March 20, 2002

MEMORANDUM TO: Biweekly Notice Coordinator

FROM: Samuel Miranda, Project Manager, Section 1 /RA/
Project Directorate Ill
Division of Licensing Project Management

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR PUBLICATION IN BIWEEKLY FR NOTICE -
NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT
TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE, PROPOSED NO
SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION,
AND OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING (TAC NO. MB4275)

Nuclear Management Company, LLC, Docket No. 50-263, Monticello Nuclear Generating

Plant, Wright County, Minnesota

Date of amendment request: February 12, 2002

Description of amendment request: The proposed amendment would revise Surveillance

Requirement (SR) 4.0.E to extend the delay period before entering a limiting condition for
operation following a missed surveillance. The delay period would be extended from the
current limit of "... up to 24 hours or up to the limit of the time interval, whichever is less" to
"...up to 24 hours or up to the limit of the time interval, whichever is greater." In addition, the
following requirement would be added to SR 4.0.E: "A risk evaluation shall be performed
for any Surveillance delayed greater than 24 hours and the risk impact shall be managed."
The NRC staff issued a notice of opportunity for comment in the Federal Register on
June 14, 2001 (66 FR 32400), on possible amendments concerning missed surveillances,
including a model safety evaluation and model no significant hazards consideration (NSHC)
determination, using the consolidated line-item improvement process. The NRC staff
subsequently issued a notice of availability of the models for referencing in license

amendment applications in the Federal Register on September 28, 2001 (66 FR 49714).
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The licensee affirmed the applicability of the following NSHC determination in its application

dated February 12, 2002.

Basis for proposed no significant hazards consideration determination: As required by

10 CFR 50.91(a), an analysis of the issue of no significant hazards consideration is

presented below:

Criterion 1 — The Proposed Change Does Not Involve a Significant Increase in the
Probability or Consequences of an Accident Previously Evaluated

The proposed change relaxes the time allowed to perform a missed surveillance.
The time between surveillances is not an initiator of any accident previously
evaluated. Consequently, the probability of an accident previously evaluated is not
significantly increased. The equipment being tested is still required to be operable
and capable of performing the accident mitigation functions assumed in the accident
analysis. As a result, the consequences of any accident previously evaluated are
not significantly affected. Any reduction in confidence that a standby system might
fail to perform its safety function due to a missed surveillance is small and would not,
in the absence of other unrelated failures, lead to an increase in consequences
beyond those estimated by existing analyses. The addition of a requirement to
assess and manage the risk introduced by the missed surveillance will further
minimize possible concerns. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Criterion 2 — The Proposed Change Does Not Create the Possibility of a New or
Different Kind of Accident From Any Previously Evaluated

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing
normal plant operation. A missed surveillance will not, in and of itself, introduce new
failure modes or effects and any increased chance that a standby system might fail
to perform its safety function due to a missed surveillance would not, in the absence
of other unrelated failures, lead to an accident beyond those previously evaluated.
The addition of a requirement to assess and manage the risk introduced by the
missed surveillance will further minimize possible concerns. Thus, this change does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

Criterion 3 — The Proposed Change Does Not Involve a Significant Reduction in
the Margin of Safety

The extended time allowed to perform a missed surveillance does not result in a
significant reduction in the margin of safety. As supported by the historical data, the
likely outcome of any surveillance is verification that the LCO [Limiting Condition for
Operation] is met. Failure to perform a surveillance within the prescribed frequency
does not cause equipment to become inoperable. The only effect of the additional
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time allowed to perform a missed surveillance on the margin of safety is the
extension of the time until inoperable equipment is discovered to be inoperable by
the missed surveillance. However, given the rare occurrence of inoperable
equipment, and the rare occurrence of a missed surveillance, a missed surveillance
on inoperable equipment would be very unlikely. This must be balanced against the
real risk of manipulating the plant equipment or condition to perform the missed
surveillance. In addition, parallel trains and alternate equipment are typically
available to perform the safety function of the equipment not tested. Thus, there is
confidence that the equipment can perform its assumed safety function.

Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
Based upon the reasoning presented above and the previous discussion of the
amendment request, the requested change does not involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Based on this review, it appears that the three standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are

satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff proposes to determine that the amendment request

involves no significant hazards consideration.

Attorney for licensee: Jay E. Silberg, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts and Trowbridge, 2300 N
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20037

NRC Section Chief: William D. Reckley (Acting)
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