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M NewYork Pov;v»e‘r John C. Brons
<

Authority Juhe 23, 1989 Nuolear Generation
IPN-89-035
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ATTN: Document Control Desk
Mail Station P1-137
Washington, D.C. 20555
Subject: Indian Point 3 Nuclear Power Plant

Docket No. 50-286
Detailed Control Room Design Review

References: 1. Letter from Mr. John C. Brons to Mr. Steven A. Varga, dated
October 31, 1985, entitled: “Detailed Control Room Design Review
Summary Report.”

2.  Letter from Mr. John C. Brons to Mr. Steven A. Varga, dated January 7,
1986, entitled: “Regulatory Guide 1.97 Implementation Program.”

3. Letter from Mr. John C. Brons to Mr. Steven A. Varga, dated
September 30, 1986, entitled: “Detailed Control Room Design
Review.” -

4. Letter from Mr. John C. Brons to Mr. Steven A. Varga, dated
December 18, 1986, entitled: “Detailed Control Room Design Review.”

5. Letter from Mr. John C. Brons to the NRC, dated November 2, 1987,
entitled: “Detailed Control Room Design Review.”

Dear Sir:

Refererence (1) submitted the two volume Indian Point 3 (IP-3) Detailed Control Room
Design Review (DCRDR) Summary Report. Included in this report was a summary of the
DCRDR methodology, a description of the human factors maintenance program to be
implemented at IP-3 and a summary and resolution for each identified human engineering
deficiency (HED). References (3), (4) and (5) provided supplemental information to the NRC
concerning DCRDR for IP-3. Reference (2) submitted the Authority’s evaluation of Regulatory
Guide 1.97 with regard to IP-3. Enclosures B and C of Reference (2) contained the Authority’s
compliance survey and notes for Regulatory Guide 1.97, Revision 3. As part of these
enclosures the Authority committed to address instrumentation identification in conjunction
with the DCRDR program in order to provide a coordinated human factors approach. The
purpose of this letter is to provide the Authority’s position, from a human factors approach, on
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instrumentation identification (Regulatory Guide 1.97 Revision 3, Table 1, ltem 8 - Equipment
Identification).

The Authority, in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.97, Revision 3, Table 1, ltem 8 -
Equipment Identification, identified all the instruments that might require some type of
markings on the control panels so the operator could easily discern that they are intended for
use under accident conditons. The Authority compared the list of instruments with the
Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs) and it was noted that the EOPs utilize instruments
that are on the list of Regulatory Guide 1.97 required instruments as well as instruments that
are not. The EOPs contain all of the instruments necessary for the safe operation of 1P-3
during and after an emergency as well as instruments necessary to protect equipment which
may or may not be safety related. Marking the Regulatory Guide 1.97 instrumentation would
not be consistent with the Authority’s objectives. The operators are well trained in the existing
EOPs and marking various instruments will only cause confusion for the operators and would
create a human factor concern.

It is the Authority’s position that identifying instruments on the control panels with some
sort of markings is unnecessary and will only cause confusion for the operators. It would not
enhance the safe operation of IP-3 and in fact may reduce safety. Attachment | to this letter

contains this item as an HED with its resolution for your review.

Should you or your staff have any questions concerning this matter, please call Mr. P.
Kokolakis of my staff.

Very truly yours,

ohn C. Brons
ecutive Vice President
uclear Generation

cc: Mr. Joseph D. Neighbors, Sr. Proj. Mgr.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop 14B2
Washington, D.C. 20555

Resident Inspector’s Office _
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

P.O. Box 337

Buchanan, NY 10511

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road
King of Prussia, PA 19406
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HED

Resolution -

Types A, B and C instruments designated as Categories 1 and 2 in
accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.97 Revision 3, are not identified with
a common designation on the control panels so that the operator can
easily discern that they are intended for use under accident conditions.

Investigation by the Authority has determined that marking all type A, B
and C instruments designated as Categories 1 and 2 would actually cause
confusion in the control room. Existing Emergency Operating
Procedures (EOPs) identify some instruments to be relied on that would
not be marked. The EOPs identify all of the instruments necessary for the
safe operation of IP-3 during and after an emergency as well as
instruments necessary to protect equipment which may or may not be
safety related. Marking the Regulatory Guide 1.97 instrumentation would
not be consistent with the Authority’s objectives. It would also be
impractical and unnecessary to mark all the instruments identified in the
EOPs. This would cause confusion for the operator and may reduce the
effectiveness of operator action. Therefore, no action is necessary.
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DOCKET-NO(S). 50-286

Mr. John C. Brons

Executive Viee President, ‘Nuclear Generation
Power Authority of the State of New York

123 Main Street

White Plains, New York 10601_

SUBJECT: POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
~ INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERATING UNIT XO. 3

The following documents concermng our review of the subject facility are transmitted for
your information.

r_—]Notice of Receipt of. -Appﬁcation, dated
[_1Draft/Final Environmental Statement, dated .

[TINotice of Availability of Draft/Final Environmental Statement, dated
[ ] Safety Evaluation Rep@rt, or Supplement No. dated
{_]Environmental Assessmént and Finding of No Significant Impact, dated

‘[T Notice of Consideration ‘of Issuance of Facility Operating License or Amendment to
‘Facility Operating License, dated .

[k |1 Bi-Weekly Notice; Applications and Amendments to Operating Licenses Involving No

Significant Hazards Considerations, dated may 31, 19g8ésgmxRwgst®x%] _fune 30, 1980
[ ] Exemption, dated ’
[ ] Construction Permit No CPPR- » Amendment No. dated
[ ] Facility Operating Li cense No. » Amendment No. dated

[ ] Order Extending Construction Completion Date dated
[ ] Monthly Operating Report for transmitted by letter dated
[] Annual/Semi-Annual Report-

transmitted by letter dated

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures:

As stated
cc: See next page ' M i : ,
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-~ ‘Mr, John C. Brons

Power Authority of the State
of New York

cc:

Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

- King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Mr. Gerald C. Goldstein

Assistant General Counsel

Power Authority of the State
of New York

10 Columbus Circle

New York, New York 10019

Mr. Phillip Bayne, President

Power Authority of the State
of New York

123 Main Street

White Plains, New York 10601

Mr. William Josiger

Resident Manager

Indian Point 3 Nuclear Power Plant
Post Office Box 215

Buchanan, New York 10511

Mr. George M, Wilverding, Manager
Nuclear Safety Evaluation
Power Authority of the State
of New York
123 Main Street
White Plains, New York 10601

Director, Technical Development
Programs

State of New York Energy Office

Agency Building 2

Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223

Indian ‘l.

Point Nuclear Generating
Unit No. 3

Resident Inspector

Indian Point Nuclear Generating
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 337

Buchanan, New York 10511

Mr. Robert L. Spring

Nuclear Licensing Engineer

Consolidated Edison Company
of New York, Inc.

4 Irving Place

New York, New York 10003

Mr. A, Klausmann, Vice President
Quality Assurance
Power Authority of the State
of New York
10 Columbus Circle
New York, New York 10019

Mayor, V111agé of Buchanan
236 Tate Avenue
Buchanan, New York 10511

Mr. F. X. Pindar

Quality Assurance Superintendent
Indian Point 3 Nuclear Power Plant
Post Office Box 215

_Buchanan, New York 10511

Mr. R. Beedle, Vice President

Nuclear Support

Power Authority of the State
of New York

123 Mafin Street

White Plains, New York 10601



'/ .+ Power Authority of State

i = “of New York

cc

Mr. Peter Kokolakis, Director

Nuclear Licensing ‘

Power Authority of the State
of New York

123 Main Street

White Plains, New York 10601

Ms. Donna Ross

New York State Energy Office
2 Empire State Plaza

16th Floor

Albany, New York 12223

Mr. S. S. Zulla, Vice President
Nuclear Engineering
Power Authority of the State
~ of New York
123 Main Street
White Plains, New York 10601

Vice President

Nuclear Operations

Power Authority of the State
of New York

123 Main Street

White Plains, New York 10601

Charlie Donaldson, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
New York Department of Law
120 Broadway

New York, New York 10271
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Biweekly Notice Applications and
Amendments to Operating Licenses
Iinvolving No Significant Hazards
Considerations

I. Background

Pursuant to Public Law (P.L.) 97-415,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the
Commission) is publishing this regular
biweekly notice. P.L. 97-415 revised:
section 189 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended (the Act), to require
the Commission to publish notice of any
amendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under a new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any.
amendment to an operating license upon
a determination by the Commission that
such amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration, notwithstanding
the pendency before the Commission of
a request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from May 6. 1989
through May 19, 1989. The last biweek!}y
notice was published on May 17, 1989
(54 FR 21297).

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF
ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND
PROPOSED NO SIGNIFICANT
HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
DETERMINATION AND
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The Commission has made a proposed
determination that the following
amendment requests involve no
significant hazards consideration. Under
the Commission’s regulations in 10 CFR

- 50.92, this means that operation of the

facility in accordance with the proposed
amendments would not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
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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 basis for thig
proposed determination for each
amendment request is shown below.

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
_within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination. The Commission will not
normally make a final determination

. unless it receives a request for a
hearing. -

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Regulatory Publications
Branch, Division of Freedom of
Information and Publications Services,
Office of Administration and Resources
Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
and should cite the publication date and
Page number of this Federal Register
notice. Written comments may also be
delivered to Room P-218, Phillips
Building, 7920 Norfolk Avenue,
Bethesda, Maryland from 7:30 a.m. to
4:15 p.m. Copies of written comments
received may be examined at the NRC
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC. The filing of requests
for hearing and petitions for leave to
intervene is discussed below.

By June 30, 1989 the licensee may file
a request for a hearing with respect to
issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interest may be

" affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written petition
for leave to intervene. Requests for a
hearing and petitions for leave to
intervene shall be filed in accordance
with the Commission’s “Rules of .
Practice for Domestic Licensing
Proceedings” in 10 CFR Part 2. If a
request for a hearing or petition for
leave to intervene is filed by the above
date, the Commission or an Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board, designated
by the Commission or by the Chairman
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing

.Board Panel, will rule on the request
and/or petition and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of hearing or
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition

should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) the nature of the
petitioner's right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner's
property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3} the possible _
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the -
petitioner’s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to fifteen (15) days prior to the
first prehearing conference scheduled in
the proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to
the first prehearing conference
scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner

. shall file a supplement to the petition to
- intervene which must include a list of
- the contentions which are sought to be

litigated in the matter, and the bases for

. each contention set forth with

reasonable specificity. Contentions shall
be limited to matters within the scope of
the amendment under consideration. A
petitioner who fails to file such a
supplement which satisfies these

. requirements with respect to at least one

contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to

participate fully in the conduct of the

hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a final’
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The

~ final determination will serve to decide
~ when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment involves a significant
hazards consideration, any hearing held
would take place before the issuance of
any amendment, .

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the

expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circamstances change
during the notice period such that failure
to act in a timely way would result, for
example, in derating or shutdown of the
facility, the Commission may issue the
license amendment before the
expiration of the 30-day notice period,
provided that its final determination is
that the amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will consider all’
public and State comments received:
before action is taken. Should the
Commission take this action, it will
publish a notice of issuance and provide
for opportunity for a hearing after -
issuance. The Commission expects that
the need to take this action will cccur
very infrequently. :

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission's Public
Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC, by
the above date. Where petitions are
filed during the last ten (10) days of the
notice period, it is requested that'the -
petitioner promptly so inform the -
Commission by a toll-free telephone call
to Western Union at 1-[800) 325-6000 [in
Missouri 1-[800) 342-6700). The Western
Union operator should be given
Datagram Identification Number 3737
and the following message addressed to
(Project Director): petitioner's name and
telephone number; date petition was
mailed; plant name; and publication

" date and page number of this Federal

Register notice. A copy of the petition
should also be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, and to the attorney for the
licensee. . '

Nontimely filings of petitions for leave
to intervene, amended petitions, .
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the -
presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board, that the petition and/or request
should be granted based upona
balancing of factors specified in 10 CFR
2.714(a)(1){i){v) and 2.714(d). ,

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for :
amendment which is available for public
inspection at the Commission's Public

" Document Room, the Gelman Building,

2120 L Street, NW,, Washington, DC,
and at the local public document room -
for the particular facility involved.
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Carolina Power & Ligh! Company, et al,,
Docket Nos. 50-325 and 50-324,
Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Units 1
and 2, Brunswick County, North
Carolina

Date of application for amendments:
June 22, 1983

Description of amendment reguest:
The amendments would delete the
residual heat removal {FHR)/service
water discharge differential pressure
instrument (transmitter and indicator)
from the Technical Specifications (TS)
for each unit, The licensee states that
‘operability is not required to ensure the
RHR and service water systems function
as designed. The subject indication is
located on the remote shutdown panel
for each unit. This panel is utilized to
shut down the unit and maintain
shutdown conditions in the event
control room habitability is lost.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazard consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a no
significant hazard consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to an operating license .
involves no significant hazards
consideration if 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
eny accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The Carolina Power &
Light Company (CP&L) has reviewed the
proposed changes to the TS and has
determined that the requested
amendment does not involve a
significant hazards consideration for the
following reasons:

1. The design, function, and operation of
the plant systems will remain unchanged.
Item 9, “Residual Heat Removal Service
Water Discharge Differential Pressure,” and
instruments E11-PDT-N002BX and E11-PDI-
3344 are being deleted from Tables 3.3.5.2-1
and 4.3.5.2-1 because they are not required to
ensure that the RHR and service water
systems function as designed. The RHR heat
exchanger differential pressure is not an
indicator of heat exchanger performance;
therefore, it does nothing to ensure that
sufficient capability is available to permit
shutdown and maintenance of hot shutdown
from locations outside the control room.
Thus, these instruments should not be
considered remote shutdown monitoring

- instruments and should be deleted from
Tables 3.3.5.2-1 and 4.3.5.2-1. Since they are
not remote shutdown monitoring instruments,
their deletion from Table 3.3.5.2-1 and 4.3.5.2-
1 will not increase the probability of an
accident, nor will it change the consequences
of an accident previously evaluated.

2. Instruments E11-PDT-N002BX and E11-
PDI-3344 provide relative system pressure
only and are not relied upon for remote
shutdown. Thus, these instruments need not
be considered remote shutdown monitoring
instruments and should be removed from
Tables 3.3.5.2-1 and 4.3.5.2-1. Their deletion
will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident because they were
not relied upon under accident conditions for
remote shutdown purposes and they will
continue to perform their design function in
the same manner as before.

3. The capability to permit shutdown and
maintain hot shutdown of the facility from
outside the control room is not compromised
by deleting Instruments E11-PDT-N002BX and
E11-PDI-3344 from Tables 3.3.5.2-1 and 4.3.4.2-
1. These instruments currently do not perform
a remote shutdown monitoring function; they
only provide a relative system differential
pressure which is not relied upon in the BSEP
remote shutdown procedures to achieve
remote shutdown. Therefore, the proposed
amendment does riot involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

The staff has reviewed the CP&L
determinations and is in basic
agreement with them. RHR/Service
Water differential pressure indication
on the remote shutdown panel is not
required to shut the plant down or keep
it shut down; and this indication is not
utilized in the procedure entitled “Plant
Shutdown from Outside Control Room.”
Accordingly, the Commission proposes
to determine that these changes do not
involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
Jocation: University of North Carolina at
Wilmington, William Madison Randall
Library, 601 S. College Road,
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403-3297.

Attorney for licensee: R. E. Jones,
General Counsel, Carolina Power &
Light Company, P. O. Box 1551, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27602

NRC Project Director: Elinor G.
Adensam

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company, Docket No. 50-213, Haddam
Neck Plant, Middlesex County,
Connecticut

Date of amendment request: April 14,
1989

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment provides
changes to Technical Specification
Sections 3.17.1, “Axial Offset” and
3.17.2, “Linear Heat Generation Rate" to
support coastdown operation of the
Haddam Neck Plant at the end of Cycle
15.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exist
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. The licensee

has evaluated the proposed amendment
against the standards provided in 50.92
and determined that the proposed
amendment will not:

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

Operation during coastdown is beyond the
scope of the current design basis LOCA
analysis for the Haddam Neck Plant. The
current design basis assumes operation
‘consistent with the Tave program.
Coastdown operation immediately following
end of core life maintains 100% thermal
power by reducing Tave, while fully opening
the turbine contro} valves. Post LOCA
analysis sensitivities have shown that a
reduction in the core inlet temperature, whil
maintaining full power, yields an increase in
the projected peak clgdding temperature
(PCT) for the large break LOCA. This

. increase in PCT is due to the reduction in
reverse core flow during blowdown after the
coastdown of the reactor coolant pumps. The
reduced flow yields higher temperatures at
the end of blowdown, which yields a higher
PCT after the adiabatic heatup and beginning
of core recovery.

These sensitivities have also shown that
between 100 and 90% power, the sensitivity
to the core inlet temperature becomes
insignificant relative to the drop in power.

In order to bound operation during
coastdown, the current limiting case {double
ended, cold leg guillotine, Cp = 1.0) was re-
analyzed at full power, but with a bounding
coastdown core inlet temperature at 90%
power (Tinlet = 510° F). This re-analysis
shows that the limiting LHGR must be
reduced from the normal end of cycle value
of 14.8 kw/ft-to 13.5 kw/ft to maintain the
PCT less than the Interim Acceptance
Criteria limit of 2300° F.

The axial offset (AO) limits were
developed for the new LHGR limit during
coastdown. The new AO limits are slightly
more restrictive on the negative side.

The proposed changes ensure that there is
no increase or change in the probability of
occurrence of any design basis accidents.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The proposed changes to the technical
specifications ensure that the plant response
to an accident during coastdown operation is
essentially within the design basis of the
plant. .

The large break LOCA response during

- coastdown has been changed, but the PCT as
a function of time after break retains the key
characteristics associated with blowdown,
refill and reflood. The reduction in the LHGR
ensures that the PCT remains less than 2300°
F for a postulated design basis event during
coastdown conditions.

There are no new failure modes associated
with the proposed technical specification
changes. Therefore, the changes do not
present the possibility for a new., unanalyzed
accident.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. )

The proposed changes to the technical
specifications ensure that the margins of
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safety have not been reduced significantly.
The reduction in the allowable LHGR from
14.6 to 13.5 kw/ft during coastdown operation
after the end of core life restores. the PCT to
less than 2300° F, The new AQ limits provide
alarm points to assure that operation above
an LHGR of 13.5 kw/ft is prohibited. Since
the PCT remains less than 2300° F, there is no
impact on the protective boundaries.

The NRC staff has reviewed this
analysis and based on this review, it
appears that the three criteria are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
application for amendment involves no

_ significant hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: Russel Library, 123 Broad
Street, Middletown, Connecticut 06457.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald Garfield,
Esquire, Day, Berry & Howard,
Counselors at Law, City Place, Hartford,
Connecticut 06103-3499.

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company, Docket No. 50-213, Haddam
Neck Plant Middlesex County,
Connecticut.

. Date of amendment request: April 21,
1989
Description of amendment request:

The proposed amendment will revise
and combine Technical Specification
Section 3.6, *‘Core Cooling Systems,”
Section 3.7, "Minimum Water Volume
and Boron Concentration in the
Refueling Water Storage Tank,” and
Section 4.3, *‘Core Cooling Systems -
Periodic Testing,” into a new Technical
Specification Section 3.6 titled
“Emergency Core Cooling Systems.”
This new section will follow the
Westinghouse Standard format
Technical Specifications.

" Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:

The Commission has provided .

standards in 10 CFR 50.92(c) for
determining whether a significant
hazards consideration exists. In
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company has reviewed the proposed
Technical Specification and concluded
that they do not involve a significant
hazards consideration because the
changes would not:
* 1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. The determination of
whether or not a proposed change is
-equivalent, more restrictive (or a new
requirement) or less restrictive is based on
the Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO)
and Applicability Requirements since it ig
these requirements which will impact the
design basis accidents. In general, the
conversion to the W STS yields more -
extensive and/or restrictive Action or
Surveillance Requirements. As described

above, most of the changes are more
restrictive in that there are no comparable
requirements in the existing Technical
Specifications, and the proposed changes are
equivalent to the W STS. For the few changes
that are less restrictive, justification is
provided for the changes. Since the proposed
Sections 3.6.1 through 3.6.4 do not reduce the
availability or the reliability of the ECCS, the
consequences of the design basis accidents
remain unchanged.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated. Because there are no
hardware modifications associated with the
proposed changes, the performance-of safety
related systems remains unaffected during
operations. The operability requirements are
increased over the current requirements thus
enhancing the performance of safety systems.
Therefore, the proposed Technical
Specifications will not modify the plant
response to the point where it can be
considered a new accident nor are any
credible failure modes created.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. Because the changes
proposed herein provide acceptable results
for the design basis accident, no additional
burden will be placed on the protective
boundaries for postulated accidents. In
addition, there are no plant hardware
modifications associated with this change
and hence, there is no direct impact on the
protective boundaries. The proposed
Technical Specifications do not affect the
safety limits of the protective boundaries and
the bases of the proposed Technical
Specifications have been modified to reflect

_ the proposed changes.

The NRC staff has reviewed this
analysis and based on this review,.it
appears that the three criteria are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
application for amendment involves no
significant hazards considerations.

- Local Public Document Room
location: Russel Library, 123 Broad
Street, Middletown, Connecticut 08457.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald Garfield,
Esquire, Day, Berry & Howard,
Counselors at Law, City Place, Hartford,
Connecticut 06103-3499.

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Docket No. 50-247, Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit No. 2,
Westchester County, New York .

Date of amendment request:
September 30, 1988, as supplemented
January 10, 1989, March 30, 1989 and
April 14, 1989.

Description of amendment request:
This amendment would amend the
Indian Point Unit No. 2 Operating
License and Technical Specifications to
authorize operation of the plant at core
power levels not in excess of 3071.4
MW1. The following changes to the
Operating License and Technical

Specifications would be included in the
proposed amendment:

1. Rated Power - The proposed
amendment would increase the
maximum allowable power level in
license condition 2.C.1 of the Operating
License and the definition of Rated
Power in Technical Specification 1.1.a.
from 2758 MW! to 3071.4 MW1t.

2. Overtemperature Delta-T and
Overpower Delta-T Setpoints - The
proposed amendment would revise the
nominal average temperature value at
rated power for the Overtemperature
Delta-T and Overpower Delta-T
protection logic functions in Technical
Specifications 2.3.1.B(4) and 2.3.1.B(5)
from 570° F to less than or equal to
579.7° F. These changes would reflect
the increased temperature allowed at
the increased power level. .

3. DNB Parameters - The propose
amendment would increase the
allowable average reactor coolant
system temperature in Technical
Specification 3.1.G.a from less than or
equal to 573.5° F to less than or equal to
587.2° F. This change would reflect the
increased average temperature allowed
at the increased power level.

4. Auxiliary Feedwater Flow - The
proposed amendment would increase
the minimum required flow capability of

" each of the auxiliary feedwater pumps

as specified in Technical Specification
3.4.A.(2) from 300 gpm to 380 gpm.

5. Secondary Steam Flow - The
proposed amendment would revise the
Basis for Technical Specification 3.4 to
reflect the increased steam fiow
(increased from 11,669.736 to 13.310.000
Ibs/hr) that would be associated with
operation at the increase power level.
The percentage of total main steam
safety valve relieving capacity that this
increased steam flow represents would
also be changed from 129 percent of
total secondary steam flow to 114
percent of total secondary steam flow.

6. Decay Time Prior to Fuel Movement
- The proposed amendment would
increase the minimum time specified in
Technical Specification 3.8.B.4 and its
associated Basis required following
plant shutdown before fuel may be
handled in the reactor from 131 hours to
174 hours.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether &
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) Involve a
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significant increase in the probability. or
consequences of an accident prevnous]v
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 i ina
margin of sefety.

In accordance with the above criteria.
the licensee provided the following no
significart hazards analysis for the six
categories of changes Jdiscussed above.

1. Rated Power

The analysis results show that the
proposed changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration because the operation
of Indian Point Unit No. 2 in accordance with
these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. This is based on the
original design basis of the plant, as
confirmed by the analyses supporting origina)
plant licensure. These include an
environmental evaluation which assumed
stretch rated conditions and a radiological
evaluztion conducted at 3216 MWH1. Theee
analyses have been further confirmed by
analyses performed pursuant to.the
methodology of WCAP-10263. .

(2) Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. This is based on the
system and ccniponents reviews
accompanying original plant licensure, as.

" confirmed by analyses recently conducted,
all of which verify the capability of systems
and components o operate at the stretch
rated conditions.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a
masigin of safety. Accident analyses, both
past and present, perforned at the stretch
rated conditions demonstrate that DXNB
design basis remeains unchanged, that the
RCS pressure limit of 2735 psig will not be
exceeded, and that LOCA results remain well
below the regulatory limits given in 10 CFR
50.46.

Based on the above, the hcensee concludes
that the amendment request does not involve
e significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evalvated; does not create the possibility of 8
new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; and does not
involve a reduction in a requred margin of
safety. :

2. Overtemperature, Delta-T and
Overpower Delta-T Setpoints

The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the standards
for determining whether a significant hazards
consideration exists by providing certain
examples {51 FR 7751). Example (vi} of those
involving no significant hazards
consideration discusses & change which may
reduce a safety margin but where the results
are clearly within all acceptance criteria with
respect to the system or component. The
proposed change reflecis the increased’
average temperature allowed at the increased
power level.

The resulis of all analyses show that the
‘proposed changes do not involve a significar!
hazards consideration because the operation
of Indian Point Unit No. 2 in accordance with
these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
prebability or congequences of an accident
prcv.ouah evalvated. The proposed revision
is being supported by conservative

" evaluation and analyses utilizing the latest

approved computer codes and methodology.
These analyses demonstrate conformance to
the applicable design and regulatcry criteria.
{2} Create the popgsibility of 8 new or -
‘different kind of accident from 2ny accident
previcusly evaluatec. The proposed chanees
{5 the Overtemperature Delta-T and
COverpower Delte-T setpoint functions for
reactor trip do not modify the plant's
confizuration or operation, and therefore the
identical postulated accidents are the only

‘ones that require evaluation and resolution.

Nothing would be added or removed that
would conceivably introduce.a new or
different kind of accident mechanism or
initiating circumstances than that previously
evaluated. :

In general, the proposed changes do not
sdversely affect the ability of
Overtemperature Delta-T and Overpower
Delta-T reactor trip signals to perform their
safety function to initiate rezcior core
shutdown during an Overtemperaiure Delta-T
or Overpower Deita-T transient condition,
respectively.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. With the proposed change. .
all safety criteria previously evaluated are
met, remain conservative, and continue to
maintein the previous margins of safety.

The safety function of reactor trip on
Overtemperature Delta-T and Overpower
Delta-T is to initiate reactor core shutdown

" during Delta-T transient events to ensure that

the reactor core safety limits as defined in
Technice! Specification Figure 2.1-1 are not
exceeded. Safety evaluations and analvses
for all of the licensing basis accidents
described in FSAR Chapter 14 which take
credit for an Overtemperature Delta-T or
Overpower Delta-T reactor trip have been
perfornied and the results of these analyses
demonstrate conformance with the applicable
design and regulatory requirements.

3. DNB Parameters

The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the standards
for determining whether a significant hazards
consideration exists by providing certain
examples (51 FR 7751). Example {vi) of those
involving no significent hazards
consideration discusses a change which may
reduce a safety margin but where the results
are clearly within all acceptance criteria with

. respect to the system or component. The

proposed change is to increase the allowable
Reactor Coolant System average temperature
ai 100% power.

All analyses performed show that the
proposed changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration because the operation
of Indian Point Unit No. 2 in accordance with
these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. The Tavg value
represents a design limit for average Reactor
Coolant System temperature. This proposed
change is supported by conservative analyses
and evaluations based on approved codes
and methcdologies. All applicable design and
safety criteria continue to be satisfied.

(2) Crea'e the posslbxlny of a new o
different kind of accident from eny accider:
previously evaluated. The preposed change
in the design value of Tavg does not mocify
the plant's configuration or operation, and
therefore the identical postulated accidenis
are the only ones that require evaluation o1
resolution. Nothing would be added or
removed that would conceivably intoduce «
new or different kind of accident mechanism:
or inftiating circumstances than thal P
praeviously evaluated. .

{3) Involve a s*gn.fncqm reduction in e
margin of afety. With the propesed change.
all safety criteria used in previous analyses
are met, remain conservative, and continue t¢
maintain the previous margins of sefety.
Approved analysis codes and methodologies
were employed as the basis for evaluatm,.
this proposed change.

All applicable design and safety criteria
are expacted to be satisfied including the
impact of an increased Tavg.

4. Auxiliary Feedwater Flow

Consistent with the Commission’s criter.:
in 10 CFR 50.92, the licensee has determined
that the proposed change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration because the
operation of Indian Point Unit No. 2 in
accordance with this chengn would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. The proposed revision
is supported by conservative evaluation end
analyses utilizing the latest approved -
computer codes and methodology. These
analyses have demonstrated conformance o
the applicable design and regulatory critesia.

{2) Create the possibility of a2 new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. The proposed charge
to the minimum auxiliary feedwater pump
flowrate does not modify the plant's
configuration or operation, and therefore the
identical postulated accidents are the only
ones that require eévaluation and resolution.
Nothing would be added or removed thst
would conceivably introduce a new or
different kind of accident mechanism or
initiating circumstances than that previovs!y
evaluated.

In general, the proposed change does not
adversely affect the ability of the auxilrary
feedwater system to perform its safety
function to supply high pressure feedwater to
the steam generators to mamxdm a water
inventory.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. With the proposed change,
all safety criteria previously evaluated are
still met. remain conservative, and continue
1o maintain the previous margins of safety.

The safety function of the auxiliary
feedwater system is to supply high pressure
feedwater to the steam generators to
maintain a water inventory. Safety
evaluation and analyses for all of the'
licensing basis accidents described in FSAR
Chapter 14 which take credit for the auxiiiery
feedwater system have been performed and
the results of these analyses and evaluation
have demonstrated conformance with the
applicable design and regulatory

- requirements.

5. ..-econdar:, Steam F]aw
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The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application to the standards
for determining whether a significant hazards
consideration exists by providing certain -
examples (51 FR 7751} of amendments that
are considered not likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration. Example (i)
relates to a purely adminisirative change to
Technical Specifications: fur example, a
change to achieve consistency throughout the
Technica! Specifications. correction of an
error, or a change in nomenclature.

The proposed changes are purely
administrative changes to achieve
consistency with the Technical
Specifications, and consistency with the
proposed increase in licensed NSSS powaer.

Consistent with the Commission's criteria
in 10 CFR 50.92, the licensee has determined
that the proposed changes described above
do not involve a significant hazards
consideration because the operation of
Indian Point Unit No. 2 in accordance with
these changes would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluate. The proposed revisions
do not affect plant operations. The proposed
revisions provide consistency with Technical
Specifications associated with the proposed
increase in licensed NSSS power.

_(2) Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. The proposed changes
do not modify the plant's configuration or
operation. Nothing would be added or
removed that would conceivable introduce a
new or different kind of accident mechanism
or initiating circumstance than those
previously evaluated.

(3) Involve a significant reductionin a -
margin of safety. With the proposed changes.
all safety criteria previously evaluated are
still met, remain conservative, and continue
to maintain the previous margins of safety.
Because these changes are administrative in
nature their implementation does not affect
- any margin of safety.

8. Decay Time Prior to Fuel Movement

Consistent with the Commission's criteria
in 10 CFR 50.92, the licensee has determined
that the proposed change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration because the
operation of Indian Point Unit No. 2 in
accordance with this change would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluate. The radiological
consequences are unchanged from those -
previously evaluated. Only the time after
shutdown before fuel can be handled has
been increased. Hence. neither the
probability nor the consequences of the -
accident have increased.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated. The postulated fuel
handling accident is the same as that
previously evaluated.

.(3) Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The decay time before fuel
can be handled has been increased to ensure
that the radiological consequences will be
appropriately within the guidelines of 10 CFR
Part 100. Hence, the margin of safety is
unchanged. .

The staff agrees with the licensee’s
analysis. Therefore, based on the above,
the staff proposes that the proposed
amendment will not involve a significant
hazards consideration..

Local Public Document Room
location: White Plains Public Library,
100 Martine Avenue, White Plains, New
York, 10610.

Attorney for licensee: Brent L.
Brandenburg, Esq., 4 Irving Place, New
York, New York 10003

NRC Project Director: Robert A. .
Capra : '

Consumers Power Company, Docket No.
50-255, Palisades Plant, Van Buren
County, Michigan

Date of amendment request:
September 23, 1988 supplemented by
letter dated January 16, 1989.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the requirements of the Technical
Specifications relating to administrative
controls. The modifications are intended
to strengthen both the offsite and onsite
safety review functions. The proposed
changes establish the Plant General
Manager as Chairman of the Plant
Review Committee {PRC), eliminate the
Plant Safety Engineering function, and
establish the Plant Safety and Licensing
Department, and the Nuclear Safety
Services Department.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has made a proposed
determination that the amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration. Under the Commission’s
regulations in 10 CFR 50.59, 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 licensee has evaluated the
proposed changes against the above

_standards as required by 10 CFR

50.91(a). The Commission has reviewed
the licensee’s evaluation and agrees
with it. The Commission concludes that:
A. The changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated (10 CFR 50.92(c)(1)) because
the changes are organizational and
administrative in nature. The proposed
changes merely affect the manner by
which the safety review function is
conducted. The proposed changes are
intended to strengthen this function.

B. The changes do not create the’
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated (10 CFR 50.92(c)(2)) because
the proposed changes do not affect any
system, equipment, or plant operating
procedure.

C. The changes do not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of
safety (10 CFR 50.92(c)(3)) because no
margin for safety is defined by the
Administrative Controls Section of the
Technical Specifications.

Local Public Document Room
location: Van Zoeren Library, Hope
College. Holland, Michigan 49423. .

Attorney for licensee: Judd L. Bacon,
Esq., Consumers Power Company, 212
West Michigan Avenue, Jackson,
Michigan 49201. -

NRC Project Director: Lawrence
Yandell, Acting Director '

Duquesne Light Company, Docket No.
50-334, Beaver Valley Power Station,
Unit No. 1, Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request: April 21,
1989 ’

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the Technical Specifications to remove
existing requirements on the reactor

‘coolant resistance temperature detector

(RTD) bypass system, and replace them
with requirements on fast-response
thermowell-mounted RTDs. The .
proposed change reflects a design
change, when approved by the staff,
which will eliminate use of the RTD
bypass system. :

To support this request, the licensee
submitted Westinghouse topical report
WCAP-12058, “RTD Bypass Elimination
Licensing Report for Beaver Valley Unit
1" which describes the extensive
analyses, evaluation and testing
performed to ensure the new design

“meets all safety and regulatory

requirements. The changes to the .
Technical Specifications would reflect
the characteristics (e.g.. response time)
of the fast-response RTDs.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
in accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(c). A
proposed amendment to an operating
license for a facility involves no
significant hazards consideration if
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, (2} create
the possibility of a new or diffefent kind
of accident from any accident previously
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evaluated, or (3) involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

The RTDs are not assumed to be
precursors of accidents. However, their
timely response has direct impacts on
the consequences of accidents analyzed
in the Final Safety Analysis Report -
(FSARK). The licensee stated that the
new RTDs wili have the same total
response times as the existing RTDs
with their assuciated manifold bypess
system. Since total response times are
not changed, and RTDs are not regarded
as accident precursors, the answer to
the first question is negative.

The proposed change would involve
elimination of the bypass system, which
is part of the reactor coolant boundary.
This ciange will be performed in a
manner concistent with the applicable
standerds, wiil preserve the existing
design hases. and will not adversely
affect Uie gualification of any other
plant systems. The new RTDs ere of e
proven design currently used at other
plants {e.g., Salem, Robinson).
Therefore, no new accidents can be
attributed to the new RTDs.

Finally, there is no change in design
basic. The new design is expected to
provide the same overe! reliability,
redundancy and diversity as the existing
design. No accident assumpticns wiil be
relaxed or modified. Hence the answer
to the last question is also negative.

The staff therefore proposes to
determine that the requested
amendment involves no significant
hazards considerations. -

Local Public Document Room
iacation: B. F. Jones Memorial Library.
663 Frankiin Avenue, Ahqm ppa.
Pennsylvania 15001.

" Attorney fer licensee: Gerald

- Charrioff, Esquire, Jay E. Sitherg,
Fsguire, Shaw, Pittmsn, Potts &
Trowb"ldge, 2300 N Sireet, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.
NRC Project Direcior: John F. Siolz

Dugquesne Light Compahy, Docket Nos.

50-334, and 50-412, Beaver Valley Power

Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, Shippingport,
Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request: April 21,
1989

Descriptior of amendment reguest:
The proposed amendments would revise
the Technical Specifications of both |
units to delete Table 4.4.5, “Reactor
Vesse! Material Irradiation Surveillance
Schedule” and associaied surveillznce
requirement 4.4.8.1.c. The same table
will be included in the Updated Final"

. Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR) of each
unit. Meanwhile, the bases section will
also be revised to reference the UFSAR.

.. The proposed changes will not alter any
" plant configuration or operational

procedures since the program for
surveillance of reactor vessel material
will continue to be governed by 10 CFR
Part 50 Appendix H. The current Table
4.4-5 is redundant to the regulation.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
in accordance with 1¢ CFR 50.92(c}). A
proposed amendment to an operating
license for a facility involves no
significant hazard consideration if
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, (2) create
the possibility of a new or different kind
of accidant from any accident previously
evealuated, or (3} involve a significant
reduction in & margin of safety.

As discussed above, there is no
change to the piant configuration or
operational procedures as a result of the
proposed amendments. The proposed
change is administrative. Thus the
answers to questions (1) and (2) are
negztive. Furthermore, the design bases
of the units are not altered and there is
no relexation of any safety margin. Thus
the answer to question (3) is also
negative.

The staff therefore proposes to
determine that the requested
amend:ments involve no significant
hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
Jocation: B. F. Jones Memorial Library,
663 Franklin Avenue, Aliquippa,

-Pennsylvania 15001.

- Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esquire, Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC-20037.

- NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

Florida Power and Light Company, et al.,
Pocket Nos. 50-3235 and 50-389, St. Lucie
Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, St. Lucie -
County, Florida

Date of amendment requests: April 4,
1989

Description of amendment requests:
The proposed license amendments are
intended to make corrections to
typographical errors in the
Administrative Controls section of the
Technical Specifications, delete the
specific composition list for the
Company Nuclear Review Board
{CNRB]) and replace it with a general
statement defining the requisite level of
expertise for membership, and revise the
Independent Safety Engineering Group
(ISEG] reporting and administrative
requirements for St. Lucie Unit 2.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
{10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for s
facility involves no significant hazards
considerations if operation of tha facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve 2
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previousiy
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility cf
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or {3}
involve a significant reduction ir: a
margin of safety.

The licensee provided the following
discussion regarding the above three
criteria.

Criterion 1

Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accidern:
previously evalunated.

The proposed changes are administrative
in nature and do not affect assumptionz
contained in the safety analyses nor do they
affect Technical Specificaticns that preserve
safety analysis assumptions. Additionally.
these changes do not modify the physical
design and/or operation of the plant.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not affec:
the probability or consequences of accidents
previously analyzed.

Criterion 2

. Use of the modified specification would nus
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

The changes being proposed are
administrative in nature and will not lead {0
material procedura) changes or to physical
modifications to the facility. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident.

Criterion 3

Use of the modified specification would nct

.involve a significant reduction in a margin of

safety.

The changes being proposed are
administrative in nature and do not relate to
or modify the safety margins defined in or
required and maintained by the Technical
Specifications.

The typographical corrections proposed do
not affect any margin of safety. The deletion
of the composition list of Company Nuclear
Review Board (CNRB) membership and
replacement with qualifications requirements
guidelines will not decrease the effectiveness
of this organization’s independent review
scope nor will there be a reduction in the
collective talents of the CNRB.

The changes proposed to the Independent
Safety Engineering Group {ISEG)
administrative control and reporting
requirements will focus the control, reports
and reporting requirements of the ISEG to the
Site Vice President - St. Lucie, Florida Power
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& Light Company (FPL) and thus ensure the
mast efficient and effective use of the ISEG's
products. However, changing the
administrative contro} and

requirements will not affect any margin of
safety. : .

Based on the above, {the Florida Power &
Light Company} has determined that the
proposed amendment does not (1) involve
significant increase in the probability of
conseguences of an accident previously
evaluated, {2) create the probability of a new
or different kind of accident from any ’
accident previously evaluated, or (3) involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety; -
and therefore does not invelve a significant
hazard consideration. )

The staff has reviewed the licensee's
no significant hazards consideration
determination and agrees with the
licensee’s analysis.

Accordingly, the Commigsion )
proposes to determine that the proposed
changes to the Technical Specifications
involve no significant hazards
considerations. .

Local Public Document Room -
location: Indian River Junior College
Library, 3209 Virginia Avenue, Fort
Pierce, Florida 33450

Attorney for licensee: Harold F. Reis,
Esquire, Newman and Holtzinger, 1615 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20036 -

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.
Berkow

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket No. 50-321, Edwin I.
Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unit 1, Appling
County, Georgia

Date of amendment request: March 20,
1989

‘Description of amendment request:
Hatch Unit 1 Technical Specification
(TS) 4.6.F.2 currently requires reactor
coolant conductivity sampling once
every 4 hours when the continuous
conductivity monitor is inoperable. The
proposed change would revise TS 4.6.F.2
such that the.sampling would be
required only once every 24 hours when
the reactor coolant temperature is less
than or equal to 212° F. When coolant
temperature is greater than 212° F, the
sampling frequency would remain at
once every 4 hours.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a -
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
considerations if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) mvolve 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)
invalve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. -

Basis for Proposed Change:

High conductivity of the reactor
coolant may indicate the presence of
chlorides in the coolant which can lead
to stress corrosion cracking of the
stainless steel components in contact
with the coolant. The eorrosion rate is
temperature dependent. Normally,
reaclor coolamt conductivity is
monitored continuously by a
conductivity monitor. Daring periods
when the conductivity monitor is out of
service, conductivity is measured by
taking periodic sampies of the reactor
‘coolant. Since the corrosion rate is
temperature dependent, the Standard
Technical Specifications (STS) for
fbmhng’ ing water reactors as well as thsi-,y TS

or Hatch Unit 2 recognize this fact
allowing a reduced sampling frequency
of once every 24 hours when the coolant

. temperature is less than or equal to 212°

F. At higher ceolant temperatures, both
the STS and the Hatch 2 TS require
coolant conductivity sampling &t 4-hour
intervals at times when the contirmuous
conductivity monitor is out of service. -
This proposed change would make the
sampling requirements for Hatch Unit 1
equivalent to the requirements for Hatch

-Unit 2 and consistent with the

requirements of the STS.
The licensee's March 20, 198,

submittal provided an evaluation of the -

proposed change with respect to the
three standards, as follows:

1. This change does not irvolve a .
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident, becanse the
operation of any plant equipment or system is
not affected.

2. The possibility of a different kind of
accident from any analyzed previously is not
created by this change, since the change does
not affect the operation of arvy plant
equipment or system. Thorefore, no new
modes of plant operation are introduced, and
no new accident types can resuit.

3. Margins of safety are not significantly
reduced by this change, simce the propesed _
change relaxes the surveillence interval only
when the reactor coolant is less then or equal
to 212° F at which temperature the corrosian
rate is low. Additionally the change is
consistent with the STS for reactor coolant
sampling when the continuous monitor is
inoperable. No other Specifications are
affected by this change.

The staff has considered the proposed
change and agrees with the licensee's
evaluations with respect to the three.
standards. ’

On this basis, the Commission has
determined that the requested
amendment meets the three standards

and, therefore, has made a proposed
determination that the amendment
application does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Appling County Public Library,
301 City Hall Drive, Baxley, Georgia
31513 :

Attorney for licensee: Bruce W,
Churchill, Esquire, Shaw, Pittman. Poits
and Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW., -
Washington, DC 20087,

NRC Project Director: David B.
Matthews

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Geergia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket Nes. 50-321 and 50-366,
Edwin 1. Hatch Nuclear Plant, Units 1

and 2, Appling County, Georgia

Date of amendment request: March 17..
1989

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would (1) modify the -
Technical Specifications (TS) for Unit 1
to make the definitions of Limiting
Conditions for Operation and
Surveillance Requirements consistent
with the guidance provided in NRC
Generic Letter 87-09, and would modify
the Unit 2 TS to make the wording of
Specifications 3.0.4, 4.0.3 and 4.0.4
consistent with the wording of Enclosure
4 to Generic Letter 87-09; and (2) the
Bases for Unit 2 TS Sections 3.0.1
through 3.0.4 and Sections 4.0.1 through
4.0.5 would be replaced with revised
Bases as provided in Enclosure 5 to
Generic Letter 87-09.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
{10 CFR 50.92(c}). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
considerations if 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 licensee's March 17, 1989,
submittal provided an evaluation of the
proposed changes with respect to these
three standards.

Basis for Proposed Change 1:

This change will modify the wording of
Unit 1 TS Definitions M and J}, as well as .
Unit 2 TS Sections 3.0.4, 4.0.3, and 4.04 to be . -
consistent with the guidance provided in ’
Enclosure 1 to Generic Letter 87-09.
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Proposed Change 1 does not involve a
significant hazards consideration for the
following reasons:

1. It does not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated, because
neither plant operation nor design is affected
by the proposed change. The proposed
change is administrative in nature and
* primarily serves to provide plant operating
personnel with clearer guidance regarding
compliance with LCOs and Action
‘Requirements under all operating conditions.

2. It does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated, because no new modes
of operation or design configuration are
introduced. The proposed change serves to
strengthen the existing TS requirements by
eliminating some areas of confusion and
interpretation, and providing a clear
statement of the specification's intent.

3. It dées not.involve a reduction in the
margin of safety, because the proposed
change does not impact any numerical value
in the Technical Specifications. The change
serves to strengthen the philosophy of
compliance with the Technical Specifications.

Basis for Proposed Change 2:-

Proposed Change 2 will replace the entire
Bases section 3/4.0 of the Unit 2 Technical
Specifications with the 3/4.0 Bases provided
in Enclosure 5 to Generic Letter 87-09.

Proposed Change 2 does not involve a
significant hazards consideration for the
following reasons: '

1. It does not involve a significant increase:
in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated, because the
proposed change only serves to provide
background information and explain the
intent of Section 3/4.0. The proposed change
does not in any way adversely affect the
design, operation, or testing of the plant.

2. It does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from’any
previously evaluated, because the’proposed
change is'administrative in nature and does
not introduce any new modes of operation or
design configuration.

3. It does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety, because the
proposed change provides explanatory
information and does not impact any safety
analysis. '

The staff has considered the proposed
changes and agrees with the license’s
evaluations with respect to the three
standards. : ’

On this basis, the Commission has
determined that the requested
amendments meet the three standards
and, therefore, has made a proposed
determination that the amendment
application does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Appling County Public Library,
301 City Hall Drive, Baxley, Georgia
31513

Attorney for licensee: Bruce W.
Churchill, Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts
and Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project.Director: David B.
Matthews ' :

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425,
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 1
and 2, Burke County, Georgia

Date of amendment request: April 6,
1989 : :

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would
modify Technical Specification
4.5.2.h.1)b) to increase for Vogtle Unit 1
the maximum total pump flow rate for
the centrifugal charging pump lines with
a single pump running from 550 gpm to
555 gpm.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility
in accordance with a 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.

In regard to the proposed amendment,
the licensee has determined the
following: - ‘

1. It has been determined that both system
and component performance will not be
adversely affected by the increase in flow.
Therefore, the probability of previously
analyzed accidents has not been increased.
Additionally, since no new failure mode or
new limiting single failure has been
identified, the possibility of a different
accident being created does not exist and the
probability of a malfunction of safety related
equipment has not been increased.

The increased CCP flow has been .
determined to have no impact or an
insignificant effect on the safety analysis
results. Therefore, the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated in the FSAR
[have] not been increased and the -
consequences of a malfunction of equipment-
[have] not become more severe. Therefore,
the increase in the CCP flow from 550 gpm to
555 gpm does not result in any increase in
radioactive releases as a result of normal
operation or as a result of evaluated
accidents.

As indicated in the above evaluations, the
acceptance criteria for each of the safety
analyses has not been exceeded. Therefore, -
there is no reduction in the margin of safety
between the safety analysis assumptions and
the Technical Specification values as defined
in the basis to the Technical Specification.

The increase in flow will not affect the
postulated causes of previously evaluated
accidents. The minimum required flow has
not changed, therefore the accidents
evaluated with minimum flow assumptions
are not affected by this change. The increase
in maximum flow has been demonstrated, as
discussed above, to be well below the
maximum values assumed in the accident
analyses. The potential increase in flow has
been shown to have negligible [e]ffect on
pump and motor reliability. Therefore, this
revision to the maximum allowable pump
flow with a single pump running from 550
gpm to 555 gpm for Unit 1 will not involve a
significant increase in the probability [or]
consequences of accidents previously
evaluated.

2. This change in allowable maximum flow -
rate does not involve any physical change in
the plant. Should future flow adjustments
allow the pump to flow at 555 gpm, it will
continue to operate within its designed
capability and within the safety analyses
assumptions. Therefore, this revision to the
Technical Specification does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3. As discussed above, the minimum flow
requirements of Technical Specifications
have not changed. Evaluations have been
performed which conclude that the maximum
flow assumption used in those analyses
continue to envelope the allowable value in
the revised Technical Specification. -
Therefore, the margin between the results of
the analyses and the safety limit have not
changed, and this revision to the Technical
Specification does not involve a significant

- reduction in a margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s determination and concurs
with its findings.

Accordingly, the Commission
proposes to determine that the proposed
change involves no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Burke County Public Library,
412 Fourth Street, Waynesboro, Georgia
30830. :

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Arthur H.
Domby, Troutman, Sanders, Lockerman
and Ashmore, Candler Building, Suite
1400, 127 Peachtree Street, N.E., Atlanta,
Georgia 30043.

NRC Project Director: David B.
Matthews -

‘Gulf States Utilities Company, Docket

No. 50-458, River Bend Station, Unit 1
West Feliciana Parish, Louisiana

Date of amendment request: August
29, 1986 as modified May 2, 1989.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would add
Technical Specifications for the
Suppression Pool Pumpback System
(SPPS). Limiting Condition for Operation
{LCO), Action requirements, and
Surveillance Requirements for the SPPS
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would be added to Technical
Specification 3/4.5.3, Suppression Pool.
Bases 3/4.5.3 would also be modified to
add the SPPS. The May 2, 1989 submittal
revised the proposed LCO by increasing
the minimum subsystems required to be
operable from one to two and including
related Action Statements. In addition,
the proposed Technical Specifications
would include a statement that the
provisions of Specification 3.0.4 do not
apply. Specification 3.0.4 states:

3.04 Entry into an OPERATIONAL
CONDITION or other specified condition
shall not be made unless the conditions for
the Limiting Condition for Operation are met
without reliance on provisions contained in
the ACTION requirements. This provision
shall not prevent passage through or to

" OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS as required to
comply with ACTION requirements.
Exceptions to these requirements are stated
in the individual Specifications.

By specifying that Specification 3.0.4
is nc applicable, entry into an
Operational Condition would be
allowed-with one SPPS subsystem
inoperable when the suppression pool is
required. This would include startup.

The application for amendment to add
Technical Specifications for the SPPS is
to satisfy a November 18, 1985
commitment made by the licensee
during the development of the Technical
Specifications for the full power license.
The NRC staff requested that Gulf
States Utilities develop the Technical
Specifications and propose a license
amendment to implement them.

This notice supersedes the notice
published in the October 22, 1986
Federal Register (51 FR 37512).

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to'an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if 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 thepossibility 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 licensee provided
an analysis that addressed the above
three standards in the amendment -
application in the August 29, 1986
submittal. .

The proposed change does not include a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because the change only identifies

- the SPPS a8 a necessary subsystem to ensure

operability of the suppression pool. This

change does not involve a design change or
physical change to the plant. B

“Thus, there is no increase in the probability
or consequences of any accident previously
evaluated. ) i

The proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of -
accident from any accident previously
evaluated because this change only provides
explicit requirements to have the SPPS an
identified as integral part of suppression pool
system. This change does not-involve a
design change or physical change with
respect to new or modified equipment, nor
does it involve a change in the mode of
operating existing equipment. ’

Thus, no new accident scenario is
introduced by this clarification of
requirements for suppression pool -
operability.

The proposed change does not involve &
significant reduction in the margin of safety
because this clarification of requirements for
suppression pool operability significantly
reduces the possibility of not considering
SPPS as part of suppression pool operability,
which would enhance safety rather than
reduce the margin of safety.

The licensee provided additional
analyses in the May 2, 1989 submittal:

_ The revision to the action requirements will
not increase the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated or create
the possibility of a new or different event
because the system design and operation
remains consistent with that provided in the
Safety Analysis Report, therefore, plant
response remains as originally evaluated.

The relief from the provisions of
Specification 3.0.4 will not reduce the level of
safety because one system is still required
and the operability of the ECCS equipment is
not effected by leakage in the crescent area.
Because of the watertight ECCS cubicals, this
evaluation has shown with one SPPS
subsystem operable the plant response to a
single failure will not result in a primary
success path, as analyzed in the safety

_analysis report, being inhibited. The request

to allow startup and changes in the
operational condition with one subsystem
operable also supports the basis of the
Technical Specification.

The change will not reduce any identified
margin of safety because the functional
testing will increase the plant staff
awareness of the systems ability to perform
as described in the Safety Analysis Report.
Because the pumps are used during normal
plant operation, the knowledge of the loss of
the remaining operable subsystem will be
readily available.

In conclusion, the proposed operating
change will not increase the possibility or the
consequences of a previously evaluated
event and will not create a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
evaluated. Also, the results of this request are
within all acceptable criteria will respect to
system components and design requirements,
The ability to perform as described in the
updated safety analysis report (USAR} is
maintained and therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a.significant
reduction in the margin of safety. Therefore,

GSU proposes that no significant hazards are
involved. ' .

The staff has reviewed the licensee's
no significant hazards consideration
determination. Based on the review and
the above discussions, the staff
proposes to determine that the proposed
changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Government Documents
Department, Louisiana State University,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr., Esq., Conner and Wetterhahn, 1747
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
"Washington, DC 20006

NRC Project Director: Jose A. Calvo

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation,
Docket No. 50-220, Nine Mile Point
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1, Oswego
County, New York

Date of amendment request: August
19, 1988

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the surveillance testing requirements for
the feedwater and main steam line
isolation valves and the main steam line
isolation valve position switches. The
proposed Technical Specification
changes represent revisions to Section
4.2.7, Reactor Coolant System Isolation
Valves, Table 4.6.2a, Instrumentation
that Initiates Scram, and the Notes for
Tables 3.6.2a and 4.6.2a.

Specifically, Surveillance Requirement
4.2.7.c is being proposed for revision to
change the frequency of testing the
feedwater and main steam line power-
operated isolation valves from at least
twice per week to at least once per
quarter. The proposed once-per-quarter
test frequency would reduce wear that
is detrimental to seat tightness, and is in
accordance with ASME Boiler and
Pressure Vessel Code, Section XI, 1983
Edition with Summer 1983 Addendum,
which is the edition of the ASME Code
endorsed by 10 CFR 50.55a(g).

In addition, Surveillance Requirement
4.2.7.d would be added to incorporate
the full closure test for the feedwater
and main steam line isolation valves
consistent with the requirements of
ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code
Section XI, 1983 Edition with Summer
1983 Addendum. This test would be
performed during each plant cold
shutdown unless it has been performed
in the previous three months (92 days).

~The existing Surveillance
Requirement 4.2.7.d would be
renumbered to 4.2.7.e, a purely
administrative revision.

The revision to Table 4.8.2a changes
the frequency of the main steam line
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isolation valve position instrument
channel test from once per three months
to once per cold shutdown. This change
is in accordance with recommendations
provided by the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation. In its safety
evaluation that accompanied a May 8,
1984 Memorandum for R. Starostecki
from D. Eisenhut, Subject: Nine Mile
Point 1 - Evaluation of Technical
Specification Requirements for Main
Steam Isolation Valve Limit Switch
Testing, the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation recommended that the
instrument channel test for these valves
be conducted *prior to startup following
plant shutdowns by actual closure of the
main steam isolation valve(s), unless the
test has been performed within the -
previous 92 days.” The revisions to
Table 4.8.2a incorporate this
recommendation.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards {10 CFR 50.92(c)) for
determining whether a significant
hazards consideration exists. A
proposed amendment to an operating
license for a facility involves no
significant hazards consideration if
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 licensee has
provided the following analysis:

. 1) The revision to the test frequency of the
feedwater valves and the main steam line
isolation valves meets appropriate industry
standards. The test frequencies are in
accordance with ASME Boiler and Pressure
Vessel Code Section XI, 1983 Edition with
Summer 1983 Addendum. This edition has
been approved by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission as indicated in 10 CFR 50.55a.
Furthermore, the change in test frequency is
consistent with the licensee’s proposed
Inservice Testing Program. The change in test
frequency continues to provide the necessary
number of tests to provide an indication of
reliability while preventing unnecessary wear
to the affected equipment. Therefore, no
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated will occur.

The change in frequency for performing the

_main steam isolation valve limit switch

testing is consistent with the above-cited
safety evaluation performed by the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation. That evaluation
indicates that the probability of the
protection system failing to initiate the
actuation of the equipment is and can be
maintained acceptably low without testing
the equipment during reactor operation. This
change is requested to require performing the

instrument channel test in the cold shutdown
condition only. This test should be performed
during plant shutdown in order to prevent an
inadvertent reactor scram. As indicated in
the above-cited safety evaluation, the
function of the main steam isolation valve
limit switches is to initiate a scram to
terminate a main steam isolation valve
closure transient. However, if the limit
switches should fail. two other independent
and diverse scram functions (reactor high
pressure and high neutron flux) are available
to terminate the transient, as noted in the
Nine Mile Point Unit 1 FSAR Section XV.3.5,
Main Steam Isolation Valve Closure with
Scram. Therefore, the proposed change to the
main steam line isolation valve limit switch
testing will not significantly increase the
probability or consequences of a main steam
line accident.

2) The proposed change regarding the
exercising of the main steam and feedwater
isolation valves maintains the same type of
testing practiced in the past; only the
frequency has changed. The change affecting
the testing of the main steam isolation valve
limit switches is to require testing to be
performed only during cold shutdown. Since
there is no change in plant configuration to
perform the tests, the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated will not be introduced.

3) The change in test frequency continues
to provide an accurate indication of
reliability while preventing unnecessary wear
on equipment. Therefore, a significant
reduction in a margin of safety will not occur.

Based on the above, the staff proposes
to determine that the proposed changes
do not involve a significant hazards
congideration. Coe

Local Public Document Room
location: Reference and Documents
Department, Penfield Library, State
University of New York, Oswego, New
York 13126.

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr., Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050, 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20006.

NRC Project Director: Robert A.
Capra ' :

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation,
Docket No. 58-220, Nine Mile Point
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1, Oswego
County, New York

Date of amendment request: October
19, 1988 '

Description of amendment request:
Technical Specifications 3.2.6 and 4.2.6,
regarding the Inservice Inspection
Program, would be revised to
incorporate the requirements of NRC
Generic Letter 88-01, which presents the
staff positions concerning intergranular
stress corrosion cracking (IGSCC) in
austenitic stainless steel piping in
boiling water reactors (BWRs). The
technical bases for these staff positions
are detailed in NUREG-0313, Revision 2,
“Technical Report on Material Selection

and Process Guidelines for BWR
Coolant Pressure Boundary Piping.”

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards in 10 CFR 50.92(c) for
determining whether a significant
hazards consideration exists. A
proposed amendment to an Operating
License for a facility involves no
significant hazards consideration if
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, (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 licensee has provided the
following analysis:

1. The proposed amendment incorporates
the recommendations of NUREG-0313
Revision 2, “Technical Report on Material
Selection and Process Guidelines for BWR
Coolant Pressure Boundary Piping,” as
promulgated by Generic Letter 88-01. Niagara
Mohawk has been complying with the
requirements of NUREG-0313 Revision 1
since 1979. Since these inspection programs
are not a factor-in calculating accident
probabilities or consequences, incorporating
this later revision of NUREG-0313 has no
affect on the probability or consequences of

.an accident previously evaluated.

2. The examinations required by the
Inservice Inspection Program are normally
performed during refueling and maintenance
outages. These examinations are designed to
detect service generated defects. Since these
examinations do not affect the operation of
plant equipment, no increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
will result from the proposed changes.

3. The proposed changes incorporate the
requirements of NUREG-0313 Revision 2 as
promuigated by Generic Letter 88-01 for the
inspection of austenitic BWR stainless steel
piping. The new requirements imposed by
Generic Letter 88-01 provide an increase in
the level of safety by requiring augmented
inspections of all austenitic materials.
However, no credit is assumed in the
calculation of the safety margin for inservice
inspection. Therefore, there will be no
reduction in the margin of safety.

Based upon the above, the staff
proposes to determine that the proposed
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Reference and Documents
Department, Penfield Library, State
University of New York, Oswego, New
York 13126.

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr., Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050, 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20006.
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NRC Project Director: Robert A.
Capra

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, |

Docket No. 50-220, Nine Mile Point
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1, Oswego
County, New York

Date of amendment request: April 25,
1989 ‘

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
Technical Specifications 3.1.7, 6.9.1 and
the associated Bases for Sections 2.1.1
and 3.1.7 of Appendix A of the license to
replace the values of cycle-specific -
parameter limits with a reference to the
Unit 1 Core Operating Limits Report,
which contains the values of those
limits. In addition, the Core Operating
Limits Report has been included in the
Definitions Section of the Technical
Specifications (TS} to note that it is the
unit-specific document that provides
these limits for the current operating
reload cycle. Furthermore, the definition *
notes that the values of these cycle-
specific parameter limits are to be
determined in accordance with the
Specification 6.9.1f. This Specification
requires that the Core Operating Limits
be determined for each reload cycle in
accordance with the referenced NRC-
approved methodology for these limits
and consistent with the applicable limits
of the safety analysis. Finally, this
report and any mid-cycle revisions shall
be provided to the NRC upon issuance.
Generic Letter 88-16, dated October 4,
1988, from the NRC provided guidance -
to licensees on requests for removal of
the values of cycle-specific parameter
limits from TS. The licensee's proposed
amendment is in response to this

-Generic Letter.

Basis for proposed rio significant
hazards consideration determination:
The staff has evaluated this proposed
amendment and determined that it
involves no significant hazards
considerations. According to 10 CFR
50.92(c), a proposed amendment to an
operating license involves no significant
hazards considerations if 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 proposed revision to the License
Condition is in accordance with the
guidance provided in Generic Letter 88-
16 for licensees requesting removal of
the values of cycle-specific parameter
limits from TS. The establishment of

"these limits in accordance with an NRC-

approved methodology and the
incorporation of these limits into the
Core Operating Limits Report will
ensure that proper steps have been
taken to establish the values of these
limits, Furthermore, the submittal of the
Core Operating Limits Report will allow
the staff to continue to trend the values
of these limits without the need for prior
staff approval of these limits and
without introduction of an unreviewed
safety question. The revised
specifications with the removal of the
values of cycle-specific parameter limits
and that addition of the referenced
report for these limits does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident for those previously
evaluated. They also do not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of
safety since the change does not alter
the methods used to establish these
limits. Consequently, the proposed
change on the removal of the values of
cycle-specific limits does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or

. consequences of an accident previously

evaluated.

Because the values of cycle-specific
parameter limits will continue to be
determined in accordance with an NRC-
approved methodology and consistent
with the applicable limits of the safety
analysis, these changes are
administrative in nature and do not
impact the operation of the facility in a
manner that involves significant hazards
consideration.

The proposed amendment does not
alter the requirement that the plant be
operated within the limits for cycle-
specific parameéters nor the required
remedial actions that must be taken
when these limits are not met. While it
is recognized that such requirements are
essential to plant safety, the values of
limits can be determined in accordance
with NRC-approved methods without
affecting nuclear safety. With the
removal of the values of these limits
from the Technical Specifications, they
have been incorporated into the Core
Operating Limits Report that is
submitted to the Commission. Hence,
appropriate measures exist to control
the values of these limits. These changes
are administrative in nature and do not
impact the operation of the facility in a
manner that involves significant hazards
considerations.

Based on the preceding assessment,
the staff believes this proposed
amendment involves no significant
hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: Reference and Documents
Department, Penfield Library, State

University of New York, Oswego, New
York 13128. :

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr., Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050, 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 200086. y

NRC Project Director: Robert A.
Capra T

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al., Docket No. 50-423, Millstone Nuclear
Power Station, Unit No. 3, New London
County, Connecticut :

Date of amendment request: May 9,
1989 J

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would modify
the Technical Specification (TS) as

follows: (1) TS Table 3.3-6, “Radiation

Monitoring for Plant Operation,” would
be changed to allow containment purge
and exhaust isolation area monitors
(RE41 and RE42) to be inoperable during
performance of the containment
integrated leak rate test (ILRT), (2) TS
Table 3.3-11, “Fire Detection
Instruments” would be changed to
require that the fire protection’ .
instruments in the electrical penetration
area (Elevation 246"} be operable
during the ILRT and (3) TS 3.7.12.2,
“Spray and/or Sprinkler Systems" and
TS Table 3.7-4, “Fire Hose Stations”
would be changed to allow the
inoperability of the containment cable
penetration area sprinkler system and
containment fire hose stations during
the ILRT. .
Basis for proposed no significant

“hazards consideration determination:

Millstone Unit 3 TS 4.8.1.2 and
Appendix | to 10 CFR Part 50 requires
that Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
(the licensee) perform a Type A, ILRT,
for the primary containment at the
specified test interval. While preparing
to perform the ILRT during the Cycle 2/
Cycle 3 refueling outage, the licensee
identified two areas where ,
incompatibility exists between the
requirements to perform the ILRT and
other TS requirements to maintain
certain components and systems

' operable during the ILRT. The following

areas of inconsistency were identified
by the licensee:

1. Radiation Menitoring - TS Table
3.3-8, Item 1a, requires that the
containment area purge and exhaust
isolation radiation detectors be
maintained operable (in all modes). If
the subject monitors become inoperable,
the containment exhaust and purge
valves must be maintained in the closed
position per Action Statement 26.

The licensee has proposed that Action

" Statement 26 be revised to remove the-

requirements that the containment purge
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and exhaust isolation area radiation
monitors (RE41 and RE42) be operable
during the Type A containment ILRT.

During a Type A containment ILRT,
the Millstone Unit No. 3 containment is
pressurized to the calculated design
basis accident containment pressure of
54.1 psia to verify containment leak
‘tightness. The pressurization path is
through the purge air supply piping,
Containment Penetration Z86. The
containment purge and exhaust system
is interlocked with radiation monitoring
instrumentation located inside
containment. Since the radiation
monitoring instrumentation is not
designed to withstand a pressure of 54.1
psia, they will be removed from
containment for the duration of the
ILRT. Per Technical Specification 3.3.3.1,
which references TS Table 3.3-6, the
purge and exhaust valves must be
isolated with less than minimum
radiation monitoring instrumentation
channels available. However, opening
the purge air supply valve is required to
conduct the ILRT and satisfy 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix J. Therefore, a
revision to Action Statement 26 has
been proposed to removed the
requirement that the RE41 and RE42
radiation monitors be operable during
the containment ILRT.

2. Fire Protection - TS 3.7.12.2, Item K
and TS Table 3.7-4 requires the
containment cable penetration area
sprinkler system and the containment
fire hose stations, to be operable,
respectively. The licensee has indicated
that the containment fire protection
water system that enters containment at
Penetration Z56 must be drained and
vented to meet the provisions of the
Millstone Unit No. 3 Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR) Section 6.2.6
and the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,
- Appendix ] for performance of the ILRT.

Accordingly, the licensee has
proposed that a footnote be added to
Technical Specification Section 3.7.12.2
and TS Table 3.7-4 which exempts the
containment cable penetration area
sprinkler system and containment fire
hose stations from operability
requirements during Type A
containment ILRT. To partially mitigate
the proposed inoperability of the
containment fire suppression systems,
the licensee has proposed a footnote to
Table 3.3-11 to include a requirement
that fire detection instruments in the
_electrical penetration area, Elevation
24'6", be operable during the
performance of Type A containment
. ILRT. All other fire detection
instruments located within the
containment area would not be required
to be operable during the performance

of a Type A containment ILRT. At the
present time, TS Table 3.3-11 does not
require the operability of any fire
protection instrumentation, inside

- containment, during the ILRT.

Title 10, CFR 50.92, “Issuance of
Amendment,” contains standards for
addressing the existence of no
significant hazards considerations with
regard to issuance of license
amendments. The licensee has
addressed the standards of 10 CFR
50.92, with regard to the proposed
changes to the TS associated with the
May 9, 1989 application, as follows:

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant hazards consideration because the
changes would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the

" probability or consequences of an accident

previously analyzed.

The Type A ILRT is performed in Mode 5
with no personnel in containment. There are
no design basis accidents which occur in
Mode 5 and rely on either containment purge
and exhaust radiation monitoring or the
inside containment fire detection/
suppression equipment. The only accidents
which can occur in Mode 5 and require these
functions are a loss of shutdown cooling and
an inside containment fire.

Sufficient time exists following a loss of
shutdown cooling for the operator to
manually isolate the valves and prevent any
releases from containment. Operator action is
based on indications of a loss of shutdown
cooling event. Thus, the change does not

. impact the consequences of a loss of

shutdown cooling event.

During depressurization of the
containment, grab samples will be obtained
to verify that a radioactivity release is not
occurring. Thus, it will limit the potential
radiological consequences of the ILRT to an
acceptable level.

The fire detection and suppression
equipment is credited only in fire scenarios.
The changes will permit the containment fire
water isolation valves to be closed in order to
measure containment leakage, but will
require the fire detection instrumentation in
the electrical penetration area to be operable.
The operating fire detection components
ensure that the operators will be alerted to a
fire inside containment. As stated above, the
plant procedure governing the Type A
containment ILRT will require the
cancellation of the ILRT and the opening of
containment water isolation valves if both a
smoke detection alarm is received and if any
energized component/system operating
within the containment trips simultaneously
for any unknown reason during the test.
Action statements within the containment
leakage rate test procedure will allow the
plant to take appropriate actions (open fire
isclation valves) before any major fire
damage occurs. Thus. the change does not
impact the consequences of a postulated
inside contairment fire. :

The containment purge and exhaust
radiation monitoring equipment and
containment fire detection/suppression
system do not have the potential to initiate

any previously analyzed accident. Operator
action to isolate the purge and exhaust
system or unisolate the containment fire
water system, based on available indication,
will negate the impact on the consequences
of having these systems inoperable. For these
reasons, the changes to the operability
requirements of these systems do not
increase the probability or consequence of
any previously analyzed accident.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed. The changes do not
alter the way the plant is operated and only
affects the containment ILRT. The change
does not introduce new failure modes. For
these reasons, the change does not have the
potential to create a new type of accident
from that previously analyzed.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The changes do not impact .
any of the protective boundaries. The plant
operators will be able to either isolate the
containment purge and exhaust system or
unisolate the containment fire water system
{during the ILRT) based on available

. instrumentation. Thus, these safety functions

will not be impacted by the change. The
change does not increase the consequences
of any design basis event. For these reasons,
the change does not reduce the margin of
safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed, and
concurs in, the licensee’s statement
regarding “no significant hazards
considerations” associated with the
May 9, 1989 application for license
amendment.

Accordingly, the staff has made a
proposed determination that the
application for amendment, dated May
9, 1989, involves no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Waterford Public Library, 49
Rope Ferry Road, Waterford,
Connecticut 06385.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald Garfield,
Esquire, Day, Berry & Howard, One
Constitution Plaza, Hartford,
Connecticut 06103-3499.

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
Docket Nos. 50-275 and 50-323, Diablo
Canyon Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
San Luis Obispo County, California

Dates of amendment request: March
22,1989 and May 15, 1989 (Reference
LAR 89-03)

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the combined Technical Specifications
(TS} for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant
{DCPP) Unit Nos. 1 and 2 to

(1) Change TS 4.3.1.1, Table 4.3-1, Item
23, Seismic Trip, to increase the
surveillance test interval (STI) for the
seismic trip system actuating device
operational test from 6 to 18 months to

- eliminate the need to perform seismic
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trip system survexllance testing at
power, and

(2) Change TS 3.3.1, Table 3.3-1, Item"
23, Seismic Trip, to allow any one of the
three seismic trip system channels to be
bypassed for up to 72 hours for
surveillance testing or maintenance
while operating at power.

This request was previously.noticed in
the Federal Register on May 3, 1989 at 54
FR 18951. This replaces the previous
notice.

Basis for proposed no s1gmfzcant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a no
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if 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
& new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The licensee in its submittal of March
22, 1989, evaluated the proposed .
changes against the significant hazards
criteria of 10 CFR 50.92 and against the -
Commission guidance concerning
application of this standard. Based on
the evaluation given below, the hcensee
has concluded that the proposed
changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration. The licensee's
evaluation, as modified by the staff, is.
as follows: .

a. Does the change involve a significant
increase in the probability. or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated?

Operation of the seismic trip system is not
required or assumed to mitigate the
consequence: of any accident in the FSAR
Update safety analyses. The seismic trip
system component history demonstrates that
component failures would not have prevented
a reactor trip had a seismic event of the
prescribed magnitude occurred. Because the
system design does not permit reliable testing
at power, two challenges to the reactor
protection system have occurred during
testing. Such challenges cause an increase in
core damage frequency. Increasing the STI to
allow testing to be performed during
shutdown pericds will eliminate the risk of
inadvertent reactor trips and establishing an
out of service time will allow for
maintenance or component replacement at
power.

Therefore, the proposed changes to
increase the STI of the trip actuating device
operational test to 18 months and...[allowing
one of three channels to be bypassed for up
to] 72 hours do not increase the probability or
consequences of any accxdem previously

‘evaluated. e

b. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

There is no physical alteration to any plant

. system, nor is there a change in the method

by which any safety related system performs
its function. Therefore, the proposed changes
do not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

¢. Does the change involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety?

The proposed changes would potentially
reduce the number of inadvertent reactor
trips due to on-line surveillance testing and,
therefore, would result in an increase in plant
safety. Since the seismic reactor trip is not
assumed to function for any of the Chapter 15
FSAR Update accident analyses, there is no
affect on the margin of safety as defined in
those analyses. Therefare, the proposed i
amendment does not invalve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
proposed changes and the licensee's no
significant hazards consideration
determination and finds them
acceptable. Therefore, the staff proposes
to determine that these changes do not
involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Roam
location: California Polytechnic State
University Library, Government
Documents and Maps Department, San
Luis Obispo, California 93407.

Attorneys for licensee: Richard R.
Locke, Esq., Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco,
California 94120 and Bruce Norton, Esq.,
c/o Pacific Gas.and Electric Company,
P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco, California
94120.

NRC Project Director: George W.
nghton

Pacific Gas and Electric Campany,
Docket Nos. 50-275 and 50-323, Diablo
Canyon Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
San Luis Obispo County, Califoria

Dates of amendment request: May 12,
1989 (Reference LAR 89-05)

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the combined Technical Specifications
(TS} for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant
(DCPP) Unit Nos. 1 and 2 to change the
diesel generator (DG) allowed outage
time (AOT) to 7 days. Specific TS
changes would include (1) revising the
AOT requirement of TS 3.8.1.1 Action
Statement b. to a 7-day AOT
requirement for any one inoperable DG,
and (2) revising the associated Bases to
indicate the proposed AOT is an
exception to the recommendations of
Regulatory Guide 1.93.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a no

significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to an operating license
involves no significant hazards
consideration if 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 licensee, in its submittal of May
12, 1989, evaluated the proposed
changes against the significant hazards
criteria of 10 CFR 50.82 and against the
Commission guidance concerning
application of this standard. Based on
the evaluation given below, the licensee
has concluded that the proposed
changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration. The licensee's
evaluation is as follows: ;

a. Does the change involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated? :

The Diablo Canyon offsite and onsite '
power systems are highly reliable. The 230kV ;
and 500kV systems have been demonstrated.-
to provide reliable offsite power sources for *
both units. The DCPP DG reliability history
indicates that average reliability is bigher
than the requirements in Regulatory Guide
1.155, Station Blackout, and is higher than the
industry average. -

The risk and reliability evaluation
determined that the probability of an
accident previously evaluated does not
significantly change by increasing the DG
AOT from 72 hours to 7 days. The relative
risk evaluation demonstrated that the relative
risk remained low with an increased AOT
from 72 hours to 7 days because of the

* improved maintenance possible with the 7-
day AOT and the avoidance of multiple 72-
hour AOTs.

Increasing the DG AOT does not mvolve
physicel alteration of any plant equipment

 and does not affect ahalysis assumptions
regarding functioning of required equipment
desigred to mitigate the consequences of
accidents. Further, the severity of postulated
-accidents and resulting radiolegical effluent
releases will not be affected by the increased
AOT.

Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

b. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

Extending the DG AOT from 72 hours to 7
days does not necessitate physical alteration
of the plant or changes in parameters
governing normal plant operation.

Thus, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated for Diablo Canyon.
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c. Does the change involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety?

As discussed above, the risk and reliability
evaluations determined that the change in
core melt frequency for a 7-day AOT
compared with a 72-hour AOT is
insignificant.

Therefore, this change does not result in a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The NRC Staff has reviewed the
proposed changes and the licensee’s no
significant hazards consideration
determination and finds them
acceptable. Therefore, the Staff
proposes to determine that these
changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: California Polytechnic State
University Library, Government
Documents and Maps Department, San
Luis Obispo, California 93407.

Attorneys for licensee: Richard R.
Locke, Esq., Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco,
California 94120 and Bruce Norton, Esq.,
c/o Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco, California
94120.

NRC Project Director: George W.
Knighton

Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
Docket Nos. 50-275 and 50-323, Diablo
Canyon Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
San Luis Obispo County, California

Dates of amendment request: May 15,
1969 (Reference LAR 89-06)

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
the combined Technical Specifications -
(TS) for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant
(DCPP) Unit Nos. 1 and 2 to allow
removal of the Boron Injection Tank
from Units 1 and 2. The proposed BIT
removal is consistent with the guidance
provided in NRC Generic Letter 85-16,
which concluded that there are inherent
safety risks associated with the use of
high concentrations of boron and that
improved analysis methods are
available to allow BIT removal. Specific
TS changes would include: (1) Deletion
of TS 3.5.4.1, “Boron Injection Tank", TS
3.4.4.2, “Heat Tracing”, and the
associated Bases, to allow for bypassing
or removing the BIT and associated
piping and components; (2) Revision of
TS Table 3.3-5, “Engineered Safety
Features Response Times", to make the
safety injection response times
consistent with BIT removal; and (3)
Revision of TS Table 3.8-1 to change the
function of the BIT inlet and outlet
valves to charging injection valves.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a no
significant hazards consideration exists

as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to an operating license
involves no significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment will not: (1) involved 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 or safety.

The licensee, in its submittal of May
15, 1989, evaluated the proposed change
against the significant hazards criteria
of 10 CFR 50.92 and against.the
Commission guidance concerning .
application of this standard. Based on
the evaluation given below, the licensee
has concluded that the proposed change
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. The licensee’s evaluation
is as follows: :

a. Does the change involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated?

Analysis was performed for an “Accidental
Depressurization of the Main Steam System"
(FSAR Update Section 15.2.13) and “Major
Secondary Steam System Pipe Rupture” _
(FSAR Update Section 15.4.2) with the BIT
removed. For both cases after the reactor trip,
the analysis determined that criticality is
reattained due to plant cooldown, but the
DNB design basis is met and no fuel failure
will occur. Further analysis was performed to
determine the impact of BIT removal on the
containment mass and energy release and -
containment pressure and temperature
response. It was shown that the containment
pressure remained below its 47 psig design
limit. The containment temperature response
increased from the presently reported peak
temperature value of 339 degrees F to 345
degrees F. PG&E has determined that the
components inside containment critical to
safety are not adversely affected by this
small increase in temperature. Therefore,
analysis results determined that the
containment pressure transient response for
the most limiting case assured pressure
below design and the aggregate temperature
response would not affect the current
equipment qualification inside containment.
Finally, analysis was performed assuming
removal of the BIT to determine the mass and
energy release due to steamline breaks
outside containment assuming superheated
steam release. Analysis results demonstrate
that for the worst case main steamline break
outside containment, all safety-related
equipment required to mitigate the steamline
break accident outside containment and
structural components that would be both
subject to the new superheat accident
environment and necessary to mitigate the
consequences of an accident would either
function as designed or would be requalified
or replaced.

The results of the safety injection response
time evaluation demonstrated that delivery of
borated water to the RCS meets all accident
acceptance criteria.

The results of the above analyses
demonstrate that consequences of previously
evaluated events are not significantly
increased. The results of the above analyses
further demonstrate an increase in the
probability of a return to criticality during a
Condition II event (depressurization of the
main steam system). However, there is no
increase in the probability of fuel failure and
releases remain within the guideline values of
10 CFR 20. Therefore, the equipment inside .
and outside containment necessary to
mitigate the consequences of an accident
would function as designed after
modification and releases during
depressurization of the main steam system -
remain within the guideline values of 10 CFR -
m.. .
Therefore, the proposed changes do not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

b. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

As discussed above, environmentally
qualified equipment to provide emergency
system functions inside and outside
containment during a steamline break has
been evaluated for the new environment that
could result during accidents with the BIT
removed. The analysis results demonstrated
that this equipment will either still respond
during accidents or will be requalified or
replaced. )

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

c. Does the change involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety?

For both the “Accident Depressurization of
the Main Steam System (FSAR Update
Section 15.2.13) and “Major Secondary Steam
System Pipe Rupture” {FSAR Update Section
15.4.2), the Westinghouse analysis shows that
the DNB design basis is met and no core
damage results. Therefore, for the
depressurization of the main steam system,
release associated with this accident will
remain within the guideline values set forth
in 10 CFR 20 and for the major steam line
break the radiation releases are within the’
guideline values set by 10 CFR 100. The
safety injection response times continue to
mitigate the consequences of LOCA and non-
LOCA accidents with sufficient safety
margin.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety. i

The NRC staff has reviewed the
proposed changes and the licensee's no
significant hazards consideration
determination and finds them
acceptable. Therefore, the staff proposes
to determine that these amendments do
not involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: California Polytechnic State
University Library, Government
Documents and Maps Department, San
Luis Obispo, California 93407.



Fedcral Register / Vol. 54, No. 103 / Wednesday, May 31, 1989 / Notices

23321

Attorneys for licensee: Richard R,
Locke, Esq., Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco,
California 84120 and Bruce Norton, Esq.,
¢/o Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco, California

. 94120. ’

NRC Project Director: George W.

Knighton

Power Authority of The State of New
York, Docket No. 50-286, Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit No. 3,
Westchester County, New York

Date of amendment request: April 12,
1989

Description of amendment request:
The licensee has provided the following
description:

This application seeks to revise Appendix
A of the Indian Point 3 Facility Operating
License. Item 13 of Table 3.5-5 and Item 24 of
Table 4.1-1 provide information regarding the
temperature detection system in the Primary
Auxiliary Building (PAB) of the Indian Point 3
Nuclear Power Plant. The proposed changes
to the Technical Specifications revise these
tables to reflect the sensor locations, and the
operability and surveillance requirements of
a new temperature detection system. Also
included is the reorganization of the existing
Auxiliary Boiler Feedwater Pump Building
temperature sensors. The proposed change
incorporates all temperature sensors into -
Item13. ° :

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:

- The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a

significant hazards consideration exists - -

as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility
in accordance with a 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 licensee has provided the
following evaluation:

1. Does the proposed license amendment
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?

Response

The proposed license amendment reflects
changes resulting from improvements to the
temperature detection system in the PAB.
Changes to the system were required as a .
result of the Steam Generator Blowdown
System Upgrade and consequent high energy
line break (HELB) analysis. The new
temperature detection system serves the
same function as the old system since it
continues to provide for detection of line
breaks in the piping penetration area.
Improvements in the system include the

provision of redundant detection
instrumentation with a lower setpoint and
shorter response time than that of the old
system. These improvements do not involve
an increase in the probability or ‘
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. Does the proposed license amendment
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated?

Response

The proposed license amendment reflects a
change to the temperature detection system
in the PAB. The change is necessary as a
result of a new SGBD HELB analysis. The
results of this analysis indicate the need for
earlier rupture detection and automatic
isolation of the Steam Generator Blowdown
lines to prevent harsh environments in the
PAB. The new temperature detection system
satisfies these requirements by providing
temperature sensors which annunciate at a
lower setpoint and assist in the prevention of
harsh environments by actuating closure of
the blowdown isolation valves. These
sensors are environmentally qualified and
monitor the areas of the PAB where high
energy lines are located. The sensors are not

"accident initiators. Hence, the possibility of a

new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated is not created.

3. Does the proposed amendment involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety?

Response

The proposed license amendment reflects
changes resulting from improvements to the
temperature detection system which increase
detection reliability and decrease response

time. Hence, the new system does not involve

a reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, the NRC plans to
determine that the proposed amendment
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration. :

Local Public Document Room
location: White Plains Public Library,
100 Martine Avenue, White Plains, New
York 10601.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Charles M.
Pratt, 10 Columbus Circle, New York,
New York 10019. .

NRC Project Director: Robert A.
Capra

Power Authority of The State of New
York, Docket No. 50-286, Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit No: 3,
Westchester County, New York

Date of amendment request: April 12,
1989 :

Description of amendment request:
The licensee has provided the following
description: .

This application for amendment to the
Indian Point 3 (IP3) Technical Specifications
seeks to revise Paragraph 3.1.A.1.d of
Appendix A regarding residual heat removal
(RHR) pump operability during the cold
shutdown condition with T,,, above 140° F.
The change clarifies limiting conditions for
operation of the Reactor Coolant System
(RCS), ensuring consistency with existing
specifications, and meeting the intent of

Westinghouse Standard Technical
Specifications (W STS).

Paragraphs 3.1.A.1.b through d provide
Reactor Coolant Pump (RCP) and RHR Pump
operating requirements during the conditions
of hot and cold shutdown. Additionally.
Paragraphs b and ¢ allow for pump
inoperability under stipulated conditions. The
proposed change to paragraph 3.1.A.1.d
would grant a similar provision. The
proposed change would allow the-operating
RHR pump to be out-of-service for up to one
{1) hour provided no operations are permitted
that would cause dilution of the RCS boron
concentration, and core outlet temperature is
maintained at least 10° F below saturation
temperature. The one hour allowed for the no
pump running condition is not of sufficient
duration to allow significant localized boron
dilution due to stratification.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility
in accordance with a 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 license made the following
analysis of these changes:

1. Does the proposed license amendment
involve a significant increase in the .
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated?

Response: :

The proposed change provides flexibility
consistent with existing Technical
Specifications and W STS, without .
compromising decay heat removal capability.
Should the one operating pump become
inoperable, a second pump is available for
decay heat removal and Specification
3.3.A.7.a or b is applicable. Additionally, the
one hour allowed for the no pump running
condition is not of sufficient duration to allow
significant localized boron dilution due to
stratification. Combined with the requirement
for no operations that could cause dilution,
the probability of exceeding shutdown
margin in any region of the core is not
significantly increased. The requirement to
maintain core exit temperature 10° F below
saturation provides sufficient margin to the
onset of boiling, including time to restore
cooling before boiling occurs in any part of
the core. Thus, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the ’
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. Does the proposed license amendment
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated? .

P



Federal Register / Vol. 54. No. 103 / Wednesday, May 31, 1989 / Notices

23322

Response:

The proposed change does not compromise
the decay heat removal redundancy criteria
‘'set forth by the Commission’s June 11, 1980
letter. In addition, changes to setpoints or
hardware are not involved, and the operation
of RCS/RHR temperature and flow
instrumentation are not affected. Hence, the
proposed change does not create the
. possibility of a new or different kind of

accident from any accndent previously
evaluated

* 3. Does the proposed amendment involve a
significant reducnon in a margin of safety?

"~ Response:’

In accordance with Specification 3.3.A.7,

“two RHR pumps are required to be operable
during the cold shutdown condition above
140° F. Should the one operating pump
become inoperable, a second pump is
available for decay heat removal and
Specification 3:3.A.7.a or b is applicable.
Thus, the proposed change does not
adversely affect existing specifications. In
addition, the proposed change does not affect
the operation of RCS/RHR surveillance
insfrumentation. Moreover, as discussed in
response to question 1, the proposed change
does not involve a significant increase in the
probability of exceeding the shutdown
margin in any region of the core. Since decay
heat removal capability, system flow and
temperature indication. and shutdown margin
are not adversely affected, the proposed

: change does not involve a reduction in a
margin of safety.

. Based on the above, the staff proposes

"'to determine that the proposed changes
do not involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: White Plains Public Library,
100 Martine Avenue, White Plains, New
York 10601.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Charles M.
Pratt, 10 Cclumbus Circle, New York,
New York 10019. .

NRC Project Director: Robert A
Capra

‘Public Service Electric & Gas Company.
Docket No. 50-354, Hope Creek
Generating Station, Salem County, New
Jersey :

. Date of amendment request: April 12,
1989 .

Description of amendment request:
Take tritium sample directly from the -
spent fuel pool area rather than from the

_ventilation exhaust from that area.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The' Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would fiot (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or

consequences of an accident previously
evaluated: {2) create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from

any acciden! previously evaluated; or (3)-

involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. dn accordance with 10
CFR 50.92 the licensee has reviewed the
proposed changes and has concluded as
follows that they do not invelve a
significant hazards consideration:

Significant Hazards Consideration
Evaluation

The proposed change to the Hope Creek
Generating Station (HCGS) Technical
Specifications:

1. Does not involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The proposed amendment does not involve
a change to any structure, component or
system that affects the probability of any
accident previously evaluated in the Updated
Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR). The
proposed change will provide more accurate
sampling results, thereby enhancing plant
safety.

2. Does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The proposed change in the sampling point
for the measurement of tritium does not
create the possibility for any accident. The
revision merely provides for the use of a
tritium sampling point that is more

conservative than the one presently specified.

3. Does not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety. Since the proposed
sample location provides more accurate
information regarding spent fuel pool area
tritium levels than the presently specified
grab sample point, the resulting increase in
confidence in parameter measurement, hence
detection capability, would enhance margins
of safety.

The staff reviewed the licensee's
determination that the proposed license
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration-and agrees with
the licensee's analysis. Accordingly, the
staff proposes to determine that the
proposed license amendment does not
involve a significant hazards

- consideration.

Local Public Document Room =~
location: Pennsville Public library, 190 S.
Broadway, Pennsville, New Jersey 08070

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr., Esquire, Conner and Wetterhahn,
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, Nw,
Washington, DC 20006

NRC Project Director: Walter R.
Butler

Public Service Electric & Gas Company,
Docket Nos. 50-272 and 50-311, Salem
Generating Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Salem County, New Jersey

Date of amendment request: July 15,
1988 and supplemented by letter dated
April 25, 1989.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments make

changes to the Administrative Controls,
Section 6.0, of the Salem Generating
Station Technical Specifications, Units 1
and 2. The first change involves the
deletion of the offsite and onsite
organization charts, Figures 6.2-1 and
6.2-2, and replaces them with more
general requirements which capture the
essential aspects of the organizational
structure. Technical Specifications (TS)
6.1.1 and 6.1.2 have been supplemented
with the necessary general requirements
specified in Generic Letter 88-06, dated
March 22, 1988.

The second change replaces the
reference to the Vice President - Nuclear
contained in TS 6.1.2 with the actual
title, Vice President and Chief Nuclear
Officer. For consistency, TS 6.2.1, 6.5.1.6,
6.5.1.8, 6.5.1.9, 6.5.2.4.2, 6.5.2.6, 6.5.2.7,
6.6.1, and 6.7.1, have also had the title,
Vice President - Nuclear, replaced with
the title, Vice President and Chief
Nuclear Officer. This change is
necessary because the title, Vice
President - Nuclear Officer, and the
Technical Specifications as currently
structured should reflect this change.
The Index is being revised to make it
consistent with the aforementioned
changes.

Basis for proposed no significant’
hazards consideration determination:
The cnsite and offsite organizations are
currently defined by organization charts
included in the Administrative Controls
sections of the Salem Generating Station
Technical Specifications (TS). As such,
this requires that a License Amendment
be processed for changes in
organizational structure. The content
requirements for the Administrative
Controls section of the TS, which are
specified in 10 CFR 50.36{c)(5) states
that the TS contain the controls and
provisions “...necessary to assure
operation of the facility in'a sefe

-manner....” but does not specifically

require the inclusion of detailed
organization charts in the TS.

Since detailed orgznization charts are
not specifically required by regulation,
and since through experience the NRC
staff has determined, “...that
organization charts by themselves are of
little help in ensuring that the
administrative control requirements are
met...,"" with appropriate changes to the
administrative control requirements, the
licensee proposes to remove the
organization charts from the TS. The
removal of organizational charts from
the TS implements an improvement
recommended by NRC in Generic Letter
88-06.

The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
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(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration if 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 licensee has analyzed the
proposed amendment to determine if a
significant hazards consideration exists:

1. Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. The changes being
proposed are administrative in nature and do
not affect assumptions contained in plant
safety analyses, the physical design and/or
operation of the plant, nor do they affect
Technical Specifications that preserve safety’
analysis assumptions. For these reasons, the
propesed changes do not affect the
probability or consequences of accidents
previously analyzed.

The NRC will continue to be informed of
organizational changes through other
required controls. The Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 10, Part 50.34(b)(6)(i)
requires that the applicants organizational
structure be included in the Final Safety
Analysis Report. Chapter 13 of the Salem
Generating Station Updated Safety Analysis
Report (UFSAR) contains a description of the
organization with detailed organization
charts, equivalent to or better than those
which exist in the Technical Specifications.
In accordance with 10 CFR 50.71(e), PSE&G
submits annual updates to the UFSAR.

Changes to the organization described in
- the Quality Assurance {QA) Program are
governed by 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, and 10
CFR 50.54(2)(3). Any changes to the
organizational structure which have the
potential to decrease the effectiveness of the
QA Program require prior NRC approval.
This amendment request proposes no '
changes to the current organizational
structure, rather, it proposes to remove
inaccurate information in favor of more:
general organizational requirements.

2. Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated. The changes being proposed are
purely administrative in nature and will not
lead to material procedure changes or to
physical plant modifications. In addition,
there are no management changes being
proposed as a result of this amendment
request. For these reasons, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident.

3. The operation of the facility in
accordance with the modified specification
would not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The changes being proposed
are aiministrative in nature and do not relate

to or modify safety margins defined in and
maintained by the Technical Specifications
TS).
( The changes proposed herein do not reduce
the TS safety margin since all organizational
responsibilities are being adequately
implemented, all personne! are properly
qualified, and controlling the organizational
details in the UFSAR will be commensurate
with controlling them in the TS.

Through PSE&G's strong Quality Assurance
Program and our commitment to maintain
only qualified personnel in positions of
responsibility, it is assured that safety
functions performed by the onsite and offsite
organizations will continue to be performed
at a high lavel of competence.

The staff has reviewed the licensees
submittal and significant hazards
analysis and concurs with the licensee’s

. determination that the proposed
. amendment does not involve a

significant hazards consideration.
Therefore, the staff proposes to
determine that the proposed amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Salem Free Public library, 112
West Broadway, Salem, New Jersey
08079

Attorney for licensee: Mark J.
Wetterhahn, Esquire, Conner and
Wetterhahn, Suite 1050, 1747
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,

* Washington, DC 20006

NRC Project Director: Walter R.
Butler

Public Service Electric & Gas Company,
Docket Nos. 50-272 and 50-311, Salem
Generating Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Salem County, New Jersey

Date of ameéndment request: March 23,
1989 and supplemented by letter dated
April 14, 1989 "

Description of amendment request:
The licensee proposes to modify the
Salem Unit 2 Technica! Specifications
by deleting Technical Specification {TS)
Table 3.8-1, “Containment Penetration
Conductor Overcurrent Protective
Devices,” and to modify Bases 3/4.8.3 to
require controls for maintaining the list
of protective devices similar to those
required for snubbers as described in
Generic Letter 84-13, dated May 3, 1984.
A specification for surveillances of fuses
is being added to reflect the use of those
fuses as overcurrent protective devices.
Addi