
Stephen B. Bra 

Vice President 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.  
Indian Point Station 
Broadway & Bleakley Avenue 
Buchanan, NY 10511 
Telephone (914) 737-8116 Spe br1,18 

Re:,.Indian Point Unit No. 2.  
Docket No. 50-247 

Mr. William J. Lazarus 
Emergency Preparedness Section 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

SUBJECT: Indian Point Emergency Plan Drill objectives 

Dear Mr. Lazarus: 

In accordance with Radiological Emergency Preparedness Division 
Guidance Memorandum 17, attached please find one (1). copy of' 
Consolidated Edison's Indian Point Unit No. 2, Emergency Plan 
0, r i 1 objectives for the a-nua1 drill piar~ned for December 1.3, 
1989.  

Please contact us for further information or clarification.  

Very truly yours, 

cc: Mr. Jim Jamison 
Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories.  
Emergency Preparedness Dept.  
Battlelle Blv.  
Richland, Washington 99352 
(1 copies w/attachment) 

Senior Resident Inspector 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P0 Box 38 
Buchanan, NY 10511 

Mr. Donald S. Brinkman, Senior Project Manager 
Project Directorate I-1 
Division of Reactor Projects I/II 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop 14B-2 
Washington, DC' 20555'1



cc: Document Control-.Desk 
US Nuclear Regulatory Comm ission 
Mail Station Pl-137 
Washington, DC 2.0555



CONSOLIDATED EDISON COM4PANY OF NEW YORK 

INDIAN POINT UNIT NO. 2 

DRILL SCENARIO NO. .1989 

I. OBJECTIVES 

Our objectives are to demonstrate the licensee 's; 

1. capability to classify emergencies through the four (4) classifications utili'zing the EAL tables.  

2. Initial notification to offsite authorities within 15 minutes of the declaration of each of the four emergency 
cl assi fica tions.  

3. ability to activate the emergency organization as delineated in section 5 of the Emergency Plan. This includes complet
ing Staffing Level II within 60 minutes.  

4. ability to activate the EOF, CCR, TSC, OSC, CRC & FCC.  

5. communicati ons capabilities to state and local authorities and the NRC, and between offsite monitoring teams and 
licensee facilities.  

6. ability to transmit data from the TSC to the EOF.  

7. deployment of offsite and onsite radiological monitoring 
teams.  

8. deployment of onsite radiological, monitoring teams.  

9. ability to receive and assess radiolo .gical data.  

10. completion of assembly and accountability of site personnel within 30 minutes. (No evacuation of site personnel will be demonstrated.) A representative number of assembled 
personnel will be relocated from one area to the Buchanan 
Service Area.  

11. command and control at the emergency-response facilities.  

12. changeover of responsibility for the direction and control of the emergency force from the Senior Watch Supervisor to the Plant Operations Manager and then to the Emergency 
Director.  

13., ability of facility staff to perform their job'function in 
an efficient manner.

11-1 9--5-89II-1



* SCENARIO NO. 1989 

14,. site access control and security measures-to ensure there 
are no delays to the passage of FOP emergency personnel to 
the FOF.  

15. ability to calculate dose p rojections, determine recommended 
prot .ective actions and transmit the information in a timely 
manner to offsite authorities.  

16. personnel radiological exposure control capabilities for 
emergency personnel.  

17. recovery phase, including activation of the recovery center 
by the Recovery Manager, damage assessment and post accident 
environment monitoring, which includes sample pickup, iden
tification and vehicle check out of contamination.  

18. ability to plan for a shift ch Iange.

11-2 9-5-8911-2
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DOCKET-NO(S). 50-247 
Mr. Stephen B. Brain 
Vice President, Nuclear Power 
Consolidted Edison Company of New York, Inc.  
Broadway and Bleakley Avenue 
Buchanan, New York 10511.  

SUBJECT: CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.  
INDIAN POINT NUCLEAR GENERAING STATION 1/2 

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

L7 Notice of Receipt of Application, dated ______ 

jjDraft/Final Environmental Statement, dated _____ 

LiNotice of Availability of Draft/Final Environmental Statement, dated ______ 

LiSafety Evaluation Report, or Supplement No. __________dated_____ 

Li ]Environmental Assessme nt and Finding of No Significant Impact, dated ______ 

LiNotice of Consideration .of Issuance of Facility Operating License or Amendment to 
Facility Operating License, dated _____ 

EIX] Si-Weekly Notice; Applications and Amendments to Operating Licenses Involving No 
Significant Hazards Considerations, datecI"M Z,jge=Mbh Sptniher ,1R.  

Li] Exemption, dated _____ 

Li1 construction Permit Nlo. CPPR-______ Amendment No. _______dated _____ 

LFacility Operating License No. ______,Amendment No. ______dated_____ 

LII order Extending Construction Completion Date, dated _____ 

Li Monthly Operating Report for _________transmitted by letter dated _____ 

Li Annual/Semi-Annual Report-_______________________________ 
____________________transmitted by letter dated _____ 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Enclosures: 
As- stated 

CC: See next page 

OFFICEO PDI-1I 

SURNAM0 C~oa 

DATE 8 +9_ 
_ I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~... .................. ....................................... ........................ ........
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The proposed change would modify 
the implementation schedule to state 

tht modifications, if required, shall be 
completed before restart from the next 
refueling outage starting after 18 months 
from the date of receipt of the NRC Staff 
SER on NEDO-31558. The licensee's 
submittal indicates that the reason for 
the proposed change is that an 18-month 
period is required from initial 
specification release to completed 
installation of the neutron monitoring 
system (NMS).  

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 sificanit hazards 
consideratio fn If operation of the facility 
in accordance with the proposed 
amendment would not: (11 Involve'a 

-significant increase in t *he 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 evaluate&; 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.  

I. No significant increase in the probability 
or the consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated results from this 
proposed change because: 

There is no change in system design or 
operation. The license condition currantly 
requires upgrade of NMS during the third 
refueling outage. This proposed change will 
allow operation with the currently installed 
lIMB which has bean found to comply with 
all criteria proposed in the BWROG letter.  
This system is required to provide neutron 
flux indication and is not postulated to 
initiate any accidents. The NMS is used to 
verify reactor shutdown s part of the 
Emergency Operating Procedures (EON). The 
use of neutron monitoring in the EONe is 
conservative in that, If it is not available, 
actions are specified which will lead to safe 
shutdown without th system. The 
requirements of RC1.97 concerning neutron 
monitoring are additions to the existing 
system abilities. Therefore, delay in upgrade 
to RG 1.97 requirem ents will not significantly 
increase the probability of an accident and 
would not lead to an increase In the 
consequences of an accident as defined in the 
safety analysis because of the conservative 
BOP actions.  

Z. This proposed change will not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident than any previously evaluated 
because 

The current system hbas been evaluated 
asiagualternate criteria propose in NEDO
3155 sod found aeeptable for cenftued 
qiantiim. This change does not Involve an 
changes to design or epa toI addifa.

the neutron monitoring system is not 
postulated as the initiator of any accidents.  
Therefore, no new or different accidents are 
created.  

3. This proposed change does not involve a 
*s gnficant reduction in the margin of safety 
becase: 
Design, funiction, end operation of the 

existing NMS remain the same. There is no 
specific "margin of safety" associated with 
this system as used in RG 1.97 other than to 
assure reactor shutdown following a 
transiept or accident. EOP actions are 
conservative with respect to the use of the 
NMS for verification that the reactor is 
shutdown. When not available during an 
accident or transient senario, actions are 
specified which will lead to safe reactor 
shutdown. Because these actions lead to a 
safe plant condition (reactor shutdown), the 
margin of safety is not reduced. in addition.  
this requesa' does no remilt in a reduction to 
the margin of safety as defined in the bases 
of the RBS Technical Specifications.  .Became the IP -en RBS design mesets anl 
criteria provided in the IWROG License 
Topical Report. NEDO-31558, which was 
submitted to the 14c AilI t -rM5 as 
supported by the plant-specific evaluatiori 
attached (to the une 25, 1909 sulmuttalj, 
extension of the impleniemtation date forea 
NMS meeting RG 1*7 guidance is justified.  
This proposed extension allows the NRC to 
complete their evaluation of the report, which 
provides an alternative designees allowed by 
the current license condition to comply with 
the RG 1.97 requirement&. In addition, G8U 
will be able to better plan its resource 
utilization to address the lIMS pauentw RG 
1.97 after the Staffs SER is received.  

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

Local Public Document Room 
location. Government Documents 
Department. Louisiana State University.  
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70601 

Attorney foyrlicenge Troy B. Conner, 
Jr., Esq., Conner and Wetterhahn, 1747 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 2000a 

rR C Project Director- Fred eri ck 1.  
Hebdon 
Iowa Electric Light and Power Company, 
Docket No. 50-331, Duane Arnold Energy 
Center, Limn County, Iowa 

Date4o amendment request. October 
13, 1987 

Deiscripton of c ijndment request 
The proposed amendment would revise 
Technical Specification (TIS) Table 3.2-B, 
"Instrumentation That Initiates at.  
Controls the Core and Containment 
Cooling Systems." The revision of TS 
Table 3.2,B would reflect the 
Containment High Pressure trip level 
setting to be greter than 2 pslg rather 
than the camnt s"ti of greater than -f

psig but less than 2 psig. Additionally, 
the remarks section of TS Table 3.2-B 
would be revised to state "Prevents 
inadvertent operation of containment 
spray during normal operation," rather 
than during "...accident condition".  
These revisions are necessary to. resolve 
an inconsistency between the DAEC 
Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) 
and the DAEC TS.  

Basis for proposed n o significan t 
hazards consideration determination: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
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 po~~ 
amendment would not (1) involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated-, or (24 createa the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

The licensee has provided an analysis 
of no significant hazards consideration 
in its request for a license amendment.  
The licensee has concluded that the TS 
change does not involve a significant 
increase In the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated because this change to the TS 
would resolve an inconsistency in the 
instrument setpoint dealing with the 
control of the containment spray system 
at primary containment pressures below 
2 psig. The resolution of the 
inconsistency would not increase the 
probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

The licensee has concluded that the 
TS change would not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident because this change would 
resolve an inconsistency in the TS to 
reflect an accident that has previously 
been evaluated in the FSAR. Therefore, 
no possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident would be created by the TB 
modification.  

Finally, the licensee has concluded 
that the TS change would not involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of 
safety because the proposal would not 
change the original margin of safety.  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
evaluation of the proposed changes and 
agrees with the licensee's conclusion.  
Therefore, the staff proposes to 
determine that the proposed change to 
the Technical Specifications does not 
involve a s ignifca hazards 
consikde&n
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the main steam lines when the main steam 
line isolation valves are closed is prevented 
by the safety valves on the main steam lines.  
The availability of feedwater to the steam 
generators is ensured by the operability 
requirements for the auxiliary feedwater 
system.  

Allowing Unit 1 to change modes while 
both main steam line isolation valves are 
closed is in accordance with the CE Standard 
Technical Specifications, and will not create 
the potential for a new or different kind of 
accident or event.  

Criterion 3 
Use of the modified specification would not 

involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

By maintaining the main steam line and 
main feedwater isolation valves in a closed 
position, the potential consequences of a 
steam line break event are minimized, and 
the margins of safety provided in the accident 
analyses of record are increased.  

Based upon the above, we have determined 
that the amendment request does not (1) 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences or an accident 
previously evaluated. (2) create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated, or 
(3) involve a significant reduction in a margin 
of safety, and therefore does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration.  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
no significant hazards consideration 
determination and agrees with the 
licensee's analysis. Accordingly, the 
Commission proposeirto determine that 
the proposed changes to the TS involve 
no significant hazards considerations.  

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

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

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.  
Berkow 

Florida Power and Light Company, et -l.  
Docket No. 50-389, St. Lucie Plant, Ui 
No. 2, St. Lucie County. Florida 

Date of amendment request: July 26, 
1989 

Description of amendment request: 
This amendment revises Action f. of 
Technical Specification 3.8.1.1. to make 
it consistent with the Emergency Diesel 
Generator testing action requirements.  

IBasis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards 
considerations if operation of the facility 
in accordance with the proposed 
amendment would not: (1) involve a 
significant increase in the probability or

consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

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

Criterion i 
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.  
IThe probability of an accident previously 

evaluated in the Updated Final Safety 
Analysis Report (UFSAR) has not been 
affected as the proposed change is 
administrative irrnature, and is intended to.  
restore consistency in testing requirements 
for the emergencydiesel generators when one 
offsite power source irinpirable. No 
parameters which affect the probabilities of 
occurrence of any accident are affected by 
this change.  

The consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated in the UFSAR have not 
been increased as the proposed surveillance 
requirements will not adversely affect the 
operation or operability of the diesels or any 
other safety related equipment.  

The probability of a malfunction of 
equipment important to safety has not 
changed sinice reducing the test frequency of 
the diesel generators and modifying the 
startin requirements to be consistent with 
the manufacturer's recommendations are 
intended to enhance diesel reliability by 
minimizing severe test conditions which can 
lead to premature failures.  

Criterion 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 change is administrative in 
nature and is intended to restore consistency 
between ACTION statements relative to the 
starting of emergency diesel generators when 
one offsite power source is inoperable. The 
net effect of this change is to reduce the 
diesel generator testing frequency and 
starting requirements such that there is still a 
high degree of assurance that they would 
operate, if called upon, when one offsite 
circuit is inoperable, and has no impact on 
actual accident analysis.  

The possibility of a malfunction of 
equipment important to safety of a different 
type than any analyzed in the UFSAR has not 
been increased in that the proposed license 
amendment incorporates the starting and 
testing requirements recommended by 
Generic Letter 84-15. The intent of-"', .hange 
is to enhance the reliability of the emergency 
diesel generators by adherence to, 
manufacturer recommendations regarding 
engine prelube and warmup.  

Criterion 3 
Use of the modified specification would not 

involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

The proposed change restores consistency 
between action statements in St. Lucie Unit 2

Technical Specification 3/4.8.1.1, reducing the 
frequency of diesel engine starts and diesel 
engine fast, cold starts while providing a high 
degree of assurance that they would operate.  
if called upon. when one offsite power circuit 
is inoperable. The reduction of diesel 
generator testing frequency should increase 
the reliability of the diesel generators 
because the diesel engines will be properly 
conditioned before startup and the number of 
starts decreased to reduce wear.  

Based upon the above, we have determined 
that the amendment request does not (1) 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences or an accident 
previously evaluated, (2) create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated, or 
(3) involve a significant reduction in a margin 
of safety, and therefore does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration.  
. The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
no significant hazards consideration 
determination and agrees with the 
licensee's analysis. Accordingly, the 
Commission proposes to determine that 
the proposed changes to the TS involve 
no significant hazards considerations.  

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

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

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.  
Berkow 

Gulf States Utilities Company, Docket 
No. 50-458, River Bend Station, Unit I 
West Feliciana Parish, Louisiana .  

Date of amendment request: June 28.  
1989 

Description of amendment request: 
The proposed amendment would revise 
License Condition 2.C(14), Emergency 
Response Capabilities. Attachment 5, 
Item 3. Item 3 of Attachment 5 to the 
license specifies the schedule for 
implementation of modifications 
(installations or upgrade) for neutron 
flux monitoring consistent with the 
guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.97, 
Revision 2 or the NRC Staff s Safety 
Evaluation Report (SER) of the BWR 
Owners Group (BWROG) Licensing 
Topical Report (NEDO-31558, Position 
on NRC Regulatory Guide 1.97, Revision 
3, Requirements for Post-Accident 
Neutron Monitoring System). The 
current schedule, as established by 
Amendment No. 28 to the license, states 
that modifications, if required shall be 
completed before restart from the next 
refueling outage starting after 10 months 
from the date of receipt of the NRC Staff 
SER on NEDO-31558, but no later than 
January 1, 1991 unless otherwise notified 
in writing by the NRC staff.
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sabotage and would therefore, remain 
operable. Therfore since sabotage insa non
vital area can be assumed to be successful 
but safety-related equipment In vital areas is 
assumed to operate as requird, the deletion 
of this item from the list of vital equipment 
would not involve a significant increase in 
the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

(2) Do the proposed changes create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously 
evaluated? 

No. Deletion of this item from the vital 
equipment list implies that we -list assume 
its inoperability in the event of successful 
sabotage. Such inoperability, caused by 
damage or destruction, would be serious 
enough to cause reactor shutdown as 
required by Technical Specifications but 
would not result in any-previously 
unanalyzed accidet Overall plant design Is 
such that adequate safety-related equipment 
and cooling to that equipment exists to bring 
the plant toei safe shutdown and assure that 
escalation of en accident beyond the damage 
to this non-vital piece of equipmtent would 
not occu. Successful sabotage of the item 
deleted fromn the list of vital equipment with 
this proposed revision would, therefore, not 
create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

(3) Do the proposed changes involve a significant reduction in the margn of safety? 
No. Deletion of this item from the vital 

equipment list and its subsequent 
inoperability or destruction due to successfu 
sabotage could yield a forced plant shutdown 
as required by Technical Specifications. The 
other consequences of such sabotage would 
be the elimination of certain backup sye 
whic are set require or rolied upos for 
accident prevention or itigation purposes.  
This effect would not be a -significant one 
since the functionally equivalent afety
related vital equipment would not be 
adversely affiected. Therefore, the overall 
margin of safety would not be significantly 
reduced.  

The staff agrees with the licensee's 
analysis. Therefore, based on the above, 
the staff proposes that the proposed 
amendment will not involve a 
Significant Hazards Consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
locatdon.- White Plains Ptiblic Library, 
100 Martine Avenue, White Plains, New 
York, 10510.  

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

NRC Project Director. Robert A.  
Capra 
Duqu esne Light Company, Docket No.  

5412, Deaver Valley Power Station, 
Unit No. Z Shippingport, Pennsylvania 

Date of amendment request July 27, 

Description of ainendmentrequest' 
The proposed amendumt would revise 
Section 4.7.12 of th Te~nica1 

Specifleto I.elax thbe suirvamane

fre% ec of failed snubber, resulting 
foisled damage events that canno 

be related generically to other snubbers.  
Specifically, the proposed changes 
would eliminate the requirement to 
reduce the surveillance intervals for 
cases that result from isolated damage.  
In addition, another change would 
permit either satisfactory functional test 
result, or applied remedy be the basis to 
declare snubbers as operable for the 
purpose of establishing the next 
inspection interval. Both these changes 
have been implemented in the Unit 1 
Technical Specifications.  

Basis for proposed no sgnhficant 
hazards consideration determination.  
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
in accordiance with 10 CFR 50,02(c),. A 
proposed amendment to an operating 
license for a facility involves no 
significant hazard consideration If 
operation of the facility in accordance 
with the proposed amendment would 
not (1) involve a significant increase in 
the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated, (2) create 
the possibility of a new or different idu 
of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated, or (3) lInvolve a sigificant 
reduction in a margin of safety.  

The proposed changes do not involve 
any changes to plant hardware or 
operating Procedures. All snubbers and 
related components will continue to be 
visually and functionally inspected in 
accordance wfth the current 
specifications, and hence the overall 
operability of the snubbers are not 
affected. Thus the answers to the first Z 
criteria are negative.* None of the 
previous safety analyses -re affected.  
and no safety assumptions need to be 
changed. Thus the answer to criterion 
(3) is also negative. The staff therefore 
proposes to determine that the 
requested amendment involves no 
significant hazards considerations.  

Local Public Document Boom 
location: B. F. Jones Memorial Library, 
663 Franklin Avenue, Aliquippa, 
Pennsylvania 15001.  

Attreyforlicensee: Gerald 
CharnoffL Esquire, Jay E. Silberg.  
Esquire, Shaw, Pittmnan, Potts & 
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project Director: John F. Stol,
Florida. Power and Light Company, at al, 
Docket Noe. 5E .83 and MWW8 SL Lumb 
Plant, Unit No*.I and 2,gL Laide 
county, Florida 

Date of azenadm reqmuest July 26, 
1989 .1 

Descr4iio of anerudmt reqws& 
These peP Vasd amnments would

revise Technical Specifications Sections 
t 3.7 for both units to clarify testing 

requirements for the main feedwater 
line isolation valves and the main steam 
line isolation valves (MSJVs).  

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 accorane with the proposed 
amendment would not: (1) involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of 4j, accident previously 
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident from 
any acclient previously mvauatek or (3) 
involve a significant reduction In a 
margin of -safety.  

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

Criterion I 
Operation of the facility in accordance 

with the proposed amendment would not 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accidenit 
previously evaluated.  

The bases for Technical Specifications, 
3.7.1.5 for Units I and 2 and Technical 
Specification 3.7.1.0 for Unit Z state that the 
main stem Isolation valves and main 
feedwater isolation valves are maintained in 
the closed position to ensure that the 
consequences of an excess steam demand 
event are limited. With the main steam fine 
isolation valves and the main feedwater line 
isolation valves maintained closed the.  
functional design bases under. accident 
.conditions are met by prohibiting the 
blowdown of both steam generators and 
ensur~n that all main feedwater flow is 
stopped. Therefore, the potenitial for 
excessive cooldown of the reactor coolant 
system and the accomipanying reunto 
powier from subcuitical conditions, are 
reduced. by the proposed license amendment.  
.Adding the statement regarding the 

inapplicability of Tedhnical Specification 
3.0A to the Unit I MSIV specification is 
administrative in nature, and brings the Unit 
1 specification Into agreement with the 
Combustion Engineering (CE) Standard 
Technical Specifications. Chnging modes 
with the USiVs dlomed does not involve any 
increase in accident probability or 
consequences because theme valves witl 
already be in their required accident position.  

Criterion 2 
Use of the modified specification would not 

create the possibility of a new or diferent 
kind of accident fro any accident previously 
evaluated.  

Maintaining the main sheim hlsobalon 
vlves and ami feed. eriwoolln vale 

coedja Medes-2 llaw 44 9oe4 cste a 
new or diferen t iefeceidq fivsuany, 
previously-atbished Ormetalno

ww
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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)(1)(i)-(v) and 2.714(d).  

For further details with respect to this 
action, see the application for 
amendment which is available for public 
inspection at the Commission's Public 
Document Room, the Gelman Building, 
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC.  
and at the local public document room 
for the particular facility involved.  

Boston Edison Company, Docket No. 50
29=pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, 
Plymouth County, Massachusetts 

Date of amendment request: July 31, 
1989 

Description of amendment request 
The proposed amendment would delete 
the onsite and offsite organization 
charts and specify general requirements 
in place of the deleted charts. The 
proposed change affects Section 6.0, 
Administrative Control" of the Pilgrim 

Technical Specifications. The proposed 
change is submitted in accordance with 
the guidance provided in the NRC 
Generic Letter (GL) 88-06 dated March 
22, 1988.  

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 changes proposed to remove corporate 
-and plant organization charts from the 
Technical Specifications do aot involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously

evaluated. As stated in NRC Generic Letter 
88-00 the requirements necessary for safe 
operation of the plant have been retained in 
the Technical Specifications; the changes do 
not eliminate or alter the functions previously 
reviewed; and the changes do not affect plant 
operation and design or create a new 
accident mode. The changes proposed were 
modeled after Enclosure 2 to NRC Generic 
Letter No. 88-00 in conformance with 
Commission requirements.  

(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 amendment does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident than previously evaluated because 
the proposed change is administrative in 
nature and no physical alterations of plant 
configuration or changes to setpoints or 
operating parameters are proposed.  

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

The proposed amendment does not involve 
a significant reduction in a margin of safety 
because Boston Edison, through its quality 
assurance programs. its commitment to 
maintain only qualified personnel in positions 
of responsibility, and other required controls.  
assures that safety functions will be 
performed at a high level of competence.  
Therefore, removal of the organization charts 
from the Technical Specifications will not 
affect the margin of safety.  

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: Plymouth Public Library, 11 
North Street. Plymouth, Massachusetts 
02360 

Attorney for licensee: W. S. Stowe, 
Esq., Boston Edison Company, 800 
Boylston Street, 36th Floor, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02199 

NRC Project Director. Richard H.  
Wessman 

Consolidated Edison Company of New 
York, Docket Nos. 50-00 and 50-247, 
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Unit 
Nos. 1 and 2, Westchester County, New 
York 

Date of amendments request July 25, 
1989 

Description of amendments request
The proposed amendments would revise 
the "Indian Point Station Units 1 and 2 
Physical Security Plan" to (1) redefine 
several vital areas of Indian Point 2 as 
Type I rather than Type H and vice 
versa, (2) make several changes for 
clarification and standardization of 
terminology, (3) remove several items

from the list of vital equipment but not 
actually remove the equipment from 
vital areas, and (4) remove the City 
Water Tank from the list of vital 
equipment and delete its vital area.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination: 
The licensee provided the following 
analysis of the proposed changes: 

The Commission has provided guidance 
concerning the application of the standards 
for determining whether "significant hazards 
considerations" exist by providing certain 
examples at 51 FR 7744 (March 6, 1986).  
Example (i) of 51 FR 7744 which applies to 
editorial changes, states: 

"(i) a purely administrative change to 
technical specifications: for example, a 
change to achieve consistency throughout the 
technical specifications, correction of an 
error, or a change in nomenclature." 

Although the example cited in 51 FR 7744 
refers specifically to proposed change to 
technical specifications, it is understood that 
the intent of the guidance is that it apply to 
license amendment changes, in general.  
including Physical Security Plan changes 
such as proposed herein. With the exception 
of the proposed change to delete the City 
Water Tank from Table 3.2. the changes to 
the Physical Security Plan proposed in this 
application are shown not to involve a 
significant hazards consideration by reason 
of the guidance in example (i) above since 
they amount to merely administrative 
changes such that there are no functional 
alternatives being made. Note that the level 
of security afforded Type I and Type II vital 
areas at Indian Point is identical and this 
policy will not change without another 
amendment request. Likewise, the deletion of 
items, other than the City Water Tank, from 
the list of vital equipment will not alter their 
physical location within vital areas.  

Concerning the remaining proposed 
change, the Commission has provided 
standards in 10 CFR 50.92(c) for determining 
whether a significant hazards consideration 
exists. A proposed amendment to an 
operating license for a facility involves no 
significant hazards considerations if 
operation of the facility in accordance with 
the proposed amendment would not: (1) 
involve a significant increase in the 

probblt or consequences of an accident 
previusyevaluated; or (2) create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously.  
evaluated; or (3) involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety. The proposed 
amendments have been evaluated below and 
determined not to involve a Significant 
Hazards Consideration.  

(1) V-" 'he proposed changes involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated? 

No. The City Water Tank is utilized for 
normal plant operation and may be used as a 
backup to safety equipment cooling. Its 
damage or destruction would not cause or 
increase the probability or consequences of 
an accident since safety-related vital 
equipment would not be affected by such
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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 accordanice 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 Services, 
Office of Administration and Resources 
Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC 20555, 
and should cite the publication date and 
page number of this Federal Register 
notice. Written comments may also be 
delivered to Room P-216, Phillips 
Building, 7920 Norfolk Avenue, 
Bethesda, Maryland from 7:30 a.m. to 
4:15 p.m. Copies of written comments 
received may be examined at the NRC 
Public Document Room, the Gelman 
Building, 2120 L Street, NW., 
Washington, DC The filing of requests 
for hearing and petitions for leave to 
intervene is discussed below.  

By September 22, 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 2.1If 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; (;1 the 
nature and extent of the petitioner's 
property, financial, or other interest in 
the proceeding; and (3) the possible 
effect of any order which may be 
entered in the proceeding on the 
petitioner's interest. The petition should 
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the 
subject matter of the proceeding as to 
which petitioner wishes to intervene.  
Any person who has filed a petition for 
leave to intervene or who has been 
admitted as a party may amend the 
petition without requesting leave of the 
Board up to fifteen (15) days prior to the 
first prehearing conference scheduled in 
the proceeding, but such an amended 
petition must satisfy the specificity 
requirements described above.  

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to 
the first prehearing conference 
scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner 
shall file a supplement to the petition to 
intervene which must include a list of 
the contentions which are sought to be 
litigated in the matter, and the bases for 
each contention set forth with 
reasonable specificity. Contentions shall 
be limited to matters within the scope of 
the amendment under consideration. A 
petitioner who fails to file such a 
supplement which satisfies these 
requirements with respect to at least one 
contention will not be permitted to 
participate as a party.  

Those permitted to intervene become 
parties to the proceeding, subject to any 
limitations in the order granting leave to 
intervene, and have the. opportunity to 
participate fully in the conduct of the 
.hearing, including the opportunity to " present evidence and cross-examine 
witnesses.  

If a hearing is requested, the 
Commission will make a final 
determination on the issue of no

significant hazards consideration. The 
final determination will serve to decide 
when the hearing is held.  

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

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

Normally, the Commission will not 
issue the amendment until the 
expiration of the 30-day notice periodl.  
However, should circumstances chiange 
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 request for a hearing or a petition 
for leave to intervene must be filed with 
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.  
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555, Attention: 
Docketing and Service Branch, or may 
be delivered to the Commission's Public 
Document Room, the Gelman Building, 
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC, by 
the above date. Where petitions are 
filed during the last ten (10) days of the 
notice period, it is requested that the 
petitioner promptly so inform the 
Commission by a toll-free telephone call 
to Western Union at 1-(800] 325-6000 (in 
Missouri 1-(800) 342-6700). The Western 
Union operator should be given 
Datagram Identification Number 3737 
and the following message addrpssed 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.
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Biweekly Notice Applications and 
Amendments to Operating Licenses 
Involving No Significant Hazards 
Considerations 

L Background 
Pursuant to Public Law (P.L) 97-415.  

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the 
Commission) is publishing this regular 
biweekly notice. P1. 97-415 revised 
section-leg of the Atomic Energy Adt of 
1954, as amended (the Act), to require 
the Commission to publish notice of anty 
amendments issued, or proposed to be 
issued, under a new provision of section 
189 of the Act. This provision grants the 
Commission the authority to issue and 
make immediately effective any 
amendment to an operating license upon 
a determination by the Commission that 
such amendment involves no significant 
hazards consideration, notwithstanding 
the pendency before the Commission of 
a request for a hearing from any person.  

This biweekly notice includes all 
notices of amendments issued, or 
proposed to be issued from July 31, 1989 
thifough August 11, 1989. The last 
biweekly notice was published on 
August 9, 19890(54 FR 32704).

1 dw
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Local Public Document Room 
location: Cedar Rapids Public Library.  
500 First Street. S.E. Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
52401.  

Attorney for licensee: Jack Newman, 
Esquire, Kathleen H. Shea. Esquire.  
Newman and Holtzinger. 1615 L Street.  
NW,. Washington, DC 20036.  

NRC Project Director John N.  
Hanmon.  

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, 
Docket No. 50-=0 Nine Mile Point 
Nuclear Station. Unit No.1t Oswego 
County, New York 

Date of amendment request: June 1, 
1989 

Description of amendment request-* 
The proposed amendment would revise 
Technical Specification Table 4.&.2g, 
instrumentation That Initiates Control 
Rod Withdrawal Block - Surveillance 
Requirement and Table 4.6.2g Note (g) to 
delete surveillance requirements that 
are either inapplicable or cannot be 
performed due to instrument design 
limitations. The proposed changes will 
(1) remove the surveillance requirement 
to calibrate the Detector Not In Startup 
Position control rod block instruments 
associated with the Source Range 
Monitoring (SWM and the Intermediate 
Range Monitoring (BOA) instrument 
channels. (2) remove the surveillance 
requirement to calibrate the SRM and 
the [KM Instrumnent inoperative control 
rod block instrument channels, (3) 
remove the surveillance requirement to 
perform sensor checks on the SRM and 
the IRM control rod withdrawal block 
instrumentation and (4) revise Note (9) 
to Table 4.8.2g to reflect the changes 
made to the table and the deletion of the 
requirement to calibrate SRM and IRM 
rod block instrumentation prior to 
shutdown.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination:* 
The Commission has Provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards 
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. or (2) Create the possibility of 
a new or diffeient kind of acident from 
any accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
Involve a significant redaction in a 
margin of safety. The staff has reviewed 
the licensee's submittal and concludes: 

1. The operation of Nine Mile. Point 
Unit 1 In accodance with the proposed 
amendinent, will not Involvi a 
significant increase i the prababilt or

consequences of an accident. Previously 
evaluated because the deleted 
surveillance requirements will not have 
an adverse effect upon the ability of the 
Control Rod Block circuitry to perform 
its intended safety funiction.  

The SRM and 1KM systems provide 
multi-channel monitoring of the core 
thermal neutron flux during startup and 
low power operation. In addition, the 
SRM and IRM systems will initiate a rod 
withdrawal block for high neutron flux 
or channel malfunction conditions. Both 
the 5KM and the [KM systems provide 
Detector Not In Startup Position.  
Inoperative and Upscale trip signals to 
the control rod withdrawal block 
circuitry and the [KM system provides a 
Downscale trip signal.  

The SKM and the [KM Detector Not in 
Startup Position instrument channels 
initiate a control rod block to ensure 
that control rods are not withdrawn 
unless the appropriate detectors are 
properly positioned and capable of 
providing the operator and the circuitry 
with neutron flux information. The 
licensee has indicated that the design of 
these instrument channels; does not 
allow the oujput of the detector to be 
varied in response to a variable test 
signal. Therefore, since the trip is either 
on or off in response to the detector 
position switch, it cannot be calibrated.  
The proposed change to delete the 
requirement to calibrate this function 
will not affect the ability of the rod 
block to function as required, since the 
performance of the associated 
functional tests at the existing Technical 
Specification required frequency verifies 
operability of the rod block function.  
Also. preventive maintenance 
realignment of the detector retraction 
mechanism limit switches each refueling 
outage ensures proper detector and 
position switch alignment.  

An SRM and IRM instrument channel 
inoperative rod block is initiated on low 
detector voltage, electronics drawer 
internal module unplugged, or the 
channel mode switch not in the Operate 
position. Since none of these inputs 
require calibration. the proposed change 
to delete the surveillance requirement to 
calibrate the instrument channel 
Inoperative function will not affect their 
ability to initiate a rod block when 
required. Additionally, the functional 
tests on the instrument channels at the 
existing Technical Specification 
required frequency ensures operability 
of the rod block function.  

The rod block instrument channels are 
digital/bistable channels and their 
output signa is either present or absent 
depending-upon the state of the sensor.  
Because the conditions that generte an 
output signal (high neutron flux or

channel malfunction) are received only 
when the event is present a qualitative' 
determination of acceptable operability 
by observation or comparison with other 
independent sensors measuring the 
same variable (i.e., a sensor check) is 
not possible. Therefore, the proposed 
change to delete the sensor check 
requirement for the SRM and 1KM 
instrument channels will not affect the 
ability of the channels to perform as 
required.  

A control rod withdrawal block 
functions to prevent control rod 
withdrawal only. Therefore. the change 
to delete the requirement to calibrate 
the SRM and IRM rod withdrawal block 
instrument channels prior to shutdown 
(rod insertion) does not affect the ability 
of these channels to perform as 
required.  

A proposed administrative change to 
Note (g) of Table 4.6.2g reflects the 
above proposed changes to Table 4.6.2g.  

In summary, the proposed changes do 
not affect the analyses of abnormal 
operational transients or design basis 
accidents as presented in Section XV of 
the Final Safety Analysis Report. The 
proposed changes do not change the 
design or operation of the detector or 
instrumentation and, therefore, do not 
increase the probability or 
consequences of any accident 
previously evaluated.  

2. The operation of Nine Mile Point 
Unit 1. in accordance with the proposed 
amendment, will not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously 
evaluated since the proposed changes 
do not alter the design or operation of 
the detector or instrumentation systems.  

3. The operation of Nine Mile Point 
Unit 1L. in accordance with the proposed 
amendment will not involve a.  
significant reduction in a margin of 
safety because. as discussed previously.  
the deleted surveillance requirements 
are unnecessary and do not affect the 
ability of the Control Room Block 
circuitry to function as required.  

Specifically, the SRM and the IRM 
Detector Not In Startup Position rod 
block instrument. channel calibrations 
required by the existing Technical 
Specification are being deleted because 
the design of the instrumentation does 
not facilitate calibration. The 
performance of functional tests on the 
instrument channels and preventive 
maintenance checks of the detector limit 
switches presently required by the 
Technical Specifications adequately 
ensures instrument operability and 
alignment, respectively. Calibration of 
the SRM and the 1KM instrument 
channel inoperative rod block required
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by the existing Technical Specification 
is not necessary because the channel 
inputs do not require calibration.  

The sensor checks required by the 
Technical Specifications are not 
applicable because sensor checks 
cannot be performed on the digital/ 
bistable outputs from the SRM and IRM 
sensors that initiate control rod blocks 
(detector not in startup position, 
inoperative, upscale and downscale).  

The requirement to calibrate Control 
Rod Withdrawal instrumentation prior 
to shutdown (control rod insertion) is 
not necessary since control rod 
withdrawal blocks are only applicable 
for rod withdrawal.  

Based upon the above, the staff 
proposes that the amendment will not 
involve a significant hazards 
consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Reference and Documents 
Department Penfield Library, State 
University of New York, Oswego, New 
York 1312&.  

Attorney for licensee. Troy B. Conner, 
Jr-. Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahm, Suite 
1050.1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20006.  

NRC Project Dire ctor~ Robert A.  
Capra 
Philadelphia Electric Company, Docket 
No.50352, Limerick Generating Station, 
Unit 1, Montgomery County, 

L rite of amendment request.. July ii, 

Dlecrpion of amendment request.  
The proposed amendment would revise 
the Technical Specifications (TS) in 
response to NRC Generic Letter (GL) 88
0 "Removal of Organization Charts 
from Technical Specification 
Admninistrative Control Requirements" 
to: (1) remove the onsite and offsite 
organizational charts from TS Section 
&=1 and 6.2.2, respectively and (2) make 
certain miscellaneous administrative 
changes in Section 6 of the TSs 
(Administrative Control) related to 
revisions to the corporate organization.  

GL 88-06 encourages licensees to 
propose changes to their TS to remove 
organizational charts from TS and 
muplace them with descriptions of the 
orantizational structure and 
characteristics which are important to 
safety. The proposed changes concern 
tMe Administrative Controls in Section 
GA. and do not affect any Limiting 
Cmiditions for Operation or Surveillance 
Requirements. The proposed changes in 

thsamendment request are grouped 
bnt two categories, Category A and 
Category B. Category 'A' proposed 
Changes involve removing the onsite and 
offult organizationa] charts from TS

Sections &.2.1 and 6.2.2, respectively.  
These proposed changes are consistent 
with the guidance provided in GL 88-o6.  
Category 'B' proposed changes are five 
miscellaneous administrative changes.  
These proposed changes are to: (1) 
revise paragraphs in Sections 6.2 and 6.1 
to reflect the new organization under thE 
Executive Vice President-Nuclear, (2) 
revise paragraph 6.5.2.1 to indicate that 
the Nuclear Review Board (NRB) reports 
to and advises the Executive Vice 
President-Nuclear, (3) revs prgaph 
6.5.2.9.C to indicate that N= ui 
reports shall be forwarded to the 
Corporate Officer(s) responsible for the 
areas audited. (4) revise paragraphs 
6.2.3.2 and 6.2.3.4 to reflect title changes 
and the deletion of the corporate 
Independent Safety Engineering Group and (5) revise paragraph 6.14.2 to reflect 
the groups responsible for technical 
review of the Offsite Dose Calculation 
Manual..  

IBasis 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 
involves no significant hazards 
consideration if operation of the facility 
in accordance with the proposed 
amendment would not: (1) involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated; (2) create the possibility of a 
new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

The licensee has provided 'an analysis 
of the no significant hazards 
consideration in its request for a license 
amendment for each of the proposed 
changes discussed previously. The Staff 
has reviewed the licensee's analysis of 
the proposed amendment against the 
three standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and 
finds that: 

A. The proposed changes do not 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

Removing the organization charts 
from TS does not affect plant operation.  
The proposed changes do not increase 
or decrease the qualification, experience 
or training requirements of onsite or 
offsite Limerick Generating Station 
(LGS) personnel. The LGS Quality 
Assurance Program contains detailed 
organization charts and associated 
descriptions of responsibilities.  
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 and 10 CFR 
50.54(a)(3) govern changes to the 
organizations described in the QA 
Program. In accordance with the

requirements of 10 CFR 50.34(b)(6) the 
applicant's organizational structure is 
included in the LGS Final Safety 
Analysis Report, Chapter 13. As 
required by 10 CFR 50.71(e), the licensee 
submits annual updates to the FSAR.  

The administrative changes involving 
a position title change, creation of an 
advisory board, distribution of audit 
reports, ISEG composition, and 
elimination of unnecessary review 
details, do not involve the design or 
operation of plant hardware or systems.  
Accidents analyzed remain unaffected 
by these changes.  

B. The proposed changes do not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

.Removing the organization charts 
-.from TS does not affect plant operation..  The proposed changes do not increase 
or decrease the qualification, experience 
or training requirements of onsite or 
offisite Limerick Generating Station 
(LGS) personnel. The LGS Quality 
Assurance Program contains detailed 
organization charts and associated 
descriptions of responsibilities.  
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 and 10 CFR 
50.54(a)(3) govern changes to the 
organizations described in the QA 
Program. In accordance with the 
requirements of 10 CFR 50-34(b)(6) the 
applicant's organizational structure is 
included in the LGS Final Safety 
Analysis Report. Chapter 13. As 
required by 10 CFR 50.71(e), the licensee 
submits annual updates to the FSAR.  

The administrative changes involving 
a position title change, creation of an 
advisory board, distribution. of audit 
reports. ISE&G composition, and 
elimination of unnecessary review 
details, do not involve the design or 
operation of plant hardware or systems.  
No new modes of operation. changes to 
setpoints or changes in operating 
parameters result from this change.  

Q C The proposed changes do not 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

The removal of the organization 
charts from TS is accompanied by the 
addition of requirements for the 
Limerick organizational structure which 
are needed to maintain the essential 
aspects of the material being removed.  
This will permit the implementation of
organizational changes without prior 
NRC approval provided the change 
meets these added organizational 
structure requirements. Consequently, 
enhancements to the organizational 
structure, as well as minor 
administrative changes such as position 
title revisions, can be implemented 
promptly upon Identification of the need
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for the change thereby creating a 
positive impact on safety.  

The administrative changes involving 
a position title change. creation of an 
advisory board, distribution of audit 
reports, ISEG composition, and 
elimination of unnecessary review 
details, do not involve the design or 
operation of plant hardware or systems.  
No new modes of operation, changes to 
setpolnts or changes in operating 
parameters result from this change.  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
submittal and significant hazards 
analysis and concurs with the licensee's 
determination as to whether the 
proposed amendment involve. no 
significant hazards consideration.  
Therefore, the Staff proposes to 
determine that the proposed amendment 
involves no significant hazards 
consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Pottstown Public Library. S0W 
High Street. Pottstown. Pennsylvania 
19464.  

Attorney for licensee:~ Conner and 
Wetterhsaha. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue.  
NW.. Washington, DC 20006 

NRC Project Director: Walter IL 
Butler 
Philadelphia Electric Company, Public 
Service Electric and Gas Company, 
Delmarva Power and Light Company.  
and Atlantic City Electric Company, 
Dockets Nos. 50-277 and 50-278 Pach 
Bottom Atomic Power Station. Units 
Nos. 2 and a, York county. Pennsylvania 

Date of application for oamendmnentx 
July 11, 1989 

Description of amendmnent req uest 
These amendments would remove the 
organization charts from the technical 
Specifications to the FSAR in response 
to the guidance set forth in the NRC 
staff's Generic Letter 88-06 "Removal of 
Organization Charts from Technical 
Specification Administrative Control 
Requir ements." Several administrative 
changes involving changes in position 
titles and reporting relationships are 
also proposed. These proposed changes 
to the organization charts and the 
administrative changes have been 
grouped as Category A and Category B 
changes, respectively in the licensee's 
application.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards caisideration determination: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 50.94(c)). A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards 
consideration if operation of the fuaclity 
in accordance with the proposed 
amendment would sot (1) Invove a

significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated (2) create the Possibility of a 
new or different ind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated, or (3) 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety. The licensee has 
provided a discussion of the proposed 
changes as they relate to these 
standards; the discussion is presented 
below. The licensee has arranged these 
changes into two categories. The 
licensee's discussion of each of these 
categories is presented separately as 
follows.  

Standard 1 
The proposed Category 'A' changes do not 

involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of any accident 
previously evaluated.  

Removing the organization charts from the 
Technical Specifications and replacing them 
with more general language does not affect 
plant operation. The proposed changes do not 
increase or decrease the qualification.  
experience or training requirements of onsite 
or offsite nuclear personnel. Additionally. the 
proposed changes do not affect the shift crew 
composition or the facility management 
positions requiring an NRC license.  

The Peach Bottom Quality Assurance Plan 
contalni detailed organization charts and 
associated description of individual and 
group responsibilities as they apply to the 
operation and support of the Peach Bottom 
facility. Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 and 10 CFR 
50.54(a)(3) govern changes to the organization 
as described in the Quality Assurance Plan.  
10 CFR 50.34(b)(6) requires that the 
organizational structure also be included In 
the Final Safety Analysis Report. Section 13 
of the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report 
provides a description of the organization 
and detailed organization charts. As required 
by 10 CFR 50.71(e), this information must be 
maintained and updated annually. Based on 
this review, it is concluded that the proposed 
Category 'A' changes do not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of any accident previously 
evaluated.  

Standrd 2 
The proposed Category 'A'changes do not 

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

The proposed changes are administrative 
in nature, and do not involve any physical 
alterations oL plant configurations or changes 
to setpoints. or operating parameters. It is 
therefore concluded that removing the 
organization charts from the Technical 
Specifications does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from 
any previously evaluated.  

Standard 3 
The proposed Category WA changes do not 

result In a significant reduction in the margin 
of safety.  

Removing the organization charts from the 
Technical Specifications enhances the margin 
of safety by permitting an organizational 
change without NRC approval provided that 
the objectives of proposed paragraph 6.2.1 
are met, thereby allowing a more timely

respons ,e to situations where the appropriate 
action is a prompt organizational change.  
Safety is further enhanced by providing clear 
and concise definitions of responsibility for 
the Shift Supervisor. Plant Manager and Vice 
President, Peach Bottom Atomic Power 
Station. Further, the proposed changes 
include additional administrative controls 
which capture the essential aspects of the 
material being removed such that the 
associated requirements will continue to be 
met. Based on this review, it is concluded 
that the proposed Category 'A' changes do 
not result in a significant reduction in the 
margin of safety, but improve the margin of 
safety.  

Standard 1 
The proposed Category 7B miscellaneous 

changes do not involve a significant increase 
in the probability or consequencet of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

Replacing the technical Engineer with the 
Engineer-Systems on the PORC will not 
decrease the effectiveness of the PORC. As 
required by proposed specification 6.2.2.g, 
either the Superintendent-Technical or the 
Engineer-System will hold a Senior Reactor 
Operator license, thereby ensuring the level 
of plant operations expertise of the PORC.  

Sufficient corporate management 
involvement in nuclear plant safety will be 
maintained with the elimination of the direct 
reporting requirement of the NRB to the 
Office of the Chief Executive. The Office of 
the Chief Executive will be made aware of 
NRB activities by the Nuclear Committee of 
the Board through the Board of Directors and 
by the Executive Vice President-Nuclear.  

Designating Corporate Officer(s) 
responsible for the areas audited instead of 
the Executive Vice President-Nuclear as the 
recipient(s) of NRB audit reports is a more 
appropriate initial level of review. The 
Corporate Officers have a closer proximity to 
the sources of problems and therefore can 
take prompt corrective actions. If NRB audit 
findings are not satisfactorily addressed by 
the Corporate Officer(s), the NRB may inform 
the Executive Vice President-Nuclear through 
its normal communication channel as defined 
in Specification 6.5.2.9.  

Section 14 of the PBAPS UFSAR has been 
reviewed to determine the effect of the 
proposed administrative changes on 
previously evaluated accidents. It is 
concluded that the accident analyses in 
Section 14 of the UFSAR are not affected by 
the proposed miscellaneous changes. For this 
reason, as well as the reasons presented 
above, it is concluded that these changes do 
not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated.  

Standard 2 
The proposed Category 'B' miscellaneous 

changes do not create the possibility of a new" 
or different kind of accident from any 
previously evaluated.  

The implementation of these miscellaneous 
changes will not affect the interpretation or 
intent of the specifications they involve 
(6.5.1.2. 6.5.2.9 and 8.5Z1O.c). These changes 
are purely administrative and do not involve 
any hardware changes or plant modifications.  
.Therefore, these changes will not create the

T _
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possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated.  

Standard 3 
The proposed Category Vi' iscellaneous 

changes do not involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.  

The administrative nature of these changes 
will not impact plant systems or operation.  
For this reason, as well as the reasons 
presented in the Safety Assessment and in 
response to item 1 above, it is concluded that 
these changes will not involve any reduction 
in a margin of safety.  

The staff has reviewed the license's 
no significant hazards consideration 
determination for the Category A and B 
changes discussed above and agrees 
with the licensee's analysis.  
Accordingly, the Commission has 
proposed to.4eterrnine that the above 
changes do not involve a significant 
hazards consideration.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Government Publications 
Section. State Library of Pennsylvania, 
Education Building. Commonwealth and 
Walnut Streets, Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania 17126 

Attorney for Licensee: Tray B. Conner, 
Jr.. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW..  
Washington, DC 20006 

NR C Project Director- Walter R.  
Butler 

Philadelphia Electric Company, Public 
Service Electric and Gas Company, 
Delmarva Power and Ligh Company, 
and Atlantic City Electric Company, 
Dockets Nos. 50277 and W0278. Peach 
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units.  
Nos. 2 and 3, York County, Pensylvania 

Date of application for amendmnents: 
July 19, 198M 

Description of amendment requestr 
The proposed amendments would 
eliminate the requirement for use of the 
Rod Sequence Control System (RSCS) 
and would decrease the power level 
setpoint above which -the Rod Worth 
Minimizer (RWM) would no longer be 
required to be used from the existing 
25% power level requirement at both 
units to a new 10% power level setpoint 
The licensee states that these proposed 
amendments are based on and are.  
consistent With the NRC Safety 
Evaluation Report issued to 1. S.  
Charnley on December 27, 1987, which 
approved Amendment 17 of General 
Electric Topical Report NEDE-24011-P
A, "'General Electric Standard 
Application for Reactor. Fuel.  

Basis for proposed no s1 nificant 
hazards consideration determination: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a, 
facility involves no significant hazards

consideration if operation of the facility 
in accordance with the proposed 
amendment would not (1) involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated (2) create the possibility of a 
new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated,. or (3) 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety. The licensee has 
provided a discussion of the proposed 
changes as they relate to these 
standards; the discussion is presented 
below.  

Standard 1: The proposed revisions do 
not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated.  

Deleting the RSCS and changing the low power set point on the RWM has no effect on 
the probability of equipment malfunction In 
other systems or within the RWM.  

The probability QLbccurrence of an 
accident is not affected by this change. The 
probability of an RDA Is dependent only on 
the control rod drive system and mechanism 
themselves, and not in any way on the RSCS; 
or RWM.  

The consequences of an RDA as evaluated 
in the PBAPS UFSAR will not be affected by 
this modification. An extensive probabilistic 
study was performed by the NRC staff (lette 
and enclosure from B. C. Rusche, NRR, to R.  
Fraley, ACRS, dated June 1, 1978. "Generic.  
Item IIA-2 Control Rod Drop Accident 
(BWRo)"). This study indicated that there 
was not a need for the RSCS. Furthermore, 
improved methodologies in the RDA analysis 
methods (e.g. BNL-NUREG 28109, "Thermal
Hydraulic Effects on Center Rod Drop 
Accidents in a Boiling Water Reactor," 
October 1980) indicated that the peak fuel 
enthalpies resulting from an RDA are 
significantly lower than previously 
determined by less refined methodologies.  

.The RBCS duplicates the function of the 
RWM. So long as the RWM ts operable, the 
RSCS is not needed since the RWM prevents 
control rod pattern error. In the event the 
RWM Is out of service, after the withdrawal 
of the first 12 control rods, the proposed 
Technical Specifications require that control 
rod withdrawal movement and compliasnce 
with the prescribed control rod pattern be 
verified by a second licensed operator or 
technically qualified member of the station 
technical staff. The verification process is 
controlled procedurally to ensure a high 
quality, independent review of control rod 
movement. In addition, to further minimize 
control rod movement at low power with the 
RWM out of service, the proposed Technica 
Specifications will permit only one plant 
start-up per calendar year with the RWM out 
of service prior to or during the withdrawal of 
the first twelve control rods. All the above 
taken together demonstrate consistency and 
applicability torthose conclusions reached in 
the referenced NRC SER, and substantiate 
the conclusion that there will be no increase 
in the consequences of an RDA as evaluated 
in the FSAR as a result of eliminating the

There will also be no increase in the 
consequences of an RDA as evaluated in the 
UFSAR due to lowering the RWM set point 
from 25% to 10%. The effects of an RDA are 
more severe at low power levels and are less 
severe as power level increases. Although the 
original calculations for the RDA were 
performed at 10% power, the NRC required 
that the generic BW#R Technical 
Specifications be written to require operation 
of the RWM below 25% power in order to 
ensure conservatism. However. GE continued 
to perform the RDA analyses at and below 
10% power because these produced more 
conservative analytical results. M1ore refined 
calculations by BNL (BNL-NUREG 28109, 
"Thiermal-Hydraulic: Effects on Center Rod 

Drop Accidents In a Boiling Water Reactor." 
October 1980) have shown that even with the 
maximum single control rod position error, 
and most multiple control rod error patterns.  
the peak fuel rod enthalpy reached during an 
RDA from these control rod patterns would 
not exceed the NRC limit of 280 cal/gm for 
RDA9 above 10% power, confirming the 
original GE analyses. Hence, lowering the 
RWM set point from 25% to 10% will not 
result in an increase in the consequences of 
an RDA as evaluated in the UFSAR. The 
previously referenced NRC SER has 
concluded this RWM set point reduction to 
be acceptable.  

Standard 2: The proposed revisions do 
not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

Operation of the RSCS and RWM cannot 
cause or prevent an accident. They function 
to minimize the consequences of an RDA.  
The RDA Is already evaluated in the UFSAR.  
and the effect of this proposed change on the 
analyses is discussed in Item 1 above., 

Elimination of the RSCS and lowering the, 
RWM set point will have no impact on the 
operation of any other systems, and hence 
would not contribute to a malfunction in any: 
other equipment nor create the possibility for 
an accident to occur which has not already 
been evaluated.  

Standard 3: The proposed revisions do 
not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

Elimination of the RSCS, will-not lower the 
margin of safety for the reasons discussed in 
Item 1 above and summarized below

a) An extensive NRC study has determined 
that the possibility of an RDA resulting in 
unacceptable consequences is so low as- to 
negate the requirement for the RSCS.  

b) Recent calculations have determined 
that the consequences of an RDJA are 
acceptable above 10% power.  

c) The RSCS is redundant in function to the 
RWM. Eliminating the RSCS does not .  
eliminate the control rod pattern monitoring 
function ptrformed by the RWM.  

d) To ensure that the RWM will be in 
service when required, the proposed RWM 
Technical Specification will be revised to 
allow only one startup per calendar year with 
the RWM out of service prior to or during the 
withdrawal of the first twelve control rods. If.  
the RWM iaiou f service. below;10% power., 
control rod movement and compliance with 
prescribed control-rod patterns will-be

I
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vedftd by a uacondbiuised operate! or rescriptibon of. amendment *eues& 
ftchnicalfy uailda rOf the. station The proposed. amendment would modify 
* behalcal afLThis aituatien is costrolled by the core spray (CS) pump flow rate tast 
sttion procedure which specificaly requires requirements to make the wording more 
de following: consistent with the wording of the flow *Plant Management approvalIs. required rate test requirements of other piumps in 

*in order for the 
operator to bypass the inoperable the Emergency Core Cooling System.  

RWM. Presently, the CS pump test requirement 
, A second operator or technically in Specification 4.5.A.1.b. states that the 

qualified staff member, with no other "Core Spray shall deliver at least 4625 
duties, is required to verify the first Spin against a system head 
operator's actions while the first operator corresponding to a total pump 
performs rod movements, developed head of greater than or equal 

e The startup and the shutdown seqiuences to 113 psig." The amendment would 
with their respective signoff sheets 
provide for verification by the second change this to read that t 'he "Core Spray 
operator after each rod movement step is pumps shall. deliver at least 4625 gpm 
completed by the first operator. against a system head corresponding to 

*The startup and shutdown sequences a reactor vessel pressure of greater than 
follow the same control rod patterns that or equal to 113 psi above primary.  
the RWM enforces if it were not containment pressure." 
bpassed. Basis for proposed no significant 

There is no significant reduction in the haad cosdrto eemnain 
mrgin Of safety resulting from lowering the hardcoseatn tr ito.  
RWM set point from 25% to 10% because The Comamission has provided 
calculations by GE and BNL have shown that standards for determining whether a 
eve with the maximum single control rod significant hazards consideration exists 
position error, and most multiple error - .as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed 
paterns, the peak fuel rod enthalpy during an amendment to an operating license for a 
UDA from these patterns would not exceed facility involves no significant hazards 
ttse NRC limit (280 cal/gin) above 10% power. consideration if. operation of the facility 

Em mummary, GE has provided technical 
lotiflcation for the proposed changes in the in accordance with a proposed 
Topical Report NEDE-24011-P-A and amendment would not: (1) Involve a 
associated references which justify the significant increase in- the probability or 
acceptability of the proposed changes. consequences of an accident previously 

The NRC has reviewed and accepted the evaluated;, or (2) Create the possibility of 
CE analysis and provided guidelines for a new or different kind of accident from 
lRcensees wanting to make the-changes n rvosyeautco 3 nov 
proposed in NEDE-Z4011.P-A and approved aypeiul vlaeLo 3 nov 
ht the NRC SER issued December 2.198 to a significant reduction in a margin of 
t.S Charnley of General Electric. safety., 

The proposed changes are consistent with The licensee has evaluated the 
those approved in the NRC SER and the proposed aimendment against the 
guidelines set forth therein. Therefore, there standards provided above and has made 
is no significant reduction in a margin of the following determination: 
safety. Operation of the James A. FitzPatrick 

The staff has reviewed the licensee's Nuclear Power Plant in accordance with the 
no significant hazards consideration proposed amendment would not involve a 
dfetermination and agrees with the significant hazards consideration as stated in 
licensee's analysis. Accordingly, the 10 CFR 50.92. since it would not: 
Commission has proposed to determine 1. involve significant increase in the 
that the above changes do not ivlea probability or consequences of an accident 

mvolv!.apreviously evaluated. The intent of the 
significant hazards consideration, proposed change is to clarify and correct the 

* Local Public Document Room Technical Specifications. The change is 
location: Government Publications purely administrative in nature. There are no 
Section. State Library of Pennsylvania. setpoit changes, safety limit changes, or 
Education Building. Commonwealth and changes to limiting- conditions for operation.  
Walnut Streets. Harrisburg' The proposed change assures that the core 
Pennsylvania 17128 spray system is tested in accordance with the 

Attorney for Licensee: Troy B. Conner. assumptions contained in the existing.  accident anjalyses. This change has no impact 
Dr-. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., on plant safety operations. The change will 
Washington, DC 20006 have no impact on previously evaluated 

RZC Project Director Walter R. accidents.  
Butler 2. create the possibility of a new or 

different kind of accident from those 
Powinr Authority of the State of New previously evaluated. The proposed change is 
York, Docket No. 50-333 James A. - purely administrative in nature and is 
FllPatrick Nuclear Power Plant, intended to clarify and improve the quality of 
Oswego, New Yor the Technical Specification. The change 

Dateof mendentreqest-May31, cannot create the possiblity of a new or 
Dateof mendentrequst. May31. different kind of accident.  

1989 and amplified by letter dated July 7. 3.involve a significant reduction in the 
1880 margin of safety. The proposed change

w
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acorrects an error which currently exiatp in the 
Technical Specifications. The. change is 
administrative in nature and will clarify the 
specifications. This change does not contain 
any setpoint or safety limit changes regarding 
isolation or alarms. The proposed change 
does not affect the environmental monitoring 
program. This change does not negatively
affect the plant's safety systems and does not 
reduce any safety margins.  

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

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

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

-MRC Project Director. Robert A.  
Capra 

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

Date of amendment reques. July 90, 
1987 

Description of amendment request
The licensee proposes to modify the 
Salem Unit I and Unit 2 Technical 
Specifications by: 

1. Changing the channel description 
format for item 7.a of Table 3.3-3. Loss of 
Voltage, to specify that the total number 
of channels is 1 per bus.  

2. For Item 7.b of Table 3.3-3.  
Sustained Degraded Voltage, changing 
the Total Number of Channels, Channels 
to Trip and Minimum Channels 
Operable to 3 per bus, 2 per bus and 3 
per bus, respectively.  

3. For Item 71b of Table 3.3-4.  
Sustained Degraded Voltage, changing 
the Trip Setpoint to greater than- or 
equal to 91.6 percent of bus voltage for 
less than or equal to 13 seconds and 
changing the Allowable Values to 
greater than or equal to 91 percent of 
bus voltage for less than or equal to 15 
seconds.  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination.  

Item 1, Table 3.3-3 Item 7.a 
This item is being revised to be 

consistent with the channel description 
format used for other items in this Table.  
This is an editorial change only. No 
modification is being made to the 
primary undervoltage protection system.  

Item 2. Table 3.3-3 Item 7.b 
The second level undervoltage 

protection system has been redesigned
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as a resuit of an event which. oocurred at 
Salem Unit No.2 on August 28. 1ISM 
Immediately following a reactor trip 
with safety injection the Unit 2 vital 
buses began flip-111opping between the 
No. 21 and 22 Statkon Power 
Transformers (SM1 (preferred source of 
power) until they eventually separated 
from the offsite power system. The 
previous design provided for the transfer 
of a vital bus to the alternate SF! 
whenever the secondary voltage for its 
designated SFr' dropped below 91 
percent of rated bus voltage for greater 
than 10 seconds. This function was 
controlled by 2 relays on each vital bus.  
These relays were positioned such that 
they monitor the secondary voltage -of 
each of the SP1T (I per SM'!. In addition 
to initiating the transfer function these 
relays, provided a transfer. permisasive 
signal such that a vital bus could not be 
transferred unless the alternate SPT has 
an acceptable secondary voltae.A 
separate relay monitored vital a 
voltage and provided an input to each of 
the three Safeguards Equipment 
Controllers (SEC) such that, for a 
sustained degraded voltage (less than 01 
percent for greater thou 13 seoonds) 
condition on 2 out of 3 vital buses, all 
vital buse were separated from the 
offisite source and sequenced onto the 
emergency surce 

As redesfigned,. the transfer function 
was eliminated. The eisting transfer 
relays were replaced with relays of 
similar dlesign but with improved 
setiuint drift characteristics. 'These new 
relays tI per bus) were omected to 
operate in parallel with t1e previous 
vital bus degraded voltage-relay. The 
previons vital bus degraded voltage 
reay was alsor replaced withi an 
upgraded relay. The Interface with the 
SEC was then reconfigured from Its 
Previous 2 out of 3 bus design to a 2 out 
of 3 relay per bus design. A failure 
analysis has been competed by the 
licensee for each component In the 
system and demonstrates that no single 
faiure will result in the creation of an 
unanalyzed condition. The new 

con!= orr-(1) eliminates the 
Pa fiy of vital bus flip-floppbng M2 

provides for the separation of the vital 
buse from the preferred on01 an Indivld-at baris only. and M3 satisfies 
General Design CriterionV1 relative to 
maintainifto 1he connection between the 
afffe mom &Md ihe onsite distribution 

Item 3, Ta"l 3384 Item 7.b 
This table Is being revised to: [1) 

incorporte the revied it setpnint for 
the second level anidevotage Meclen 
Melas, and M2 to carrect the ftable

OrotectioL The present Technical 
Specification allowable value for second 
level undervoltage protection is 12 error 
as it does not reflect'an allowance for 
line loss due to cable length (about 0.7 
percent). However, the present trip 
setpoint for the second level 
undervoltage protection system (equal 
to or greater than 91 percent) provides 
sufficient margin to account for these 
losses. The new trip setpoint of greater 
then or equal to 91.8 percent is based on 
the results of detailed analyses of the 
Salem Generating Station electrical 
distribution system transient response 
characteristics. Those analyses indicate 
that at the Public Service Electric and.  
Gas (PSFG) bulk power system 
minimum expected value of 5KV and 
for a LOCA on one Salm Unit and a 
concurrentorderly-ahutdown of the 
oither Unit, vital bus voltage will recover 
to a worse case value of about 02.8 
percent The minimum allo 'wable trip 
value and trip setpoint are derivedusn 
the 90 percent mi nimum motor tria 
voltage requirement as a starting point.  
and then applying appropriate 
allowancew as provided in Regulatory 
Guide 1.106.  

The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whetherA.  
signiflicant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 30492c)). A proposed 
amnendment 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 ot different kind of aciet from 
any accident previousl evaluated: orw(3) 
involve a sig i ftcat reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

1. For Item 71b of Table 3.343, the 
licensee has analyzed the proposed 
amendment to determine if asgnfct 
hazard exists.  

1) The proposed changes do net. involve a 
significant Increae in the probabilit of 
occurrence or consequences of an accident 
previously evraluated. The filore analysis 
[performed by the licensee] demonstrate 
that no single failure reults in the existence 
of an unanalyzed condition. Additlonall. din 
second level undervolasg protectica sysieft 
does not provide an ipt to the Reote 
Protection System nor can it cause any em of 
the incomin 15W KV aaomg to be isolated 
from the=Sle Station electricl distribtis 
system. All equipment ased in the 4yeae will 

be eiswcw Q..1 A-ATherefoe. "i 
Prob&Wad coUence of an accident 
remains Unaheaged 

The sacadlevel umwItq-1 systemlto 
required to protect against these oee "e 
bulk powar syste dqmmd&aiMQ whic asesit 
insa degraded ,okep at t&e vital buss" bet 
which do not result -in a complete loss Of

voltage. The modified "ystem continues to 
sati*f thib rsqurmmat as Previouly 
discussed. Additionally. by elimtiating the 
ability to transfer between SMs the 
potential for damaige to safety related motors 
from frequent starts is eliminated. The 
increased redundancy in the SEC logic inputs 
provides greater assurance that the system 
will perform its intended function. Therefore, 
the consequences of previously analyzed 
accident remain unchanged.  

2) The proposed changes do not m e te the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously 
evaluated. As demenstrated in [the failure 
analyasfl. no single failure will result in the 
existence of an unanalyzed condition. The 
second level undervoltage system does not 
provide any Input to the Reactor Protection 
System nor can it cause any one of the 
incoming MOX XV sources to be isolated fronm 
the Salem Station electrical distribuiion 
system-~The modified design eliminates the 
possibilt of flip-flppn of the vital busrn 
between offsite power source, and thereby 
assures the availability of all safety relaed 
equipment..  

3) 72e proposed changes do not involve a 
significant reduction inc awagin of safety.  
The changes to the second level undervoltage 
system mainta the existing margin of safety 
by elrinating the transfer between offaite 
sources. thereby asinlg that the integity of 
safety rekatd electrical equiliasot is 
maintained. The additional redunadancy 
provied in the rev sd design enhances the 
overall reliability of thme system and farthe 
assures thet th system f~action will be 
com;'e41da 

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
significant hazards consideration 
determination analysis for the chango.  
associated with Item 7.b of Table 3.3 
and conurs with telP ensee 'a 
determination that the proposed 
changes do not knole a significant 
hazards coidereff on.  

2. With repect to the Proosed 
change toltem 7.aof:ai;3 and 
Item 7.b of Table 3.3-4. the Commission 
has provided guidance concerning the 
application of its standards set forth to 
10 CFR 50.02 by providing certain 
examples 151 FR 773). One of the 
extamples, (0). of an amendment likcely to 
involve no sigrdflcan hazards 
consideration relates to "A purely 
administrative change to technical 
speciftetionw: for example, a change to 
achieve consistency throughout the 
technical specifications, correctlcm of an 
error or a change in nomenclature." 

Another example, (ii), of an 
amendhenet Mialy to htvolve no 
significant haemd oonsideration relates 
to "A cheapdu ta nstitume an 
additional limitation, restrittmn or 
control not pmmntdy-inolude inathe 

teehaical 04u.i.kj s &anor* 
stringent surveillance requirement.": 

(a) Item 7.a of Table 3.3-3

mile
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The change from 3 to I per bus is a 
change in nomenclature. There are 3 
buses, each equipped with a shutdown 
channel so the change to 1 per bus 
meets example (i).  

(b) Table 3.3-4, Item 7.b, Allowable 
Value 

The current Technical Specifications 
do not take into account the line losir 
(voltage drop) because of cable length.  
This change will correct that and 
therefore, meets example (i).  

(c) Table 3.3-4, Item 7.b Trip Setpoint 
Changing the value from greater than 

or equal to 91 percent to greater than or 
equal to 91.6 percent is a more stringent 
requirement Therefore this change 
meets example (ii).  

Based on the above the staff proposes 
to determine that the changes to Table 
3.3-3, Item 7.a and Table 3.3-4, Item 7.b 
do not involve a significant hazards 
consideration because they change the 
nomenclature, correct an error or 
provide a more stringent requirement.  

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

Attorney for licensee: Mark J.  
Wetterhahn. Esquire, Conner and 
Wetterhabn, Suite 1050, 1747 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW..  
Washington. DC 20006 

N ARC Project Director Walter R.  
Butler 

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

Date of amendment request. January 
26, 1989 and May 22. 1989 

Description of amendment request By 
letter dated January 26, 1989, the 
licensee proposed to withdraw the 
wording in their June 23, 1988 letter, of 
Surveillance Requirement 4.1.3.4.a (no 
change from current Technical 
Specifications).  

By letter dated May 22, 1989, the 
licensee proposed to modify 
Surveillance Requirement 4.1.3.4 and 
4.1.3.5 by adding a footnote as follows: 
* For power levels below 50 percent one 
hour thermal "soak time" is permitted.  
During this soak time, the absolute value 
of rod motion is limited to six steps.  

This is applicable prior to verification 
of rod positions.  

The original request, dated June 23, 
1988, was noticed on January 11, 1989 
(54 FR 1024) . . 4

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination: 
The licensee's January 26, 1989 letter 
withdrew a proposed change in 
Surveillance Requirement 4.1 .3.4.a that 
would have replaced "Within 15 minutes

R to withdrawal of any rods in 
control banks A. B, C or D during an 
approach to reactor critically (sic)" with 
"Within 15 minutes prior to withdrawal 
of any control bank during an approach 
to reactor critcally (sic)". Because this 
change was not discussed in the 
licensee's June 23, 1988 application the 
licensee was asked to justify the change.  
The licensee chose to withdraw the 
change. Therefore, no change is being 
proposed to this section.  

The original application would have, 
among other things, deleted any 
reference to a waiting period before rod 
position verification after rod motion.  
Because individual rod position 
indication is subject to thermal 
transients, it is important that thermal 
equilibrium be achieved before rod 
position verification at power levels 
below 50 percent. In their May 22,1989 
letter, the licensee opted to include a 
footnote to Surveillance Requirements 
4.1.3.4 and 4.1.3.5 to allow a one-hour 
thermal soak period before rod position 
verification to allow thermal equilibrium 
to be reached at powers below 50 
percent. Also, during the soak time rod 
motion would be limited to six steps 
absolute. For powers above 50 percent 
rod motion is expected to be small and 
will not induce significant thermal 
transients.  

In the initial application the licensee 
had determined that the proposed 
change did not constitute a significant 
hazards consideration. The staff 
reviewed the licensee's analysis and 
concurred with the licensee's 
determination that the proposed 
amendment did not involve a significant 
hazards consideration. The staff had 
proposed to determine that the proposed 
amendment involves no significant 
hazards consideration [54 FR 1024 dated 
January 11, 19891.  

The licensee has reviewed the original 
Significant Hazards Consideration and 
determined: The proposed changes do 
not affect the previously submitted 
Significant Hazards Consideration.  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
analysis and concurs with the licensee's 
determination that the proposed 
amendment change does not involve a 
significant hazards consideration and 
the original significant hazards 
consideration remains valid. Therefore.  
the staff proposes to determine that the 
proposed amendment involves no 
significant hazards consideration.  

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

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

Pennxma Avenuie. NW., 
Washington, DC 20006 
.NRC Project Director Walter R.  

Butler 

Tennessee Valley Authority, Dockets 
Nos. 50-259, 50-260 and 50-296, Browns 
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3, 
Limestone County, Alabama 

Date of amendment requests. June 20, 
1989, as supplemented by letter of July 
25. 1989 (TS 271) 

Description of amendment requests: 
The proposed changes would delete 
Technical Specification (TS) 3.10.B.1.b.2 
and 3.10.B.1.3 which currently allow 
reactivity additions without continuous 
core monitoring. Other proposed 
changes would correct certain identified 
deficiencies, thereby, resulting in more 
conservative controls during fuel load 
and bringing the Browns Ferry TS into 
consistency with the staff's guidance in 
the Standard Technical Specifications 
for Boiling Water Reactors (NUREG
0123).  

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determnination: 
The Commission has provided 
Standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards determination exists 
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). 10 CFR 
50.91 requires that at the time a licensee 
requests an amendment, it must provide 
to the Commission its analyses, using 
the standards in Section 50.92, on the 
issue of no significant hazards 
consideration. Therefore, in accordance 
with 10 CFR 50.91 and 10 CFR 50.92, the 
licensee has performed and provided the 
following analysis: 

1. This proposed change does not involve a 
Significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

The design basis accident during core 
alterations is the dropping of a fuel assembly.  
Since these changes increase the monitoring 
requirements for core alteratio~ns and there is 
no new fuel handling activity introduced that 
was not previously allowed by the current 
technical specifications, there is no increase 
in the probability or consequence of the 
dropped assembly accident. These changes 
do not increase the probability or 
consequences of a control rod removal error 
or a fuel rod assembly insertion error. There 
is no increased probability or consequences 
of an accidental reactivity insertion or an 
inadvertent criticality.  

2. This proposed change does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated.  

These TIS changes resul; it improved 
monitoring requirement during core 
alterations that would add reactivity. There 
are no new activities required during core 
alterations due to these proposed changes 
which could introduce any new or different 
accident. The deletion of the two options of 
loading fuel without continuous SRM

I.

351ILl



35112 Federa Rai-torI 4 No. 182 / Wednesday Augut A M~8 / Notice

moioigWill require the use of fuel load 
chamber. FLCs) duning part of the fuW 
loading. PLC. have been an during 13 
previous fuel loadings at BFN. The proposed 
clarification of the TS allowing the SRM 
count rate to decreave below 3 cps during fire 
special coadimn spca e for complete orfe 
unloading do not change t&e hmI of the 
current TS. The Centrol Rode e fully 
inserted in the core and are electrically 
disarmed and ceramt be moved. Therefore, 
no reactivity can be added by control red 
movement. In addition, any foal movemets 
would be to remove a fuel assembly from the 
reactor core. I either case no core 
alterations will be made that would increase 
core reactivity. All other changes are more 
conservative than the current 73' 
requirenmnt on moe alterations, including 
normal control rod mogvement, Therefore, the 
possiblity of a new kbd of accidlent is net 
create&.  

3.7This change does =4 involve a 
significant reduction In the masgin of safeL1 The only -ari of pafety applcable toeA 
loading Is the requirement for having 0.35 
percent det K shutdown margin. The 
proposed changes wre comeervaive by 
requiring continuous SRM monitoring during 
core alterations uih II add reactivity.  
In addition the requirenmts for control rod 
withdrawal wvith the vessel head removed 
will be considered a a core alteratioa which 
is also more conservative than the current 
Mh The use of SMo for core monitoring 
during core shterations ft not taken credit for.  
inmymargi ofsafety asdeftned n & T 
bae& Since toes proposed I'S changes are 

moEW etIc , the wil --- t result in th 
reduction of any margin of safety as defned 
in the TS bass. .  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's 
no significant hazards consideration 
determination eind agrees with the 
licensee's analysis. Thweruee the staff 
proposes to determine that thre 
application fur amendments involve no 
significant hazards conelderatona.  

Local Public Document Room 
location,: Athens Public Library, South 
Sotreet, Athens, Alabama 35811.  

Attorey fop leensee: General 
Counsel."Tennessee Valley Authority, 
400 West Summit ffill Drive, Ell B33.  
Knoxville. Tennessee 37903.  

ARC Assitant Dreceo Suzanne 
Black 

Virginia Electric and Power Company, 
Docket Nos. S0O36 and 56M3% North 
Anna Power Station, Units No,. 1 and No& 
21 Louisa County, Vlr~ri 

Dote of amendment request: July 24.  
.180 1 h 

Descritioan of amendment request 
The proposed change would modif the 
Administrative Controls Section of the 
Technical Speuicmtlon (TS) winch 
identia the unmersltip coumpoeston 
of the $Wton eaaclear Safety and 
Opershin Cmlanttee (SNSOC by 

addkqg te Superintendet-zagineyI 
to the ist of =Mmbers

Basis for proposed no* sigifican t 
hazards consideration detarmkioin 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 50.2(c)). A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involve, no significant hazards 
considerations if operation of the facility 
in accordance with the proposed 
amendment would not. (1) involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated. or (2) create the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident fromn 
.any accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
involve a signifcant reduction in a 
margin-of safety.  

The licensee has reviewed the 
proposed change in accordance with the 
requiremaents of 10 CFR 50M8 and ha.  
determined that the request dams not 
.involve siomificant haeezds 
considerations in that it would me* 

(11 Involve a sipificant Inase in the 
probability or consequeacee of an aciidt 
previously evaluaied, because the (chaage 
reflects] administrative consideratimns and 
[does] not change the plant design or 
operation. Presently, provisions made In the 
Tebdia Specifications for the appointment 
of alternatsmer . t the 50190C may be 
utilized wfth teard to the Sperintendent
Engineering. The proposed change skerely 
allow* the augmentation of the pool of 
members readily available to conveane 
meetine of t"r SNSOC or 

(2) Creals the possibility of a ne or 
different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated, because, as above.  
plant design or operation is not affected by 
[the] proposed (thanget or 

(31 Involve a significant redaction In a 
margin of safety, because nefther plant -o~ or operation Is affected r[be] 
proposed (change deam) not alter fine funetIl, 
aftemets, meting freuncy. quorum.  
responsibilities, authority, or records of"th 
SNSOC as defined by the Admnisterative 
Controls of the Technical Specificationa& 

Based on the staff's review of the 
licensee's evaluation. the staff agrem; 
with the licensee's ooncluslons as stated 
above. Therefore, the staff proposes to 
determine that the proposed 
amendments do not involve s~iiflcant 
hazards considerations.  

Local Public Docum ent Room 
location: The Aldermn Library, 
Manuscripts Department, University of 
Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 2290.  

Attorney fozicansee: Mal W.  
Maupin, Esq.. Hunton and Williams, 
P.O. Box 1=5 Richmond, Virginia 2=22 

NBCPoetDirctor Herbert N.  
Berkow Washington Public Power 
Supply System. Docket No. 50-397, 
Nuclear project: No. 2, Benton County,.  
Washln 

Dae f amwt~ fejssA req au*n 15,. 7 

1989

Descripton of aamdawitrequest: 
The licensee has completed the 
installation of a wide range neutrun flux 
monitoring system as required by 
license condition 2.C.(16) Attachment 2, 
Item 3(b). The amendment request is to 
put the operability requirement for this 
wide range flux monitoring system into 
Technical Specification Table &.3.7.5-1, 
"Accident Monitoring Instumentation." 
Surveillance requirements for the wide 
range monitor would be put into Table 
4.2.7S-1, 'Accident Monitoring 
Instrumentation Sur-veillanice 
Requirements ." Under accident 
condition the wkde range monitorn 
system will replace three other neuto 
flu mutodng systems. Requirements 
for Ohe average power range monitor 
(APRII the intermediate range monitor 
(IM), and the source fange montor 
(SIN) waild be remove hum these 
two tables.  

The licensee has also requested a 
change to the Action Sttement to be 
Implemente in the event of 
inoperability of the wide range flux 
monitoring system. The current action 
statement to be applied when the 
neutron flux monitors are inoperable 
would require repair or shutdown witin 
a specified time. The proposed action 
statement would allow use of an 
alternate sampling method instead of 
shutdown in the event of inoperabillty of 
the wide ranige system The alternate 
sampling method would utilize the, 
APRM, the 11" and the SRK4 

By letter dated November1is, 1M8 the 
licensee notified the NRC that the 
installation of the wide range monitoring 
system would take place during the 1867 
refueling outage and requested that the 
technical specifications be revised to 
incorporaite the requirements for this 
new system. Notice of consideration of 
issuance of this amendment was 
published in the Federal Regimer- an 
April 8.,1W (52 FR 1137) The licensee 
experienced a number of difflculties in 
demonstrating the environmental 
qualifications of the system and asked 
to defer action on the November 198 
request. Because of the sigificantlapse 
in time, on May 17,1989 the NRC 
notified the licensee that the November 
I198 request was being denied.  
Subsequently the licensee resolved the 
environmental -q~mlicafion problem.  

The Iune I&,19M amndment request 
seeks the exact changes sought in the 
November18 186 re$quest The licensee 
declaed that t" statements made in the 
1986 letter ame still accurate end 
applicable inclusdift their arguments 
supPoting die datesmaaelu of so 
si"Gnant hazands. Thwerer, i 
November18 IS. lMetter, wiLbe
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considered as part of the amendment 
request.  

Basis far Proposed No Significan t 
Hazards Consideration Deternation: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed 
amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards 
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) 
Lnvolve a significant reduction in a 
mar-gin of safety.  

The licensee has determined and the 
staff agrees, that the requested 
amendment per 10 CFR 50.92 does not: 

(1) Involve a significant increase in 
the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated because 
the equipment installed will not provide 
input to any safety systems relied upon 
in the licensing bases accident analyses.  
The change in action statements does 
not significantly increase the probability 
or consequences of an accident 
previously evaluated because the 
redundant APRM. IRM, and SRM 
monitors presently in use will be 
available should the wide range 
monitors be declared inoperable.  

(2) Create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident than 
previously evaluated because the 
equipment provides monitoring only and 
merely provides another display that 
indicates neutron flux or power levels in 
addition to the existing devices 
currently relied upon. The change in 
action statements does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident because the equipment 
provides a monitoring function only and 
has adequate redundancy with the 
existing APRM. IRM, and SRM monitors 
so that no new or different kind of 
accident is credible.  

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety because no safety 
margins are affected. This wide range 
monitoring equipment provides a 
passive monitoring function only and is 
not part of any plant safety related 
system, thus safety margins will not be 
affected. The change in action 
statements does not involve a 
significant reduction in margin of safety 
because the existing redundant monitors 
provide adequate backup given the 
remote possibility that both wide range 
monitors become inoperable.  

Based on the above considerations the 
Commission proposes to determine that

the requested change to the WNP-2 
Technical Specifications involve, nO 
significant hazards considerations

Local Public Document Room 
location:- Richland City library. Swifta 
and Northgate Streets, Richiand.  
Washington 99352.  
1Attorneys for licensees Nicholas S.  

Reynolds, Esq., Bishop, Cook Purcell 
and Reynolds, 1400 L Street. NW..  
Washington. DC 20005-3502 and G.E.  
Doupe, Esq.. Washington Public Power 
Supply System. P.O. Box 988.3000 
George Washington Way, Richland, 
Washington 99352.  

NrRC Project Director. George W.  
K~nighton 

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

Date of amendment request-, July 24.  
1989 

Description of amendment request: 
The proposed amendment consists of 
two proposed changes-~ (1) The proposed 
amendment modifes Table 3.2-1 of 
Technical Specification =.24 to 
substitute a limit on the operating loop 
average temperature for the current limit 
on cold leg temperature. The proposed 
average temperature limit will allow 
greater operational flexibility during 
part-load operation and will maintain 
DNB margins to be bounded by full 
power conditions& (2) The proposed 
amendment removes the word "Exxon" 
from the last paragraph of Technical 
Specification Base 3/4.2A4 

Basis for proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determnination: 
The Commission has provided 
standards for determining whether a 
significant hazards consideration exists 
(10 CFR 50.92()). 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 has evaluated the 
proposed amendment ageirst the 
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and has 
determined the following for the first 
proposed change: 

(1) An increase in temperture will not 
increase the probability of an accident. The 
main steam line break is the only licensing 
analysis affected by the change. The 
reanalysis of this event has shown that the 
consequences remain acceptable. Therefore.

them. it no a significant Incra" in the 
probability or consequences of a previouly 
analyzed event.  

(2) An lema. In temperature will not 
reul -"I nE ' ireneh wich 

could initiate an accident. Therefore, the 
proposed change will not create the 
possibility of a new or different type of 
accident from any previously analyzed.  

(3) The steady-state DNBR margin has been 
evaluated at part-load conditions with the 
increased cold leg temperatures allowed by 
this change. The DNB performance at 
reduced load is bounded by the limiting full 
power condition. The transient licensin 
analyses were also evaluated with the main 
steam line break being the only affected 
event Reanalysis of this transient has shown 
that the results will remain acceptable.  
Therefore, this change will not result in a 
significant decrease in safety margins.  

For the second proposed change: This 
change is editorial in nature and would 
not* 

(1) Involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident 
previously analyzed.  

(2) Create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any 
previously analyzed.  

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

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. 225 Franklin Street 
Boston. Massachusetts 02110.  

NRC Project Director. Richard 11 
Wessinan 

PREVOUSLY PUBLISHED NOTICES 
OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE 
OF AMENDMENTS TO OPERATING 
LICENSES AND PROPOSED NO 
SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS 
CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION 
AND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING 

The following notices were previously 
published as separate individual 
notices. The notice content was the 
same as above. They were'published as 
individual notices either because time 
did not allow the Commission to wait 
for this biweekly notice or because the 
action involved exigent circumstances.  
They are repeated here because the 
biweekly notice lists all amendments 
issued or proposed to be issued 
involving no significant hazards 
consideration.  

For details, see the individual notice 
in the Federal Rooister on the day and

U I ~-~------
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page cited. This notice does not extend 
the notice period of the original notice.  
Philadelphia Electic; Company, Public 
Service Electric and Gas Company, 
Delmarva Power and Light Company, 
and Atlantic City Electric Company, 
Docket Nos. 50-27 and 50-278, Peach 
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit No.  
2 and 3, York County, Pennsylvania 

Date of amendment request- August 
26, 1988 

Brief description of amendment 
request.' This amendment revises the 
Technical Specification Limiting 
Conditions for Operations (LCO) and 
Surveillance Requirements (SRsJ for the 
Containment Cooling System (CCSJ in 
TS 3/4.5.B and would revise related 
requirements for diesel generator (DG) 
testing in TS 3/4.5.F and the associated 
Bases.  

Date of publication of individual 
notice in Federal Register. July 28, 1989 
(54 FR 31395) 
.Expiration date of individual notice: 

August 28.1989 
Local Public Document Room.  

location: Government Publications 
Section. State Library of Pennsylvania, 
Education Building, Commonwealth and 
Walnut Streets, Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania 17126.  
Virginia Electric and Power Company, 
Docket Nos. 50-33 and 50-338, North 
Anna Power Station, Unite No.1I and No..  
2, Louisa County, Virginia 

Date of amendment request. July 12, 
1989, as supplemented July 26. 198M 

Brief description of amendment 
request. The proposed amendments 
would revise the North Anna Units 1.  
and 2 Technical Specifications by 
revising the definition of slave relay 
testing and by clarifying the test 
requirements for Engineered'Safeguards 
Features (ESFJ slave relays.  

Date, of publication of in di vidual 
notice in Federal Rgse:Azgust 9.  
1989 (54 FR 32729) 

Expiration date of individual notice:
September &.1989 

Local Public Document Room 
location: The Alderman Library, 
Manuscripts Department, University of 
Virginia. Charlottesville, Virginia 2290.  
NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF 
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY 
OPERATING ICENSE 

During the period since publication of 
the last biweely notice, the 
Comission 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 EnergyAct

of 1954, as amended (the Act), and the 
Commission's rules and regltosTh 
Commission has made appropriate 
findings as required by the Act and the 
Commission's rules and regulations in 10 
CFR.Chapter I, 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 Hear~ing in 
connection with these actions was 
published in the Federal Register as 
indicated. No request for a hearing or 
petition for leave to intervene 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 20555, Attention: Director, Division 
of Reactor Projects.  
Commonwealth Edison Compan y, 
Docket Nos. 50454 and 50455, Byron 
Station, Units 1 and 2, Ogle County, 
Illinois, Docket Nos. 50456 and 50-4157, 
Braidwood station. unit Nos. i and 2, 
Will County, Illinois 

Date of application for amendments.~ 
May 22, 1989 

Brief descrip'-mr of amendments: 
These amendments modify Technical 
Specification 5.3.2 to allow the use of 
hafnium or silver-indium-cadmium, or a 
combination of both, as the absorber 
material in the rod control cluster 
,assemblies..  

Date of issuance: July 17, 1989 
Effective date: July 17,_1989 
Amendment Nos.: 30 for Byron and 19 

for Braidwood .'

Facility. Operating License Nos. NrPF
37, NrPF-ft NPF-72, and NPF-77. The 
amendments revised the Technical 
Specification.I, 

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. June 28. 1989 (54 FR 27224). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 17, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Fo r .Byron Station, the 
Rockford Public Library, 215 N. Wyman 
Street, Rockford. Illinois 61101; for 
Braidwood Station. the Wilmington 
Township Public Library, 201 S.  
Kankakee Street, Wilmington. Illinois 
60481.  

Commonwealth Edison Company, 
Docket No&. 50-295 and 59-304 Zion 
Nuclear Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 
2, Lake County, illinois 

Date of application for amen dment.  
June 13, 1989 

Brief desciton of amendmentr 
Tese amendment modify Sections 

4.0.3 and 4.0.4, General Surveillance 
Requirements, of the Technical 
Specifications for. Zion Station. In.  
addition Section M.3F Relief Valves, is 
revised to include exception to General 
Limiting Condition 3.0.4.  

Date of issuance: August 1, 1989 
Effective date:- August 1, 1989 
Amendments Nos.: 117, 106 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

39. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Dots of initial notice in Federal 
Register. June 2& 1989 (54 FR 27225). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained In a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 1, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Waukegan Public Library, 128 
N. County Street Waukegan. Illinois 
00085 
Consumers Power Company, Docket No.  
50-155 Big Rock Point Plant, Charlevoix 
County, Michigan 

Date of application for amendment*' 
February 8, 1987 as supplemented 
November 2,1987.  

Brief description of amendment.~ This 
amendment modifies paragraph 2.C.(5) 
of the license to -require compliance with 
the amended for a "call-in" program for 
off-duty guards from their residences.  
This Plan was amended to conform to 
the requirements of 10 CFR 73.55.  

Dots of issuance:. July 28,1989 
*Effective date: July 28. 1989 
Amendment No.: 98
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Facility Operating -License No. DPR-6.  
The amendment revises the Technical 
Specifications.  

Dote of initial notice in Federal 
Register. October 19, 1988 (53 FR 40983).  
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 28 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: North Central Michigan 
College, 1515 Howard Street, Petoskey, 
Michigan 49770.  

Consumers Power Company, Docket No.  
50-155, Big Rock Point Plant, Charlevoix 
County, Michigan 

Date of application for amendmenL 
May 25, 1989 and supplemented on June 
30,.1989 

Brief description of amendment. This 
amendment revises Section 3.7(d), (e) 
and (f) to depict the requirements of 10 
CFR Part 50, Appendix J and NUXEG
0123, Standard Techncal Specifications 
for General Electric Boiling Water 
Reactors and to remove the 24 hour 
duration requirement to reduce the 
impact of diurnal effects by using an 
NRC approved "Total Time" or Point-to
Point method described in ANSI N45.4
1972 and Bechtel Topical Report BN
TOP-i, Rev. 1.  

Date of issuance: July 31, 1989 
Effective date: July 31, 1989 
Amendment No.: 99 
Facility Operating License No. DPR-6.  

The amendment revises the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register June 28, 1989 (54 FR 27227). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 31, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
location: North Central Michigan 

Colg,1315 Howard Street, Petoskey, 
Michigan 49770.  

Duquesne Light Company, Docket No.  
50-412, Beaver Valley Power Station, 
U nit No. 2, Shippingport, Pennsylvania 

Dote of application for amendment.  
August 11, 1988 tesplmna 

Brief description of amendment: The 

leak collection and release system 
(SLCRS) flow rate from 59,000 cfmn to 
57,000 cfm, reflecting an approved 
change to the design basis of the SLCRS.  
This is a partial response to the 
licensee's application.  

Date- of issuance: August Z, 1989 
Effective date: August 2, 1989 
Amendment No. 19

1WI 
Facility O~perating License No. NFPF

73. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register October 5, 1988 (53 FR 39168).  
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 2,1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: B. F. Jones Memorial Library, 
683 1Franklin Avenue, Aliquippa, 
Pennsylvania 15001.  

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe 
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric 
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton, 
Georgia, Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425, 
Vogie-Electric Generating Plant, Units1 
and 2, Burke County, Georgia 

Date of application for amendments: 
April 5,1989 

Brief description of amendments: The 
amendments modified the Technical 
Specifications to delete footnotes that 
are no longer applicable.  

Date of issuance. August 8, 1989 
Effective date: August 8,1989 
Amendment Nos.: 21 and 2 
Facility Operating License Nos. NPF

68 and NPF-81:- Amendments revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 17,1989 (54 FR 21308). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 8,1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No-.  

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

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe 
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric 
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton, 
Georgia, Docket Nos. 50.424 and 50-425, 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 1 
and 2, Burke County, Georgia 

Date of application for amendments.  
April 6, 1989 

Brief description of amendments: The 
amendments modified Technical 
Specification 4.5.21h.11b) to increase for 
Unit 1 the maximum total charging pump 
flow rate with a single pump running.  

Date of issuance. August 8, 1989 
Effective date: August 8. 1989 
Amendment Nos.: 22 and 3 
F;Liit Operating License Nos. NPF

68 and NPF-81: Amendments revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 31.,1989 (54 FR 23314). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 8, 1989.

1W Na significaut hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
locatio~n: Burke County library, 412 
Fourth Street, Waynesboro, Georgia 
30830 
Houston Lighting & Power Company, 
City Public Service Board of San 
Antonio, Central Power and Light 
Company, City of Austin, Texas, Docket 
Nos. 50-498 and 50-499, South Texas 
Project Units 1 and 2, Matagorda 
County, Texas 

Date of amendment request: June 1.  
1989 
.Brief description of amendments: The 

proposed changes allow the use of both 
hafnium (HI) and silver-indium
cadmium (Ag-In-Cd) design Rod Cluster 
Control Assemblies (RCCAJ within the.  
core.  

Date of issuance: July 31, 1989 
Effective date: July 31, 1989 
Amendment Nos.: 10 and 2 
Facility Operating License Nos. NPF

76 and NPF-80. Amendment revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register June 28, 1989 (54 FR 27229). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 31, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Rooms 
Location: Wharton County junior 
College, J. M. Hodges Learning Center, 
911 Boling Highway, Wharton, Texas 
77488 and Austin Public Library, 810 
Guadalupe Street, Austin, Texas 78701 

Illinois Power Company, Docket No. 50
461, Clinton Power Station, Unit 1, 
DeWitt County, Illinois 

Date of application for amendment: 
May 18, 1988 

Description of amendment request: 
The change revised the setpoint 
requirement for the control rod scram 
accumulator low pressure alarm.  

Date of issuance: August 4, 1989 
Effective da~e: August 4, 1989 
Amendment No.: 24 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

62. The amendment revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Dote of initial notice in Federal 
Register. December 14, 1988 (53 FR 
50330). The Commission's related 
evaluation of the amendment is 
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated 
August 4,.1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Roam 
location: The Vespasian Warner Public

Im
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Library. 13M Ws one Streat, Clinton. 1l16Mi M17Z7 

Iowa- Electric Light and Powe Company, 
Docket No. 58131, Duane Arnold .  
Energy, Center, Linn County, Iowa 

Date of application for amendment.  
April 14. 198 

Brief descri ption of amendment The 
amendment revised the Duane Arnold 
Energy Center (DAEC) Facility 
Operating License No. DPR.49, 
extending the DAEC Integrated Plan for 
2 years beyond the current expiration 
date of May 3, 1989.  

Date of issuance: August 8. 1989 
Effective-date: August 8. 1989 
Amendment No.: 101 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

49. Amendment revised the license.  
Date of initial notice in Federal 

Register. June 28,.1989 (54 FR 27231). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated August 8, 1989.  

No. signifibant hazards consideration 
comments received No.. .  

Local Public Document Room 
location: Cedar Rapids Public Librairy, 
500 First Street. S.& Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
53401.  

Power Authority of the Stats of New 
York, Docket No.58O. James A.  
FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant 
Oswego County, New York 

Date Of application flu'ameanduzaL 
May 27.-1908 

Brief desciption of amendmen& The 
amendment corrects several editorial, 
typographical, and other minor errors 

Effetv %date.July u1,1989, 
Amendment No.: 134 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

59:- Amendment'revised-the Technical 
Specification.  

Date of initial notice in Federa 
Register. April 1g 998(54-FR 15835).  
The Commision'related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained In a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 19.,1989.  

No siwnificant hazards consideration 
comments received. No 

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

Public Service Electric & Gas Compecn.  
Dockeit No.50.&%4 Hope Creni 
Generating Station. Salem County, Now 
Jersey 

Date of application for amen~dment: 
May 5,1989 

amendment request increaiss the.  
Technical Specification channmel 
fimctional test awveidlafie intervals for

various Control Rod Block 
instrumentation in accordac with 
General Electric Company Licensing 
Topical Report NEDC-30851P-A.  
Supplemient L.  

Date of issuan* July 28,2989 
Effective date: July 28, 198 and shall 

be implemented within 80 days of 
issuance.  

Amendment No. 29 
Facility Operating License No. NPF

57 This amendment revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. June 14, 1989 (54 FR 25376). The 
Coimmission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation datedJuly M8,1989 

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received& No 

Local Public Document Room 
locati Pennsvilie Public Librar M9 
S. Broadway, Pennsville, New Jersey.  
OWO 
Public*Servic Electric & Gas Company, 
Docket Nos. 50272 and 50-MT Salem 
Generating Station,- Unit Nos. 1. and 2.  
Salem County, New Jersey 

Date of application for amendments.  
July 15.2988 and supplemented by ,; 
letters dated April25. 1989 and May2A.  
1989.  

Brief descriptionf of amendments: 
These amendments deleted the 
organization charts, Figures 6.2-1 and 
6.2and replaced theim with more.  
general organizational requirements.  

Date of iwiuance: July 31.,1969 
Effective date: Units 1 and &. as-of the 

date of issuance to be implemented 
within 45 days of the date of issuiace..  

AmendmentAW gfos. and 76 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR

70 and DPR-75. These amendments: 
revised the Technical Specifications.  
.Date of initial notice in Federal 

Register. May 31,1IM9(54 FR 23322) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments to contained In a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 31,1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
'comments received: No 

Local Rkbli Document Room 
location: Salem Free Public Library, 11.  
West Broadway, Salem, New Jersey 
060W9 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, 
South Carolina Public Service Authority, 
Docket No. 3M5 Virgil C. Summer 
Nuclear Station Unit No.1., Fairfield 
County, South Carolina 

Date of application for amenmewnt 
August 24.,1988 

Brief descrition of amendment: The, 
amendment modife the value for the 
average eiectrotype temperature and-the 
average battery capacity..

Date of issuance: August 7, 1989 
A)ffedtie date.- August 7, 1989 
Amendment No..'80.  
Facility Operating license No. NPF-.  

12. Amendment revises the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May. 3.1989 154 FR 18959). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 7, 1989 

No sjigmficant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Fairfield County Library.  
Garden and Washington Streets, 
Winnsboro, South Carolina 29180.  

South Carolina Electrid & Gas Company, 
South Carolina Public Service Authority,.  
Docket No. 504W&5 Virgil C. Sume 
Nuiwm Station, Unit No.12. Fairfield 
County. South Carolina 

Date of application for amen dment
may =2 low69 

Brief description of amendment- This 
Amendment -allows, in the case of a 
missed surveillance requirement, 
delaying compliance With the Action 
Statement for a period up to 24 hours to 
permit the completion of the..  
s .urveillance when the allowed outage 
time limits of the Action Statement are 
less than 24 hours and establishes as the 
starting time of the noncompliance that.  
time when it is discovered that the 
Surveillance Requirement has not been 
performed. This Amendment also 
permits passage through or to 
Operational Conditions as required in 
order to comply with the Action 
Statements.  

Date of issuance: August 4 1M6 
Efectve date: August 41989 
Amendment No.: 81 
Facility Operating License No. NFPF

12. Amendment revises the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Regiater: July 12, 1I8 (54 FR 29411). The 
Conmmission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August &,1989. The 
amendment was inadvertently issued 
before expiration of the comment 
period. However, no comments or 
requests for hearing were received 
within -the period for such commentsor 
reguests.  

No significant hazardis consideration 
comments received. No 

Local Public Document Room 
locatien. Fairfield-Capmty Library, 
Garden and Washington Streets, 
Winnsboro, South Carob=ina&0
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Tennessee Valley Authority, Dockets 
Nos. 5S0%5950-260 and 50-296 Browns 
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3, 
Limestone County, Alabama 

Date of application for amendmnents: 
January 13, 1989 (TS 258) 

Brief description of amendments. The 
proposed changes would delete certain 
surveillance testing requirements on 
redundant but independent systems 
when a system is declared inoperable 
and a requirement to verify alignment of 
valves in the injection/safety related 
flow paths.  

Date of issuance. August 2,1989 
Effective date:, August 2, 1989 
Amendments Nos.: 169,169,140 
Facility Operating Licenses Nos.  

DPR -33, DPR -52 and DPR -68: 
Amendments revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 17, 1989 (54 FR 21318). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 2, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Athens Public Library, South 
Street Athens, Alabama 35611.  

Tennessee Valley Authority, Dockets 
Nos. 50259, 50-260 and W0296, Browns 
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3, 
Limestone County, Alabama 

Date of application for amendments: 
May 15, 1989 (TIS 270) 

Brief description of amendments: This 
amendment corrects Technical 
Specification Surveillance Requirement 
4.6.A.3 to- comply with 10 CFR 50, 
Appendix H and revises the Bases 
section to reflect the specimen 
withdrawal program agreed upon by 
TVA and the NRC.  

Dote of issuance: August 3. 1989 
Effective date: August 3. 1989 
Amendments Nos.: 170, 170, 141 
Facility Operating Licenses Nos.  

DPR -33, DPR -52 and DPR-6& 
Amendments revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. June 14, 19Q9 (54 FR 25379). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendr,nts is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 3, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Athens Public Library, South 
Street, Athens, Alabama 35611.

Nessee Valley Authority Docket No.  
50-87 and 90-=26 Sequoyah Nuclear 
Plant, Units 1 and 2, Hamilton County, 
Tennessee 

Date of application for amendments: 
March 27, 1989 (TS 88-27) 

Brief description of amendments: The 
amendments revise the Sequoyah 
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2Z Technical 
Specifications. The changes increase the 
base current value for the containment 
air return fans, in Surveillance 
Requirement 4.8.5.6, from 28 amperes to 
32 amperes. The band for an acceptable 
current (i.e.. 277.5 amperes) is not being 
changed.  

Date of issuance: July 31, 1989 
Effective date: July 31, 1989 
Amendment Nos.: 121, 110 
Facility Operating Licenses Nos.  

DPR -77 and DPR -79. Amendments 
revised the Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. April 19, 1989 (54 FR 15838).  
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 31, 1989.  

No signficant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Chattanooga-Hamilton County 
Library, 1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga, 
Tennessee 37402.  

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket 
No.. 50-327 and 50-M2, Sequoyab 
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, Hamilton 
County, Tennessee 

Date of application for amendments:, 
December 22,1988 (TIS 88-34) 

Brief description of amendments:, The 
amendments modify the Sequoyah 
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2Z Technical 
Specifications (TS). The changes remove 
inappropriate testing requirements 
associated with the auxiliary building 
gas treatment system (ABGTS) and add 
a new requirement on the automatic 
isolation of the auxiliary building 
ventilation exhaust. Surveillance 
requirements for ABGTS activation exist 
in Section 7, "Plant Systems," and 
Section 9, "Refueling Operations," of the 
TS. The AB3GTS test requirement 
associated,wvith the auxiliary building 
ventilation monitoring system (ABVMS) 
was deleted from both Section 7 and 
Section 9. The ABGTS test requirement 
associated with a Phase A containment 
isolation signal was deleted from 
Section 9 but remains in Section 7. The 
ABGTS test requirement associated 
with the high radiation signal from the 
spent fuel pool monitors was deleted 
from Section 7 but remains in Section 9.  
A new requirement was added to Table 
4.3.9 of Specification 3.3.3.10, 
"Radioactive Gaseous Effluent

Monit," to demonstrate automatic 
isolation of the auxiliary building 
ventilation exhaust any time the 
ABVMS (radiation monitor) indicates 
measured levels above the alarm/trip.  
setpoint. The requirement was in 
Sections 7 and 9 as part of the ABGTS 
actuation test for a high radiation signal 
from the ABVMS but was deleted. Also, 
two typographical errors in the Unit 1 
Specification 3.3.3.10 have been 
corrected.  

Date of issuance: August 3,1989 
Effective date: August 3, 1989 
Amendment Nos.: 122,111l 
Facility Operating Licenses Nos.  

DPR -77 and DPR -79. Amendments 
revised the Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. February 8.,1989 (54 FR 6212).  
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 3, 1989..  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received& No 

Local Public Document Room 
location: Chattanooga-Hamilton County 
library, 1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga, 
Tennessee 37402.  

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

Date of application for amendment:' 
January 15, 1988 

Brief description of amendment: This 
amendment deleted Sections 3/4.3.3.7, 
Chlorine Detection Systems, from 
Appendix A. Technical Specifications, 
and Section 3/4.3.3.7 from the Bases.  
The index in Appendix A has also been 
updated to reflect this deletion.  

Date of issuance: August 4, 1989 
Effective date: August 4.,1989 
Amendment No. 134 
Facility Operating License No. NPF-3.  

Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register. June 28, 1989 (54 FR 27241). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 4, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No 

Local Public Document Room 
location. University of Toledo Library, 
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft 
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43806.

El
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Toledo Edison Company and The 
Cleveland Electuic ilumnuating 
Company, Docket No. 50446, Dovla
Besse Nuclear Poera Station, Unit No. 1, 
Ottawa county. Ohio 

Date of applications for amendment 
November 2,1987; January 5.1989 

Brief description of amendlment' This 
amendment corrects typographical 
errors and makes minor word changes 
to achieve consistency between the 
Technical Specifications and plant 
nomenclature. It also deletes certain 
statements that are no longer necessary 
because of elapsed time and/or 
completion of specified actions.  

Date of issuance: August 4. 1989 
Effective dat.-August 4.198 
Amendment No. 135 
Facility Operatig License No. NFPF-3.  

Amendment revised the Technical 
specifications.  

Date* of initial notice in Federal 
Register. May 17,-19954 FR 21317). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 4, 1989 

No significant hazards consideration.  
comments received No 

Local Public Document Boom 
location: University of Toledo Library, 
Documents Department 250 Bancroft 
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio.4mft 
Virginia Electric and Power Company, at 
al, Docket Nos. 50-3= and 3339,M North 
Anna Power Station, Units No.12 and NO.  
2, Louisa County, Virginia.  

Date 6f application for amendmens.  
May 23j1989

Brierdescription of amendment: ThU 
amendments reduce the NA-i&2 TS 3/ 
4.2.5 limit on the minimum measured 
flow rate in the reactor coolant system 
from 289,200 gallons per minute fjpm) to 
254,000 gpm. This reduction In the 
minimum flow rate Is enveloped within 
the NA-i&2 UPSAR Chapter 15 accident 
analyses.  

Date of issuance: July 31, 198 
Effective date.r July 31. 1989 
Amendment~bs-: 12= and 104 
Facility Operating License No&. NPF4 

and NPF-7. Amendments revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date -of initial notice in Federal 
Reglister June 28.19M9(54 FR 27244). The 
Commlson's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation-dated July a1,.989.  

No significant hazards consideat ion 
comments received.~ No.* 

Local Public Document Room 
locatfaw 'MTe-Alderman Library.  
Mariscripta Department. University of 
Virginia. Charlottesville, Vignia 281

Virginia Electric and Powrer Company, et 
al.. Docket Nos. SO-33 an 50439, North 
Anna Power Station, Units No.1I and No.  
2, Louisa County, Virginia 

Date of application for amendments: 
June 8.1989 

Brief description of amendment&.- The 
amendments revise TS 3.3.3.5% Table 3.3
9. which addresses the auxiliary 
shutdown panel monitoring 
instrumentation. The measurement 
range of the charging flow 
instrumentation is changed from 0-150 
gpmt to O-189.gm and the format of 
Table 3.3-9 and Table 4.3-6 is changed 
from horizontal to vertical.  

Date of issuance: August 2, 1989 
Effective date: August 2,1989 
Amendment Nos.;~ 121and 105 
Facility Operating Lic ense Noo. NPF-4

and NFPF-7 Amendments revised the 
Technical Specifications.  
.Date of initial notice in Federal 

Register: June 2A, 1989 (54 FR 27244). The 
Commissioi's related evaluation of dhe 
amendments is contained in- a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 2. 198&.  

No signifiant hazards consideration.  
comment received: No.  

Local Public Document Roam 
location: The Alderman Library, 
Manuscripts Department University of 
Virginia. Charlottesville,. Virainia mOWL 
Virgini Electric and Power Company, et 
al. Docket Nos. 50-3n8 and 504339, North 
Anna Power Station, Units No. 1 and No.  
2, Louis County, Virgnia 

Date of application for amendments: 
March 28.,199 ' 

.Brief description of amendiments.' The 
amendments -revise the TS Table 8.34 
which specifies the operability.  
requirements for radiation monitors The 
change is in conformance with the NRC 
guidance provided in Generic Letter No.  
83-37, dated November 1. IM 

Date of issuance. August 2,1969 
Effective date: August 2, 1989 
Amiendment Nos.: 122 and 106 
Facilit Operating License Nos. NPF-4 

oandNPF-7. Amendments revised the 
Technical Specifications.L 

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Regiuter. May 3,1989 (54 FR 18962) The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 2.1989.  

No signficnt hazards consideraton 
comments &ee&d No.  

Local Public Docuament Room 
locatieni The Alderman Library, 
Manuscripts Department, University of 
Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia .

Virginia Electric and Power Company, 
Docket Nos. 50-28 and wzs28, Surry 
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, Surry 
County, Virginia.  

Date of application for amendments: 
August 5, 1998, as supplemented January 
25.1989.  
.Bief description of amendments: 

These amendments revise the 
requirements governing the operability 
of the Individual Rod Position Indicating 
System (IRPIS). The changes involve 
shifting the emphasis from the IRPIS to.  
the demand position indicating system 
(the step counters) for rod group position 
information during shutdown and 
certain transient operational modes 
such as reactor startup. 

Date of issuance:, August Z,1989 
Effective date: August Z,198 
Amendment Nos. 131 and 131 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR

32,andDI*V. Amendmnents revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register- February 22,1959 (54 FR 7547).  
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 2. 1980.  

No significant hazards consideration 
commnents reeive&: No 

Local Public Document Room 
locatior; Swem library, College of 
-William and Mary, Williamsburg.  
Virginia 23185 
Wisconsin Electric Power Coan", 
Docket Nos. 50-268 and 50-3M, Point 
Beach Nuclear Plant. Unit Nos. 1 and 2,.  
Town of Two Creeks, Manitowoc 
County, Wisconsin 

Date Of application for- amendmeatt
March 17, 1989.  

Brief description of amendments: The 
Technical Specification =15.3B45) Is.  
revised to eliminate the f-delta-I 
function from the Overpower Delta T 
(OPDT) setpoint to increase the 
flexibility of operation at full power by 
allowing use of the full flux difference 
oper4ting envelope.  

Date of issuance: July 31. IM8 
Effective date: July 31, 1989 
Amendmnent Now.. 123. and 125 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

24 and DPR -27 Amendmnents revised the 
Technical Specifications.  

Date of Initial notice in Federal 
Register May 17. 109(54 FR 21318). The 
Commission's related evaluation of the 
amendments is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated July 31, 1989 

No significahazards consideration 
comments recived No.  

Local Public.Docuawnt ROOM 
locadinoseph P. Mann Library, 1518
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Sixteenth Street Two Rivers 
* Wisconsin.  

Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating 
Corporation, Docket No. 50-482, Wolf 
Creek Generating Station, Coffey 
County, Kansas 

Date of amendment request March 28, 
1988 

Brief description of amendment The 
current Wolf Creek Technical 
Specifications did not identify actions to 
be taken if either the measured overall 
integrated containment leakage rate or 
the measured combined leakage rate for 
all penetrations and valves subject to 
Type B and C tests exceed allowable 
limits when the reactor coolant system 
temperature is above 200* F. The 
amendment introduced Action 
statements to be taken if local leak rate 
testing, performed at power, exceeds 
allowable limits.  

Date of Issuance. August 9, 1989 
Effective date:, August 9, 1989 
Amendment No.:, 33 
Facility Operating License No. NrPF

42. Amendment revised the Technical 
Specifications.  

Date of initial notice in Federal 
Register August 24, 1988 (53 FR 32301).  
The Commission's related evaluation of 
the amendment is contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 9, 1989.  

No significant hazards consideration 
comments received: No.  

Local Public Document Room 
Location: Emporia State University, 
William Allen White Library, 1200 
Commercial Street, Emporia, Kansas 
66801 and Washburn University School 
of Law Library, Topeka, Kansas 66621 

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 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.  

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 Commission 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 
documents related to this action.  
Accordingly, the amendments have been 
issued and made effective as indicated.  

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 environental 
impact statement or enrvirnmental 
assessment need be prepared for these 
amendments. If the Commission has 
prepared an environmental assessment 
under the special circqumstances 
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, (2) 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 
September 22, 1989 the licensee may file 
a request for a hearing with respect to 
issuance of the amendment to the 
subject facility operating license and 
any person whose interest may be 
affected by this proceeding and who 
wishes to participate as a party in the 
proceeding must file a written petition 
for leave to intervene. Requests for a 
hearing and petitions for leave to 
intervene shall be filed in accordance 
with the Commission's "Rules of 
Practice for Domestic Licensing 
Proceedings" in 10 CFR Part 2. If a 
request for a hearing or petition for 
leave to intervene is filed by the above 
date, the Commission or an Atomic 
Safety and Licensing Board, designated 
by the Commission or by the Chairman 
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board Panel, will rule on the request 
and/or petition and the Secretary or the 
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board will issue a notice of hearing or 
an appropriate order.  

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a 
petition for leave to intervene shall set 
forth with particularity the interest of 
the petitioner in the proceeding and how 
that interest may be affected by the 
results of the proceeding. The petition 
should specifically explain the reasons 
why intervention should be permitted 
with particular reference to the 
following factors: (1) the nature of the 
petitioner's right under the Act to be 
made a party to the proceeding: (2) the 
nature and extent of the petitioner's
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property, financiaL or other interest in 
the proceeding; and (3) the possible 
effect of any order which may be 
entered in the proceeding on the 
petitioner's interest. The petition should 
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the 
subject matter of the proceeding as to 
which petitioner wishes to intervene.  
Any person who has filed a petition for 
leave to intervene or who has been 
admitted as a party may amend the 
petition without requesting leave of the 
Board up to fifteen (15) days prior to the 
first prehearing conference scheduled in 
the proceeding, but such an amended 
petition must satisfy the specificity 
requirements described above.  

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to 
the first prehearing conference 
scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner 
shall file a supplement to the petition to 
intervene which must include a list of 
the contentions which are sought to be 
litigated in the matter, and the bases for 
each contention set forth with 
reasonable specificity. Contentions shall 
be limited to matters within the scope of 
the amendment under consideration. A 
petitioner who fails to file such a 
supplement which satisfies these 
requirements with respect to at least one 
contention will not be permitted to 
participate as a party.  

Those permitted to intervene become 
parties to the proceeding, subject to any 
limitations in the order granting leave to 
intervene, and have the opportunity to 
participate fully in the conduct of the 
hearing, including the opportunity to 
present evidence and cross-examine 
witnesses.  

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 are 
filed during the last ten (10) days of the 
notice period, it is requested that the 
petitioner promptly so inform the 
Commission by a toll-free telephone call 
to Western Union at 1-(800) 325-8000 (in 
Missouri 1-(800) 34246700). The Western 
rUnion operator should be given 
Datagramn Identification Number 3737 
and the following message addressed to 
(Proqject Director): petitioner's name and

telephone number, date petition was 
maileck 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 
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, that 
the petition and/or request should be 
pranted based upon a balancing of the 
factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i).  
(v) and 2.714(d).  
Consolidated Edison Company of New 
York, Docket No. 50-247, Indian Point 
Nuclear Generating Unit No.2.  
Westchester County, New York 

Date of application for amendment
August 3. 198.  

Brief description of amendment. The 
amendment raises the maximum 
allowed service water system inlet 
water temperature from 85* F to 90* F 
and raises the allowable containment 
air temperature from 1200 F to 1300 F.  

Date of issuance:, August 7.1989 
Effective date., August 7, 1989 
Amendment No.: 143 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

26. Amendment revised the 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, and 
final determination of no significant 
hazards consideration are contained in 
a Safety Evaluation dated August 7, 
1989.  

Local Public Document Roam 
location: White Plains Public Library.  
1IM Martine Avenue, White Plains. New 
York 10610.  
Power Authority of The State of New 
York, Docket No. 50-286, Indian Point 
Unit No. 3, Westchester County, New 
York 

Date of application for amendment' 
August 4.,1989 

Brief description of amendment: The 
amendment revises Technical 
Specification 3 to permit the plant to 
operate with a service water 
temperature above 909 F with 
containment air temperatures up to 1300 
F for up to seven hours before reaching 
the hot shutdown condition via normal 
operation procedures.  

Date of issuance:, August 11, 1989

EFfective date: August 11. 1989 
Amendment No.: 87 
Facility Operating License No. DPR

84: Amendment revised the technical 
Specifications.  

Public comments requested as to 
proposed no significant hazards 

-.consideration: No. The Commission's 
related evaluation of the amendment, 
consulation with the State. and final 
determination of no significant hazards 
consideration are contained in a Safety 
Evaluation dated August 11, 1989.  

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

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

Dated at Rockville. Maryland. this 16th day 
of August 198.  

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Steven A. Varga.  
Director, Division of Reactor Projects-I/II.  
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
[Doc. 89-14729 Filed 8-22-89-.8:45 am] 
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