
123 Main Street 
White Plains, New Yor 01 

914 681.6240 

A NewYork Power John C. Brons Executive Vice President 40 Authority Nuclear Generation 

October 3, 1989 
IPN-89-061 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Station P1-137 
Washington, D.C. 20555 

Attn: Document Control Desk 

Subject: Indian Point 3 Nuclear Power Plant 
Docket No. 50-286 
Generic Letter 89-04---Inservice Testing Program 

References: 1. NRC Generic Letter 89-04, "Guidance on Developing Acceptable 
Inservice Testing Programs." 

2. NYPA Letter, J. C. Brons to NRC, "Inservice Testing Program; Second 
10-Year Interval," dated May 3, 1988 (IPN-88-016).  

3. NRC Letter, J. D. Neighbors to J. C. Brons, " Indian Point 3 Inservice 

Testing Program," dated November 16, 1988.  

Dear Sir: 

In response to Reference 1, the Authority has reviewed the Inservice Testing (IST) 
Program and implementing procedures for IP-3, against the 11 positions delineated in 
Reference 1. The results of this review are included in Attachment I. This letter eliminates 
the need for a meeting with the NRC staff on the Second 10 Year Program as discussed in 
Reference 3.  

The Authority will revise and submit the IST Program by January 5, 1990 in 
accordance with the requirements of Reference 1 as discussed in Attachment 1. The 
Authority estimates that approximately 50% of the surveillance test procedures will be 
revised and several new procedures will be developed. These test procedures will be 
completed 6 months after the submittal of the revised Program. The acceptance criteria for 
the limiting values of full-stroke times for all power-operated valves in the Program and the 
criteria for leak rate testing will be evaluated and revised as required. The Authority will 
implement all testing requirements related to the revised Program by the end of the next 
refueling outage currently scheduled to start on October 1, 1990.  
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Should you or your staff have any questions regarding this matter, please contact 
Mr. P. Kokolakis of my staff.  

Very truly yours, 

(cX John C. Brons 
Executive Vice President 
Nuclear Generation 

Encl.  
cc: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

Resident Inspector's Office 
Indian Point 3 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P.O. Box 337 
Buchanan, New York 10511 

Mr. J. D. Neighbors, Sr. Project Manager 
Project Directorate I-1 
Division of Reactor Projects-I/l 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop 14B2 
Washington, D.C. 20555



ATTACHMENT I 

RESPONSE TO NRC GENERIC LE17ER 89-04 

GUIDANCE ON DEVELOPING ACCEPTABLE 

INSERVICE TESTING PROGRAMS 

NEW YORK POWER AUTHORITY 
INDIAN POINT 3 NUCLEAR POWER PLANT 

DOCKET NO. 50-286 
DPR-64



ATACHMENT I TO IPN 89-061

GIL Position 1: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 2: 

NYPA Response:

Full Flow Testing of Check Valves

In the IP-3 Program, for cases where the Authority is performing a 
full-stroke exercise of check valves using system flow, the flowrate 
through the subject valve will be measured or derived by physical 
measurement with an acceptance criteria that is equivalent to the 
maximum required accident condition flow through the valve.  

Alternative to Full Flow Testing of Check Valves 

In the IP-3 Program, there are several instances where the Authority 
has determined that full flow testing of check valves is not practical 
and valve disassembly and inspection may also be impractical. For 
testing of the Safety Injection System check valves, full flow testing is 
impractical and disassembly and inspection of check valves would 
be extremely burdensome, time consuming and result in 
considerable hardship (e.g. excessive plant downtime and personnel 
radiation exposures) without any obvious gain in plant safety or 
reliability. In this case, the Authority will investigate alternate testing 
or inspection techniques that can effectively detect significant 
component degradation. Such methods may include state-of-the-art 
electronic non-obtrusive sensors, radiology, or remote visual 
inspection. The specific testing and inspection documentation will be 
provided in the revised 1ST Program. Where the Authority has 
determined that full flow testing of check valves is not practical, valve 
disassembly and inspection may be performed in lieu of flow testing 
along with partial valve stroking periodically and following 
reassembly, when practical. The specific testing and inspection plan 
will be provided in the revised IST Program. During valve testing by 
disassembly, valve internals will be inspected and exercised in 
accordance with Reference 1. Where specified in the revised IST 
Program, valve disassembly and inspection will be performed during 
refueling outages or other convenient times. The revised Program 
will include requests for relief whenever this option is used. For 
disassembly/inspection grouping, there are several cases where like 
valves in similar applications can be grouped as specified in Position 
2. In those instances where use of this option is warranted, the 
guidelines given in Position 2 will be followed.
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GL Position 3: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 4: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 5: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 6: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 7: 

NYPA Response:

page 2 of 3

Back flow Testing of Check Valves

The revised IST Program will identify all testing that is required for 
each check valve in the Program. Test procedures for back flow 
testing of check valves will be revised or developed to demonstrate 
that the valve is properly performing its safety function in the closed 
direction or that the valve is in the closed position.  

Pressure Isolation Valves (PIVs) 

All PIVs listed in the plant Technical Specifications will be listed in the 
revised IST Program as Category A or A/C valves. In addition, the 
Technical Specification requirements will be referenced in the revised 
Program. All Event V check valves are individually leak rate tested 
except for valves 857 A,G,Q,R,S,TU and W High Head Safety 
Injection Check Valves. As stated in Relief Request VR-29 (Reference 
2), there are no means of testing these valves individually.  
Therefore, the Authority takes the position that the valves act together 
as a single barrier with an additional valve, in series, tested as the 
second barrier. This configuration meets the intent of NRC Order of 
April 1981.  

Umiting Values of Full-Stroke Times for Power Operated Valves 

The Authority will review the acceptance criteria for limiting values of 
full-stroke times for all power-operated valves in the Program that 
require stroke time measurements. Umiting values of full-stroke times 
and the test procedures will be revised accordingly.  

Stroke Time Measurements for Rapid-Acting Valves 

In conjunction with the review of all power-operated valve stroke times 
to be performed in response to Position 5, if the Authority should 
identify some valves as "rapid-acting", the requirements of Position 6 
will be instituted and documented by a request for relief in the revised 
IST Program.  

Testing Individual Control Rod Scram Valves In Boiling 
Water Reactors (BWRs)

This position is not applicable to PWRs.
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GL Position 8: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 9: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 10: 

NYPA Response: 

GL Position 11: 

NYPA Response:
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Starting Point for Time Period in TS Statements

The Authority is evaluating Position 8. The response to this position will 
be addressed in the revised IST Program.  

Pump Testing Using Minimum-Flow Return Une 
With or Without Flow Measuring Devices 

The IP-3 Program complies with this position with the exception of 
tests performed on the Containment Sump Recirculation Pumps. As 
stated in Relief Request PR-12 (Reference 2), there is no provision for 
measuring flowrate for these pumps and the addition of 
instrumentation to do so would be costly in resources and radiation 
exposure without any obvious gain in plant safety or the safety of the 
general public.  

Containment Isolation Valve Testing 

All valves designated as containment isolation valves are included in 
the IST Program as Category A or A/C valves. The IP-3 Program 
complies with the requirements of IWV-3426 and IWV 3427(a). The 
Authority will evaluate the need for requesting relief from the 
requirements of IWV-3427(b). If it is determined that such relief is 
warranted, a request for relief from the requirements of IWV-3427(b) 
will be included in the revised IST Program.  

IST Program Scope 

The scope of inservice testing contained in Position 11 of Reference 1, 
exceeds the requirements of 10 CFR 50.55a. The Authority conducts 
inservice testing for pumps and valves under ASME Section X1 within 
the scope of 10 CFR 50.55a. Upon review of the current IP-3 Program, 
if the Authority determines additional components fall within the scope 
of 10 CFR 50.55a, these components will be added to the Program.
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September 27, 1989

DOCKET NO(S).- 50-286 

Mr. John C. Brons 
Executive Vice President, Nuclear Generation 
Power Authority of the State.of New York 
123 Main Street 
White Plains, New York 10601
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SUBJECT: POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK.  
INDIAN POINT 3 NUCLEAR POWER PLANT.  

.The following documents concerning our review of the subject facility-are transmitted foryour. information:, 

DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENT. .DATED 
Notice of Receipt of Application 

Draft/Final Environmental Statement 

Notice of Availability of Draft/Final Environmental Statement 

Safety Evaluation Report, or Supplement No. __-..___._.._.  

Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact. .  

Notice of Issuance of Environmental Assessment.  

Notice.of Consideration:of. Issuance of Facility Operating License or Amendment to Facility Operating License 
Biweekly Notice; Applications and-Amendments to Operating Licenses 

X . Involving No Significant Hazards Conditions See Page(s). 9/2689 
. Exemption 

Construction Permit No: CPPR- _.-Amendment No. ____._.._•_....___........  

Facility Operating License No. _,Amendment No. "_....  

Order 

.. . . Monthly Operating Report for _transmitted by Letter 

... Annual/Semi-Annual Report: 

•_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ transmitted by.Letter 

Other 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosures: 
As Stated 

cc: See next page

SURNAMEo- CVo a 

DATEm .... i

. NRC FORM 318 (10/80) NRCM0240 OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
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BimWeel Notice APPlNcaOns 2Wd 
Anmentsm to Operatng Licenses 
Involvng No Signifcant Hazards 
Consideratione 
1. Background 

Pursuant to Public Law (P.L.) 97415, 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the 
Commission) is publishing this regular 
biweekly notice. P.L 97415 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. Whs 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 August 25, 
1989 through September 8, 1989. The last 
biweekly notice was published on 
September 6, 1989 (54 FR 37040).  

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 
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 this 
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 qerviaft 
Office of Admnistration. U.& 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 
Roomf P-223, Phillips Building. 79M3 
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 Budlding, 2120 L 
Street. NW., Washington. DC The filing 
of requests. for hearing and petitions for 
leave to intervene is discussed below.  

By October 20, 198 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 CPR 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
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requrements decried abogv.  

Not later than fifteen (15 days pdor to 
the first prehearing conference 
scheduled in the proceedhig, a petitioner 
shall file a supplement to the petition to 
intervene which must inchrde a list of 
the contentions which are so*t 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 consiaieration. 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 circumstances 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 occur 
very infrequently.

A requet hw a he * ma i 
for karay. intervm mast be lMe& with 
the Secretary of the Co mm.o. U.L 
Nuclear Regulatory Comiingi 
Washington, DC 20555, Attention: 
Docketing and Service Brarrdt, or =a7 
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-(800J 325-600a (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 upon a 
balancing of factors specified in 10 CFR 
2.714(a)(11(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.  

Carolinm Power & Light Company, et al, 
Docket Noe. SO-=25 and 50-M4, 
Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Units 1 
and 2, Brunswick County, North 
Carolina 

Date of application for amendments.
October 26, 1988, as supplemented 
March 30, 1989, June 13, 1989, and 
August 4, 1989.  

Description of amendment requebt 
The proposed amendments revise 
Technical Specifications (TB) Section 3/ 
4 4.6, "Pressure/Temperature Limits", to 
modify the current TS wording, the 
Limiting Conditions for Operation, and 
Pressure/Temperature Limit Curves to 
make them consistent with the guidance 
contained in Generic Letter 88-11, "NRC 
Position on Radiation Emnbrittlement Of 
Reactor Vessel Materials And Its Impact

On Pfi Operutiws. cilei Jy 1Z 
1988. Repgimam of 1SoSectirms a/ 
4.4A 3j4J7, aind 344A,& is nioidd t 
accmmodate the three adlditiil pages 
resulting frm this piop d 
amendment. Bases pages wil also be 
changed accordingly.  

Basis for proposed o sgnifican 
hazard consideration determinatijam 
The Commission has provided 
standards, for determining whether a no 
significant hazard consideration exists 
as stated in. 10 CFR 50.9e(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 Invelve 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.  

Currently TS Section 3.4.1 specifies 
reactor vessel shell temperature and 
reactor vessel pressure. The proposed 
change revises this wording to specify 
reactor coolant system temperature and 
pressure. The licensee provided a no 
significant hazards consideration 
analysis to support a no significant 
hazards consideration for this change as 
follows: 

The change does not involve a significant 
hazards considerations for the following 
reasonsi 

1. Reactor coolant system temperature and 
pressure are currently utilized to comply with 
the requirements of TS Section 3/4.4.6 and 
have been evaluated to confirm that they are 
representative of the vessel shell temperature 
and vessel pressure. The proposed change is 
being requested to clarify the specification to 
preclude potential confusion. The reactor 
coolant system temperature, measured at the 
recirculation pump suction, is actually lower 
than that of the vessel shell during various 
phases of operation (i.e., reactor startup, 
operation, and immediately following reactor 
shutdown) because of the effects of gamma 
heating of the reactor vessel. Therefore, use 
of recirculation pump suction temperature is 
more conservative during these operational 
phases. Since the coolant system data is 
representative of the vessel shell 
temperature, the probability of a pressure 
boundary failure will remain the same and 
will provide the same limitations on the 
consequences of a pressure boundary failure.  
Based on this reasoning. CP&L has 
determined that the proposed amendment 
does not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. The proposed amendment does rot 
create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated because the postulated accident 
scenario and accident initiator remain the

3-
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same. Moreover, the soewiof thedata use 
to satisfy the requiremestuof IS Section 3/ 
4.4.6 Is represetative of the reactor vessel 
shell temperature. The change in wording will 
have no impact on reactor coolant system 
operation and will not create the possibility 
of any new accident mode.  

3. Revision of the wording to reflect the 
actual data source will clarify the 
specification. Since the reactor coolant 
system temperature (taken at the reactor 
recirculation pump suction) is representative 
of, and at times slightly more conservative 
than the reactor vessel shell temperature, the 
proposed amendment does not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.  

The proposed change replaces the 
present temperature/pressure limit 
curves contained in Figures 3.4.6.1-1 
through 3.4.6.1-3 with five new curves.  
The new curves cover the same 
operational conditions as the previous 
curves (i.e., non-nuclear heatup, low 
power physics tests, cooldown following 
a shutdown, criticality and inservice 
hydrostatic tests) along with two 
;idditional curves for hydrostatic and 
leak tests. This results in three 
l'ydrostatic and leak test curves which 
cover testing operations at less than or 
equal to 8, 10, and 12 effective full power 
years (EFPY). The licensee's analyses of 
no significant hazards follows: 

The change d*oes not involve a significant 
hazards consideration for the following 
reasons:.  

1. The revised temperature/pressure limit 
curves are based on the most current 
regulatory requirements along with actual 
neutron flux/fluence data. These curves 
rrovide the necessary safety margin to assure 
structural integrity of the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary. This safety margin is 
designed to preclude the probability of a 
pressure boundary failure. The consequences 
of a pressure boundary failure are not 
impacted by the proposed change. Since 
these curves are based on the most current 
regulatory guidance and fluence data, CP&L 
has determined that the proposed 
amendmnt does not involve a significant 
increase in the probability or consequences 
of an accident previously evaluated.  

2. The accidents analyzed in Chapter 15 of 
the Updated FSAR are not affected by the 
revised temperature/pressure limit curves.  
These curves are designed to provide fracture 
protection for the reactor coolant pressure 
boundary and do not create any new 
accident modes. Accident modes for the 
reactor coolant pressure boundary, due to 
nonductile failure, are well understood within 
the industry. The temperature/pressure limit 
curves merely provide the protection 
mechanisms to preclude such a failure.  
Therefore, the proposed amendment does not 
create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. Temperature/pressure limit curves are 
designed to provide a specific margin of 
safety. This margin is required to be at least 
as great as that specified in the ASME Boiler 
and Pressure Vessel Code, Section I1,

Appendix G, and Appndix-G to eCIRW 
The revised curves an based on the latest 
NRC guidelines (Regulatory Guide 1.90 Rev.  
2). along with the actual neutron flux/fluence 
data for the Brunswick Units. Thus. the 
revised curves provide a greater confidence 
level than the present curves. Based on this 
reasoning CP&L has determined that the 
proposed amendment does not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.  

The proposed change adds additional 
limiting conditions for operation to TS 
Section 3.4.6.1 for hydrostatic or leak 
testing and for the reactor vessel flange 
and head flange temperatures with the 
reactor vessel head bolting studs under 
tension. The licensee provided the 
following no significant hazards 
analysis.  

The change does not involve a significant 
hazards consideration for the following 
reasons: 

1. The proposed limiting conditions for 
operation provide added protection against 
the probability of a reactor coolant pressure 
boundary failure during hydrostatic and leak 
testing and during conditions when the vessel 
head bolting studs are under tension. The 
consequences of a reactor coolant pressure 
boundary failure are not affected by the 
additional operational constraints. Based on 
this reasoning, CP&L has determined that the 
proposed amendment does not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. The accidents analyzed in Chapter 15 of 
the Updated FSAR are not affected by the 
additional limiting conditions for operation.  
The additional operational constraints have 
been added to comply with the current 
regulation and provide added reactor coolant 
pressure boundary protection. As stated 
previously, accident modes for reactor 
coolant pressure boundary due to nonductile 
failure are well understood within the 
industry. The revised limiting conditions for 
operation merely provide an additional 
protection mechanism without creating any 
new accident modes. Therefore, the proposed 
amendment does not create the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

3. The additional limiting conditions for 
operation were added to assure adequate 
safety margins during hydrostatic and leak 
testing, and to place limits on the reactor 
vessel flange and head flange temperatures 
when the head bolting studs are under 
tension. These additional operational 
constraints provide added safety margin 
relative to the requirements of 10CFR5O, 
Appendix G. Based on this reasoning, CP&L 
has determined that the proposed 
amendment does not involve a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.  

The proposed change repaginates TS 
Section 3/4.4.6, Section 3/4.4.7, and 
Section 3/4.4.8 to accommodate three 
additional pages. The licensee provided 
the following no significant hazards 
analysis.  

The change does not involve a significant 
hazards consideration for the following 
reasons:

admInisthae cbms to the Tecbnk • 
Specifications to prvean the need far adding 
subpages. Repagisutin is uma-ee to 
accommodate additional text and flre, and 
has no impact on the specification. Theem.  
the proposed amendment does not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. The proposed change is purely 
administrative. It will provide numerical 
consistency of the pages within the specified 
TS Sections without creating any change to 
the technical content of the specifications.  
Therefore, the proposed amendment does not 
create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

3. The proposed change is to an 
administrative change. There will be no 
impact on the specification as a result of this 
change. The change will merely provide 
numerical consistency of the pages in the 
specified sections, and will eliminate the 
need for using subpages. Therefore, the 
proposed amendment does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.  

The licensee has concluded that the 
proposed amendment meets the three 
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and, therefore 
involves no significant hazards 
consideration.  

The NRC staff has made a preliminary 
review of the licensee's no significant 
hazards consideration determination 
and agrees with the licensee's analysis.  
Accordingly, the Commission proposes 
to determine that the requested 
amendment does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: 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: July 28, 
1989 

Description of amendment request: 
The proposed amendment will remove 
cycle specific parameters from the 
Technical Specifications (TS) as 
recommended in Generic Letter 88-16, 
"Removal of Cycle-Specific Parameter 
Limits from Technical Specifications." In 
addition, in TS Section 3.1.3.5, fully 
withdrawn position has been redefined 
as 317 steps; in TS Section 3.4.1.4.1 some 
flexibility regarding RHR operation 
during heatup has been added because
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of problems durin the last oitas, and 
TS Sect ia 14JU. has ,mm dbailg toi 
allow the low temrperat e omness 
protecthm system to; be isolated dining 
performance of RCS hydrostatic and 
leak testing. k 

Basirfor proposed no sign/ficant 
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 noti 

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

I. Generic Letter 88-16 Related 
Changes 

There are no design basis accidents 
impacted by the format change to 
relocate the cycle-specific parameter 
limits from the technical specifications 
to the Technical Report Supporting 
Cycle Operation (TRSCOJ. The Cycle 16 
parameter limits are provided in the 
Core Operating Limits Section of the 
TRSCO. The Cycle 16 reload has 
affected some of the core physics 
parameters. These parameters were 
input to the design basis accident and' 
transient analysis. The design basis 
LOCA and non-LOCA transients were 
evaluated to determine what impact 
resulted from the Cycle 16 reload core.  
As discussed in the TRSCO, there is 
little if any im;act on the consequences 
of any design b asis transients. In 
addition, neither the proposed technical 
specification changes nor the Cycle 16 
reload affect the probability of 
occurrence of any design basis 
accidents. Therefore, these proposed 
changes are concluded to not result in a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of any' accidents 
previously analyzed.  

11. Axial Offset/LHGR/DNB 
Parameters 

These proposed changes are 
clarifications of existing surveillance 
requirements. These changes have no 
impact on the operation of the Haddam 
Neck Plant. The axial offset surveillance 
cannot be accurately performed until a 
minimum of three days operation at 80% 
and the RCS flow rate surveillance ': 
cannot be accurately performed until 
achieving 100% power. Therefore, the 
proposed changes ensure that proper 
and accurate surveillance tests are 
performed. The linear heat generation 
rate [LHGR} surveillance as proposed 
ensures that the LHGR will not exceed

the imitlal centmiimg assnmed h tin 
LOCA aumysm prw to perform" the 
axal offsef surveillance. Af such, there 
is no impact on the probebtffty or 
consequences of any accident 
previousfy evaluated.  

Ill. Control Rod Insertion Limits 
Changing the "all rods out" position 

from 320 steps to 317 steps does not 
impact the probability or comsequences 
of any design basis accidents. The 317 
step position is based on the interface 
between the fuel assemblies and the 
control rod. All the physical models 
used in the cycle design and 
determination of safety analysis input 
parameters assume that the "all rods 
out" position is 317 steps. No safety 
systems are affected by this change nor 
are any design basis events affected.  
This proposed change more precisely 
reflects the physical configuration in the 
core.  

IV. RCS Heatup/RCS Hydrostatic and 
Leak Testing 

The proposed changes allow the 
operating RHR pump to, be deenergized 
during RCS heatup and allows the 
LTOPS to be isolated during the 
performance of RCS hydrostatic or leak 
testing. Clarifications to the testing 
heatup,. and cooldown curves are also 
included.  

The proposed technical specification 
changes do not affect the probability of 
failure of the RHR or LTOP systems. The 
LTOPS ia not required during the 
performance of a hydrostatic and/or 
leak test piovided they are performed 
above 245-! F and 235' F respectively, 
and a heatup rate less than/or equal to 
10 F/hour is maintained for one hour 
prior to and during the test.  

The RHR system would purposely be 
taken out of service during an RCS 
heatup in MODE 5 with low decay heat 
by deenergizing the operating RHR 
pump. Shutting off the pump does not 
affect the probability of failure of that 
pump, nor does it affect the probability 
of failure of the remaining operable 
pump.  

Overall, these proposed changes do 
not affect the probability or 
consequences of any design basis 
accidents nor do the changes increase 
the probability of a failure of a safety 
system or degrade the performance of a 
safety system below that assumed in the 
design basis analysis.  

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

I. Generic Letter 88-16 Related 
Changes 

There are no failure modes associated 
with the proposed technical 
specifications changes on the Cycle 16 
reload. A review of the affected on-

LOCA uid LOCA t-nmemf has 

bthet the pltot response has not been nodifled to the point 
where a new accident has been 
identified. AccordLgy, these changes 
are concluded to not present the 
possibility for a new umanalyzed 
accident.  

II. Axial Offft.4LCR/DNB 
Parameter, 

These changes provide clarifications 
and a correction of existing technical 
specifications to ensure that the 
surveillance requirements are effective 
and perform their intended function.  
There is no impact on plant operation or 
response. Therefore, it is concluded that 
these proposed changes do not present 
the possibility for a new unanalyzed 
accident.  

ILL Control Rod Insertion Limits 
The proposed change redefines the "all rods out" position to more precisely 

reflect the physical relationship between 
the fuel and control rods. The plant 
response is not modified by this 
proposed change nor are there any new 
failure modes presented. The proposed 
change does not impact the probability 
of an accident to the point where it 
should be considered within the design 
basis.  

IV. RCS Heatup/RCS Hydrostatic and 
Leak Testing 

The plant response due to the 
proposed changes has not been modified 
to the point where it can be considered 
that a new accident has been defined.  
The hydrostatic and leak tests will 
continue to be performed above 245 F 
and 235' F respectively. Taking the RHR 
pump out of service in MODE 5 with low 
decay heat will allow a normal RCS 
heatup.  

The failrre mode of a low 
temperature, overpressurization event 
occurring below 3150 F while the LTOPS 
is isolated, has already been analyzed.  
Limiting the heatup rate to less than or 
equal to 10 degrees F while the LTOPS is 
out of service addresses this potential.  
Therefore, these proposed changes do 
not create the potential for a new 
unanalyzed accident. There are no 
failure modes associated with taking the 
operating RHR pump out of service 
during an RCS heatup since the 
performance of the RHR system is not 
affected.  

3. Involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety 

1. Generic Letter 88-16 Related 
Changes 

The proposed changes to the technical 
specifications and the Cycle 16 reload 
have been evaluated for their impact on 
non-LOCA and LOCA design basis 
events. Since as previously stated there

Rm*t4m / VaL W No. I&I I Wedneg aw- CZ0M*.Wj , Wb loom
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is so Impact an the odfq 4Fj 
design basis events, th evem it fllows.  
that there is no Impac ofi the protective 
boundaries. There are no failure modes 
associated with the proposed changes or 
the Cycle 16 reload. Therefore, there is 
no impact on the margin of safety.  

II. Axial Offset/LGHR/DNB 
Parameters 

These proposed changes do not 
involve any failure modes or changes in 
plant operation or transient response.  
These changes are proposed to better 
ensure that operating limits are 
maintained. Therefore, there is no 
impact on the margin of safety.  

III. Control Rod Insertion Limits 
This proposed change has no impact 

on the protective boundaries of the 
plant. There are no failure modes 
associated with this change and there is 
no affect on the safety limits. This 
proposed change simply reflects the 
physical configuration in the core more 
precisely.  

IV. RCS Heatup/RCS Hydrostatic and 
Leak Testing 

The proposed changes do not impact 
the protective boundaries. Performance 
of a hydrostatic and/or leak test above 
245' F or 2350 F respectively while 
maintaining a heatup rate less than 10" 
F/hour one hour prior to and during the 
test assures that the margin of safety 
required by 10 CFR 50 Appendix G is 
maintained. Deenergizing the operating 
RHR pump in MODE 5 with low decay 
heat will result in a controlled RCS 
heatup without affecting the protective 
boundaries.  

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

Local Public Document Room 
location: Russell 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.  

NjRC Project Director John F. Stclz 
Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power 
Company, Docket No. 50-213, Haddam 
Neck Plant, Middlesex County, 
Connecticut 

Date of amendment requesk" August 2, 
1989 

Description of amendment request: 
The proposed Technical Specification 
(TS) changes TS 3/4.5.1, "Emergency 
Core Cooling System - ECCS Subsystem 
-Tavg greater than or equal to 350* F;" 
to reflect the component configurations 
following the 1989 refueling outage

meiiatot to d*B= Cto foep• sftko faima conn. In additio TS 
Section 3/4.5.Z "Emergency Core 
Cooling System - ECCS Subsystem 
Tavg less than 350 F." and TS Section 
3/4.5.3, "Emergency Core Cooling 
System - pH Control System" have been 
renumbered to be consistent with 
Westinghouse Standard Technical 
Specification (WSTS) format.  

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 Specifications and concluded 
th .t 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 modifications to the ECCS will 
provide for redundant isolation of the 
HPSI miniflow during sump recirculation 
and will resolve single failure concerns 
in the chemical and volume control 
system (CVCS), RHR, HPSI, and LPSI 
systems. As such, these modifications 
will not adversely impact the 
consequences of design basis accidents 
because they do not change the ECCS 
delivery rates. The proposed changes to 
'the ECCS surveillance requirements will 
provide added assurance that the ECCS 
modification will operate reliably. The 
physical improvements to ECCS will 
improve reliability and redundancy of 
the system, and as a result, will not 
adversely impact the probability or 
consequences of previously analyzed 
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 is within the design basis. No 
new failure modes are introduced by 
these proposed technical specification 
requirements. The proposed changes 
improve ECCS reliability and 
redundancy.  

3. Involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety 

The physical changes made to the 
plant that are reflected in these 
proposed technical specifications 
provide an enhancement to the 
protective boundaries by increasing 
redundancy and reliability. The 
surveillance requirements imposed by 
this proposed change also assure the 
reliability of these components. The 
proposed changes to the technical

8PedflasW as~4& N I mb 
haft fat the peesd budwm 
Therefe. the propoed chom de et 
result in a reduadow ay ma of 
safety.  

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

Local Public Document Room 
location: Russell 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 

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

Dote of amendment requesL June 12, 
1989, as clarified July 11, 1989 

Brief description of amendment- The 
proposed amendment would: (1) change 
the allowable out-of-service time in 
Technical Specification (TS) 3.3.B.2.c for 
inoperable containment spray system 
valves from 24 hours to 72 hours, (2) add 
TS 3.3.B.2.d for the spray additive tank 
and its associated piping, valves and 
eductors, and (3) add TS 3.7.B.5 
permitting one of the battery chargers 
associated with station batteries 21, 22, 
23 and 24 to be inoperable for up to 24 
hours provided certain conditions are 
satisfied.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards considerations 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 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.  

Containment Spray Valves 
The proposed change to TS 3.3.B.2.c 

would change the containment spray 
system valves' allowable out-of-service 
time from 24 hours to 72 hours. License 
Amendment No. 132 (issued June 29, 
1988) changed the allowable out-of
service time for the containment spray 
pumps from 24 hours to 72 hours. Due to
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an. admlninsttve earn dnilng the.  
preparation of License Amendment No.  
132, the allowable out,.of-ier'vice time 
from thesevalves was not changed at, 
that time. Therefore, the proposed 
change would make the allowable out
of-service time for these valves 
consistent with the allowable out-of
service time for the containment spray 
valves. Since the proposed change is an 
administrative change to the technical 
specifications to achieve consistency 
throughout the technical specifications 
(72 hour allowable out-of-service time 
for all equipment in the containment 
spray system), the proposed change 
meets Example (1) of the Commission's 
Examples of Amendments That Are 
Considered Not Likely To Involve 
Significant Hazards Considerations (51 
FR 7751, dated March 6, 1986) and 
therefore the staff proposes that this 
proposed change will not involve a 
Significant Hazards Consideration.  

Spray Additive Tank 
The proposed addition of TS 3.3.B.2.d 

would permit reactor operation to 
continue for up to 72 hours with the 
spray additive tank and its associated 
piping, valves and eductors inoperable 
provided both containment spray pumps 
and the five fan cooler units are 
operable. In the absence of this 
proposed addition, TS 3.0.1 would be 
applied. TS 3.0.1 would require the unit 
to be in hot shutdown within 7 hours 
and in cold shutdown within the 
following 30 hours if the spray additive 
tank or its associated equipment are 
inoperable.  

The licensee pr9vided the following 
analysis of this proposed change and 
determined that this proposed change 
would not involve a Significant Hazards 
Consideration because operation of 
Indian Point Unit No 2 in accordance 
with this proposed change would not: 

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

Since the Spray Additive Tank and its 
associated piping, valves and eductors are a 
passive system with the exception of its two 
isolation valves which are air operated, fail 
open, and installed in parallel; since these 
components deal only with accident 
mitigation; and since these components do 
not provide any sort of automatic initiation; 
there are no credible equipment failures that 
would initiate an accident. In addition, since 
the entire assembly is located outside 
containment, there are no credible failures 
attributable to this equipment that could 
directly affect the Reactor Coolant System..  
Thus, unavailability of the Spray Additive 
Tank would not significantly increase the 
probability of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

With respect to a significant increase in the 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated, it is important to note that the

accident mifiation capabilltin of td S'
Additive Tank are the removal of iodine from.  
the containment atmosphere and the pH 
balancing of the recirculated water to prevent 
corrosion in a post-LOCA condition. In 
addressing the iodine removal capability of 
the Spray Additive Tank, a plant-specific 
PRA evaluation was conducted to determine 
the effects of a 72 hour LCO. The results of 
this evaluation determined that a 72 hour 
LCO showed an inconsequential increase in 
the public health risk. In addition, Section 1.1 
of WCAP-11811 ("Methodology for 
Elimination of the Containment Spray 
Additive", March 1988) states: 

"Analyses performed by Westinghouse.  
utilizing current NRC methodology (SRP 6.5.2.  
Revision 1) and combined with knowledge 
gained from many studies on the behavior of 
iodine in the post-LOCA environment, have 
demonstrated the relatively minor role of the 
spray additive in meeting the dose guidelines 
of 10 CFR 100. The proposed Revision 2 to 
SRP 6.5.2 goes even further in demonstrating 
this relatively minor role of the spray 
additive by eliminating its consideration." 

As for pH balancing, it is also possible to 
add NaOH to the Boric Acid Batching Tank 
and then inject the solution via the normal 
Chemical and Volume Control System 
charging paths into the Reactor Coolant 
System. The solution would flow out the 
break that caused the LOCA, mix with water 
in the bottom of the containment and provide 
the necessary pH balance. This additional 
injection pathway methodology is already 
contained in our Emergency Operating 
Procedures (ES-1.3. "Transfer to Cold Leg 
Recirculation") as the alternate method for 
assuring long term pH control. Finally, the 
proposed LCO has the same time limit as the 
Standard Technical Specifications' LCO.  
Thus, it is concluded that there is no 
significant increase in the consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

Therefore, this proposed change to 
Technical Specification 3.3.B.2 does not 
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 
jpreviously evaluated.  

The proposed change provides an LCO for 
the Spray Additive Tank that has the same 
time limit as the Standard Technical 
Specification' LCO. No physical changes to 
the Spray Additive Tank or its associated 
components are required with respect to this 
proposed LCO. Therefore, the proposed 
change to Technical Specification 3.3.B.2 does 
not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The accident mitigation capabilities of the 
Spray Additive Tank are the removal of 
iodine from the containment atmosphere and 
the pH balancing of the recirculated water to 
prevent corrosion in a post-LOCA condition.  
As discussed above, a plant-specific PRA 
evaluation determined that a 72 hour LCO 
showed an inconsequential increase in the 
public health risk. Additionally. Section 1.1 of 
WCAP-11611 ("Methodology for Elimination

Of t1h Co .wyh~iv'. huuc 
1960 omackaded that the role f t spray 
additive in meeting the dose guideline, of 
10CFR1i1 is relatively minor and thi the 
proposed Revision 2 to.SRP 6.5.2 goe even 
further in demonstrating this relatively minor 
role of the spray additive by eliminating Its 
consideration.  

As for pH balancing, alternative 
proceduralized paths exist to add NaOH to 
the Boric Acid Botching Tank and then inject 
the solution via the normal Chemical and 
Volume Control System chargng paths into 
the Reactor Coolant System. The solution 
would flow out the break that caused the 
LOCA, mix with water in the bottom of the 
containment and provide the necessary pH 
balance. This injection path is not affected by 
the proposed change.  

Therefore, the proposed change to 
Technical Specification 3.3.B.2 does not 
involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

Based on the above discussion, the 
licensee determined that the proposed 
change to TS 3.3.B.2.d does not involve a 
Significant Hazards Consideration. The 
staff agrees with the licensee's analysis 
and proposes that this proposed change 
will not involve a Significant Hazards 
Consideration.  

Battery Chargers 
The proposed addition of TS 3.7,B.5 

would permit reactor operation to 
continue for up to 24 hours with one 
battery charger inoperable provided the 
other three battery chargers and their 
associated batteries are operable and 
the affected battery is determined 
operable by performance of TS 4.6.C.1 
within 1 hour and every 8 hours 
thereafter. In the absence of this 
-proposed addition, TS 3.0.1 would be 
applied. TS 3.0.1 would require the unit 
to be in hot shutdown within 7 hours 
and in cold shutdown within the 
following 30 hours if one battery charger 
is inoperable.  

The licensee provided the following 
analysis of this proposed change and 
determined that this proposed change 
would not involve a Significant Hazards 
Consideration because operation of 
Indian Point Unit No. 2 in accordance 
with this proposed change Would not: 

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

Upon loss of the Battery Charger, the 
associated Station Battery would supply 
power to the affected loads. Thus, a time 
period exists when the Battery Charger can 
be out of service and there would be no effect 
on plant operation nor any impact on the 
plant design basis because unaffected safety 
systems are still operable and the Battery 
Charger is not necessary to mitigate design 
basis accidents. Upon entering the proposed 
LCO the operators would be aware what 
loads are carried by the affected Station 
Battery and through the use of existing 
procedures inappropriate operator action due
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to degraded voltage m ihea teus . ..n 
would be precuded, IsM.u n ilWty'oJ 
the Battery Charger would not signifcany.  
increase the probability of a1 mddmnt 
previously evaluated.  

With respect to a significant Incream in the 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated, the proposed LCO requires the 
other three Station Batteries be operable and 
that the surveillance under Technical 
Specification 4.6.C.1 be implemented 
frequently on the affected Station Battery to 
assure its continued operability. By more 
frequent monitoring of critical battery 
parameters, timely actions can be taken to 
assure Station Battery longevity. Under 
Technical Specification 3.73- there Is an 
existing LCO which allows one Station 
Battery to be inoperable for 24 hours 
providing all four Battery Chargers and the 
other three Station Batteries are operable.  
Under both the existing LCO for the Station 
batteries and the proposed LCO for the 
Battery Chargers, the single active failure of a 
safety-related component, coincident with a 
Loss-Of-Offsite-Power (LOOP) would still be 
the most limiting accident condition. It has 
been determined that the existing LCO on the 
Station Batteries bounds the proposed LCO 
on the Battery Chargers. Therefore, the 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated remained unchanged.  

Therefore, this proposed change to 
Technical Specification 3.7.B does not 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.  

The proposed LCO requires the other three 
Station Batteries be operable and that the 
surveillance under Technical Specification 
4.6.C.1 be implemented frequently on the 
affected Station Battery to assure its 
continued operability. By more frequent 
monitoring of critical battery parameters, 
timely actions can be taken to assure Station 
Battery longevity. Under Technical 
Specification 3.7.2 there is an existing LCO 
which allows one Station Battery to be 
inoperable for 24 hours providing all four 
Battery Chargers and the other three Station 
Batteries are operable. The existing LCO on 
the Station Batteries bounds the proposed 
LCO on the Battery Chargers because 
equipment that could lose power during a 
Loss-Of-Offsite-Power coincident with a 
postulated accident under the existing 
Station Battery LCO. would retain power 
under the proposed Battery Charger LCO.  

Therefore, the proposed change to 
Technical Specification 3.7.B does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed LCO allows a Battery 
Charger to be inoperable, but also requires 
the other three Station Batteries be operable 
and that the surveillance under Technical 
Specification 4.6.C.1 be implemented 
frequently on the affected Station Battery to 
assure its continued operability. Under 
Technical Specification 3.7.1 there Is an

existing LCO whi allam wSslM 
Batts* to be Ineperablafer z4 ham .s 
providing all four Battery Cha m and Jh 
other three Station Batteiies are operable.  
Although the Battery Charger will now be 
allowed a limited out of service time of 24 
hours maximum this condition is bounded by 
the already allowed LCO on the Station 
Batteries because equipment that could loss 
power during a Loe.-Of-Offsite-Power 
coincident with a postulated accident unde' 
the existing Station Battery LCO, would 
retain power under the proposed Battery 
Charger LCO.  

Therefore, the proposed change to 
Technical Specifinatrofi 01 does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  

Based on the above discussion, the 
licensee determined that the proposed 
addition of TS 3.7.B.5 does not involve a 
Significant Hazards Consideration. The 
staff agrees with the licensee's analysis 
and proposes that this proposed change 
will not involve a Significant Hazards 
Consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: White Plains Public Library, 
100 Martime 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 

National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA), Plum Brook 
Station Docket No. 50-30, Plum Brook 
Reactor 

Date of amendment request: February 
27, 1989 and June 22, 1989 

Description of amendment request.' 
The amendment would change portions 
of the licensee's organizational 
structure. The facility currently has a 
possession only license and is in 
protected safe storage awaiting 
decommissioning. All special nuclear 
material has been removed from the 
site.  

The Aeropropulsion Facilities and 
Experiments Division would replace the 
Health Safety & Security Division as the 
division responsible to provide 
resources to maintain the Plum Brook 
Reactor in protected safe storage. As a 
result of this change, the Radiation 
Safety Officer would report to the 
Director of the Aeronautics Directorate 
in matters concerning radiation safety at 
the facility.  

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 
considerations if operation of the facility

in aedoftaws *k~~po azmmdmon wesi no (1'k) bemt .
significant in tbepobmibtv or.  
ce1equ11 P s of an eadduat pr-viely 
evaluated: (2) Create de ifiley of a
new or different kind of accideat free
any accident previously evauatsit or (3) 
Involve a significantzeducton in a 
margin of safety.  

(1) The proposed amendment does mo 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated because 
the organizational changes will not 
affect the protected safe storage mode 
the facility is In. Furthermore, the 
Technical Specification continue to 
require that NASA provides whatever 
resources are required to maintain the 
facility in a condition that poses no 
hazard to the general public or to the 
environment.  

(2) The proposed amendment does not 
create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated because 
the change only involves portions of the 
organizational structure: and does not 
physically alter any system or 
components, or the way the reactor is 
maintained in protected safe storage.  

(3) The proposed amendment does not 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety because there will be 
no change in the protected safe storage 
status of the facility or the resources 
committed to maintaining the facility in 
protected safe storage.  

The staff has concluded that the 
requested changes meet the standards 
for no significant hazards consideration 
and, therefore, has made a proposed 
determination that the requested license 
amendment does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: N/A 

Attorney for licensee: N/A 
NRC Project Director:. Seymour H.  

Weiss 

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, 
Docket No. 50-245, Millstone Nuclear 
Power Station, Unit No. 1, New London 
County, Connecticut 

Date of amendment request: August 1, 
1989 (Licensee letters B13289, B13297, 
B13298 and B13303) 

Description of amendment request: 
The proposed change to the Technical 
Specifications reflects the changes 
requested by the NRC in Generic Letter 
83-26 for containment water level, 
containment high range radiation 
monitors, containment pressure 
monitors, noble gas effluent monitors.  
post-accident sampling, and sampling 
and analysis of plant effluents. In
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addition. Spec~ftaio3.XAs wilbr -h 
changed to provide cla ene cub.
action to be taken if prhmmy..  
containment hytegrity ts not maintained 
and Specification 3.7.A.6 will be 
changed to clarify the limiting condition 
for operation of Section 3.7.A 

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination: 
The licensee has reviewed the proposed 
changes, in accordance with 10 CFR 
50.92, and has concluded and the NRC 
agrees, that they do not involve a 
significant hazards consideration in that 
these changes would not.  

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

The added and/or amended LCOs and 
Surveillance Requirements regarding 
Suppression Chamber Water Level 
ensure the availability of these systems 
and will have no impact on the initiation 
or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated. These changes 
ensure that additional information is 
available to the operator for proper 
accident assessment. Therefore, the 
aforementioned changes do not increase 
the probability or consequences of a 
design basis accident nor do they affect 
the performance or failure probability of 
any safety system. The changes 
described above have no effect on the 
initiation, probability, or consequences 
of any previously evaluated accident 
scenario.  

The added and/or amended LCOs and 
Surveillance Requirements regarding 
containment high range radiation 
monitors and containment pressure 
monitors ensure the availability of these 
mnonitoring systems and will have no 
impact on the initiation or consequences 
of an accident previously evaluated.  
These changes ensure that additional 
information is available to the operator 
for proper accident assessment.  
Therefore, the aforementioned changes 
do not increase the probability or 
consequences of a design basis accident 
nor do they affect the performance or 
failure probability of any safety system.  
The changes to the Technical 
Specifications 3.7.A.3 and 3.7-A.6 
described above are administrative in 
nature and, as such, have no effect on 
the initiation, probability, or 
consequences of any previously 
evaluated accident scenario.  

The added and/or amended LCOs and 
Surveillance Requirements regarding 
noble gas effluent monitors ensure the 
availability of these systems and will 
have no impact on the initiation or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated. The changes ensure that 
additional information is available to 
the operator for proper accident

aforementioned changes do not increase 
the probability or consequences of a 
design basis accident nor do they affect 
the performance or failure probability of 
any safety system. The changes to 
Technical Specifications described 
above have no effect on the initiation.  
probability, or consequences of any previously evaluated accident scenario.  

The added and/or amended LO~s and 
Surveillance Requirements regarding 
sampling ensure the availability of the 
existing post-accident sampling and 
iodine monitoring systems and will have 
no impact on the initiation or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

These changes ensure that additional 
information is available to the operator 
for proper accident assessment.  
Therefore, the aforementioned changes 
do not increase the probability or 
consequences of a design basis accident 
nor do they affect the performance or 
failure probability of any safety system.  
The changes to the Technical 
Specifications described above have no 
effect on the initiation, probability, or 
consequences of any previously 
evaluated accident scenario.  

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

The Generic Letter 83-36 changes do 
not result in physical modification of the 
plant response or operator response to 
an accident and no new failure modes 
are associated with these changes.  
Instrument drift factors were reviewed 
to ensure the instrumentation does not 
provide erroneous or conflicting 
information to the operator in any given 
situation. In addition, given the inherent 
characteristics of passive monitoring 
equipment, it has been determined that 
no new or different kind of accident has 
been created. The changes to 
Specifications 3.7.A.3 and 3.7.A.6 are for 
clarification purposes and will not 
create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident.  

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

The Generic Letter 83-36 changes do 
not impact the consequences on the 
protective boundaries, and the basis for 
any Technical Specification is not 
changed because the instrumentation 
associated with these changes are 
passive by nature and do not in any way 
affect any safety-related equipment.  
Also, the bases for these proposed 
Technical Specifications are being 
revised to include information regarding 
these systems which serve to provide 
additional information to plant 
personnel during and following an 
accident. Therefore, there is no

reducffounfthenas 

The changa. to -Speciafitions 37A.3;.  
and 3.7.A are for clarification purpose.  
and will not involve a.sgnificant 
reduction in the margin of safety.  

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

Attorneyfor licensee Gerald Garfield, 
Esquire. Day, Berry & Howard, 
Counselors at Law, City Place, Hartford," 
Connecticut 00103-3499. 

NRC Project Director John F. Stolz 
Public Service Company of Colorado, 
Docket No. 50-267, Fort SL Vrain 
Nuclear Generating Station, Weld 
County, Colorado 

Dote of amendment request: July 14, 
1989 

Description of amendment request.  
This amendment request is for an 
upgraded Technical Specifications (TS) 
for the plant batteries. It reflects an 
improved TS as developed in the Fort St.  
Vrain TS Upgrade Program.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determinatiorg 
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) 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 provided 
an analysis that addressed the above 
three standards in-the amendment 
application as follows: 

PSC has evaluated the proposed 
amendment request for significant hazards 
consideration using the standards in Title 10.  
Code of Federal Regulations. Part 50.92. The 
proposed amendment request involves no 
significant hazards consideration, since the 
proposed amendment would not: 

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

The operation of the batteries, the Fort St.  
Vrain plant, and the plant safety systems are 
not being changed. The battery surveillances 
are being improved. The battery Service 
Discharge Test schedule has been established 
at 18 months in accordance with the 
Westinghouse Standard Technical 
Specifications and a Performance Discharge 
Test has been added in accordance with IEEE 
Standard 450-1987.
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2. Create the poeaibiltyof a ne or " 
different kind of accidst from any 
previously evaluated.  

No change is being made to the operation 
of the batteries, the Fort St. Vrain plant or 
plant safety systems. The only changes being 
made are designed to improve the reliability 
of the batteries.  

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

The proposed changes are designed to 
improve the reliability of the batteries. The 
surveillances are in accordance with vendor 
recommendations and IEEE guidance.  

Based on the above evaluation, it is 
concluded that operation of Fort St. Vrain in 
accordance with the proposed changes will 
involve no significant hazards consideration.  
PSC considers the proposed changes to be an 
improvement in the overall plant reliability 
and documentation as the new surveillances 
and testing requirements are designed to 
improve battery performance.  

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

Local Public Document Room 
location: Greeley Public Library, City 
Complex Building, Greeley, Colorado 

Attorney for licensee: J. K. Tarpey, 
Public Service Company Building, Room 
900, 550 15th Street, Denver, Colorado 
80202 

NRC Project Director:. Seymour H.  
Weiss 

Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, 
Docket No. 50-244, R. E. Ginna Nuclear 
Power Plant, Wayne County, New York 

Date of amendment request. August 
30, 1989 

Description of amendment request: 
The proposed amendment would modify 
the Technical Specifications to reflect 
an administrative change in title from 
Vice President, Production and 
Engineering to Senior Vice President, 
Production and Engineering.  

Basis for proposed no signficant 
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 a 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 
an accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
Involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.

The licensee addressed the above 
three standards in the amendment 
application. In regard to the three 
standards, the licensee provided the 
following analysis.  

(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 proposed revision does not involve the 
physical modification of the plant or plant 
equipment This modification to the 
Technical Specifluations is administrative in 
nature and affects no analyses or responses 
of the plant to accident conditions.  

(2) Use of the modified specification would 
not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

The proposed revision to the Technical 
Specifications does not involve a physical 
modification to the plant that could result in 
the creation of an accident not previously 
analyzed.  

(3) Use of the modified specification would 
not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

The proposed revision does not alter the 
licensee's commitment to maintaining the 
management organization that contributes to 
the safe operation and maintenance of the 
plant.  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
no significant hazards consideration 
determination analysis. Based upon this 
review, the staff agrees with the 
licensee's analysis. Therefore, based on 
its review, the staff proposes to 
determine that the proposed change 
does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration.  

Local Public Document Room.  
location: Rochester Public Library, 115 
South Avenue, Rochester, New York 
.14810 

Attorney for licensee: Harry Voigt, 
Esquire, LeBoeuf, Lamb. Leiby & 
MacRae, 1333 New Hampshire Avenue, 
NW., Suite 1100, Washington, DC 20036 

NRC Project Director: Richard H.  
Wessman 

Toledo Edison Company and The 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company, Docket No. 50-346, Davis
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1, 
Ottawa County, Ohio 

Dote of amendment request" June 12, 
1989 as supplemented August 11, 1989.  

Description of amendment request
The proposed amendment requests that 
certain surveillance requirements for the 
emergency diesel generators in the 
Davis-Besse Technical Specifications be 
revised from an inspection interval of 18 
months to a maximum inspection 
interval of 30 months. The surveillances 
require that each emergency diesel .  
generator be inspected by procedures 
prepared in conjunction with its 
manufacturer's recommendations. The

proposed intreaned Inspection interval 
has been reviewed and concurred in bFp 
the emergency diesel generator's 
manufacturer. The proposed change 
would also delete the applicability of 
the extenslonprovisions of Specification 
4.0.2 from the surveillance.  

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 a 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 addressed the above 
three standards in the amendment 
application. In regard to the three 
standards, the licensee provided the 
following analysis.  

The proposed change does not involve 
a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated because the diesel 
generators are standby equipment which 
do not contribute to the occurrence of an 
accident. Extension of the surveillance 
frequency from 18 months to a maximum 
of 30 months does not change either the 
diesel-generator function or its 
operation. The proposal to increase 
monitoring of certain diesel-generator 
parameters will serve to identify 
adverse operating trends. The ability of 
the diesel-generators to respond and,_ 
operate as required will not be degraded 
as concurred with by the manufacturer 
of the diesel-generators.  

The proposed change does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated since the diesel-generators 
cannot initiate an accident and no 
hardware changes are being made. On 
matters related to nuclear safety, all 
accidents are bounded by previous 
analysis and no new malfunctions are 
involved.  

The proposed change does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety since the assumptions in the 
licensee's Updated Safety Analysis 
Report (USAR) remain unchanged and 
the diesel-generators will continue to 
perform their function. Past experience 
with this class of equipment, the 
demonstrated reliability of the diesel
generators at Davis-Besse, and the
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identify advers ope as Wmil 
provide reasombe asmu that there 
will not be any m dgadatlia 
in dies&eerator reiabity.  

The staff has reviewed and aees 
with the licensee's no sign iicant 
hazards consideration determI nation 
analysis. Therefoe. based on its review, 
the staff proposes to determine that the 
proposed change does not involve a 
significant hazards consideatiom 

Local Public Document Boom 
loadi Univeraty of Toledo Library.  
Documents Department. 220 Bacroft 
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43808.  

Attorney for Licensem Gerald 
Charnof. Esquire. Shaw, Pittan. Potts 
and Trowbridge. 2300 N Street. NW.  
Washfion DC 20037.  

NRCP oectDirector: John N. Hannn 
Toled Edson Cempay and The 
Cleve-, ct I nIfitnhg 
Company, Docket No. 50 k Davis.  
Bessa Nucler Pwm Stathm. Unit Ne. 1, 
Ottawa Cunty. Ohio 

Date cyf amendment request lune 16, 
1989 as revised August 21. 198 

Description of amendmnt request 
The proposed amendment would 
involve relicating the values of cycle
specific limits from the Technical 
Specifications to a new document 
entitled Core Operting Limits Report in 
accordance with NRC Generic Letter 88
18 The requirements to meet these 
limits and the associated Action .  
Statements if limits are not met would 
be retained in the Technical 
Specifications.  

Bbsis for proposed no signifimcat 
hazards consideration determinoion: 
The Commission has provided 
standards in 10 CFR 50.921c) for 
determining whether a significant 
hazard 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 reviewed the 
proposed changes in accordance with 
the requirements of 10 CFR 50.92 and 
has determined that the request does not 
involve a significant hazard 
consideration.  

The proposed cha do not involve 
e tgficant hazards consideretia 

because the operation of the Davis-

Bes- iMNr PMw1M =iu 
accord w"t ths ch wool& 

1. Not invoive 2 sipaaffit inu in 
the probabiity or im@qalmw ofon, 
accident previously evabuded becnun 
there ha" beta no hardwaem diu or 
design modificaftns ohc wold affect 
the probability or the conseqences of 
an accident. Dose consequences am 
unchsanged. The relocation of the care 
operating limits to a new doeument does 
not affect the metehodolo of limit 
deteminatiom and is. thers. an 
ahainistrativ change only.  

2. Not create the possibility of a new 
or diffeent kind of accident from way 
acdent previously evaluated because 
there will be no hardware changes or 
design modif'iations whicL would 
creats the possibility of a new accident.  

3. Not involve a ipifikat reduction 
in a inrgn of sadety because the 
operating limits will be determined 
mn .Ing the gam ethodology as in 
previous core operating limit 
calculations.  

The NRC staff has reviewed and 
* agees with the licensee's evaluation.  
Therefore, the NRC staff proposes to 
determine that the proposed amendment 
involves no significant hazard 
consideration.  

Local Paic Dovnent Room 
location: University of Toledo librar., 
Documets Department. 21 Banroft 
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 4M 

A ttome y furbmnw Gerald 
Chamoff. &sme Saw, Pittman. Potts 
and Trowbridge, 2300 N Street. NW., 
Washington. DC 2 .  

NBC P roect Director John N. Hannon 
Union Electric Company, Docket No. UI.  
483, Callaway Plant Unit 1. Callaway 
County, Missouri.  

Doe of amemlmst rues August Z.  
L9 

Desarcption of amendaent re oaes 
The proposed amendment would revise 
Technical Specification 3/4.3.3, 
Radiation Monitoring for Plant 
Operation. by increasing the permitted 
period of inoperability far one channel 
of the control room air intake monitors 
and the fuel building atmosphere 
m itors from i hour to 72 hours.  

BRis far proposed no significant 
hazards wngideutio. deterhAon: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideraion exists 
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards 
consideraton if operation of the facility 
in accordance with aproposed 
armendment would not (1) Involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident prevkmsly

evalua M 1 30 i. W I a, 
new or dffent kWd of acdldea from 
any accident previously eahrate qr t ) 
InvolVe a sffcast mdctfon In a 
margin of safety.  

The awcenee hespmvided th 
following analysis of no spilant" hazards ca endn umk do 

Commission's standards.  
The proposed chan dom not involve 

a significart increase in the probabfty 
or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated. Em the proposed 
change. when a radiation monitos is 
allweod to be tak oat of service.  
redundant operable radiatim monitors 
are still in service 7bomonitors that 
remah in service provide the same 
signal to the same equipment and at the 
same setpoint as the monitor that is 
removed from service. The additional 
allowed outage time associated with 
this change is insigiffcant when.  
compared to the probability of an event 
which requires actuation. coincident 
with a failure of the remaining operable 
detector. The proposed change does not 
affect the ability of the monitors to 
perform their intended safety function.  
Additionally, the current technical 
specificatione allaws one of the twe 
safety trains of either system to be out 
of service for 7 days.  

The proposed change does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident frim any previously 
evaluated. There are no new failure 
modes or mechanins assacated with 
the proposed change. This change does 
not involve any modification in the 
operational limits or physical design of 
the ibvolved systems. The change 
merely allows an extended time period 
for the diagnosis and repair of radiation 
monitoring systenm tim reducing the 
excessive use of the emergency exhaust 
systems for the contl! room and fuel 
building.  

The proposed chang does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. This change does not affect any 
technical specification margin of safety.  
This change allows appropriate actions 
commensurate with the significance of 
the monitor malfunction, provided the 
malfunction does not affect the 
capability of the monitors to perform 
their safety function.  

Based on the previous discussion, the 
licensee conchded that the proposed 
amendment request does not invove a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated; does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from anfy accident previously 
evaluated; does n4 involve a reduction 
in the required margin of safety. The

r
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staff has reviewed the licensee's no- 
significant hazards consideration 
determination and agreeq with the 
licensee's analysis.  

The staff, therefore, proposes to 
determine that the licensee's request 
does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Callaway County Public 
Library, 710 Court Street, Fulton, 
Missouri 65251 and the John M. Olin 
Library, Washington University, Skinker 
and Lindell Boulevards, St. Louis, 
Missouri 63130.  

Attorney for licensee: Gerald 
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts & 
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20037.  

NRC Project Director:. John N. Hannon 

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation, 
Docket No. 50-305, Kewaunee Nuclear 
Power Plant, Kewaunee County, 
Wisconsin 

Date of amendment request- July 14, 
1989 

Description of amendment requesL* 
The proposed amendment would revise 
the Technical Specifications CTS) to 
allow reduction of the frequency of 
turbine valve testing. An evaluation 
performed by Westinghouse Electric 
Corporation for the Westinghouse 
Owners Group Turbine Valve Test 
Frequency (TVTF) evaluation subgroup 
(WCAP-11525) provides justification for 
the proposed change.  

The specific TS change proposed 
would include the following: (1) a 
replacement of the monthly surveillance 
requirement for turbine governor and 
stop valves with the variable 
surveillance frequency requirement 
consistent with WCAP-11525, not to 
exceed one year, (2) removal of the 
operational limitation waiver for the 
monthly surveillance on Table TS 4.1-3.  

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.

In regard to the proposed amendmet 
the licensee has determined the 
following:.  

1. The proposed amendment will not 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

The referenced analysis as reported in 
WCAP-11525 provides an evaluation of the 
probability of turbine missile ejettion for the 
purpose of justifying a reduction in the 
frequency of turbine valve testing. In a letter 
to Westinghouse Electric Corporation dated 
February 2,1987 (C E Rossi, USNRC to I A 
Martin. Westinghouse), the commission 
established acceptable criteria for the 
probability of generating a turbine missile 
from an unfavorably oriented turbine 
(acceptable probability of missile generation 
[less than] 1.0 x 1T ). The evaluation in 
WCAP-11525 shows that the probability of a 
missile ejection incident for turbine valve test 
intervals of up to one year is significantly less 
than the established acceptance criteria. The 
small change in the probability of generating 
a turbine missile with longer turbine valve 
testing intervals does not represent a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

2. The proposed amendment will not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously 
analyzed.  

The proposed amendment decreases the 
frequency at which turbine valves are tested.  
The proposed amendment does not change 
the kind, number, or type of overspeed 
protection components available. Changing 
the frequency of turbine valve testing does 
not result in a significant change in the failure 
rate or change failure modes for the turbine 
valves. Therefore, the proposed amendment 
does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident 
previously analyzed.  

3. The proposed amendment will not 
involve a significant reduction in the margin 
of safety.  

As noted above and as shown in WCAP
11525, this change to the Kewaunee Technical 
Specifications will not result in a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety for missile 
ejection. The probability of missile ejection 
remains acceptably small and within 
guidelines established by the NRC Staff.  

The NRC staff has reviewed the 
licensee's determination related to no 
significant hazards consideration and 
concurs with its finding.  

On this basis, the Commission 
proposes to determine that the proposed 
amendment involves no significant 
hazards consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: University of Wisconsin 
Library Learning Center, 2420 Nicolet 
Drive, Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301.  

Attorney for licensee: David Baker, 
Esq., Foley and Lardner, P.O. Box 2193 
Orlando, Florida 31082.  

NRC Project Director: John N.  
Hannon.

Wieconi a u ft. cEhcbly, 
Docke No.8 0M Point Bc NudIe 
Plant Unit No. 2, Tow, of Two Creeks, 
Manitowoc Cm y, Wisconsin 

Date of amendment request- August 8, 
1989 as modified August 31,1989.  

Description of amendment request.  
The amendment would alter Technical 
Specification (TS) Table 15.3.1-2, Point 
Beach Nuclear Plant. Unit No. 2 Reactor 
Vessel Surveillance Capsule Removal 
Schedule, to change the capsule removal 
dates for capsules "3" and "S". The 
proposed change would accelerate the 
removal of the "S" capsule to the fall of 
1990 and delay the removal of the "F' 
capsule until the fall of 1996. In addition, 
the bases section would be changed to 
reflect Point Beach's participation in the 
Babcock and Wilcox Master Integrated 
Reactor Vessel Surveillance Program.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination: 
The Commission has provided 
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 for 
determining whether a significant 
hazards consideration exists. 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 
consequence 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 the 
margin of safety.  

The proposed revisions to the 
surveillance capsule removal schedule 
are required to reflect flux reductions 
underway and Point Beach's 
participation in the BWOG's Master 
Integrated Reactor Vessel Surveillance 
Program. The revised surveillance 
capsule withdrawal schedule will 
provide reactor vessel materials data 
more representative of that predicted at 
End of Life (EOL) and 150% EOL. These 
changes also are required to satisfy the 
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, 
Appendix H, and ASTM E185-82. The 
proposed changes to the surveillance 
capsule withdrawal schedule would 
have no bearing on the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
identified since it involves only a 
schedular change necessary to keep 
Point Beach in compliance with the 
regulations and does not involve any 
physical change or modification to the 
plant or associated facilities. For the 
same reason, the proposed changes 
cannot create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident than any 
accident previously identified.
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Furthermore, the propoeedchanges do' :' 
not involve a reduction rn. the margn of 
safety. Based on the above information.  
the staff proposes to determine that the 
proposed change to the TS does not 
involve a significant hazards 
consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Joseph P. Mann Library, 151s 
Sixteenth Street, Two Rivers, 
Wisconsin.  

Attorney for licensee.. Gerald 
Chamoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts and 
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20037.  

NRC Project Director.. John N.  
Hannon.  

Yankee-Rowe Nuclear Power 
Corporation. Docket No. 50-029, Yankee.  
Rowe Nuclear Power Station. Boston, 
Massachusetts 

Date of amendment request: August 
31, 1989 

Description of amendment request..  
The proposed amendment will 
incorporate into the Technical 
Specifications of Yankee Nuclear Power 
Station (YNPS) new operability and 
surveillance requirements for equipment 
installed to meet the criteria of Item 
II.F.-1i of NUREG-o737, for the 
monitoring of noble gas in plant effluent, 
and to include the Main Steam Line 
Monitors.  
Basis for proposed no significant 

hazards consideration determmatioir 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 50.92(c}1. A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards 
considerations if operation of the facility 
in accordance with a proposed 
amendment would not (11 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 
an accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
Involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

The licensee has evaluated the 
proposed amendment against the 
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and has 
determined the following: 

This change is requested in order to add 
requirements for the noble gas effluent 
monitoring equipment installed to meet the 
requirements for NUREG-0737. Item ii.F.1-1.  
This change incorporates the operability and 
surveillance requirements for the approved 
equipment in conformance with Technical 
Specifications provided by the staff in 
Generic Letter 83-37. As such, this proposed 
change would not: 

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

kmwPimtu equpmot used to ass plant 
conditions and desiged to fumnclim duing 
accident conditions. The installed equipient 
has been determined to conforin to staff 
criteria. This change will not inrjease the 
probability o r consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. Create the poasibikity of a new or 
different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated. This change is 
administrative in nature and incorporates 
Limitations and surveillances modeled from 
staff guidance, the implementation of which 
will not create the possibility of a new or' 
different kind of accident. The installed 
equipment is in response to the requirements 
of NUREG-0737.  

3. Involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety. As a new Technical 
Specification, there is no reduction in a 
margin of safety. The noble gas monitors are 
utilized to assess plant conditions, during and 
folowing an accident. These monitors are 
operable in Modes I through 4. but are not 
required for safe shutdown of the plant. in 
case of failure of the monitor, appropriate 
actions to be taken in a reasonable period of 
time have been dehneated in accordance 
with staff criteria.  

The NRC staff has reviewed the 
licensee's no significant hazards 
consideration determination and agrees 
with the licensee's analysis. Based on 
this review, the staff therefore 
determines that the proposed 
amendment does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
Location: Brooks Memorial Library, 224 
Main Street, Brattleboro, Vermont 05301.  

Attorney for Licensee: John A. Ritsher, 
Ropes and Gray. 2Z5 Franklin Street, 
Boston. Massachusetts 02110.  

NRC Project Director: Richard F1 
Wessman 

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF 
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY 
OPERATING LICENSE 

During the period since publication of 
the last biweekly notice, the " • 
Commission has issued the following 
amendments. The Commission has 
determined for each of these 
amendments that the application 
complies with the standards and 
requirements of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended (the Act], and the 
Commission's rules and regulations. The 
Commission has made appropriate 
findings as required by the Act and the 
Commission's rules and regulations in 10 
CFR Chapter 1, which are set forth in the 
license amendment.  

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of 
Amendment to Facility Operating 
License and Proposed No Significant 
Hazards Consideration Determination 
and Opportunity for Hearing in 
connection with these actions was 
published in the Federal Register as 
indicated. No request for a hearing or

petition for leave to Intervee was filed 

following this notice.  
Unless otherwise indicated, the 

Commission has determined that these 
amendments satisfy the criteria for 
categorical exclusion in accordance 
with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore, pursuant 
to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental 
impact statement or environmental 
assessment need be prepared for these 
amendments. If the Commission has 
prepared an environmental assessment 
under the special circumstances 
provision in 10 CFR 51.12(b) and has 
made a determination based on that 
assessment, it is so indicated.  

For further details with respect to the 
action see (1) the applications for 
amendments. (2) the amendments, and 
(3) the Commission's related letters, 
Safety Evaluations and/or 
Environmental Assessments as 
indicated. All of these items are 
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 rooms for the particular 
facilities involved. A copy of items (2) 
and (3) may be obtained upon request 
addressed to the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. Washington, 
DC 0555, Attention: Director, Division 
of Reactor Projects.  

Arkansas Power & Ught Company, 
Docket No. 50-313, Arkansas Nuclear 
One, Unit 1, Pope County, Arkansas 

Date of amendment requesL June 13.  
1989 

Brief description of amendment- The 
proposed amendment added a note to 
the Technical Specifications (TS] to 
clarify the meaning of TS 3.4.1.4 
regarding the turbine driven emergency 
feedwater (EFW) pump operability 
determination prior to heating the 
reactor coolant system above 280* F.  

Date of issuance: August 31. 1989 
Effective date: August 31, 1989 
Amendment No.: 125 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

51. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. July 26, 1989 (54 FR 31099 The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 31, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Tomlinson Library, Arkansas 
Tech University, Russellville, Arkansas 
72801
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Carolina Fww& Ligh Cmp.,.  
Docket M96 51-MI, IL ELlois 
Stem Elmh Pbhd, Uho N& X, 
Daulgon County, Soaib CAmina 

Date af application for amendment: 
April27. 1M8, 

Brief description of arendmnent The 
amendment adds surveillance 
requirenents for testing of the molded 
case cfrcuit breakers associated with the 
auxiliary feedwater valve V2-16A and 
service water system valve VG-16.  

Date efissn-m. w September 5, 199 
Effective date. September 5, 19a 
Ame-ndment Nak 123 
Facility Operati uLiceww No. D 

23. Amendment revises the Tecnical 
Specificatims.  

D12fe of &RA'ita ce iv Fda 
Regitac: Nwm 14,1INS J54 FK 25371!) The 
Commisaicm's meated evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluatiom dated September 5.1960 

No significant hezards considaeradv 
commei%. received- No 

Loai Public Lkw4wmwi Rom
/ocaiaIHartsville Memarial Library.  
Hom and Fifth Avenues.. Hartsville 
South Carolina 29535 
Carm a Power & Light Compeay, et ak, 
Docket No. 50-4ft Shearon Han, 
Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1, Wake and 
Chatham Counties, North Carolina 

Date of application for amendment.: 
April 11, 1989, as supplemented. June 29, 
1986.  

Brief description of amenment: The 
amendment would revise Technical 
Specification (TSI 5.3.1 by increasing the 
maximum allowed enrichment of stored 
fuel to 5.0 weight percent U-235 from 4.2 
weight percent U-235. An additional 
requirement for storage would also be 
added to TS 5.5.1 to require that a 
maximum core geometry k-irrfmity for 
PWR fuel assemblies be less than or 
equal to 1.470 at 68 F. The amendment 
also contains an administrative 
correction for duplicate numbering in TS 
Section 5.6.1.  

Date of issuance: August 31, 1989 
Effective date: August 31. 1989 
Amendment No. 12 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

63. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register: June 14, 1989 (54 FR 25370 The 
June 29, 1989, letter provided clarifying 
information that did not change the 
initial determination of rio significant 
hazards consideration as published in 
the Federal Register.  

The Conmissiorn's related evaluation 
of the amendment is contained ir a 
Safety Evatuation dated August 31, 1960 

No significant hazards ccnsideration 
comments received.- No

LOaWiPIA& Fkwmwt~eomn 
locatioer Camesem VKlqe Regiomrf 
Llbrary M9 ark Averme, Baiei&lr 
North Carolina 2705.  

Commenweal4b Edisew Copxamy, 
Docket Now. 5140A and 5&4K~ Bjm 
StatiGm, WWA 1 and Z, Ogle C;m"Y, 
Illinois 

Date of application fop amerxefrys; 
April 7,198 Brief demcrion of amendments.  
These amendments revise the Technical 
Specifications to remove two aota'
operated valves from Tables 3.8-2a and 
a &2b.  

Date of issuance: August 30, 1989 
Effeche dater August 3G, 1969 
Amendment-P*e.; n 33r 
Facility wotiokLiewe-Ns NA

37 and NPF-M The amendments revised 
the TedmicA Specfication 

Date f i 41oHvO&ie iM Fedvma 
Regiser. June 14 198M f54 FR 25311 The 
Commissin's rekated evaluatfon of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evakration dated August 3, lism.  

Iva sigmifi" I hazareffs corrnraldatiow? 
comments received: No.  

LocPubA"io'Docmnenf Room 
lecatw,: Rockford Pblic library, 215 N.  
Wyman Street, Rodfurd, rrmis 611% .  

ConneCticut Yankee Ataminc Power 
CAmpany. Docket No.. 5%.213, Haddan 
Neck Plant, Middlesex C oaty, 
Connecticut 

Thre of epp~icatia for am en dnrent.
April 21, ISM 

Brief desclplion of amenrdment- The 
amendment revises arid comikn" 
Teohnical Specific.ation [TS) Section &6, 
"Core Coong 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 
.3.0 titled "Emergency Core Cooling 
Systems." The amendment changes the 
custom TS format to Westinghouse 
Standard Technical Specification 
(WSTSj format.  

Date ofFssuarnce September 5, 1989 
Effective dter September 5, 1980 
AmermfmeftN.,o.: 121 
Facility Operatirg Licerve Na. DPR

61. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

DRae of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 31, 1989 (54 FR 23309) The 
Commission's related evaluation of this 
ameriiefnrt is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated September 5, i9m.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments reeved- No% ' 

Locl Pblic Document Room 
locatiorm Russel Library, 123 Broad 
Street, Middbetwn Connecticut 05457.

Connee Yanker Atm Ferr 
Nek k leat~ hr bn Cb.t, 
Coinme*av NerdmWNocelw~iawg 
Company, et a Doceke Nos. Wa , w-6 
F3W and 5&M2, MiNdo UN 2, Z, and 
3, New London Cotnty Canneccat.  

D of pcat maw 
May 25, 19 

Brief description of amenuam& Thie 
amendments change the Technical 
Specifications OT af lfallow. tj 
Sections 0.T_.2.an (Haddam Neck 
Mfsterre UTr& Nov. I ard 21. and 6.163 
(Millstone Unit No. 3) are being ad&d to 
the Remds rRetfim seckm. Thin 
secthm requires liime refi ko 
records of reviews performed for changsn mad. tc tw Rzd&Xca 
E ffluent Moniwmp and Oifts Dw~e 

Cakidatrnm haiak f I3MDC ant 
die Psunix Cbntrnk Propan PCPY anid 
(2) Sections 6.17 (Haddam Neck), 6.15 
(Millsfie Unit Nos. I ad 4 ad &T13 
(Millstone Ujmt No. S) are beirn changed 
to simplify the administrative controls 
for making chanes to the Racological 
Efflunt MorAUefng Manual (FE M).  

Date of Issuance: September7, 1919 
Effec fve dote. September 7, 1959 
Amenv den *s.. 122, 24, 143, 4* 
Facility pem7tngL'emrse Aroe. LPR

67, DPR-2l, DPH-65 and NPF-49.  
Amerdmnts revised the Techmical 
Specif-catiars.  

Date of initialnotice in Federar 
Register: lufy 26, 1989 t54 FR 31I04]; The 
Commission's related evafuation of this 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated September 7, 1989 

No significant hazards consideraton.  
comments received No, 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Russell irary, 123 Broad 
Street, Middletown, Connecticut 06457, 
and Waterford Public Library, 49 Rope 
Ferry Road, Waterfod, Cormecticut 
063M 

Duquesne Light Company, Docket No.  
50412, Beaver Valley Power Station, 
Unit I. 2, Shippingport, Pennsylvania 

Date of vpplicaWn for amendmeMn: 
June 22,1982 

Brief description of anendmenL. The 
amendment raises the maximum 
allowed seruice water (river water) 
temperature from 86° F to 8W F. The 
amendment also revises. a mimbes al 
requirements associated witit this 
change.  

Date of nisumer August 30, 19ft 
EffectU we dkz*r AugMt 3% 19se 
Amendment No. 20 
Faci~ky Operaimg Licensre No. NVPF

73. Amendment, reised the Tecencal 
Specficatiom

%so"
W
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Rsltm July 28, 19 (54 FR 3105) ThU 
Commission's related evahtion of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 30, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: B. F. Jones Memorial Library, 
663 Franklin Avenue. Aliquippa, 
Pennsylvania 15001.  
Florida Power Corporation, et al., 
Docket No. 50-302. Crystal River Unit 
No. 3 Nuclear Generating Plant, Citrus 
County, Florida 

Date of of application for amendment: 
December 23, 1988, as supplemented July 
12, 1989 

Brief description of amendment. The 
amendment allows for the storage of 
fuel up to 4.5% of enrichment in both the 
dry fuel storage racks and storage pool 
A.  

Date of issuance: August 31, 1989 
Effective date: August 31, 1989 
Amendment No.: 119 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

72. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register:. February 8,1989 (54 FR 8194) 
The July 12, 1989 letter provided 
supplemental information which did not 
change the staff's initial determination 
of no significant hazards considerations.  

The Commission's related evaluation 
of the amendment is contained in an 
Environmental Assessment dated 
August 22, 1989, and in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 31, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
Location: Crystal River Public Library, 
668 N.W. First Avenue, Crystal River, 
Florida 32629 
GPU Nuclear Corporation, et al., Docket ..  
No. 50-289, Three Mile Island Nuclear 
Station, Unit No. 1, Dauphin County, 
Pennsylvania 

Date of application for amendment: 
June 13, 1989 

Brief description of amendment: 
Removes list of containment penetration 
valves to be leak tested from the 
Technical Specifications and makes 
other administrative changes related to 
10 CFR 50 Appendix J.  

Date of Issuance: August 31, 1989 
Effective date: August 31, 1989 
Amendment No.: 151 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

50. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. July 26, 1989 (54 FR 31106) The 
Commission's related evaluation of this

amendmnt to coatannein a Saiety 
Evaluation dated August 31,1980 

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location. Government Publications 
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania, 
Walnut Street and Commonwealth 
Avenue, Box 1601, Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania 17105.  
Louisiana Power and Light Company, 
Docket No. 50-382. Waterford Steam 
Electric Station. Unit 3, St. Charles 
Parish, Louisiana 

Date of amendment request- June 12, 
1989 

Brief description of amendment- The 
amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications by increasing the 
quarterly channel calibrations to 
monthly on the waste gas holdup system explosive gas monitoring system.  

Date of issuance: August 29, 1989 
Effective date: August 29, 1989 
Amendment No.: 56 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

38. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register:. July 12, 1989 (54 FR 29406) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 29, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: University of New Orleans 
Library, Louisiana Collection, Lakefront, 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70122.  
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, 
Docket No. 50-220, Nine Mile Point 
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1, Oswego 
County, New York 

Date of application for amendment: 
April 25, 1989, as supplemented June 16, 
1989 

Brief description of amendment: This 
amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications which contain cycle
specific parameter limits by replacing 
the values of those limits with a 
reference to a Core Operating Limits 
Report for the values of those limits.  
These changes are in accordance with 
Generic Letter 88-16. The licensee's June 
16, 1989 submittal amended the April 25.  
1989 submittal. However, the changes 
did not change the intent of the original 
submittal and were more conservative.  
Specifically, revisions to pages 11 and 64 
were deleted because changes to the 
Linear Heat Generation Rate (LHGR) 
parameters were not included in 
Generic Letter 88-16. Therefore, the 
current Specification remains in place.  
In addition, the submittal made editorial 
changes to include the words "latest

approved-mnjgg" 1h~refdmd- 
docnmas, This ollfies that only NCi 
approved documents are used. Section
6.9.21 was also reformattedL In addition, 
the words "its supplements and 
revisions" were deleted from the 
definition of the Core Operating Limits 
Report. Because the changes did not 
change the intent of the original 
submittal and were made only to clarify 
the intent, the action was not renoticed.  

Date of issuance: August 21, 1989 
Effective date: August 21, 1989 
Amendment No.: 109 
Facility Operating License No. DPR.  

63: Amendment revises the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register: May 31, 1989 (54 FR 23317) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is-contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 21, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Reference and Documents 
Department, Penfield Library, State 
University of New York, Oswego, New 
York 13128.  
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et 
aL, Docket No. 50-423, Millstone Nuclear 
Power Station. Unit No. 3, New London 
County, Connecticut 

Date of application for amendment: 
April 20, 1989 

Brief description of amendment: The 
amendment changes the Millstone Unit 3 
Technical Specifications (TS) to allow 
storage of fuel with an enrichment of up 
to 5.0 nominal weight percent U-235 as 
follows: (1) Section 1.0, "Definitions," is 
changed by adding new TS 1.40 and 1.41 
to define the fuel regional storage 
pattern. (2) A new TS 3/4.9.13 "Spent 
Fuel Pool - Reactivity," is added to limit 
the fuel Kff to less than or equal to .95, 
(3) A new TS 3/4.9.14, "Spent Fuel Pool 
Storage Pattern," is added to implement 
the fuel storage pattern, (4) TS 5.6.1.1, 
"Criticality" is changed and expanded 
to address the storage of fuel utilizing a 
regional storage system, and (5) A new 
TS 5.6.3, "Capacity" is added to address 
the use of cell blocking devices in the 
storage of fuel. In addition to the above, 
TS 5.6.1.2, is deleted.  

Date of issuance: August 29, 1989 
Effective date: August 29, 1989 
Amendment No.: 39 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

49. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register: May 17, 1989 (54 FR 21313) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 29; 1989.
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No siAifkAataou~cskwt~ 
commenit rer c ewd. No. .  

Local Public DocumW.om 
locatieaw Waterfa Pubklc liuan, 40 
Rope Fry Raad, Waterfrd, 
Coannecticut 063&5.  

Permsyfvvria Fewer and light 
Company, Dlocket No. 9-SW 
Ssquerahmo Steam Electrc Statiomr, 
Unit 2, Luzerne County, Pennsylviani 

Date of apptotion fer amendment; 
June 19, 1969 

Brief description of amvdmentL One.  
time change to Technical Specification 
secfton 4.0Z.b exterdrig cwm bied three 
canseentive surveillance intervals Kirni.  

Date ofrissuance' August 28, 1" 
Effective date: August 28, IN9 
Araendmeat No- 57 
Facgity Operting License No. NPF

22. This amendment revised the 
Technical Specifications& 

Date of inmtial n ice ir Federa 
Register. July 29,1989 (54 FR. 311121 The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in Saety 
Evaluation dated Auntat 24, 1989.  

No significant hazards considei'ation 
comments received: No 

Locac Public Documevt Room 
locatioz" Osterhmt Free Library, 
Reference Department. 71 South 
Franklin Street. Wilkes-Barre, 
Pennsylvania 18701.  

Philadelphia Electric Company, Publ ic 
Service Electric and Gas Company, 
Delmarva Power and Light Company, 
,'and Attantic City Electric Company, 

lDocket Nos. 50-277 and 50-278, Peach 
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit Nos.  
2and.T, York County, Pennsylvania 

Date of applicatia n for amendments.
December 28, 1989 

Brief description of amendmnenis: 
These arrmendments revised the 
minimum count rate required on the 
source range monitors for refueling.  

Date of issuance:. August 28, 1989 
Effective date: August 28,1989 
Amendments Nos.: 147 and 140 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR

44 and DPH-56 r Amendments revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register: June 28, 1989 (54 FR 27z32) The 
Commission's related evahuatizr of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 28. 1989.  

No &igrificant hazards consideration 
cornents received:. No 

Loca] Public Dacamert Roon 
locaticr Government Publicatiens 
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania, 
Education Builing Commtnweatth and 
Wah t Streets,. Harisbrg.  
Pennsylvania 171M

IoWer Aut.mity I&& S . 61 Now 
York. Recak~t Mak. %.&=m Pefm lif 
Una Me. 36 Wemtiaa counta NM 
York 

Mhte of applcatfz for amendment 
August M, TW 

.Brief desciipeof of aamadmank The 
esdmea sevises. the Tednical 

Specification-5 ta cociom to the 
Stmiea . ednica. Spe i on .  
related to, hMaty Orati Rewt, 
incIudin the reiorting oh relie and 
soey valve chaRlfles M a mon'wy 
rather than an aammi bsi.  

Date of suum SePteumb" 5,. 1199 

Effectfiw def'er Septemhe' .5, 1989 
A mneneir t?4'.r9 

Facility Operating License No. DtR
4Z Amendment emvised the Technicaf 

Specificaflaw 
Date' of mi-tiraltice fir Federef 

Register' Novembrer 16, I8W (FR 

46155a Tire Coim-sion's, reiated 
evaluation of the amendimt is 
contained in a Safety -yduatkn dated 
September 5 '198' 

No sigrmficant hazards consfdraO 
conmwnts received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
locatioi" White Plains Public Library, 
I0 Martfne Avenue, While Plains, New 
York, 1061G.  

Power Authority ofthe Stage oftNew 
Yolk, Docket No. sw-M James; A.  
FitzPatrick NMacar Power Plant, 
Oswego County, New Yerk 

Date Of G7iticoio foe am "eifr 

BfteJ descrVit&=i of awemldmeiitTe 
amendm nt hientifie the high PIESK 
wate fire pcotectimi aysbm boundary 
as the bow statin riser isulftim valve 
and renmves the relffrelc that the 
valves are located near watr, flow 
alarms.  

Date of issuance: September 5, 1980 

Effective date. Setem e r .%19 
Ajrendment 1i: 135 
Facility Operrzthrg Licerse No. DIH

59. Amendment revised the Technical 

Specification.  
Date of initial notice, i' FedenP 

Registe. lane 14, 19- (5 FR 25375) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
aiwrrdment is contained inr Safety 
Evaluation dated Septermber 5, T989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
coments received. No 

Local Public Document Room 
location Penfield Library. State 
University Colleg of Oswego, Oswego, 
New York.

Power Authority dthaSfSt Ibd." 

F etzPaklakbknr ,.  Osweq Cinub. Nm ik 

May 11% M9W 
Bkiefdes ctipfibii of emrmIYO7The 

amendment correcis Oerloist ermnr in 
Table. 4."4.43-2. sAw~ 42-1.  

Date of issuance: Septewber 51 IM1 
Effec~ve dad&- Septemiber 5.29VW 
Amenm&-n#,ENst: 35 
Facility ppemimv Liceuseff, maDR 

59: Amermeukreiis&tiedniml 
Specificatina.  

Date fiiiNLatfC in Fedal 
Register. June 28, 1989 (54 FR 27237), The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
aere Ide is cortaieed fa Saety 
Evaluation dated September S 198.  

No. sIgr v hm, comskdrotion 
comments reeerive." MY 

Local Publi Docw'mRer601" 
leatmr Peyffield Libray, State' 
Universit Cetlege of Oswego, Oewgo, 
New York.  

power Aut ho y of t State of ew .  
York. Doe No. 50-33= James AL 
FitzPatrick Nudeat Powe Plant
OsweW ComntLy, New York 

DwA of app!-cotio for amendm en t.  
May 19, 1989 

Blief fesiphq of ammdmen& The 
amendmet rerlaces fegamdxation charts 
in Section 6 with nose geM8a1 
organiratinal reqaueMents.  

Date offiwsecRM.eptelRrk~ 7-9"M 
E#CfeduV bf- September 7, IM5 
Amenzxevt NO- I~r 
Facipfy (Jperu Licme Net 1PMI

5 Amenftd rewised the Tedmical 
Specification..  

Date of iutitmmt irtF I ,2d 

Regiatem ei. 1"e 2M FR 2723* The 
CcniMieats rebted evaluatn of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated. September 7,198.
Na sign4gicaI hazards conseraztifa 

con mets received: NO 
Local Publc Document Rar1 

location: Penfield Library, State 
Uwivesim y College of Owego, Oewego, 
New York.  

Public Service Company of Colorado, 
Docket No. 50-267, Eort SL Vrainb 
Nuclear GenemalinN Statiuo, Patti1hN 
Colorado 

Date of'amerd"ent request. Jume 
1989 

Brf d.wipi'om of amennt The 
amendr=W effectively requires reactor 
shadown afte June. 3M 1I0 (Recatw 
power is mied to 2 pement of fWIl 
power.) 

ga. qfiw=mwr Augus 31 V" 
Efftcti ve datem August 3*1959
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Facility Operatin Li eni No. DPR
34. Amendment revised the license.  

Dote of initial notice in Federal 
Register July 28 1989 (54 FR 31118) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 30, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Greeley Public Library, City 
Complex Building, Greeley, Colorado 
Public Service Electric & Gas Company, 
Docket No. 50-354, Hope Creek 
Generating Station, Salem County, New 
Jersey 

Date of application for amendmenL.  
June 6,1989 

Brief description of amendment. The 
amendment request increased the 
hydrostatic test pressure for 
containment isolation valves provided 
with a water seal from the suppression 
pool, clearly defined as-left penetration 
leakage for these same valves, and 
deleted an incorrect cross-reference.  

Date of issuance: August 28, 1989 
Effective date: Upon the date of 

issuance and shall be implemented 
within 60 days of the date of issuance.  

Amendment No. 32 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

57. This amendment revised the 
Technical Specifications.  
Date of initial notice in Federal 

Register. July 26, 1989 (54 FR 31118) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 28, 1989 

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Pennsville Public Library, 190 
S. Broadway, Pennsville, New Jersey 
08070 
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 application for amendments: 
K4 September 12, 1988 and supplemented 

on March 3, 1989 and June 8, 1989. The 
March 3, 1989 supplemental letter 
provided revised pages to correct 
administrative errors in the original 
submittal and the Index. The June 8, 
1989 supplemental letter clarified the 
action statements.  

Brief description of amendments: 
Added Technical Specifications for 
reactor vessel head vents in accordance 
with the requirements of Generic Letter 
83-37, NUREG-0737 Technical 
Specifications, dated November 1, 1983.  

Date of issuance: August 28, 1989

Effective dater Units I andA As of the 
date of issuance and implemented 
within 45 days of the date of issuance.  

Amendment Nos. 101 and 78 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR

70 and DPR-75. These amendments 
revised the Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register February 22, 1989 (54 FR 7645) 
and July 28, 1989 (54 FR 31119) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 28, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

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

Southern California Edison Company, et 
aL, Docket No. 0206, San Onofre 
Nuclear Generating Station, Unit No. 1, 
San Diego County, California 

Date of application for amendment: 
April 11, 1989 

Brief description of amendment- The 
amendment reissues the Technical 
Specifications in their entirety.  

Date of issuance: August 21, 1989 
fffective date: This license 

amendment is effective the date of 
issuance and must be fully implemented 
no later than 30 days from date of 
issuance.  

Amendment No.: 130 
Provisional Operating License No.  

DPR-13. Amendment revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Dote of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 3,1989 (54 FR 18961). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 21, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No comments.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: General Library, University of 
California, Post Office Box 19557, Irvine, 
California 92713.  

System Energy Resources, Inc., et al., 
Docket No. 50-416, Grand Gulf Nuclear 
Station, Unit 1. Claiborne County, 
Mississippi 

Date of application for amendment.  
December 2, 1988 

Brief description of amendment: The 
proposed amendment changes Technical 
Specification 3/4.9.6.3, Fuel Handling 
Platform, by adding surveillance 
requirements for a second auxiliary 
hoist and by changing the name of the 
original auxiliary hoist to "monorail 
auxiliary hoist".  

Date of issuance: August 31, 1989 
Effective dote: August 31, 1989 
Amendment No. 61

Facility Opereoft Lcense ft ,P. • 
29L This amendment revises the 
Technical Specifications.  

Dote of initial notice in Federal 
Register:. February 1. 1989 (54 FR 51691 
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 31,1989 

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Hinds Junior College, 
McLendon Library, Raymond, 
Mississippi 39154 
System Energy Resources, Inc., et al, 
Docket No. 50-416, Grand Gulf Nuclear 
Station, Unit 1, Claiborne County, 
Mississippi 

Date of application for amendment" 
December 18, 1988, as revised February 
24, 1989.  

Brief description of amendmen" The 
amendment changes the Technical 
Specifications (TS) by deleting TS 3/ 
4.3.10, Neutron Flux Monitoring 
Instrumentation and modifying TS 3/ 
4.4.4.1, Recirculation System. Figure 
3.4.1.1-1, Power Flow Operating Map, is 
changed to redefine flow stability 
regions. TS 3/4.4.1 is changed to reflect 
the redefined regions of Figure 3.4.1.1-1.  
The Bases for TS 3/4.3.10 and TS 3/4.4.1 
are changed to reflect the changes in 
these TS.  

Date of issuance: August 31, 1989 
Effective date: August 31, 1989 
Amendment No. 62 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

29. This amendment revises the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 31, 1989 (54 FR 23324) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 31, 1989 

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Hinds Junior College, 
McLendon Library, Raymond, 
Mississippi 39154 

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power 
Corporation, Docket No. 50-271, 
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station, 
Vernon, Vermont 

Date of application for amendment
February 2, 1989 

Brief description of amendment, This 
amendment modifies the Technical 
Specifications on Primary Containment 
Isolation Valve Testing in the Head 
Spray Subsystem of Residual Heat 
Removal System.  

Date of issuance: September 7. 1989 
Effective date: September 7, 1989 
Amendment No. 115
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28L Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications. -. 

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register:. July 28, 1989 (54 PR 31120) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated September 7, 1989.  

No significant 'hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Brooks Memorial Library, 224 
Main Street, Brattleboro, Vermont 05301.  
Virginia Electric and Power Company, 
Docket Nos. 50-280 and 50-281, Surry 
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2 Surry 
County, Virginia.  

Date of application for amendments: 
April 6, 1989 

Brief description of amendments: 
These amendments add requirements to 
perform' full flow testing of the inside 
recirculation spray pumps (IRSPs) each 
refueling outage. In addition, the 
amendments require a visual inspection 
of the containment sumps each refueling 
outage and after major maintenance of 
the IRSP to verify sump component 
integrity and the absence of foreign 
debris.  

The licensee's request to change the 
dry rotation testing on the IRSPs from 
monthly to quarterly was also requested 
in an earlier amendment application and 
was approved in Amendment Nos. 128 
and 128 dated May 24, 1989.  

Date of issuance: August 28, 1989 
Effective date: August 28, 1989 
Amendment Nos. 132 & 132 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR

32 and DPR-3 7: Amendments revised the 
TeLhnical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register May 17, 1989 (54 FR 2317) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 28, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Swem Library, College of 
William and Mary, Williamsburg, 
Virginia 23185 

Yankee Atomic Electric Company, 
Docket No. 50-029, Yankee Nuclear 
Power Station, Franklin County, 
Massachusetts 

Date of application for amendment: 
October 21, 1988 and as supplemented 
on November 22, 1988 

Brief description of amendment: The 
amendment modifies two descriptions 
within the Technical Specification, 
Section 2, Bases, to be consistent with 
present safety analysis and to remove 
the operability requirement associated

with the Pigh Pressurtam Waterteve, 
inst'ument.  
Date of issuance: August 31, 1m 
Effective date: August 31, 1989 
Amendment No.: 123 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

28: Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial.notice in Federal 
Register December 14, 1988 (53 FR 
50336) The Commission's related 
evaluation of the amendment is 
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated 
August 31, 1989 

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No , 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Greenfield Community College, 
1 College Drive, Greenfield, 
Massachusetts 01301 
Yankee Atomic Electric Company, 
Docket No. 50-029, Yankee Nuclear 
Power Station, Franklin County, 
Massachusetts 

Date of application for amendment.  
March 11, 1988 

Brief description of amendmen. The 
amendment modifies the Technical 
Specifications by removing the onsite 
and offsite facility organization charts 
from Section 6.0.  

Date of issuance: September 7, 1989 
Effective date: September 7, 1989 
Amendment No.: 124 
Facility Operating License No. DPA

28: Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register April 8, 1988 (53 FR 11379) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated September 7, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Greenfield Community College, 
1 College Drive, Greenfield, 
Massachusetts 01301.  
NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF 
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY 
OPERATING LICENSE AND FINAL 
DETERMINATION OF NO 
SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS 
CONSIDERATION AND 
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING' 
(EXIGENT OR EMERGENCY 
CIRCUMSTANCES) 

During the period since publication of 
the last biweekly notice, the 
Commission has issued the following 
amendments. The Commission has 
determined for each of these 
amendments that the application for the 
amendment complies with the standards 
and requirements of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended (the Act), and 
the Commission's rules and regulations.

The Commissfen has mad approat,-, 
findings as required by the Act and th.  
Commission's rules and regulations in 10 
CFR Chapter L which are set forth In the 
license amendment.  

Because of exigent or emergency 
circumstances associated with the date 
the amendment was needed, there was 
not time for the Commission to publish.  
for public comment before issuance, its 
usual 30-day Notice of Consideration of 
Issuance of Amendment and Proposed 
No Significant Hazards Consideration 
Determination and Opportunity for a 
Hearing. For exigent circumstances, the 
Commission has either issued a Federal 
Register notice providing opportunity for 
public comment or has used local media 
to provide notice to the public in the 
area surrounding a licensee's facility of 
the licensee's application and of the 
Commission's proposed determination 
of no significant hazards consideration.  
The Commission has provided a 
reasonable opportunity for the public to 
comment, using its best efforts to make 
available to the public means of 
communication for the public to respond 
quickly, and in the case of telephone 
comments, the comments have been 
recorded or transcribed as appropriate 
and the licensee has been informed of 
the public comments.  

In circumstances where failure to act 
in a timely way would have resulted. for 
example, in derating or shutdown of a 
nuclear power plant or in prevention of 
either resumption of operation or of 
increase in power output up to the 
plant's licensed power level, the 
Commission may not have had an 
opportunity to provide for public 
comment on its no significant hazards 
determination. In such case, the license 
amendment has been issued without 
opportunity for comment. If there has 
been some time for public comment but 
less than 30 days, the Commission may 
provide an opportunity for public 
comment. If comments have been 
requested, it is so stated. In either event, 
the State has been consulted by 
telephone whenever possible.  

Under its regulations, the Commission 
may issue and make an amendment 
immediately effective, notwithstanding 
the pendency before it of a request for a 
hearing from any person, in advance of 
the holding and completion of any 
required hearing, where it has 
determined that no significant hazards 
consideration is involved.  

The Cdnmission has applied the 
standards of 10 CFR 50.92 and has made 
a final determination that the 
amendment involves no significant 
hazards consideration. The basis for this 
determination is contained in the
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Vale.. otherwise Indicated. the 
Commission has determineidthat these 
amendments satisfy the criteria for 
categorical exclusion in accordance 
with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore. pursuant 
to 10 CFR 51.2(b), no environmental 
impact statement or environmental 
assessment need be prepared for these 
amendments. If the Commission has 
prepared an environmental assessment 
under the special circumstances 
provision in 10 CFR 51.12(b) and has 
made a determination based on that 
assessment. It Is so indicated.  

For further details with respect to the 
action see (1) the application for 
amendment, (2t the amendment to 
Facility Operating License, and (3) the 
Commission's related letter, Safety
Evaluation and/or Environmental 
Assessment, as indicated. All of these 
items are 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.  

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be 
obtained upon request addressed to the 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.  
Washington, DC 20555, Attention: 
Director, Division of Reactor Projects.  

The Commission is also offering an 
opportunity for a hearing With respect to 
the issuance of the amendments. By 
October 20, 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 proceedin& The petition-

why intervention should be pbnW&Ae 
with pwticularadvence4o the -
following factrs: (1) the tuare of the 
petitioner's right under the Act to be 
made a party to the proceeding: (2) the 
nature and extent of the petioners 
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 idenify 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) daysprior 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 whiclr 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.  

Since the Commission has made a 
final determination that the amendment 
involves no significant hazards 
consideration, if a hearing is requested.  
it will not stay the effectiveness of the 
amendment. Any hearing held would 
take place while the amendment is in 
effect.  

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 am 
filed during the last ten (10) days of the 
notice period, it is requested that the 
petitioner promptly so inform the

oidap oeeZ iaa 
Missouri 1-(800) 3 4 Ws 
Union pme tce shod be pgi 

itagram ldentiimamm Nwabr'M- : 
and the following umam addeel is
(Project Dfrcto4 peileas o m W and 
telephone number, date petiion w" 
mailed: plant name: and publicatieo 
date and page number of thfis Fedld 
Register notice. A copy of the petitin 
should also be sent to the Office of the 
General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commiesion Washington, 
DC 205% 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 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, that 
the petition and/or request should be 
granted based upon a balancing of the 
factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)fi)
(v) and 7.714(d).  

Commonwealth Edison Company, 
Docket Nos. 50-254 and 50-285, Quad 
Cities Nuclear Power Station, Units 
and 2, Rock Island County, Illinois 

Dote of application for amendments: 
August 28,19so 

Description of amendments requesL" 
These amendments will permit the "I" 
Loop of the RHR heat exchanger on each 
unit to be fed from the RHR "C" and "D" 
service.water pumps from Unit I via the 
cross-tie line until November 1, 1989.  

Date of issuance: September 1,1989 
Effective date: September 1. 1989 
Amendment No.: 119, 115 
Facility Operating Licehse No. DPR

29 and DPR-3& Amendments revised th
Technical Specifications.  

Public comments requested as to 
proposed no significant hazards 
consideration: No 

The Commission's related evaluation 
of the amendment, finding of emergency 
circumstances, final determination of no 
significant hazards consideration are 
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated 
September 1, 1989.  

Attorney for licensee: Michael Miller, 
Esq., Sidley and Austin, One First 
National Plaza.,Chicago, Illinois 60603.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Dixon Public Library, 221 
Hennepin Avenue. Dixon Illinois 61021.  

NRC Acting Project Director: Paul C.  
She anak

1_a_ 
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Nuclear Plant. Unit No. I 
County, Michigan 

Dote of application for amendment.  
September 1. 1989 

Brief description of amendment. This 
amendment would modify TS 3/4.7.8.  
(snubbers) such that functional testing 
of a snubber installed on the pressurizer 
spray line may be delayed until the next 
time the unit is brought to Mode 5. or in 
conjunction with the ice condenser, ice 
basket surveillance, whichever occurs 
first.  

Date of issuance: September 6. 1989 
Effective date: September 6. 1989 
Amendment No.: 128 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

5& Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Public comments requested as to 
proposed no significant hazards 
consideration. No.  

The Commi3sion's related evaluation 
of the amendIment, finding of emergency 
circumstances, and final determination 
of no significant hazards consideration 
are contained in a Safety Evaluation 
dated September 6, 1989.  

Attorney for licensee: Gerald 
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman. Potts and 
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW..  
Washington. DC 20037.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Maude Preston Palenske 
Memorial Library, 500 Market Street. St.  
Joseph, Michigan 49085.  NRC Project Director: John 0. Thoma, 
Acting 

Washington Public Power Supply 
System, et aL Docket No. 50-397, 
Nuclear Project No. 2, Benton County, 
Washington 

Date of application for amendment: 
September 8. 1989 

Brief description of amendment: This 
amendment revises Technical 
Specification Table 3.3.1-2. "Reactor 
Protection System Response Times." by 
changing the response time for 
Functional Unit 2.b Flow Biased 
Simulated Thermal Power -Upscale.  
Prior to the amendment request, the 
response time specified for this 
parameter was to be less than or equal 
to 0.09 seconds with a footnote which 
declared that this limit i, "not including 
simulated thermal power time constant.  
6 27 1 seconds." As amended, the limit 
for the parameter is 6 2 1 seconds and 
the footnote reads: "Including simulated 
thermal power time cons 3nt." 

Date of issuance: Septamber 8, 1989 
Effective date: This license

Amendment No.: 73 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

21: Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Public Comment requested as to 
proposed no signficant hazards 
consideration: No. The Commission's 
related evaluation of the amendment, 
finding of emergency circumstances, 
consultation with the State of 
Washington. and final determination of 
no significant hazards consideration are 
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated 
September 6 1989.  

Attorneys for licensee: Nicholas S.  
Reynolds, Esq., Bishop, Cook. Purcell 
Reynolds, 1400 L Street. NW., 
Washington, DC 20005-3502 and Mr. G.  
E. Doupe, Esq.. Washington Public 
Power Supply System. P.O. Box 98& 
3000 George Washington Way, 
Richland, Washington 99352.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Richland City Library, Swift 
and Northgate Streets, Richland.  
Washington 99352.  

NRC Project Director: George 
Knighton 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland. this 13th day 
of September 1989.  

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Gus C. Lainas.  
Acting Director Division of Reactor Projects
1/. Office of NuclearReactor Regulation 
[Doc. 89-22077 Filed 9-19-89. 8:45 aml 
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