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Docket No. 50-423
B12500

Re: 10CFR50.90 and 50.54

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

References: (1) B. 3. Y oungblood letter to W. G. Counsil, Request for
Additional Information, Conformance to Regulatory
Guide 1.97, dated February 12,1985.

(2) 3. F. Opeka letter to B. 3. Youngblood, Conformance to
Regulatory Guide 1.97, Revision 2, dated May 28,1985.

(3) 3. F. Opeka letter to V. S. Noonan, Regulatory Guide 1.97,
Containment Sump Water Temperature, dated December 9,
1985.

(4) 3. F. Opeka letter to V. S. Noonan, Regulatory Guide 1.97,
Containment Sump Water Temperature, dated November 17,
1986.

Gentlemen:

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3
Proposed Change to License Condition

Post-Accident Monitoring Instrumentation, Regulatory Guide 1.97, Rev. 2

Pursuant to 10CFR50.90, Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO) hereby
proposes to amend its Operating License, NPF-49 by incorporating the attached
proposed change into the License Condition 2.C.(6), " Instrumentation for
Monitoring Post-Accident Conditions Regulatory Guide 1.97, Revision 2
Requirements" for Millstone Unit No. 3.

Specifically, the proposed change will modify the schedule to install and have
operational instrumentation to monitor containment sump temperature. The
proposed change will extend the committed date from "the first scheduled
outage of sufficient duration after procurement is complete but no later than
start-up af ter the first refueling outage" to " prior to start-up following the
second refueling outage."
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Background

Supplement I to NUREG-0737 included additional clarification regarding
Regulatory Guide 1.97, Revision 2. The NRC position in Regulatory Guide 1.97,
Revision 2, with respect to containment cooling systems requires that
instrumentation be available in order to estimate the containment heat removal
capability. For Millstone Unit No. 3, the NRC required that NNECO should
either supply the recommended instrumentation or provide a justification for not
supplying it (Reference (1)). In References (2), (3) and (4), NNECO provided a
justification for a deviation from the provisions of Regulatory Guide 1.97,
Revision 2, relating to the containment sump water temperature. This
justification is currently under additional NRC Staff review and further
discussion with NNECO is expected. Assuming that NNECO ultimately agrees
and plans to upgrade the required instrumentation, the time and efforts
necessary to perform detailed engineering and design of the instrumentation and
the long had time required in the procurement of equipment, the earliest
compliance with the license condition can only be achieved by the end of the
second refueling outage.

Safety Evaluation

NNECO has reviewed the attached proposed change pursuant to 10CFR50.59 and
has determined that it does not represent an unreviewed safety question.

Effect on Design Basis Accident Analysis

Available net positive suction head (NPSH) for the ECCS pumps is conservatively
calculated with a sufficient margin such that an indication of sump temperature
is not required in order to ensure adequate NPSH.

No automatic or manual actions are initiated based on sump temperature.
During accident mitigation the operating staff will be following the instructions
provided in the plant Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs). These procedures
do not make use of the heat removal rate as a basis for making decisions or
taking mitigating actions. Therefore, the design basis accidents are not
affected. Since the accidents are not affected, the consequences are not
impacted.

For containment cooling, containment pressure is the variable of primary
importance. Alternate indications of containment cooling status is provided by |
containment atmosphere temperature and containment spray flow. All of these
indications are categorized as Regulatory Guide 1.97, Category 2.

Potential for Creation of an Unanalyzed Accident
i

During accident mitigation, the operating staff will be following the instructions
provided in the plant EOPs. These procedures do not make use of containment
sump water temperature. No automatic or manual actions are based on the
containment sump water temperature. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a different type than any |
evaluated previously in the safety analysis report.

|
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Effect on the Margin of Safety

Since the consequences of the design basis accidents are not impacted, the
protective boundaries are not impacted. The containment sump water
temperature instrumentation is not included in either the technical
specifications or their bases. Therefore, the proposed change does not impact
the bases of technical specifications and does not reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the basis for any technical specification.

Summary and Conclusion

Based on the foregoing assessment, the change proposed herein is considered safe
and does not represent an unreviewed safety question as defined in 10CFR50.59
since it does not:

1. Increase the frequency of occurrence or the consequences of an accident
or malfunction of equipment important to safety previously evaluated in

| the safety analysis report;
i

2. Create the possibility of an accident or malfunction of a different type,

| than any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report;

| 3. Reduce the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical
| specification.
|

| Significant Hazards Consideration

In accordance with 10CFR50.92, NNECO has reviewed the attached proposed!

| change and has concluded that it does not involve a significant -hazards
| consideration. The basis for this conclusion is that the three criteria of
| 10CFR50.92(c) are not compromised; a conclusion which is supported by our
! determinations made pursuant to 10CFR50.59. The proposed change does not

involve a significant hazards consideration because the chant,e would not:

| 1. Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
'

accident previously evaluated. As stated above, no automatic or manual
actions are initiated based on the containment sump water temperature.

| During accident mitigation the operating staff will be following
j instructions provided in the plant EOPs. These procedures do not make

use of the heat removal rate as a basis for making decisions or taking
mitigating actions. Therefore, the design basis accidents are not
affected. In addition, the probability of an accident is not significantly
increased since neither the change or failure modes associated with the
change impacts the probability of failures of the safety system.

2. Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated. No automatic or manual actions are based on the
containment sump water temperature. Therefore, the proposed change
does not create possibility of an accident or malfunction of a different
type than any evaluated previously in the safety analysis report.

|
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3. Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. The containment
sump water temperature instrumentation is not included in either the
technical specifications or their bases. Therefore, the proposed change
does not impact the bases of technical specifications and does not reduce
the margin of safety as defined in the basis for any technical
specification.

Moreover, the Commission has provided guidance concerning the application of
standards in 10CFR50.92 by providing certain examples (March 6,1986, M 7751)
of amendments that are considered not likely to involve significant hazards
consideration. Although, the proposed change herein is not enveloped by a
specific example, the proposed change would not involve a significant increase in

| the probability or consequences of an accident previously analyzed. As stated
l above, no automatic or manual actions are initiated based on the containment
'

sump water temperature. During accident mitigation, the operating staff will be
following instructions provided in the plant EOPs. These procedures do not make
use of the containment sump water temperature for making decisions or taking
mitigating actions. Therefore, the proposed change would not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

| Based upon the information contained in this submittal and the NRC final
environmental assessment for Millstone Unit No. 3, NNECO has concluded that,
pursuant to 10CFR51, there are no significant ra fiological or non-radiological
impacts associated with the proposed action and that the proposed license
amendment will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human

' '
environment,

i
'

The Millstone Unit No. 3 Nuclear Review Board has reviewed and approved the
attached proposed revision and concurs with the above determinations.

In accordance with 10CFR50.91(b), NNECO is providing the State of Connecticut
with a copy of this proposed amendment.

Pursuant to the requirements of 10CFR170.12(c), enclosed with this amendment
request is the application fee of $150.00I

Very truly yours,

| NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

S) \ nS!

E. J. Mrp4zka v
Senior Vlde President

- h
' By: R. P. Werner

Vice President
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cc: Mr. Kevin McCarthy
Director, Radiation Control Unit
Department of Environmental Protection
Hartford, Connecticut 06116

W. T. Russell, Region 1 Administrator
3. T. Shediosky, Resident inspector, Millstone Unit No. 3
R. L. Ferguson, NRC Project Manager, Millstone Unit No. 3

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
) ss. Berlin

COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Then personally appeared before me R. P. Werner, who being duly sworn, did
state that he is Vice President of Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, a
Licensee herein, that he is authorized to execute and file the foregoing
Information in the name and on behalf of the Licensees herein and that the
statements contained in said information are true and correct to the best of his
knowledge and belief.

V [l] O_ } l_ f I/ l
Ngtary Public

M/ Cu "ncreti D,nites f.! arch 31, 1933

___-_ ___-____ _ _ __ _


