to seven onsite
personnel), inspections by NRC Region I personnel, and evaluations by NRC
Headquarters personnel of specific technical and operational issues. These
NRC functions provide extensive oversight and assessment of the activities at
the Millstone plants and are focused on verifying that these facilities are
being operated safely. [ also want to assure you that the NRC staff is
maintaining close contact with Senators Dodd and Lieberman and Representative
Gejdenson to keep them informed of all actions regarding regulatory activities
at the Millstone site. If you have any other questions, please contact James
Andersen, the NRC Project Manager for Millstone Unit 1, at (301) 415-1437.

Sincerely,

William T, Russell, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Enclosures: 1. License Amendment
2. Draft Policy Statement
3. Independent Staff Review
Letter
becc: J. Dorskind
Special Assistant to the President
Director of Correspondence and
Presidential Messages
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begat? lovember 9, 1995

3 UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

wod **

Mr. John F. Opeka

Executive Vice President, Nuclear
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company
Northeast Nucloar Energy Company

P.0. Box 270

Hartford, CT 06141-0270

SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT (TAC NO. M93080)
Dear Mr. Opeka:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has issued the enclosed Amendment
No. 89 to Facility Operating License No. DPR-21 for Millstone Nuclear Power
Station, Unit 1, in response to your application dated July 28, 1995, as
supplemented September 12, October 18, and October 31, 1995.

The amendment adds License Condition 2.C(6), "Spent Fuel Pool Operations,*
which allows Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO{ to conduct refuelin
operations that include full-core offload as a norma end-of-cycle event ?n
accordance with the contruls proposed in Attachment 4 of the application for
amendment dated July 28, 1995, as supplemented September 12, 1995. The
Ticense condition further requires that NNECO update the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR) to reflect the revised description authorized by this
amendment in accordance with 10 CFR 50.71(e). The bases information proposed
in Attachment 4 of NNECO's submitta)l dated July 28, 1995, as supplemented
September 12, 1995, should be placed in the Millstone Unit 1 UFSAR. The
amendment does not specifically approve the ORIGEN2 code, however, the staff
has determined through independent calculations that the ORIGENZ code is
conservative for this specific application and the results acceptable. The
staff did not credit evaporative cooling (ONEPOOL code) in its independent
calculations and, therefore, has not made a determination on its
acceptability.

The NRC staff added the new license condition instead of the requested
technical specifications (TS) since provisions are already contained in TS
6.8.1 which require that written procedures be established, implemented, and
maintained covering certain activities. These activities include the
applicable procedures recommended in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33,
"Quality Assurance Program Requirements,” (including shutdown cooling and
spent fuel pool cooling) and refueling operations. In addition, the TS
requested do not conform to those in the Standard Technical Specifications
(NUREG-1433) and, as discussed in NNECO's October 18, 1995, letter, do not
meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36 which describe what 1imiting conditions are
required to be in TS. The staff notes that NNECO's controls are more
conservative than NUREG-1433 and industry standards, and put tighter
restrictions on refueling activities at Millstone Unit 1. Therefore, based on
the above and the safety evaluation which is enclosed, the staff has approved
the amendment request.

QG2 A %9
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The NRC staff also notes, as described in the safety evaluation, that it
currently has ongoing programs reviewing generic shutdown risk and spent fuel
pool issues. When these activities are completed, the NRC will inform the
industry of the results and any required actions.

The NRC staff further notes that NRC inspectors are currently reviewing other
issues at Millstone Unit 1 related to the spent fuel pool, but not related to
the license amendment, and will have verified the satisfactory completion of
NNECO procedures and design wmodifications, which need to be completed prior to
the movemeny. of the first fuel assembly.

As noted above a copy of the related Safety Evaluation is enclosed. Notice of
Issuance will be included in the Commission’s biweekiy Federal
notice.

Sincerely,

éZCT—‘ </ g ,
James W. Andersen, Project Manage
Project Directorate [-3

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No. 50-245

Enclosures: 1. Amendment No. 89 to DPR-21
2. Safety Evaluation

cc w/encls: See next page



J. Opeka
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company

Millstone Nuclear Power Station
Unit 1

cc:

Lillian M. Cuoco, Esq.

Senior Nuclear Counsel

Northeast Utilities Service Company
P.0. Box 270

Hartford, CT 06141-0270

F. R. Dacimo, Vice President

Haddam Neck Station

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company

362 Injun Hollow Road

East Hampton, CT 06424-3099

Kevin T. A. McCarthy, Director

Monitoring and Radiation Division

Department of Environmenta!
Protection

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Allan Johanson, Assistant Director

Office of Policy and Management

Policy Development and Planning
Division

80 Washington Street

Hartford, CT 06106

S. E. Scace, Vice President

Nuclear Operations Services
Northeast Utilities Service Company
P.0. Box 128

Waterford, CT 06385

W. J. Riffer

Nuclear Unit Director

Millstone Unit No. 1

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
P.0. Box 128

Waterford, CT 06385

Nicholas S. Reynolds
Winston & Strawn

1400 L Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005-3502

R. M. Kacich, Director

Nuclear Planning, Licensing &
Budgeting

Northeast Utilities Service Company
P.0. Box 128

Waterford, CT 06385

W. J. Baranowski, Acting Director
Nuclear Quality and Assessment
Services

Northeast Utilities Service Company
P.0. Box 128

Waterford, CT 06385

Regional Administrator

Region [

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, PA 19406

First Selectmen

Town of Waterford
Hall of Records

200 Boston Post Road
Waterford, CT 06385

P. D. Swetland, Resident Inspector
Millstone Nuclear Power Station
c¢/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

P.0. Box 513

Niantic, CT 06357

Donald B. Miller, Jr.

Senior Vice President

Millstone Station

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
P.0. Box 128

Waterford, CT 06385



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 200880001

Amendment No. 89
License No. DPR-21

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

Hr

2

The application for amendment by Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
(the licensee) dated July 28, 1995, as supplemented September 12,
October 18, and October 31, 1995, 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;

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

There is reasonable assurance (1) that the activities authorized
by this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health
and safety of the public, and (11) that such activities will be
conducted in compiiance with the Commission’s regulations;

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

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.




Ba Accordingly, Facility Operating License No. DPR-21 is hereby amended to
authorize revision of the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR)
description to aliow a partial or full-core offioad during refueling as

: ??r-al end-of-cycle event and paragraph 2.C(6) is added to read as
0llows:

(6) Spent Fuel Pool Operations

NNECO shall conduct refueling operations that include full-
core offioad as a normal end-of-cycle event in accordance
with the controls proposed in Attachment 4 of the
application for amendment dated July 28, 1995, as
supplemented Septembey 12, 1995.

NNECO shall update the UFSAR to reflect the hardware
modifications, heat load analysis, and operational controls
consistent with the application for amendment dated July 28,

1995, as supplemented September 12, 1995, in accordance with
10 CFR 50.71(e).

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

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Dpelle © J 1%

Phillip FY/ McKee, Director

Project Directorate [-3

Division of Reactor Projects - /11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Attachment: Pages 4 and 5 of License*

Date of Issuance: pnoyemper 9, 1995

Pages 4 and 5 are attached, for convenience, for the composite license
to reflect this change.



(5)

(6)

Integrated Implementation Schedyle

a. Northeast Nuclear Energy Company shall implement and
maintain in effect the lntogrltod Impiementation
Schedule Program Plan (the Program Plan) to be
followed for scheduling of plant modifications and
engineering studies. The Program Plan shall be
followed from and after the effective date of this -
license condition.

b. This license condition shall be effective for three
years from the date of issuance of Amendment No. 80.
(Date of Issuance February 23, 199%5).

spent Fuel Pool Operations

NNECO shall conduct refueling operations that include full-
core offload as a normal end-of-cycle event in accordance
with the controls proposed in Attachment 4 of the
application for amendment dated July 28, 1995, as
supplemented September 12, 1995.

NNECO shall update the UFSAR to reflect the hardware
modifications, heat load analysis, and operational controls
consistent with the application for amendment dated July 28,
1995, as supplemented September 12, 1995, in accordance with
10 CFR 50.71(e).

The facility has been granted certain exemptions from the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50 as set forth below:

(1)

(2)

Section II1.G. of Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 5¢ “Fire
Protection Program for Nuclear Power Facilitie. Operating
Prior to January 1, 1979." This section relates to fire
protection features for ensuring the systems and associated
circuits used to achieve and maintain safe shutdown are free
of fire damage. The staff safety evaluation, dated
November 6, 1985, concluded that the licensee’s existing
fire-protection configuration with proposed modifications
achieves an equivalent level of safety. Exemption granted
November 6, 1985.

Appendix J to 10 CFR Part 50, "Primary Reactor Containment
Leakage Testing for Water-Cooled Power Reacters." Appendix
J relates to containment leakage test requirements,
specifically periodic verification by tests of the leak-
tight integrity of the primary reactor containment and
systems and components which penetrate containment. Three
exemptions were granted on May 10, 1985, on the basis of the
staff safety evaluation. The two which remain in effect
relate to testing of -vnansion bellows at containment
penetrations and me * ..« isolation valves.

Amendment No.
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(3) Section 50.71 of 10 CFR Part 50, "Maintenance of Records,
Making of Reports.* Section 50.7;80)(3) relates to the
requirement for submittal of an updated FSAR. An exemption
for a schedular delay in the submittal of the updated FSAR
was granted on November 22, 1985. This exemption requires

that the FSAR update be completed and submitted by March 31,
1987.

3. This license is effective as of its date of issuance and shall expire at
midnight, October 6, 2010.

FOR THE MNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Original signed by:

Frank J. Miraglia, Director
Division of PWR Licensing - B

Attachment:
Appendix A - Technical Specifications

Date of Issuance: October 31, 1986

Amendment No. =9
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

By Tetter dated July 28, 1995, as supplemented September 12, October 18, and
October 31, 1995, the Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) submitted a
request for changes to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1 Technicab
Specifications (7S). NNECO's request would add TS to Section 3.10, Refueling
and Spent Fuel Handling. Specifically, the proposed TS (with applicability,
action, and surveillance requirements) would require that (1) the reactor be
subcritical for at least 100 hours prior to the start of reactor refuelin
operations, (2) the spent fuel pool (SFP) bulk temperature be maintained ?css
than or equal to 140°F, and (3) two trains of shutdown cooling (SOC) be
operable during reactor refueling operations. Under the proposed amendmeit,
NNECO could also perform a full-core offload as a normal end-of-cycle event
and use the ORIGENZ and ONEPOOL codes. To support the changes, NNECO has
modified the SDC system by adding a crost-connect line to the spent fuel pool
cooling (SFPC) system, which provides the SDC system with the necessary
redundancy to credit it for the base case decay heat load analysis. The
September 12, October 18, and October 31, 1995, letters provided clarifying
information that did not change the staff’s initial proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination.

On August 21, 1995, as supplemented August 28, 1995, a 10 CFR 2.206 Petition
was received by the NRC. The Petition alleged, in part, that NNECO has
knowingly, willingly, and flagrantly operated Millstone Unit 1 in violation of
its operating license for approximately 20 years; that it obtained previous
licensing amendments through the use of material false statements; and that it
presently proposes to continue operating under unsafe conditions rather than
comply with the mandates of its license. The Petition also raised concerns
regarding the proposed 1icense amendment. In a letter to the Petitioners
dated October 26, 1995, the NRC acknowledged receipt of the Petition and
stated that it will take action with regard to the issues raised within a
reasonable time. The NRC also stated the issues associated with any pending
Ticense amendment are not within the scope of 10 CFR 2.206 and thus are not
appropriate for consideration under 10 CFR 2.206. The NRC further stated that
the issues raised in the Petition would be considered by the NRC staff in




acting upon the license amendment request. The staff has considered the
concerns expressed by the Petitioners and has concluded that there is no
information in the Petition that would affect the staff’s ability to make a
final no significant hazards consideration determination.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The purpose of the SFPC system is to remove decay heat from the spent fuel
stored in the pool and to maintain the purity of the water in the pool. The
SFPC system consists of two trains, each containing one heat exchanger and one
pump, which provides 625 gpm flow when aligned to one heat exchanger. The
SFPC pumps take their suction from the SFP skimmer surge tanks and discharge
to either the SFP or the reactor well (RXW), with the discharge to the SFP as
the normal alignment. Cooling water to the heat exchangers is provided by the
reactor buiiding closed cooling water (RBCCW) system. The heat exchangers are
each rated to remove 3.4 MBTU/hr at rated flow with a SFP temperature of 125°F
and an RBCCW temperature of 85°F. A cross-connect line is provided between
the pumps and heat exchangers so that each pump can provide flow to either (or
both) heat exchangers. A cleanup loop, consisting of a filter, demireralizer,
and a strainer, is provided to remove any impurities and activity from the SFP
water. The cleanup loop is sized to pass 625 gpm and is manually isolated
when the SFP temperature reaches 125°F to protect the demineralizer resin.

The condensate system provides the seismic Category I, safety-related source
of makeup for the SFP. Alternate sources of makeup are also available to the
operators, including makeup from the fire protection system.

The primary function of the SDC system is to cool the reactor from 280°F to
125°F within 24 hours in a controlled manner and to remove decay heat to
maintain reactor temperature below 125°F. The SDC system has two parallel
loops, each containing one centrifugal 2900 gpm pump, and one design-rated 22
MBTU/hr heat exchanger. Both SDC trains have a common suction line (normal
lineup) from the reactor vessel and return flow to the vessel through the low
pressure coolant injection (LPCI) system. After the reactor cooldown is
complete, the vessel head, dryer, and separator are removed. The RXW is
flooded up to the level of the SFP and the SFP weir gate is removed.

In support of higher heat loads associ~ted with refueling activities, the
system design has allowed a portion of the flow from SDC train "A* to be
diverted through cross-tie piping to aid the SFPC system in removing decay
heat from the SFP. When SDC is cross-tied with the SFPC system, the SFP weir
gate in the SFP-RXW connecting channel must be open to prevent overflowing the
SFP or draining the RXW. With the modifications to the SDC system complete,
both SOC trains have the capability of being cross-connected with the SFPC
system. However, in the letter dated October 18, 1995, NNECO noted that the
cross-connect isolation valves will be administratively controlled to prevent
both valves from being open at the same time.



2.1 SFPC Licensing Basis

In the early 1980s, the NRC staff initiated the Systematic Evaluation Program
(SEP) review and a Full-Term Operating License (FTOL) review of Millstone
Unit 1 to ensure that the design of selected systems provided an acceptable
level of safety. Fuel storage was reviewed under SEP Topic IX-1, and the
findings of that review were documented in Section 9.1 of the FTOL safety
evaluation report (SER). Although the staff found the spent fuel storage
facility at Milistone Unit 1 acceptable with respect to Section 9.1.2, "Spent
Fuel Storage,” and Section 9.1.3, "Spent Fuel Pool {o0ling and Cleanup
System,” of the Standard Review Plan (SRP), the evaluations that document
staff acceptance were based on discrete criteria, set forth below, rather than
the entire set of acceptance criteria included in the respective sections of
the SRP.

With regard to the heat removal capability of the SFPC system, the staff
stated in the FTOL SER for Millstone Unit 1 that the conclusions documented in
the safety evaluation for Amendment 39 to Provisional Operating License DPR-21
(issued June 30, 1977), remain valid. This safety evaluation found that the
heat removal capability of the SFPC system was adequate to maintain pool
outlet temperature below 125°F for the normal refueling offload of a quarter
core. The staff also stated that use of the SDC system is acceptable for fuel

pool cooling, including operation in conjunction with the SFPC system for a
full-core offload, because the SOC system does not perform a safety function
that could not be performed by other redundant reactor systems.

The staff’'s safety evaluation for Amendment 40 to Facility Operating Lizense
DPR-21 (issued November 27, 1989), approved an increase in the licensed
storage capacity of the Millstone Unit 1 SFP. This safety evaluation found
that the heat removal capacity of the SFPC system was adequate .o maintain SFP
bulk temperature below 150°F for a defined heat load selected to bound the
normal discharge of one third of a core, assuming a single, long-term failure
of a SFPC pump. The staff also found that the heat removal capability of the
SDC system combined with the SFPC system was adeguate to maintain SFP bulk
temperature below the acceptance criterion of 212°F for the abnormal heat
load, which was defined as a full-core offload 3 months after the last normal
discharge with 250 hours decay prior to fuel movement.

2.2 NNECO's Analysis

In order t. ensure a bounding thermal-hydraulic analysis in support of the
requested Jicense amendmert, NNECO assumed a SFP canacity of 4412 fuel
assemblies (the SFP mas ‘muw capacity), which is more conservative than the
3229 fuel assmblies authorized in Millstone Unit 1 TS. To determine the
total decay h:at load, an initiz] inventory of 3832 fuel assemblies
accumulated through scheduled discharges from September 1972 to October 2009
was assumed to be present in the SFP providing a constant decay heat load from
previously discharged fuel.




NNECO presented transient calculations to evaluate the bulk pool temperature.
Under the analyzed base case end-of-cycle refueling scenario, NNECO's analysis
assumes that the full-core of 580 assemblies are discharged to the SFP
producing a total decay heat load of 22.54 MBTU/hr, which includes the 2332
fuel assemblies from previous refueling discharges. For conservatism, NNECO
assumed a failure of one SDC pump and one SFPC pump resulting from an
electrical distribution system failure when calculating the bulk SFP
temperature for this scenario.

Additionally, NNECO considered a maximum decay heat load scenario where the
additional decay heat from one refueling offload with maximum burnup is
superimposed on the assumptions for the base case end-of-cycle refueling
scenario for a total heat load of 26.14 MBTU/hr. A single failure was not
considered by NNECO for this maximum decay head load scenario.

The fuel »ssemblies in both scenarios were assumed to be transferred at a rate
of 10 assemblies per hour following 100 hours of decay in the reactor vessel.
Heat removal through the SFPC system and the SDC heat exchangers were credited
for both scenarios. NNECO calculated the heat removal rate though the SFPC
and SOC heat exchangers based on a temperature effectiveness factor obtained
by rating each heat exchanger on a proprietary thermal-hydraulic computer code
(STER). NNECO also included comparative heat load calculations that credited
the effects of evaporative and convective cooling based on the proprietary
ONEPOOL code. In all scenarios, the heat exchangers were assumed to be fouled
to their design maximum extent for the calculation of the temperature
effectiveness factor. Transient calculations based on other discharge
scenarios were also included in the license amendment request, but were not
considered bounding.

2.3 Results of NNECO’s Analysis

For the base case end-of-cycle refueling scenario, assuming a single active
failure, the analysis indicated a maximum bulk pool temperature of 138.7°F
would be attained 165 hours after reactor shutdown. This temperature is below
the design temperature of 140°F specified in the proposed TS for the SFP under
base case conditions.

The most 1imiting design basis scenario with regard to bulk pool temperature
was found to be the maximum decay heat load scenario. This scenaric was
defined as a full-core offload 36 days after the last fuel discharge
(refueling outage). The maximum SFP bulk temperature was calculated to be
144.4°F, 164 “ours after reactor shutdown (without crediting the effects of
evaporative and convective cooling). This temperature is below the previously
accepted licensing basis criterion of no bulk boiling for the maximum decay
heat load scenario.

NNECO’s report also evaluated the transient response of the SFP following a
Toss of all forced cooling. The calculated minimum time from the loss of pool
cooling to the onset of boiling was determined to be approximately S hours,
with the maximum rate of inventory loss due to boil-off calculated to be




57 gpm. The following conservative assumptions were inherent in the
calculations: (1) forced cooling was lost at the instant of maximum
temperature using the maximum design heat load in the SFP, (2) the system
response was evaluated assuming no makeup water addition to the SFP, and (3)
the time-to-buil calculation was based on an isolated SFP, which is
inconsistent with the operating requirements of the SDC system prior to the
loss of all forced cooling (i.e., SDC system providing cooling to SFPC system
with the reactor well flooded and the SFP gate open). The staff did not
credit the effects of evaporative cooling in their review of NNECO’s analysis.

3.0 EVALUATION
3.1 SDC Cross-Connect to SFPC (Mechanical)

NNECO designed a piping system modification for Millstone Unit 1 that provided
a redundant supply f-om the "B" SDC train to the SFPC system. The
modification included a 6" lTine with a manual isolation gate valve from the
"B" SDC heat exchanger discharge line to the existing cross-tie with the SFPC
system.

The design conditions for the SOC system are 1250 psig at 350°F. The design
conditions for the SFPC system are 200 psig at 150°F. The existing cross-tie
from the "A" SDC train to the SFPC system is used during the refueling mode,
and is designed to operate at a maximum condition of 150 psig and 140°F. The
system modification piping (6" schedule 80), fittings and gate valve exposed
to the SDC system are designed for the design condition: of that system. The
gate valve was qualified for service in the SDC system. The system
modification piping (6" schedule 40), and fittings exposed to the SFPC system
are consistert with that system’s design conditiens. The modification
utilized piping design rules and criteria contained in the Millstone Unit 1
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR), and the design and fabrication
of the valve meets the requirements of the original plant valve specification
requirements.

The modifica n construction and installation is consistent with the design,
materials, conditions and components used in the existing systems, and ASME
Code Section XI requirements. In addition, NRC inspectors have conducted
walk-downs of the SDC cross-tie modification. This included visual
observations of the SDC heat exchangers, pump rooms, and the actual cross-tie
piping. The inspectors further verified all physical modification work is
complete and the system testing was acceptable.

3.2 SDC Cross-Connect to SFPC (Operational)

Because the SDC system interfaces with both the reactor coolant system and the
SFPC system, there is a potential for an interfacing-system loss-of-coolant
accident (ISLOCA). The SDC system is designed for full reactor coolant system
operating pressure and is separated from the reactor coolant system at the
suction and return interfaces by redundant, motor-operated containment
isolation valves. The SFPC system is designed for a pressure of 200 psig and




is separate. from the SDC system at the suction and return interfaces by
manually-operated valves. These manual valves are designed to withstand full
reactor coolant system operating pressure on the SDC system side and their
position is administratively controlled.

In the jetter dated October 31, 1995, NNECO described the design features,
operating procedures, and administrative controls provided to prevent and
mitigate ISLOCA via the SDC system and SFPC system piping at Millstone Unit 1.
The SOC system containment isolation valves (SDC-1, 2A/B, 4A/B and 5) receive
a signal to automatically close on low reactor uator level (see Figure 4.1 in
NNECO's submittal dated July 26, 1995 for a diagram of the systems). The
group IIl isolation bypass switch which will bypass the isolation signal, is
key-locked and under administrative controls. The isolation valve logic
includes a temperature permissive requiring that the reactor coolant
temperature be less than 350°F for valve opening. The valves also will close
if the reactor coolant temperature exceeds 350°F. There is no bypass switch
to bypass the high temperature interlock. Even assuming an isolation failure
at the reactor coolant pressure boundary, there are no adverse consequences
without a misalignment of the SDC/SFPC system interface valves (SD-34A/B and
SP-35), because the SDC system and the interface valves are designed for full
reactor coclant system operating pressure. Inspectors verified that procedure
OP-305A for operation of the SDC/SFPC cross-connect, which NNECO approved on
November 8, 1995, specifies that valves SD-34A/B and SD-35 are normally locked
shut, and valves FP-34 and FP-35 are normally locked open. Steps 4.4.1 and
4.5.1 of OP-305A require verification that the gates between the SFP and the
reactor cavity are removed for alignment of SDC train A and B, respectively.
In this configuration, no coolant inventory loss through the cross-connect can
occur.

Certain valve alignments with the SDC in operation have the potential to cause
a transfer of coolant inventory from the reactor vessel to the SFP. Based on
operating procedures and administrative controls the staff considers the
misalignment of manual valves necessary to initiate an inadvertent transfer of
coolant inventory from the reactor vessel to the SFP to be unlikely. However,
should such a valve misalignment occur, several indications and alarms
monitoring reactor water level and the feedwater system would alert the
operators to the event. Transfer of coolant to the SFP could be detected by
high skimmer surge tank level alarw followed by a high SFP level alarm.
Although reactor vessel level decrease during such an event could be
temporarily masked by an operating feedwater system or other injection system,
if reactor water lTevel continues to decrease, a reactor water low level alarm
will be annunciated in the control room. Alarm response procedures will
direct the operators to take proper actions to restore the reactor water
level. A group III containment isolation signa) would be initiated at a lower
reactor water level. Millstone Unit 1 off-normal procedures require the
operators to verify that the isolation has occurred. The group III isolation
would isolate the SDC isolation valves and terminate the decrease in reactor
water level.




The staff considered the potential consequences of water released to the
reactor building floors due to SFP overflow or valve misalignment. Water
leakage from the SFP or misaligned valves in the SFFC system piping could be
detected by reactor building sump alarms. Reactor building corner rooms,
which contain LPCI and core spray (CS) system equipment, would remain operable
for leakage of up to 15,000 gallons to each room. The expected leakage due to
the postulated coolant transfer is less than that value. Due to the physical
lTocations of the systems, no more than one corner room would be significantly
affected by the leakage. This is due in part to the physical separation of
the corner rooms and the existence of dikes or curbs at various locations
which would limit the spread of water from the leak. Since the LPCI and CS
systems are separated and located at different corner rooms, (LPCI pumps A,C
and CS pump A are in one corner room and LPCI pumps B,D and CS pump B are in
another corner room) at least one set of LPCI pumps and one CS pump would
remain available to achieve and/or maintain a safe shutdown condition.

The staff concludes that the Millstone Unit 1 design features, operator
actions, and the administrative controls described above provide reasonable
assurance of protection against ISLOCA events in the SDC and SFPC systems. In
addition, NRC inspectors have reviewed the Millstone Unit 1 Plant Operations
Review Committee approved procedures governing the control of the SDC to SFPC
cross-connect isolation valves. The inspectors fcund the procedures adequate.

3.3 SFP Thermal-Hydraulics

The staff performed calculations to independently verify the SFP heat load
using the methodology described in Branch Technical Position (BTP) ASB 9-2,
"Residual Decay Energy for Light-Water Reactors for Long-Term Cooling.* For
additional conservatism, the staff also performed the heat load calculations
assuming the SFP was filled to its maximum capacity (3832 fuel assemblies)
prior to the beginning of the transient and compared their results with
NNECO's calculations that did not credit evaporative cooling. Based on the
results of the staff’s calculations, the staff determined that the maximum
decay heat loads calculated in the NNECO analyses were conservative. The
staff also reviewed the impact of changes made by NNECO to the assumptions in
the Millstone Unit | UFSAR's "Core Off Load Scenarics,” regarding the
operating conditions for these scenarios (e.g., hold time of 100 hours versus
250 hours, operating time prior to offload of 36 days versus 3 months - for
the maximum decay heat load scenario), and found them adequately represented
in the decay heat load calculations.

The proposed limiting condition for operation for TS 3.10.H specifies that two
trains of SDC must be operable during normal reactor refueling operations.

The use of SDC for cooling the SFP when a full-core is discharged is
consistent with previous staff positions (i.e., Amendment No. 40). The
assumption of a failure of both a SDC pump and a SFPC pump is more
conservative than previously accepted cooling system failure assumptions. The
remaining operable SOC pump is capable of maintaining SFP temperature below
140°F under limiting design conditions for the base case end-of-cycle heat
load. In addition, NRC inspectors reviewed the procedure for operating the




SDC/SFPC cross-correct valves. The procedure requires that while SDC is
required by the figure in Attachment 4 to NNECO's July 28, 1995, license
amendment request the gate between t%: Z7P and RXW be removed.

The proposed 1imiting condition for operation for TS 3.10.H also specifies
acceptable power sourc: configurations when SDC system operability is
required. The acceptable configurations include, as a minimum, either twe
sources of offsite power and one emergency onsite power source, or one source
of offsite power and two emergency onsite power sources. Although the first
minimum power source configuration would not support maintenance of SFPC
following a failure of an onsite power source coincident with a total loss of
offsite power, this configuration is consistent with previously approved
electrical distribution system configurations during refueling and the
improved Standard Technical Specifications (NUREG-1433) for residual heat
removal with a flooded reactor cavity (which has a coolant inventory
equivalent to the coolant inventory in the SFP). During fuel assembly
transfer operations, the reactor cavity must be flooded. These electri-al
power source configurations are acceptable based on the large thermal capacity
of the SFP coolant inventory, which provides an extended period of time for
recovery of cooling for this particular postulated event.

The staff found that the seismic Category | condensate system and the back-up
fire protection system provide a reliable makeup capability to the SFP should
a complete loss of forced cooling occur. Either system provides adequate
capacity to make-up for coolant inventory losses caused by pool boiling for
the maximum decay heat load case. The bounding time to reach boiling for
these cases provides adequate time to align a source of coolant make-up.

Based on the above factors, the staff concluded that NNECO’'s analyses are more
conservative than previously accepted analyses. The capacity of available
systoms, including postulated single failures, provides assurance that
adequate decay heat removal will be maintained. Therefore, the proposed
changes to the evaluated end-of-cycle full-core discharge are acceptable with
regard to providing adequate cooling and makeup to the SFP.

3.4 Technical Specifications

NNECO proposed to establish 100 hours as the time the reactor must be
subcritical prior to movement of fuel, establish a normal maximum SFP bulk
temperature of 140°F, and require two trains of SDC be operable during normal
reactor refueling operations (proposed TS 3/4.10.F, 3/4.10.G, and 3/4.10.H,
respectively). The proposed changes are consistent with the thermal-hydraulic
analysis of the SFP performed by NNECO, more restrictive and conservative than
the existing TS, and exceed the requirements for improved Standard Technical
Specifications (NUREG-1433). Therefore, the staff finds NNECO’s proposed
changes technically adequate. However, TS currently exist (TS 6.8.1) which
require that written procedures be established, implemented, and maintained
covering certain activities. These activities include the applicable
procedures recommended in Appendix A of Regulatory Guide 1.33, "Quality
Assurance Program Requirements,” (including shutdown cooling and spent fuel




pool cooling) and refueling operations. In addition, the TS requested do not
conform to those in NUREG-1433 and, as discussed in NNECO's October 18, 1995,
letter, do not meet the criteria in 10 CFR 50.36 which describe what 1imiting
conditions are required to be in the TS. Therefore, in this instance, the
staff has determined to incorporate the requirements listed above in License
Condition 2.C(6) of Facility Operating License DPR-21. The staff notes that
the addition of this license condition does not incorporate SFPC or SOC '

2F:c;gu;;s into the license. These procedures may be changed pursuant to 10

3.5 Full-Core Offload

The staff has reviewed NNECO's submittal with regard to thermal-hydraulic
concerns. NNECO's analysis, as described above, demonstrated the adequacy of
the SFP cooling and makeup water systems (including the SDC system) to support
the heat load generated by offloading a full-core to the SFP as a normal end-
of-cycle event. The staff found MNECO’s analysis to be acceptable in
addressing potential SFP thermal-hydraulic concerns. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that the offloadin? of a full-core to the SFP as a normal end-of-
cycle event, with the controls requested by NNECO, is acceptable.

3.6 ORIGENZ2 and ONEPOOL Codes

As discussed in Section 3.3 above, the staff used the guidance in BTP ASB 9-2,
to independently verify the SFP heat load. Based on the results of its
calculations, the staff determined that the maximum decay heat loads
calculated in NNECO's analyses were comparable to the staff’s calculation and,
therefore, were acceptable. The staff notes that this safety evaluation does
not specifically approve the ORIGEN2 code, however, the staff has determined
through independent calculations that the ORIGEN2 code is conservative for
this specific application and the results acceptable. The staff did not
credit evaporative cooling (ONEPOOL code) in its independent calculations and,
therefore, has not made a determination on its acceptability.

4.0 Generic SFP issues

The NRC staff has initiated an action plan that addresses SFP issues
identified through a 1994 special inspection at Dresden 1, the staff’s review
of loss of SFPC concerns at Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, and other SFP
concerns identified as part of this plan. Specific review areas identified
through implementation of this action plan include plant design features and
administrative controls that affect the probability of the following events:
SFP boiling, adverse environmental effects on essential equipment due to
boiling, significant loss of SFP coolant inventory, adverse radiological
conditiors, unplanned SFP reactivity changes, undetected SFP events, and
adverse control system actuations. Based on findings from these review areas
and their risk significance, the NRC intends to develop criteria for specific
SFP operations for potential use in formulating generic communications,
revisions of regulatory guidance, and other appropriate regulatory actions.



The staff has initiated this action plan to identify potential, cost-
beneficial safety enhancements to the design and operation of the SFP and
related systems. The action plan is not intended to address compliance
concerns because the staff addresses such concerns directly through its
inspection and enforcement activities. The staff has concluded that existing
design features of SFPs and related systems, that are consiscent with A"
guidance and requirements, provide an adequate level of protection for spent
fuel in the SFP, and essential reactor safety systems to prevent an adverse
radiological condition from developing (for spent fuel in reactor vessel). In
addition, existing design features provide protection for people, both on and
offsite, from adverse radiological conditions in the event that these
conditions develop. These design features include (1) an acceptably reliable
means of cooling, (2) anti-syphon protection on piping within the SFP, (3)
multiple sources of SFP make-up water, (4) instrumentation with control room
annunciation, and (5) SFP water puriiication systems. Therefore, additional
regulatory actions developed through this action plan to enhance safety can be
addressed separately from this amendment request.

The NRC staff has performed an assessment of the safety issues included in the
scope of the staff’'s action plan that are germane to SFPC at Millstone Unit 1.
This assessment included an evaluation of the 1icensing basis and design
features for Millstone Unit 1 to better understand the safety significance of
the Millstone Unit 1 situation. For Millstone Unit 1, the staff concluded
that the probability of reaching boiling conditions in the SFP would be low.
Additionally, the safety significance of such conditions, which are mest
likely during periods when the full-cor2 is transferred to the spent fuel
pool, would also be low based on certain design features.

At Millstone Unit 1, the systems that have a SFP cooling capability (SFPC and
SDC) are designed to receive power from two separate and independent emergency
buses that can receive power from either of two onsite power supplies
following a loss-of-normal power. The independence of the systems reduces the
probability of an event capable of causing a sustained loss of the cooling
function for the SFP. Additionally, the SDC system at Millstone Unit 1 is
readily available for SFP cooling because it does not have a design function
other than providing core cooling for routine shutdowns and supplementing
SFPC.

Assuming that the cooling function for the SFP is lost for an extended period
despite these features, the safety systems subject to adverse environmental
conditions from SFP boiling would not have a necessary function when all
irradiated fuel has been transferred to the SFP and the time to reach boiling
conditions is shortest. When the reactor cavity is flooded and the SFP gates
are removed during the transfer of irradiated fuel, the time to recover
cooling prior to experiencing adverse effects is longer yet and still more
systems are available for cooling the irradiated fuel in the SFP and the
reactor vessel. When the reactor cavity is net flooded to a level equivalent
to the level of the SFP, the decay heat load in the isolated SFP is relatively
small in comparison with the design cases eval“*ted for the proposed amendment
and the time available to recover cooling before adverse conditions develop is
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very long. Therefore, the concerns with respect to a loss of SFPC and the
practice of conducting a full-core offload at Millstone Unit 1 are not safety

signif}cant. and the design of the SFP and related systems at Millistone Unit 1
are safe.

5.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission’s ro?ulatlons. the Connecticut State
official was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State
official had no comments.

6.0  REQUEST FOR HEARING

A request for a hearing was received from We the People, the Seacoast Anti-
Pollution League, the New England Coalition on Nuclear Pollution, and Donald
Del Core of Uncasville, Connecticut.

7.0 EINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION

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

The Commission has evaluated the proposed changes against the above standards
as required by 10 CFR 50.92(a) and has concluded that the proposed changes do
not:

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

The proposed license amendment specifies operating conditions and system
configurations during the movement of spent fuel into the SFP.
Specifically, the proposed amendment requires that (1) the reactor be
subcritical for at least 100 hours prior to the start of reactor
refueling operations, (2) the spent fuel pool bulk temperature be
maintained less than or equal to 140°F, and (3) two trains of SDC be
operable during reactor refueling operations. The new controls are more
restrictive than the previous requirements and, as such, would not
significantly increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

In accordance with the proposed 1icense amendment, NNECO may perform a
full-core offload to the SFP as a normal end-of-cycle event. With a
full-core offload, two moves per assembly are required, one to remove
the assembly from the core and one to replace the assembly in the core.
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The number of moves necessary for a third core offload can vary due to
shuffling which would need to take place within the reactor vessel.
However, NNECO stated for the upcoming refueling outage the difference
is approximately 20 percent. While more fuel assemblies will be
transferred, the refueling procedures and equipment used to move the
assemblies have not been significantly modified. In addition, NNECO now
requires that the reactor be subcritical for at least 100 hours prior to
the start of reactor refueling operations. This time constraint is
longer than the 24 hours assumed in the analyzed fuel handling accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The proposed license amendment credits a second train of SDC to assist
the SFPC system in removing decay heat from the SFP. The use of the SDC
system for the cooling of a full-core discharge is consistent with
previous staff safety evaluations, and the assumption of a failure of
both a SDC pump and a SFPC pump is more conservative than previously
accepted cooling system failure assumptions. In addition, Millstone
Unit 1 design features, operator actions, and the administrative
centrols governing the SDC/SFPC interfacing valves provide reasonable
assurance of protection against ISLOCA events. Therefore, the crediting
of a second train of SDC to assist the SFPC system in removing decay
heat from the SFP does not significantly increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The proposed license amendment requires that at least either two sources
of offsite power and one emergency power source, or one source of
offsite power and two emergency power sources be operable. Although the
first minimum power source configuration would not support maintenance
of SFPC following a failure of an onsite power source coincident with a
total loss of offsite power, this configuration is consistent with
previously approved electrical distribution system configurations during
refueling and NUREG-1433 for residual heat removal with a flooded
reactor cavity. ODuring fuel assembly transfer operations, the reactor
cavity must be flooded. These electrical power source configurations
are acceptable based on the large thermal capacity of the SFP coolant
inventory, which provides an extended period of time for recovery of
cooling for thic particular postulated event. The staff has concluded
that adequate electrical reliability for cooling the SFP exists and,
therefore, not having all electrical power sources available would not
significantly increase the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Based on the above, the proposed changes do not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.
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As stated above, the proposed license amendment puts controls on the
movement of spent fuel into the SFP. Therefore, the controls added do
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.

Since a fuel handling accident was previously reviewed and approved, and
the refueling equipment and fuel assembly officed procedures have not
been slgnificantly modified, a full-core offload does not create the
pos?ib:.;ty of & new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

Prior to the cross-connect modification for SDC train "B" and the
proposed license amendment, SDC train "A" was cross-tied to the SFPC
system and found acceptable. The design basis for the SDC "B"
cross-connect is the same as the original licensing design basis for the
SDC "A" cross-connect. Therefore, the addition of a cross-connect
between SDC train "B" and the SFPC system does not create the
pos§ibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

Thus, the proposed changes do not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.

Involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The proposed license amendment puts controls on the movement of spent
fuel into the SFP. These controls help ensure that the margin of safety
will not be reduced during refueling operations. Therefore, the
co:trols added do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

The proposed license amendment credits a second train of SDC to assist
the SFPC system in removing decay heat from the SFP. NNECO analysis
demonstrates that this cooling configuration will maintain the SFP bulk
temperature below the pool design limit of 140°F with a postulated
single failure while providing adequate cooling for irradiated fuel that
may be stored in the reactor vessel. Therefore, the full-core offload
and the crediting of SDC do not involve a significant reduction in the
margi. of safety.

Thus, the proposed changes do not invelve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONS IDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20. The NRC staff has determined that the amendment involves no
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types,
of any effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no
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significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. The Commission has made a final no significant hazards
consideration determination with respect to the amendment. Accordingly, the
amendment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact
statement or environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the
issuance of the amendment.

9.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on th: considerations discussed above,
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance ' hat the health and safety of the
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission’s regulations,
and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.

Principal Contributors: C. Gratton
S. Jones
G. Thomas
F. Grubelich

Date: November 9, 1995
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
NORTHEAST UTILITIES
NOTICE OF INFORMAL 10 CFR 2.206 PUBLIC HEARING

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will hold an informal
public hearing regarding a petition submitted pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206
involving Milistone Units 1, 2, and 3 and Seabrook Unit 1 of Northeast
Utilities (NU/the license2). The hearing will be held on March 7, 1996, at
the Waterford Townhall in Waterford, Connecticut. The hearing will be open to
public attendance and will be transcribed. The NRC has elected to hold such a
hearing because of the complexity of the issues involved and the public’s
interest.

The structure of the hearing shall be as follows:

Thursday, March 7, 1996: 6:00 p.m.

NRC opening remarks

6:15 p.m. - Petitioner’s presentation

7:00 p.m. - NRC questions

7:15 p.m. ~ Licensee’s presentation

8:00 p.m. - NRC questions

8:15 p.m. - Public comments

9:45 p.m. - Licensee/Petitioners’ final
statements

10:00 p.m. - Meeting concludes

A Petition pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 was submitted to the NRC by
Mr. Ernest C. Hadley on behalf of Mr. George Galatis and the Citizens Group,
We the People (Petitioners) on August 21, 1995, as supplemented August 28,

1995. The Petitioners allege that NU has knowingly, willingly, and flagrantly




operated Millstone Unit 1 in violation of its operating license for

approximately 20 years; that it obtained previous licensing amendments through
the use of material false statements; and that it presently proposes to
continue operating under unsafe conditions rather than comply with the
mandates of its license. Specifically, the Petitioners allege that NU has
offloaded more fuel assemblies into the spent fuel pool than permitted under
License Amendment No. 39 to the Millstone Unit 1 Provisional Operating License
and License Amendment No. 40 to the Millstone Unit 1 Full-Term Operating
License. The Petitioners further allege that License Amendments Nos. 39 and
40 were based upon material false statements made by NU in documents submitted
to the NRC. The Petitioners refer to certain NU submittals allegedly
containing the false information, such as NU Safety Assessment Reports
associated with License Amendments Nos. 39 and 40 and with Systematic
Evaluation Program Topics IX-1 (fuel storage), IX-5 (ventilation systems), and
111-7.8B (design codes, design criteria, load combinations, and reactor cavity
design criteria).

In the Supplement, Mr. Galatis alleges that NU also committed violations
by offloading more then one-third of a core of fuel at Millstone Units 2 and 3
and Seabrook Unit 1. In addition, Mr. Galatis alleged with regard to
Millstone Unit 3 that NU submitted a material false statement to the NRC
associated with a license amendment and that an unanalyzed condition exists
with regard to system piping for full-core offload events. With regard to
Seabrook Unit 1, Mr. Galatis alleged technical specification violations

associated with a criticality analysis.



The purpose of this informal public hearing is to obtain additional
information from the Petitioners, NU, and the public for NRC staff use in
evaluating the Petition. Therefore, this informal public hearing will be
limited to information relevant to issues raised in the Petition and its
Supplement. The staff will not offer any preliminary views on its evaluatioﬁ
of the Petition. The informal public hearing will be chaired by a senior NRC
official who will 1imit presentations to the above subject.

The format of the informal public hearing will be as follows: opening
remarks by the NRC regarding the general 10 CFR 2.206 process, the purpose of
the informal public hearing, and a brief summary of the Petition and its
Supplement (15 minutes); time for the Petitioners to articulate the basis for
the Petition (45 minutes); time for the NRC to ask the Petitioners questions
for purposes of clarification (15 minutes); time for NU to address the issues
raised in the Petition (45 minutes); time for the NRC to ask NU questions for
purposes of clarification (15 minutes); time for public comments relative to
the Petition (90 Minutes); and time for licensee and Petitioners’ final
statea&nts (15 minutes).

Members of the public who are interested in presenting information
relative to the Petition should notify the NRC official, named below, §
working days prior to the hearing. A brief summary of the information to be
presented and the time requested should be provided in order to make
appropriate arrangements. Time allotted for presentations by members of the
public will be determined based upon the number of requests received and will
be announced at the beginning of the hearing. The order for public

presentations will be on a first received first to speak basis. Written



statements will also be accepted and included in the record of the hearing.

Written statements should be mailed to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Mailstop 0-14H3, Attn: Stephen Dembek, Washington, DC 20555.

Requests for the opportunity to present information can be made by
contacting Stephen Dembek, Project Manager, Division of Reactor Projects-1/11
(telephone 301-415-1455) between 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (EST). Persons
ﬁ]anninq to attend this informal public hearing are urged to contact the above
1 or 2 days prior to the informal public hearing to be advised of any changes
that may have occurred.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland this Ist day of February, 199€.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY C SSION

WES-N 8"

John A\ Zwolinski, Deputy Director
Divisioh of Reactor Projects - 1/11
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation



