May 8, 1991

Docket No. 50-336
B13813

Re: JOCFRS0,63

Dr. 7. E. Murley, Director

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Mail Stop 12 G18

U.$. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Dr. Murley:

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 2
Station Blackout Rule

Response to Request for Additional Information (TAC 68567)

By letter dated April 4, 1991.(1) the NRC Staff transmitted a supplemental
Safety Evaluation Report (SER) to Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO)
requesti?Q) additional information concerning the Millstone Unit (!?' 2
response to the original SER from the Staff dated September 27, 1990.

On April 17, 1989,(‘) NNECO submitted the response to the station(giackuut
(SBO) rule for Millstone Unit No, 2. By letter dated May 30, 1989, NNECO
provided the Staff with the results of the B8-hour ventilation coping

(1) G. S. Vissing letter to E. J. Mroczka, "Supplement to Sifety Evaluation--
Millstone Unit 2 Station Blackout (TAC No. 68567)," dated April 4, 1991,

(2) E. J. Mroczka letter to T. E. Murley, "Millstone Nuclear Power Station,
Unit No. 2, Response to Safety Evaluation for Station Blackout (TAC
No. 68567)," dated November 1, 1990.

(3) G. S. Vissing letter to £. J. Mroczka, "Safety Evaluation of Station
Blackout Analysis for Millstone Unit No. 2 (TAC 68567)," dated
September 27, 1990,

(4) E. J. Mroczka letter to T. E. Murley, "Millstone Nuclear Power Station,
Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Response to Station Blackout Rule,” dated
April 17, 1989.

(§) E. J. Mroczka letter to T. £. Murley, "Millstone Nuclear Power Station,

Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Response to Station Blackout Rule Additional
Information," dated May 30, 1989.
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assessment for Millstone Unit No. 2. On March 30, 1990,®) NNECO provided
additional information to the Staff as requested by the Nuclear Hanagevyyt and
Resources Council, Inc. (NUMARC), in a letter dated January 4, 1990. The
NUMARC Tetter requested that utilities provide a supplemental SBO submittal to
the NRC Staff based on clarifications to the NUMARC 87-00 guidelines. These
clarifications were provided in two documents dated Oecember 27, 1989,
“NUMARC 87-00 Supplemental Questions/ Answers” and "NUMARC 87-00 Major Assump-
tions."

The original SER was received by NNECO on October 4, 1990, and subsequently
reviewed by NNECO. Our response contained detailed discussion on the "weath-
erization" issue for the Millstone Unit Nos. | and 2 crosstie, the modifi-
cations to the control and protective circuitry associated with the circuit
breakers that will be utilized for the SBO crosstie, and loss of ventilation
in the east and west safety valve enclosure area and east and west DC
switchgear/battery rooms. These areas were addressed in detail due to our
interpretation of the Staff's level of concern as stated in the original SER
and the supporting statements by Science Applications International Corpora-
tion (SAIC) in their Technical fvaluation Report (TER).

The three other recommendations that were contained in the original SER and
identified in the Staff’'s supplemental SIR were evaluated as such, with
internal commitments created. NNECO thoroughly reviewed the three recommenda-
tions and determined the actions required to address the NRC Staff’s comments,
Any supporting documentation generated by addressing these recommendations was
to be maintained in the SBO files as requested by the Staff in the original
SER.  NNECO believes that our plans were adeguate and responsive to the
Staff’'s recommendations contained in the original SER. However, we question
the appropriateness of the NRC's request for additional information contained
in the April 4, 1991, letter regarding the three recommendations mentioned
above, Irrespective of this concern, NNECO is hereby providing a response to
the Staff’s request to implement the three recommendations identified in the
supplemental SER. This information is provided as Attachment No. 1 to this
letter.

(6) E. J. Mroczka letter to 1, E. Murley, "Haddam Neck Plant, Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Umit Nos, 1, 2. and 3, Response to Station
Blackout, Additional Information," dated March 30, 1990.

(7) Byron lee Jr. letter to NUMARC Board of Directors, "Station Blackout
(SB0) Implementation: Request for Supplemental SBO submittal to NRC,"
dated January 4, 1990,
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Based upon NUMARC discussions with NRC management, it was their understanding
that the NRC would issue Regulatory Guide 1.9, Revision 3 and a generic letter
to provide acceptance of industry actions and Appendix D guidance, and ulti-
mately rlosure of the B-56 issue. In July 1990, the NRC made available their
proposed resolution package that contained drafts of the regulatory guide, a
generic letter invoking 10CFRS0.54(f), regulatory anaiysis, etc. NUMARC
reviewed the resolution package and submitted extensive comments to the
Committee to Review Generic Reauirenants (CRGR). The NRC Staff presented the
proposed resolution package to CRGR «n July 25, 1990. It was NUMARC’s under-
standing that CRGR recommended certain positions on reliability program
elements be moved from the body of the regulatory guide to an appendix.
Additionally, it was recommended that the generic letter be revised to clarify
the NRC raquest relative to implementation of available guidance or alterna-
tive actions for monitoring and maintaining EDG reliability.

The NRC Staff presented the modified package to the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) on August 8, 1990, NUMARC had forwarded a copy of
their comments on the Staff’s resolution package to ACRS and also made a
presentation at the August 8, 1990, meeting. The ACRS concluded that the
current level of commitment and industry actions taken thus far are sufficient
to ensure acceptable EDG reliability. Furthermore, ACRS recommended the
prescriptive detail of certain positions in the draft regulatory guide be
removed and that the Staff should not impose 10CFR50.54(f). The NRC indicated
a formal response to NUMARC comments would be prepared and forwarded by the
end of September 1990. Following that, the NRC planned to issue a generic
letter by the end of October 1990, with a Federal Register notice identifying
the revision to Regulatory Guide 1.9.

To date, the NRC has not issued Revision 3 to Regulatory Guide 1.9 or the
proposed generic letter. Pending issuance by the Staff of these two docu-
ments, NNECO will continue to use the aforementioned procedures to monitor EDG
reliability, NNECO will, upon issuance by the Staff, review the above-
mentioned documents and adjust our program, if appropriate.



