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INTRODUCTION

By application dated May 19, 1988, Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO)
requested changes to the Technical Specifications (TS) for Millstone Unit 3,
The proposed changes would modify TS 4,6,1.3,a, "Containment A{r Locks" to
allow the use of alternate test methods for the leak rate testing of the
containment afr locks,

-

At the present time, TS 4,6,1,3,2 requires that the containment afr locks be
leak rate tested using the pressure decay method. The subject test must be
concucted within 72 hours following each closing except when the afr lock f1s
used for multiple entries, then at least once per 72 hours, NNECO has
proposed that two aliernate containment air lock leak rate test methods should
also be permitted, The alterrate test methods would be the precisior flow
method and overall afr lock leakage method which would be designated as TS
4,6,1,3,4,2 and 4,6,1.2.0.3, respectively,

Methods for determining containnernt leakage are specified in 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix J, "Primary Reactor Containment Leakage Testing for Water-Cooled

Power Peactors.” Specifically, Section 111.B or Appendix J describes three
test methods which are equally acceptable for the leak rate testing of
contafnment afr locks, The presently approved method, srecified 1n existing

TS 4,6.1.3.8.1 Involves ", , , verifying no detectable snal leakage by pressure
doca{ when the volume between the door seals 1s pressurized to greater thar or
equal to Pa, 54,1 psia (36,4 931?). for at least 15 mirutes.” The “pressure
decay” test method s specifically permitted by Appendix J, Section

ITI.E.1.(b) which describes such tests as follows:

"(b) Measurement of the rate of pressure loss of the test chamber of
the containnent peretration pressurized with air, nitrogen, or pneumatic
fluids specified r the technica) specifications or associated bases.”

NNECC has proposed new TS 4.6,1.3.2.2 to provide an alternate means of
contafnment air lock testing to allow, ", . . verifying that the seal leakage
fs less than ,0) l. as determined by precisfon flow measurements when measured
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for at least 30 seccrds with the volume between the seals at .« constant
pressure of greater ther or equal to Fa, 54,1 psia (39,4 psig)." The
"precisfor test” methcd 1¢ alsc pernitted by Appendix J, specifically, Secticn
111.8,0.(c) as follows:

“lc) Leakage surveillance by means of & pernanently installed syster witt
provisfons for continuous or internittent pressurization of Individual or
roups of contairnent penetratiors and neasurement of rate of pressure
oss of afr, nitrcgen, or pneumatic fluid specified in the technica!
specificatior or associated bases through the leak paths."”

Firelly, NNECC has preposed a secerd élternate containnent afr lock test methed
to be specifiec 1r rew 7S £,.€,1.3.8,5 Ly retoroncing 7S 4,6.1.3.b, 2s follows:
“. . . conducting overell afr lock 1eala$e “xsts at not less than Pa, 54,1 psia
(2¢.4 psig), and verifying the overall afr lock leakage rate s within fts
Tirits," The seccnd alternate test method, also permitted by Appendix O,
Section I11.B.1.(c) involves pressurizing the afr lock 1tself and has the
additional benefit of also, routinely, determining the leakage due to aiy lock
penetraticrs,

Fased upon the above, we conclude that the txistin$ and two proposed alternate
routire contafnnent afr lock test methods are permitted by Appendix J,
Foreover, these test methods represent suftable means for determining
containmert afr lock leakage at ¥iyilstone Unit 3, Accordingly, the proposec
changes to Millstene Unt't 3, 7S 4,8,.1,.3.2 are acceptable,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDEKAYION

R ——— T —

This amendment changes survetl'ince requirements, The staff has deterninec
that the anendnent invoives no sfgzificant increase in the amounts, and n-
sfgrificant change ir the typei, o< any efflyents that may be released offsite,
anc that there s no sfgnificant *ncrease in individua) or cumulative
occupational radfatfon exposure. “he Commission has previously published a
proposed finding that the amendmen  {rvolves no significant hazards
consideration and there has been nc public comment on such finding,
Accordingly, the amendnent meets the 111gibility criterfa for categorical
exclusfon set forth in 10 CFR Sl.éZ(rJ{Qg. Pursuant to 10 CFR §1,22(b), no
environnental inpact statement or 2nvircrnental assessment need be prepared in
conrection with the issuance of the smendnent,

CONCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the considevations discussed above, that (1)
there 1s reascralle assurance trat (he health and safety of the putiic
w11l not be endangered by operation in the propused manrer, and (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations, and the fssuance of the amendment will nct be infmical to
tn;‘:onwon defense and security or to the health and safety of the
public,
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