
LIHITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION
Table 3.2.7 (Continued)

REACTOR COOLANT SYSTEM ISOLATION VALVES

'e

Location Relative
No. of Valves to Primary Normal

(Each Line) Containment Position Hotive Power*

Maximum Action on Initiating Signal
Oper. Time Initiating (All Valves Have

(Sec) ~SI nal Remote SSanoal Backo >

Reactor Head S ra
(One Line)

~Li uid Poison
(One Line)

Control Rod Drive H draulic
(One Line)

Scram Dischar e S stem Vent**
(One Line)
Scram Dischar e S stem Drain'*

Inside
Outside

Inside
Outside

Inside
Outside

Outside

Outside

Closed

Open

Open

Self Act. Ck.
R.H.P.O.

Self Act. Ck.
Self Act. Ck.

Self Act. Ck.
Self Act. Ck.

A.I.A.O.

A.I.A.O.

30

10

10

Close

Close

Automatic or manual
reactor scram.

ee

(One Line)

Core S ra Hi h Point Vent
(Two Lines)

Inside
Outside

Closed
Closed

AC Motor 30
Air/DC Solenoid 30

Close
Close

Reactor water level
low-low or high drywell
pressure.

* R.H.P.O. - Remote Hanual Power Operated.
A.I.A.O. - Automatically Initiated Air Operated.
A.I.P.O. - Automatically Initiated Power Operated.

'* See 3.l.le for LCO requirements.

Amendment No. 43, 44, Correction Ltr. 4/10/B9 119
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ATTACHMENT B

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORPORATION

LICENSE NO. DPR-63

DOCKET NO. 50-220

Su ortin Information and No Si nificant Hazards Consideration Anal sis

The proposed change to Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1 adds a requirement to
demonstrate Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) operability including showing that
the SDV Instrument lines are free of blockage. These changes are necessary to
comply with the terms of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Confirmatory Order
issued on June 24, 1983. A test shall be performed during the refueling
outage following an operating cycle, unless a reactor scram has occurred
during that cycle with rod density less than or equal to 50%. Only one
demonstration of operability per operating cycle is required. This test shall
also be performed following the breaching of the SDV pressure boundary as a
post-maintenance test to determine operability. The test wi 1 1 involve
verification that the volume of water introduced into the SDV equals the
amount drained out. This will ensure adequate volume exists to accept
discharge water from the control rods during a reactor scram and adequate
instrumentation response. The test will also ensure that the instrument lines
are free of blockage and can perform their safety functions. Limiting
Condition for Operation (LCO) for SDV vent and drain valves are now proposed.
These LCO's will limit the accumulation of water in the SDV and assure that
the reactor coolant system is isolated when required.

Page 119, Table 3.2.7, Reactor Coolant System Isolation Valves, currently has
two (2) different but approved versions (Amendments 43 and 44). These two
versions have been combined to avoid confusion in reading the Technical
Specification. Additionally, the list of initiating signals for the scram
discharge system vent and drain valves in Table 3.2.7 has been replaced with a
more concise list. The previous listing in Table 3.2.7 was intended to
include the same parameters that initiate reactor scram as .identified in Table
3.6.2a. "INSTRUMENTATION THAT INITIATES SCRAM". All reactor scram signals,
automatic or manual, initiate closure of the scram system vent and drain
valves. This change is proposed to avoid having to modify Table 3.2.7 if
changes are made in the parameters listed in Table 3.6.2a. Therefore, the
changes to Table 3.2.7 are considered administrative.

10 CFR 50.91 requires that at the time a licensee requests an amendment, it
must provide to the Commission its analysis, using the standards in 10 CFR

50.92, about the issue of no significant hazards consideration. Therefore, in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.91, the following analysis has been performed:

7534G
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'The o eration of Nine Mile Point Unit 1 in accordance with the ro osed
amendment will not involve a si nificant increase in the robabilit or
conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed amendment incorporates a commitment to periodically demonstrate
that the SDV and instrument piping is free of blockage. The LCO for the SDV
vent and drain valves will insure these valves will perform their required
function. The fill/drain test will assure that sufficient volume is available
in the SDV so that it will accommodate water drained from the control rod
drives when a reactor scram occurs. These changes will not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The o eration of Nine Mile Point Unit 1 in accordance with the ro osed
amendment will not create the ossibilit of a new or different kind of
accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed amendment provides for testing plant equipment (SDV) to
demonstrate that it is capable of performing its intended function when
required. The SDV will not be subjected to conditions other than those for
which it was designed'he SDV vent and drain valves close to prevent
potential leakage. Consequently, there is no probability of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident"pr'eviously evaluated.

The o eration of Nine Mile Point Unit 1 in accordance with the ro osed
amendment will not involve a si nificant reduction in a mar in of safet

The SDV vent and drain valves wi 1 1 be demonstrated to be operable and wi 1 1 not
be subjected to conditions other than 'those for which they were designed.
There will be no reduction in any margin of safety as a result of performing
this test.

As determined by the analysis above, this proposed amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration.

7709G
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Executive Vice President, Nuclear Operation
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SUBJECT: NIAGARA MOHAWK POHER CORPORATION
NINE MILE POINT NUCLEAR STATION UNIT 1

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

Notice of Receipt of Application, dated

Draft/Final Environmental Statement, dated

Notice of Availability 'of Draft/Final Environmental Statement, dated

Safety Evaluation Report, or Supplement No. dated

Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact, dated

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of Facility Operating License or Amendment to
Facility Operating License, dated

tXI Bi-Weekly Notice; Applications and Amendments to Operating Licenses Involving No>'9""""<'*' t:." '~ '"''«~Cesmmefat>
Exemption, dated "*

Construction Permit No. CPPR- , Amendment No. dated

Facility Operating License No. , Amendment No. dated

Order Extending Construction Completion Date, dated

monthly Operating Report for transmitted by letter dated

+ Annual/Semi-Annual Report-
transmitted by letter dated

Enclosures:
As stated

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

See next page
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"f"Notfeetr'

NUCLEARREGULATORY
'OMhliSSION

Blweekty Notice Applications and
Amendments to Operating Licenses
involving No Significant Hazards
Considerations

I. Background

Pursuant to Public Law (P.l ) 97-415,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the
Commission) is publishing this regular
biweekly notice. P3 97~5 revised
section'189 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended (the Act),to require
the Commission to publish notice of any
amendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under a new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any
amendment to an operating license upon
a determination by the Commission that
such amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration,

notwithstanding'he,

pendency before the Commission of
a request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all.
notices ofamendments issued. or
proposed to be issued from July 31, 1989
through August 11, 1989. The last
biweekly notice was published on
August 9, 1989 (54 FR 32784). '
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NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF
ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENTTO
FACILITYOPERATING LICENSE AND
PROPOSED NO SIGNIFICANT": '
HAZARDS CONSIDERATION,
DEI'ERMINATIONAND
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The Commission has made a proposed
determination that the following
amendment requests involve no
signiTicant hazards consideration. Under
the Commission'.s regulations in 10 CFR
50ct2. this means that operation of.the
facility in accordance with the proposed
amendments would not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated: or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this
proposed determination for each
amendment request is shown below.

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice willbe
considered in making any final
determination, The Commission willnot
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 ofAdministration and Resources
Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
and should cite the publication date and
page number of this Federal Register
notice. Written comments may also be
delivered to Room P-218, Phillips
Building, 7920 NorfolkAvenue,
Bethesda, Maryland from 7:30 a.m. to
4:15 p.m. Copies ofwritten comments
received may be examined at the NRC
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street. NW.,
Washington, DC The filingof 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 facilityoperating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in th'
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. Ifa

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, willrule on the request
and/or petition and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board willissue a notice of hearing or

~ an appropriate order.
As required by 10 CFR 2,714, a

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

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

Ifa hearing is requested, the' "

Commission willmake a final
'eterndnationon the issue of no

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

Ifthe 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.

Ifthe 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 willnot
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that failure
to act in a timely way would result. for
example, in derating or shutdown of the
facility, the Commission may issue the
license amendment before the
expiration of the 30-day notice period,
provided that its final determination is
that the amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination willconsider 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 willoccur
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 lest 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) 342-8700). The Western
Union operator should be given
Datagram Identification Number 3737
and the following message addressed to
(Project Director): petitioner's name and
telephone number, date petition was
mailed; plant name; and publication
date and page number of this Federal
Register notice. A copy of the petition
should also be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel, U,S, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,

'"

, DC 20555, and to the attorney for the
licensee.
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Nontimely filings of petitions for leave
to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for hearing willnot 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-
293, PilgriNuclear Power Station,
Plymouth County, Massachusetts

Date ofamendment request: July 31,
1989

Description ofamendment 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) 8M)8 dated March
22, 1988.

Basis forproposed 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 ifoperation of the facllfty
in accordance with a proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
significan 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 sfgnificant 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
fnvofve a signfflcent increase fn the
pgobabfffty or consequences of aa accftfent
pgevfoutify evaluated.

The changes proposed to remove corporate
and plant organfzatfon charts from the
Technical Specfficatfons do not Involve a
sfgufficant increase fn the probabiffty or
consequences of an accident previously

evaluated. As stated in NRC Generic Letter
6M6, the requirements necessary for safe
operation oF the pfent have been retained fn
the Technical Specifications; the changes do
not eliminate or atter the functfons 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. SHNf 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 ofplant
configuratfon or changes io setpofnts or
operating perameters 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
mainfafn only qualified personnel in positions
of responsibility, and other required controls,
assures that sefety functions willbe
performed at a high level of competence.
Therefore, removal of the organfzatfon charts
from the Technical Specifications willnot
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
locotiom Plymouth Public Library,'1
North Street, Plymouth, Massachusetts
02360

Attorney for licensee: W. S. Stowe;
Esq., Boston Edison Company, 800
Boylston Street, 38th Floor, Boston,
Massachusetts 02199

NRC project Director: Richard H.
Wessman

Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Docket Nos. 5040S and 50-247,
Indian Point Nuc)ear Generating Unit
Nos, 1 and 2, Westchester County, New
York

Date ofamendments request: July 25,
1989

Description ofamendments 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 IIand vice
versa, (2) make several changes for
clarificatio and s'tandardization 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 forproposed 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 detennfnfng whether "significant haz'qrds
considerations" exist by providing certain
examples at 51 FR 7744 (March 6. 1966).
Example (i) of 51 FR 7744 which applies to
editorial changes. states:

"(f)a purely administrative change to
techiifcaf specifications: for example. a
change io 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. fn 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
sfgniTicant hazards consideration by reason
of the guidance in example (f) 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 fivital
areee at Indian Pofnt is identical snd this
policy williiot change without another
amendment request. Likewise, the deletion of
items, other than the City Water Tank. from
the list of vital equipment willnot alter their
physical location within vital areas.

Concerning the remaining proposed
change, the Commission has provfded
standards in 10 CFR S0.92(c) for determining
whether a significant hazards consfderation
exists. A proposed amendment to an
operating license for a facility involves no
significant hazards consfderatfons if
operation of the facilityfn accordance with
the proposed amendment would not: (1)
involve a significant increase fn the
probability or consequences of an eccfdent
previously evaluated; or (2) create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accfdent previously
evaluated: or (3) involve a significant
reduction fn a margin of safety. The proposed
amendments have been evaluated below and
determined not to involve a Significant
Hazards Coiittfderatfon.

(1) Do the proposed changes Involve a
sfgnfficant increase fn the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evafuated?

No. The City Water Tank fs utilized for
normal plant operatfon and may be used es a
backup to safety equipment cooffng. fts
damege or destruction would not cause or
increase the probabffiiy or consequences of
an accfdent since safety. related vfiaf
equipment would not be affected by such
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sabotage and would therefore, remain
operable. 1Iierefore, since sabotage In a non-
vital area can be assumed to be successful
but safety-related equipment In vital areas is
assumed to operate as requhed, the deletion .

of this item from the list ofvital equipment
would not Involve'a significant Increase In
the probability or conseqaences 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 must assume
its inoperability In the event of successful
sabotage. Such inoperability, caused by
damage or destruction, would be serious

'noughto cause reactor shutdown as
required by Technical Spectficatlons but
would not result In any previously
unanalyzed accident. Overall plant design Is
such that adequate safety-related equipment
and cooling to that equipment exists to bring
the plant to a safe shutdown and assure that
escalation of an accident beyond the damage
to thts non-vital piece of equipment would
not oc~. Successful sabotage of the Item
deleted from the list ofvital equipment with
this proposed revision would, therefore, not
create the posstbiltty of a new or different
kind ofaccident from any accident previously
evaluated.

(3) Do the proposed changes Involve a
signtficant redaction In the margin of safety?

No. Deletion of this item from the vital
equipment list and Its subsequent
Inoperabtltty or destruction dae to successful
sabotage could yield a forced plant shutdown
as required by Technical Spectficatkms. The
other consequences of such sabotage woukI
be the elimhiatlon ofcertain backup systems
which are not required or reiied upon for
acckieut prevention or mtttgatton purposes.
This effect wouM not be a.stgaificant one
since the functionally equtvatent safety-
related vital'equipment would not be
adversely affectecL Therefore. the overall
margin of safety would not be sigatficantly
reduced.

The staff agrees with the licensee's
analysis. Therefore, based on the above,
the staff praposea that the proposed
amendment willnot involve e

'ignificantHazards Cansideratlan.
Local Public Document Boom

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

Attorneyfor licensee: Brent L
'randenburg,Esq 4 Irving Piece, New

Yerk New York.10003
NBCProject Director: Robert A.

Capra

Duquesne LightCompany, Docket Na.
SM12, Banvar VaQoy Power Station,
Unit Na. 2, Shippingport, Pennsylvarda .

Date afamondmont request: July 27,
198$

Description ofamendmont request
The p'reposed amendment wouId reverso
Section 4%12 of tha Tcchnical
SpecIQcatloas to relax the susvaIHance

frequency of fulled snubbers resulting
from isolated demttge events that cannot
be related generically ta.ather snubbers.
Specifically, the proposed changes
would eliminate the requirement ta
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 forproposed na significant
hazards aansidoration dotorminatian:
The Cotntnisaioa has provided
standards for determining whether a
slgniffiicant hazards consideration exists
in accordance with 10 CFR 60.92(c). A
proposed amendment Ia an operating
license for a facility involves na
aigufficant hazard consideration if

. operation o'f the facilityfn 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 Idnd
'of accident from any accident previously
evalueted, or (3) Involve a significant
reduction in a margin af safety.

The proposed changes da ttot Involve
any changes ta gent hardware ar
operatfn'g procedures. AIIsnubburs and
related components willcontinue ta be
visually and functionally Inspected in
accordance with the current
specificathns, and hence the overall
operabIIIty of the snubbers are not
affected. Thus the answers to the first Z
criteria are negative, None of the
previous safety analyses'are affectod,
and na safety assumptions need to be
changed. Thus the answer ta criterion
(3) is alsa negative. The staff therefore
proposes to determine that the
requested amendment Irrvalves na
significant hazards canslderatians.

Local Publ/a Document Room
location: B. F. Jones Memorial Library,
663 Franklin Avenue, Aliquippe,
Pennsylvania 1S001.

Attorneyfor licensee: GeraId
Charnaff, Esquire, Jay E Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts 8
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Praje'at Director. John F. Stolz

Hodda Power and Light Company, et aL,
Docket Nas SMSS and 50488. St. Lamia
Plant, Uxdt Nos. 1nrid2, St. Lucio
County, Ffozlda

Dote ofarjionderont requosO: July-20,
1989

Descn'pter afaussrttfutont seguestsr-
Theso Psapaood omortdrnonte would

revise Technical Specificationa Sections
3,7 for'both units Ia clarify testing
requirements for the main feedwater
line isolation valves and the main steam
lin'e isolation valves (MSIVs),

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards cansideratian determinatian:
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 ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probabifity or
consequences of qII,accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
a rsow or different kind of accident fram
any acchkmt previously evaluated; or

(3)'nvolvea significant redaction In a
margin of safaty,

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

Criterion 2
Operation of the facfitty in acconfance

with the proposed amendmeot would not
Involve a stgiitficant Increase In the
probability or consequences of an acctdeiit
previously evaluated.

The bases forTechnical Specifications
3.7.1.5 for Units 1 and 2 and Technical
Spectficathn 3.7.1.6 for Unit 2, state that the
main steam Isolation valves and main
feedwater isolation valves are maintained In
the closed postttoa to ensaxe that the
consequences of an excess steam demand
event are IimltaLWith the mahi steam line
IsoIatfon valves and the main teedwater Hne
Isolation valves maintained closed the,
functional design bases under acctdent
condlttons are met by prohibtthig the
blowdown ofboth steam generators and
ensaring that aII main feedw ster IfowIs
stopped.'Iherefere; the poteutfaI for
excessive cobldown of the reactor cooiant
system. and the accompanytng retain to
power from subcritkal conditions, ara
reduced. by the proposed Itcense amendment.

Adding the statement regardtng the
Inappitcabihty ofTechnical Specification
3.0A to the Unit 1 MSIV spectficatton Is
administrative in nature, and brings the Unit
1 spectficatfon Into agreement with the
Combustion Engineering (CE) Standard

'Technical'Specificatlons. Changing modes
with the MglVsclosed does not hnraive any
hicrease In acctdent probabIIIty or
consequences because these valves will
already be in theh required acctdent posttton.

Criterion 2
Use of the modtfied spectficathn would not

create the possibQIty ofa new or dtffeiant
kind ofacctdent Rom any acddent previously
evaluated.

Matntataing the main steam Isoteuon
valves and awta kwdwater Isolation valves
cioeed& Medea W through 4does net create a
new or dwfereut Mabofaccident fnmrany.



Federal. Register / Vol,, No.'162 / Wednesday, August 23, 19 Notices 35103

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 r

AllowingUnit 1 to change modes while
both main steam line isolation valves are
dosed is in accordance with the CE Standard
Technical Specifications, and willnot 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 proposeif'tb 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

Attorneyfor 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 al.,
Docket No. 50-389, St. Lucie Plant, Unit
No. 2, St. Lucia County, Florida

Date ofamendment request: July 26,
1989

Description ofamendment 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.
. Basis forproposed 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 ifoperation 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.
'he licensee provided the following

discussion regarding the above three
criteria:

Criterion 1
Operation of the facility in accordance

with the proposed amendment would not
involve'a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.
~ The probability of an accident previously
evaluated in the Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR) has not been
affected as the proposed change is
administrative trrnature, and is intended to,
restore consistency in testing requirements
for the emergency. diesel generators when one
offsite power souice tirfriclterable. 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 willnot 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 since reducing tlie test frequency of
the diesel generators and modifying the
starting requirements to be consistent with
the manufactur'er's recommendations are
intended to enhance diesel reliabilityby
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, ifcalled 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 the change
is to enhance the reliabilityof 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.
ifcalled 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 willbe 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

signiiicant hazards consideration.
'he 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. 5M58, River Bend Station, Unit 1

West Feliciana Parish, Louisiana

Date ofamendment request: June 28,

1989
Description ofamendment 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 s)iecifies 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 Staffs 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, ifrequired 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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The proposed change would modify
the implementation schedule to state
that modifications, ifrequired, 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 forproposed no significant
hazards considerntion determinationt
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50 q2[c). Aproposed
amendment.to'an operating Hcensa'for a
facQity Involves no sIgniffcarit hazards
consideration lfoperation of the faciHty
in accordance with the proposed

-amendatent'would aot: (1) Involve a
-- signlficant increase in the probability or

consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
a new or different ldnd ofaccident from
any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The licensee provided
an analysis that addressed the above
three staild&rds in the amendment
appHcation.

1. No sigidficant increase bc the probability
or the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated results from this

. proposed chaagc because:
There is no chcuigc in system design er

operation. The license condition carrcmtly
requires upgrade of NMS during the third
refueitag outage. TMs proposed change will
allow operation with the currently installed
NMS which.has been. found to comply with
all criteria proposed in the BWROG letter.
This s'stem is required to provide neutron
flux indication and is not postulated to
tcdtiatc any accidentL The NMS is used to
verify reactor shutdown as part of the

. Emergency Operating Procedures (EOPs). The
use of neutron mocdtocfng tn the EOPs is
conservative in ttccit, it it is noi avaflcible,

, actions are spcctficct which willlead to safe
shutdown without the system. The
requirements of RG uP concerning neutron
monitoring are additions to the existing
system abilities. Therefore, dehy in upgrade
to RG 1.97 requirements willnot signiflcantly
Increase the probcib6ity ofan accident and
wocdd aot lead to an hicrcase in the
consequences of an ciccident as deflned in the

.. safety analysis because af the conscrvetfvc
EOP actions.

z. Tlds proposed change willnot create the
passibility of a new or cti5creat kicid of
ciccident than any previously evaluated
because:

'Ehc current system has been cvcdaated
cisicitfcdtcraatc ccttecta Proposed tn NEDO-
31558 cad found acceptable fcr ccmttnaed
opccactoc3. Tlds change does act haolvc ociy
changes to design ce opcccrdan. hc sddtctou.

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

3. This proposed change does not involve a
sfgnificant reduction in the maigtn of safety
because:

Design. function, and operation of the
existing NMS remain the same. There is no
speciflc "margin of safety" associated with
tids system es used in RG1.97 other than to
assure reactor shutdown following a
transtept or sccMcnt. EOP actions ere
conservative with respect to the usc of the
NMS for vertflcatton that the reactor is
shutdow'n. When not available durtng an
ciccidcnt or transient scenario. actions are,
specifled widch williced to sale reactor
shutdown. Because these actions lead to a
cafe pleat condition (reactor shutdown), the
margia of safety is not reduced. In addition,
this iaqaest docs aot result in a redacdon to .
the macgtn of safety as deflncd tn the bases ~

of the RBS Tcchcdcs) Specfflcattoaa
Because the present RBS design meets all

criterta provided hi the BWROG License
Topical Report, NEDO41558, which was
submitted to the NRC hpcQ 1,~ as
supported by the plant-spcctflc cvalaattcm
attached (to tbe )anc 28, 1999 submittal),
extensicm of thc implementsticm date for a
NMSmeeting RG %SF yddaacc is )usdfled.
This proposed extension agows the NRC to
complete thch cvcdaation of the rcport, which
provides an altcmsttve dedgn as allowed by
the current license couditioa to comply with
the RG 1AYlrequtremccds. Iu addidoci, GSU
willbe able to better phn its iecoaccc
utilization to address thc NMS pursaccnt RG1'fter the Staifs SER is rccclvccL

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

LocalPoblic Document Boom
locotion: Government Documents
Department, Louisiana State University,
Baton Rouge. Loaisiana 70803

Attorney forlicensee: Troy E Conner,
Jr., Esq., Conner and %etterhahn, 1747
Pennsylvaida'Avenue, NW.,
Vfashington, DC 20006

NRC Iproject Director: Frederick J.
Hebdon

Iowa Electric Light and Power Company,
Docket No. 50-331, Daine Arnold Energy
Center, Lhm County, Iowa

Dateuf amendment request: October
13, 1987

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
Technical SpeciQcation (TS) Table 3.2-B,
"Instrmnentation That initiates er: ~

Controls the Core and Containinent
CooHng'Systems." The revision ofTS
Table L2-B would reQect the
Containment High Pressure trip level
setting to be greater than 2 psig, rather
than the currant setting ofgreater than f

psig but less than 2 psig. Additionally,
the remarks section ofTS 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 forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determinationc
The Commissicnt has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
in 10 CFR 50AQ(c). Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
faciHty.involves no significant hazards
consideratkn.if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed'
amendment would not (1) involve a

'ignificantincrease fn the probabiHty or
consequences of an accident previously
eva1uated; or (2) create the possibQity of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accddent previously evaluate4 or (3)
involve a siydficant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The licensee has provided an analysis
of no siydficaat hazards consideration
in its request for a Hcense amendment.
The licensee has concluded that the TS
change does not involve a significant
increase in the probablhty or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated becanse this change to the TS
would resolve an inconsistency in the
instrument setpoint deaHng with the
control of the containment spray system
at primary containment pressures below
2 psig. The resolution of the
inconsistency would not increase the
probabiHty 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
refiect an accident that has previously
been evaluated in the FSAR. Therefore,
no.possibility ofa new or diffemnt kind
of accident would be created by the TS
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
detenn)ne that the praposed change to
the Technlccd. Specifications does nett
involve a signiffccmt hazards
conslderatian.. * r
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Vocal Public Document Room
locationr Cedar Rapids Public Library,
500 First Street. SZ Cedar Rapids, Iowa
52401,

Attorneyforlicensee: Jack Newman.
Esquire. Kathleen H. Shee. Esquire.
Newman and Holtzinger. 1615 LStreet,
MV Washington. DC 2003L

NRC eject Director: John N.
Herman.

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

Date ofamendment requestr June 2.
1969

Descnptian'of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
Technical Specification Table 4.8,2g.
Instrumentation That Initiates Control
Rod Vfithdrawal Block - Surveillance
Requirement and Table 4.8.2g Note (g) to
delete surveillance requirements that
are either inapplicable or cannot be
performed due to instrument design
limitations. The proposed changes wfll
(1) remove the surveillance requirement
to calibrate the Detector Not In Startup
Position control rod block

instruments'ssociatedwith the Source Range
Monitoring (SRM) and the Intermediate,
Range Monitoring (IRM) instrument
channels, (2) remove the surveillance
requirement to calibrate the SRM and
the IRMInstrument inoperative control
rqd block Instrument channels, (3)
remove the surveilhince requirement to
perform sensor checks on the SRM and
the IRMcontrol rod withdrawal block
instrumentation and (4) revise Note (g)
to Table 4.L2g 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 forproposed no sr'gnificant
hazards consideratr'an deterininatr'onr
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 20 CFR 50.92. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no signiflcant hazards
considerations ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with a proposed
amendment would noh (1) Involve a
signiacant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated: or (2) Create the possibility of
a new'w uiffeient kind ofaccident from
any accident previously evaluated: oi'3)
Involve a significant ieductton in a
margin of safety. The staff has reviewed
the lioensee's submittal and concludes:

1. The operation ofNine MilePoint
Unit1 in accordarice with the proposed
amendmant. willnot involve a
signIGcant incteiise In the piobabkQg or

consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because the deleted
surveillance requirements willnot have
an adverse effect upon the ability of the
Control Rod Block circuitry to perform
its intended safety function.

The SRM and IRM systems provide
mul tiWanael monitoring of the core
thermal neutron fluxduring startup and
low power operation. In addition. the .

SRM and IRM systems willinitiate a rod
withdrawal block for high neutron flux
or channel malfunction conditions. Both
the SRM and the IRM systems provide
Detector Not In Startup Position,
Inoperative and Upscale trip signals to
the control rod withdrawal block
circuitry and the IRM system provides a
Downscale trip signal.

The SRM and the IRM Detector Not in
Startup Position instrument channels
initiate a control rod block to ensure
that control rods ttre 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 output of the detector to be
varied In response to a variable test
signal. Therefore, since the trip is either
on or offin response to the detector
position switch, It cannot be calibrated.
The proposed change to delete the
requirement to calibrate this function
willnot 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 verifles
operability of the rod block function.
Also. preventive maintenance
realignment of the detector retraction
mechanism limitswitches 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 willnot 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 channehi and their
output signal is either present or absent
depending upon the state of the sensor.
Because the conditions that generate 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 IRM
instrument channels wiflnot 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) ofTable 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 XVof
the Final Safety Analysis Report. 'Ihe
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, willnot 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 Mle Point
Unit 2. in accordance with the proposed
amendment. willnot 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 IRM instrument
channel Inoperative md block required



by the exfsting Technical Specification
h not necessary because the chaanel
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(
bfstable outputs f'mm the SRM and IRM
sensors that initiate control rod blocks

'detectornot in startup position,
inoperative, upscale and downscale).

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

Based upon the above, the staff
proposes that the amendment willnot
favolve a significant hazards
consideration.

LocalPublic Document Boom
locatiom Reference aad Documents

.'epartment,Penfield Library, State
University of New York, Oswego, New
York1312L

Attoineyforlicensee: Troy B, Conner,
gc Esquire, Conner tf: 1Vetterhahn, Suite
1050. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
%Vashfagton, DC 2000L

NBCProject Director: Robert A.
Capra

PhDidelphfa Electric Company, Docket
No SM52, Limerick Generating Station,
Unit 1, Montgomery County,
Pinnsylvanfa

Date ofamendment request: July 11,
1989

Description ofamendment request:
The propo'sed amendment would revise
the Technical Specfficatfons (TS) fn
resIionse to NRC Generic Letter (GL) 88-
05 "Removal of Organization Charts
fmmt Technical Speclfication
Administrative Control Requirements"
tix (1) remove the onsite and offsite
organizational charts from TS Section
LX1and 6.22, respectively and (2) make
certain mfsceHaneous admhfstrative
changes in Section 6 of the TSs
(Administrative Control) related to
revisions to the corporate organization.

GLSHS encourages licensees to
pmpose changes to their TS to remove
arganizational charts from TS and
repIace them with descriptions of the
organizational structure and
characteristics which are important to
safety. The proposed changes concern
the Administrative Controls in Section
~and do not affect any Limiting
GnuKtions for Operation or Surveillance
Requirements, The proposed changes in
this amendment request are gmuped
fato two categories, Category Aand
Catettory B. Category '.A'roposed
changes fnvolve removing the aasite aad
ofhite organizational charts from TS

Sections B&1 and 82.2, respectively.
These proposed changes are consistent
with the guidance provided in GL SMN.
Category 'B'roposed changes are five
miscellaneous administrative changes,
These proposed changes are to: (1)

. revise paragraphs in Sections 82 and 8.5
to reflect the new organization under the
Executive Vice President-Nuclear, (2)
revise paragraph 8.5.2.1 to indicate that

'heNuclear Review Board (NRB) reports
to and advises the Executive Vice
President-Nuclear, (3) revise paragraph
8.5.2.9.C to indicate that NRB audit
reports shall be forwarded to the
Corporate Officer(s) responsible for the
areas audited, (4) revise paragraphs
L2.34 and 62.3.4 to reflect title changes .

and the deletion of the corporate
Independent Safety Engineering Group
and (5) revise paragraph 8,14.2 to reflect-
the gmups responsible for technical
review of the Offsite Dose Calculation
ManuaL

Basisfar 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 ifoperation of the facility
in accordance Nrith the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
sfgnfficant increase in the probability or

'onsequences of an accident previously
evaluated: (2) create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any accident prevfously evaluated; or (3)
favolve 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 pmposed
changes discussed previously. The Staff
has reviewed the licensee's analysis of
the pmposed amendment against the
three standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and
flnds that:

A. The proposed changes do not
involve a significant increase fn the
probability or consequ'ences of an
accident previously evaluated.

Removing the organization charts
fmm 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
SQW(a)(3) govera changes to the
organizations described fn the QA

'rogram.In accordance with the
0

requirements of 10 CFR 50 34(b)(8) «
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 ofplant 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 I'mm any accident previously
evaluate cL

Removing the organization charts
from TS does not affect plant operation.
The proposed changes do not increase
or decrease the qualiflcation, experience
or training requirements of onsite or
offsfte Limerick Generating Station
(LGS) personneL The LGS Quality
Assurance Pmgram contains detailed
organization charts and associated
descriptfons of responsibilities.
Appendix B to 10 CFR 50 and 10 CFR
50.54(a)(3) govern changes to the
organizations described in the QA
Pmgram. In accordance with the
requirements of10 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 ofplant hardware or systems.
No new modes of operation, changes to
setpoints or changes fn operating
parameters result from this change.

C, The proposed changes do not
involve a signfficant reduction in a
margin ofsafety.

The removal of the organfzatfon
charts &om 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 willpermit the implementation of-
organizatfonal 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 fdentfficatfon 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 ofaudit
reports, 1SEG 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.

The

starches

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

Local Public Document Boom
location: Pottstown Public Library, 500
High Street, Pottstown. Pennsylvania
19464,

Attorneyforlicensee: Conner and
Wetterhahn. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue.
NW., Washington, DC 20006

iilRCProject Director: Walter K
Butler

Philadelphia Electric Company, Public
Service Electric and Gas Company,
Delmarva Power and Light Company,
and Atlantic City Electric Company,
Dockets Nos. 60477 and RL2FB, Peach
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units
Nos. 2 and 3, York County. Pennsylvania

Date ofapplication foramendments:
July 11. 1989

Description afamendment request:
These amendments would remove the
organization charts from the technical
Specifications to the FSAR in respoase
to the guidance set forth in the NRC
staff s Generic Letter 6MS "Re'moval of
Organization Charts from Technfcal
Specification Administrative Control
Requirements." 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 )Icensee's
application.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determinq.'ivnr
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50~c)). Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
fadlity involves no signjficant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facflfty
in accordance with the proposed
amendment won)d1iot {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. The licensee has arranged these
changes into two categories. The

'icensee'sdiscussion of each of these
categories is presented separately as
follows,

Standard 1
The proposed Category 'A'hanges do not

Involve a sigaificant increase in the
probability or consequences ofany accident
previously evaluated.

Rsalovtng the organization charts from ihs
Technical Spedfications and rephcing them
with more genera) language does not affect
p!ant operation. The proposed changes do not
fncrease 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 facilitymanagement
pozMone requirin en NRC license.

The Peach Bottom Quality Assurance Plan
contains detailed ceganfzafion charts and
assodated descriptio of individual and
group responsibilities ss they apply to the
operation and support of the Peach Bottom
facility. Appendix B to 10 CFR Iand 10 CFR
50.34(a)(3) govern changes to the oiganlzation
as describe in the Quality Assurance Plan.
50 CPR R134(b)(8) requires that the
organizational structure also be induded in
the Final Safety Analysis Report. Section 13
of ihe Updiited Final Safety Analysis Report
provides a descriptfoa of the organization
and detailed oiganizatfon charta Az required
by 10 CFR SL71(e), this infoimetton must be
mafatafned aad updated annually. Based oa
this review. it ts conduded that the pinposed
Category 'A'hanges do not Involve a
sigaificaat Increase in the probability or
consequences ofany accideat previously
evaluated.

Standantt
The proposed Category 'A'hanges do not

create the possibility of a new or different
kind ofacddent from any acddent previouzly
evaluated.

The proposed changes are administrative
in nature, and do not Involve any physical
alterations of, plant configurationl or changes
to setpoiats, or operating perameler!. It iii
therefore concluded that removing the
organization charts fram the Technical
Specificaiions does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind ofaccident from
any previously evaluated.

~ Standard 3
The proposed Category 'A'hanges do not

result in a significant reduction in the margin
of safety.

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

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

Standard 1
The proposed Category 'B'iscellaneous

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

Replacing the technical Engineer with the
Engineer-Systems on the PORC willnot
decrease the effectiveness of the PORC. As
required by proposed spedficaiion 8.2.2.g,
either the Superintendent-Technical or the
Engineer-Systems willhold a Senior Reactor
Operator license, thereby ensuring the level
ofplant operations expertise of the PORC.

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

Designating Corporate Officer(6)
responsible for the areas audited instead of
the Executive Vice President-Nuclear as the
recipient(s) ofNRB audit reports is a more
appropriate initial level of review. The
Corporate Officers have a closer proximity io
the sources ofproblems and therefore can
take pinmpt co@ective actions. IfNRB audit
findings are not satisfactoril addressed by
the Corporate Officer(s), ihe NRB may Inform
the Executive Vlcc President-Nuclear through
iis nonael communication channel ae defined
in Spedfication 8823).

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

Standard 2
The proposed Category 'B'isceileneous

changes do nat create the possibility of n new
or different kind of accident fram any
previously evaluated.

The implementation af these miscellaneous
changes willnot affect themterpretation or
Intent of the epedficaiioal they involve
(6.$ .12, 8.5.2.9 aad LL2.10.c). These changes
are purely administrative sad do nat involve
any hardware changes or plant modifications.
.Therefore, these changes willnot create the
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possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluatecL

Standard 3
The proposed Category 'B'iscellaneous

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

The administrative nature of these changes
willnot 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 willnot involve any reduction
In a margin of safety.

The staff has reviewed the license'8
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 tadetermine that the above
changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Boom
location: Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
Education Building, Commonwealth and
Walnut Streets, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania 17128

AttorneyforLicensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington. DC 20008

NBCProject Director: Waiter K
Butler

PhiladelpMa Electric Company, Public
Service Electric and Gas Company,
Delmarva Power and Ught Company,
and Atlantic City Electric Company,
Dockets Nos. 50-277 and 50-278,Peach
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units
Nos. 2 and 3, York County, Pennsylvania

Date ofapplication foramendments:
July 19, 1989

Description ofamendment request:-
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

'inimizer(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
Eval'uation Report issued to J. S.
Charnley on December 27, 1987, which
approved Amendment 17 of General
Electric Topical Report NEDF 24011-P-

- A, "General Electric Standard
App)ication for Reactor Fuel",.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determinatiant
The Comndssion has provided
standards for determining whether a
significsnt'hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). Aproposed
amendment:to:en operating license'for a*

facllityyinvolves no signIQcant hazards

consideration ifoperaUon of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not (1) involve a
sigtdficant 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)

'nvolve 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 slydficant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

Deleting the RSCS and changing the low
power set point on the RWMhas no effect on „

the probability of equipment malfuncUon in
other systems or within the RWM.-

'Ihe probability qLoccurrence of a'

accident is not affected by this change. The
probability ofan RDA is dependent only on
the control rod drive system and mechanisms
themselves. and not in any way on the RSCS
or RWM.

The consequences ofan RDA as evaluated
in the PBAPS UFSAR willnot be affected by
this modification. An extensive probabilisUo

, study was performed by the NRC staff getter
and enclosure hem B.C. Rusche. NRL to L

'raley, ACRS, dated Jane 1, 1978, "Generio
Item IIA'-2Control Rod Drop Accident
(BWRs)"). This study Indicated that there
was net a need for the RSCS. Furthermore,
Improved methodologies In the RDA analysis
methods (e.g. BNI NUREG 28109. '"Ihermal-
Hydraulic Effects on Center Rod Drop
Accidents in a Boiling Water Reactor,"
October 1980) indicated that the peak fuel

., enthalples resulting from an RDA are
significantly lower than previously
determhed by less refined methodologies,

. The RSCS duplicates the function of the
RWM. So long as the RWM is operable, the
RSCS is not needed since the RWMprevents
control rod pattern error. In the event the
RWM is out of service. after the withdrawal
of the flrst 12 control rods. the proposed
Technical SpecificaUons require that control
rod withdrawal movement and compliance
with the prescribed control rod pattern be
verified by a second licensed operator or
technically qualified member of the

station'echnicalstaff. The verification process ls
controlled procedurally to eniure a high
quality, independent review ofcontrol rod
movement. In addition. to further minimize *

control rod movement at low power with the
. RWMout of service, the proposed Technical

SpecificaUons willpermit 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. Allthe above
taken together demonstrate consistency and

'pplicabilityto those coriclusions reached ln
the referenced NRG SER, and'substantiate
the conclusion that there willbe no tiicreese

'n

the consequences of an RDA as evaluated"
in the FSAR as a result'of IiliminaUng the', "
RSCS.

There willalso be no Increase In the
consequences of an RDA as evaluated In the
UFSAR due to lowering the RWM set point
Iiom 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 BWR Technical
Spectfications 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. More refined

~ calculations by BNL (BNI NUREG 28109,
"Iheimsl-Hydraulic Effects on Center Rod
Drop Accidents In a BoilingWater 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 limitof 280 cal/gm for
RDAs above 10% power, conflrming the
original GE analyses. Hence. lowering the
RWM set point from 25% to 10% willnot
result in an increase In the consequences of
an RDA as evaluated In the UFSAL 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 evaluatetL

Operation of the RSCS and RWM cannot
'auseor prevent an accident. 'Ihey function

to minhnixe the consequences of an RDA.
The RDA ls already evaluated In the UFSAL
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 willhave no impact on the
operaUon of any other systems, and hence
would not contribute to a malfunction in any„
other equipment nor create the possibiflty for
an accident to occur which has not already,
been evaluated.

Standard 3: The propbsed'revisions do
not involve a significant reducUon in a
margin ofsafety.

,Elimination of the RSCS willxiotlower the
margin of safety for the reasons discussed in
Item 1 above and summarized below:

~ a) An extensive NRC study hes 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 RDA 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 performed by the RWM.

d) To ensure that the RWM willbe In.,
service when required, the proposed RWM
Technical Specification willbe revised to
allow only one startup per calendar year wtt)i.
the RWM out of service prior to or during the
withdrawal,of tha ilrst twelve control rods. If i..
the It Iaout ufservice belowl0% popper..
control rod moveinent 'and coinpll'ance with . ',;,

""prescribed control iod patterns will.be

'

~

'4'
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verified by a second1icensed operator. or ..

. U technical staK This s}taauon Is controlled by ~

station procedure which speoiilcaUy requires
the followlntp

~ Plant Management approval iireqnlred
in order for the

operator to bypass the inoperable
RWM.

~,A second operator or technically
qualiT!ed staff member, with no other
duties, Is required to verify the first
operator's actions whtie the first operator
performs rod movements.

~ The startup and the shutdown sequences
with their respective signoif sheets
provide for verification by the second
operator after each rod movement step Is
completed by the first operator.

~ The startup and shutdown sequences
follow the same control rod patterns that
the RWM enforces ifit were

not'ypassed.

Theieisnosignlficantreductioninthe .
'

margin of safety reiultiag from Ioweilng the
RWM set point from 25% to 10% because
calculations by GE and BNLhave shown that
even with the maximum single control rod
position error, and most multiple error

. patterns.,the peak fuel rod enthalpy during in'DAfrom these patterns would not exceed
the NRC limit(280 cal/gm) above 10% power;

In. summary, GE has provided technical
justIIIcation for the proposed changes In the
Topical Report NEDE.24011-P-A and
assoctated references which justify the
acceptability of the prop'osed changes.

The NRC has reviewed and accepted the
GE analysis and provided guidelines for
licensees wanting to make the changes
proposed In NEDE 24011-P-A and approved
In the NRC SER Issued December 27. 1887 to
J.S. Charnley of General Electric.

'Ibe proposed changes are consistent with
those approved In the NRC SER and the
guidelines set forth therein. Therefore, there
Is no signUIcant reduction In a margin of
safety.

The staff has reviewed the licensee's
~

no significant hazards consideration
determination and agrees with the
licensee's analysis. Accordingly, the
Commission has proposed to determine
that the above changes do not involve a
sfgnificant hazards consideration.

Local Public Documeri t Room
location: Government PubHcations
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
Education Building, Commonwealth and
Walnut Streets, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania 17128

Attorney forLicensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr.. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20008

NRC Project Director: Walter R
Butler

Power Authority of the State of New.
York, Docket No. 504$ 3, James A.
FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant,
Oswego, New York

Date ofamendment request: May 31,
1M9 and amplified by letter dated July 7,
1989

Description ofamendment request:
The 'proposed amendment would modify
the core spray (CS) pump flowrate test
requirements to make the wording more
consistent with the wording of the flow
rate test requirements of other IIumps in
the Emergency Core Cooling System.
PresenUy, the CS pump test requirement.
in Specification 4.5.A.1.b.states that the
"Core Spray shall deHver at least 4825
gpm against a system head
corresponding to a total pump
developed head ofgreater than or equal
to 113 psig." The amendment would
change this to read that the "Core Spray
pumps shall deliver at least 4625 gpm
against a system head correspo'nding to

. a reactor vessel pressure ofgreater than
or equal to 113 psi above primary.
contain'ment pressure."

~ Basis forproposed no significant
hazards considerution determination:
The. Commission has provided
standards for.determining whether a

: significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facifityinvolves no significant hazards
consideraUon if.operation of the facility

'n

accordance with a proposed
amendment would not: (1) Invo1ve a
significant increase in.the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) Create the possibility oE.
a new or different kind of accident from

.'ny

previously evaluated; or (3) Involve
a significant reduction in a margin of
safety:

The licensee has evaluated the
proposed'amendment against the
standards provided above and has made
the following determinaUon:

Operation of thi James A. Fitzpatrick
Nuclear Power Plant in accordance with the
proposed amendment would not Involve a
signifIcant hazards consideraUoa as stated Ia
10 CFR 50.92. since It would noh

1. involve slgnIIIcant Increase ln the
'robability,or consequences of an accident .

previously evaluated. The intent of the
proposed change Is to clarify and correct tlie
Technical SpectfI cat!one. The change Is
purely administrative In nature. There are no
setpoint changes. safety limitchanges, or
changes to IImitlngconditions for operation.
The proposed change assures that the core
spray system Is teated In accordance with the
assumptions contained In the existing.
acctdent aiialyses. This change has no impact
oa plant safety operations. The change wtl1
have no Impact on previously evaluated
acctdents.

z. create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from those
previously evaluated. The proposed change Is
purely admtntstrattve In nature and ls
intended to clarify and Improve the quality of
the.Technical Specfitcatton. The change
cannot create the possiblity of a new or
different kind of accident.

.3. Involve a significant reduction In the .

margin of safety. The proposed change

, corrects an error which currently exhtii ln the
Technical SpeclncaUoas. The change Is
administrative In nature and willdailfy

the'peciftcaUons.'Mschange does not contain
any setpoint or. safety limitchanges 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 Hcensee'8
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'ocumentsDepartment, Oswego, New
York 13126.

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

.NRC Project Director,'obert A.
Capra

Public Service Electric Ik Gas Company,
Docket Nos. 50-272 and SM11. Salem
Generating Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Salem County, New Jersey

Date ofamendment request: July 9
'987

Description ofamendment request:
The licensee proposes to modify the
Salem Unit 1 and Unit 2 Technical
SpecificaUons 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 ofTable 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 7.b ofTable 3,34,
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 forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:

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

.consistent with the c(tt01uel des+pUon
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

gu
J ~

«
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as iresult ofen event which occurred at
. Salem UnitNo. 2 on August 23, 1N8.

Immediately followiaga reactor trip
with safety injection, the Unit 2 vital

~ buses began Qip-Hopping between the
No. 21 and 22 Station Power
Transfoztners (SPT) (piefened source af
power) until they eventually separated
from the offsite power system. The
previous design provided for the transfer
of a vital bus tn the alternate SPT
whenever the secondary voltage for its
designated SPT dropped below 91
percent of rated bus vo/tage forgreater
than 10 seconds.'Ihfs function was
controlled by 2 relays on each vital bus.
These relays frere positioned such that
they mtmftar the secondary voltage of
each of the SPl'(1 per SF+. In addftfan

, to initiatfng the transfer function these
relays provided a transfer permissive
signal each that a vital bas codd not be
transferred anfers the alteznate SFF has
an acceptable secondary volttt'ge. A
separate relay monitored vital has
voltage and provided an input to each af
the three Sefagaazds Equipment
Contzofieza (SEC) such that, for a
sustained degraded voltage (less than 91
percent for greater than 13 seconds)
condition on 2 out of3 vital buses, all'ital buses vrera e.'pirated from the
offsite source and sequenced onto the
emergency trauzae.

As zadesfgned. the trztnsfer function
was eliminated, The existing transfer,
relays were replaced with rehys of
similar delfgn baf with fmpraved
setpafitt driftcharacteristics. These new
relays (1 par bus) were connected to
operate in parallel with'fho precious
vital bus degraded voltage rgfey. The
previous vital bas degraded voftgge
relay was afstz replaced with in
upgraded relay. The fzttozhce wfth the
SEC was then reoanfigared fram ffs
previous 2 out of s bus desfgn to g 2 out
of3 relay par bas design. A Mare
analysis has been canlpigted by the

'icenseefor each component fn the
system and demonstrates that no sfngfe
failure wff1 renzft fn the crertfoa of an
unanalyzed candftfan.'I%a new
configaratfata (X) effmfnates the
possibility ofvital bns fffp4loppfng, (2)
provides for the se aration of the vftal
buses fram the d source an an
individual basis trnfy. and (3) satfsfies
General Design CIBerfazt Tlrelative to
mafntafnfng the ctrtznectftm bettveen the
offer auazae and the onsfte distribution
syeteatl

Item 3, %nb)a %84 Itain y.b
This tab)e fs befng~d to: tt)

fncarportzta the tevfsad trfpsgtpcin'I for
the second level andtmroftago ftrotecffon

. rehtys, aad (2) to correct@5 g5avrib)e
value for ggtxrnd Igvefandervaitigtt

protection. 'Ihe present Technical
Specification allowable value for second
level undervolfege protection is tu error
as it does not rafiect'an allowance for
line loss due to cable length (about 0./
percent), However, the present trip
setpoint for the second level
undervoltage protection system (equal
to or greater than 91 percent) provides
sufficient mezgfn to account for these
losses. The new fzip setpoint ofgreater
than or equal to 0133 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 PublJc Service Efectrfc and
Gas (PSEglG) bulk power system

'inimumexpected value of 505 KVand
for a LOCA on one Salem Unit and a
concurren<arderly.shutdown of the
ather Unit, vital bus volfage willrecover.
to a worse elle value of ebout 828
percezit The minimum allowable tzip
value and tri setpoint are derived using
the 80 percent minimum motor terminal
voltage requirement as a starting point,
and then appfying appropriate
allowance tr as provided in Regulatory
Guide 1.106.

The Commfssion has provided
standards for determining whether> .

significant hazards consfderatfon exists
(10 CFR 5082(c)), Aproposed .

'mendmentto an operating license for a
'acilityinvolves no significan hazards

consfdara8on ifoperation of the facl)fty
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would nof: (1) Jnvolve o
significant Increase iu the probability or
consequences of au accident previously
evaluated: or g) create the possibility of
a new or different kind ofaccident from
any accident prevtoasfy evafuato4 or (3)
fnvolva 4 slgnfficalzt zedactiozt fitd
margin of safety.

',

For Item y,b ofTaMe 3,54, the
licensee has analyzed the proposed

'mendmtmtto determine ifa sfgnfficant
hazard exists:

1) The proposed cheagee do aot Involve a
significant facreaee la the pzobebIHty of
occurrence or conseqaeaoee of ea ecoideat
previoully evaluetocC The feihue aaelyefe
I,'ifoaaed by the Hooaeee] hmoaltretee

at no sfagfe falhae reeuf te la the exfeteaoe
ofea uaenalyxed coadIHoa. AdditioaaHy, the
secoad level uadezvoftege Pioteotfoa eyetese
does notpzovfdeaaiapat to the Reeotor
Protection System nor can it cause any oae of
the lllcomfag 500 KV40eloes lo be Jeofail
&om the SslezaStatfoa eJectzfoel dfetztbetiea
system. Alieqllgmeat lared la the eyetem wIH
be sefs~ quaffged. Tfiezefow, the
pzebebIHty of eccluzeace ofaa aockfeat
remains uartleagaL

The Second level uadarveftege eyeteeth Je
requfzid to protect agefaet theee eveab {e4
buHc power system 4agazdattoa) whfcLzeeaf 1

Ia e degraded vofsagaat the vitalbases bet ~

which do not result ia a complete Joss of

voltage. The mocHJJed system continues to
satiety this zeqetztsaeat as previously
diecrleeed. AddftfoaaHy, by eftmtaatiag the
ebHIty to transfer between SFJ's, the
potenthlf for damage to safety related motors
from frequent starts Is efimineted. The
Increased reduadencjj in the SEC logic inputs
provides greater assurance that the system
willperfotm Its Intended function. Thetefore,
the coneeqeencee ofPlevtousfy enefyxed
accidents zemeia urichenged.

Z) The Plofaeed changes do not create the
possibility of e newer diffezent ktnd of
eacident from any accident previoesfy
evaluated. As dememrtzated Ia [the faHme
enalyshr). no sfagh feihne willresult Ia the
exhltence ofan unanalyzed condition. The
second level uadezvoltage system does not
provide any Input to the Reactor Protection
System nor can it cause any one of the
Incoming 500 KVsources to be isolated from
the Salem Station electrical dfatributioa
system The modified deN'ga eHmlaetes the
possfbIHty ofQip4oppfag of the vital busee
between off@Ite power sources ead thereby
esslizes the avaifabIHty ofall safety refeted
equipm eat.

~ 3) %xi proposed chaagee do aot involve a
eigafffixmtzeducaoa In a margin af safety.
The chaagee to the second level unc}ervoftege
system meiateia the existiag mazg'n OfSafety
by eHmiaatiag the tzeasfer between

offstte'ources,

thereby aleurlag that the Iategdty of
safety zefeted electzfoef equtpmeat ts
maintained. The additional Iedlmdeacy
provided bz the revised design enhances the
overaH zalfabtHty of the syeteal and farther
assures that the system fencHon wIH be
compfeteIL

The staff has zevfawed the licensee'a
significant hazards consideration
determination analysis for the changes
associated with Item 7,b ofTaMe ~
and concurs with tho

licensee'a'eterminationthat the proposed
changes do ntrt fzzvofve n sfgnf6cellt
hazards ozttsfdertztfon.

* 2. With respect hi the d
change fo Item y.a af Ta Ie 384 and
Item l.b ofTable 3.$4, the Commfssfan
has provided guidance concerning tha
application of ifs standards sat forth fn
10 CFR 50.S2by pzovfdfng certafu
examples (51 FR yy51). One of the
examples, (f), of an amendment ffkefy to
involve no sfgnfffc8tithazards
consideration zafafeg to "h przrafy
administrative change fo tecfmfcnI
specfBcafians: far examph, a change to
achieve consistency thraughont the
technical r..„"".cificatians, correction ofan

'rroror a mange in nomenclature'."
Another example, (ii), of an

nmendmeat fffaefy to involve no
significant fzasarda oonsfderatfott zefates
to "Achange ffa¹ ooztstftntea an
additional limitation, roatzfctfon, or
control zion presently.included in the
teohafcal spacffioatioaa, ~ aazoea ~

stringent suzveQlance requirement."
(a) Item y.a ofTable SD4
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The change froin 3 to 1 per bus is a

~

~
~ change ln nomenclature. There are 3
buses, each equipped with a shutdown
channel so the change to 1 per bus
meets example (i).

(b) Table 3.34, Item 7.b, Allowable
Value

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

(c) Table 3.3<, 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
3.34, Item 7.a and Table 3.3<, 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

Attorneyfor licensee: Mark J,
Wetterhahn, Esquire, Conner and

~ Wetterhahn, Suite 1050, 1'747
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20008

NRC Project Director: Walter R.
Butler

Public Service Electric tk Gas Company,
Docket Nos. 50-272 and 5M11, Salem
Generating Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Salem County, New Jersey

Date ofamendment request: January
26, 1989 and May 22, 1989

Description ofamendment 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).

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideratian determination:
The licensee's January 28. 1989 letter
withdrew a proposed change in
Surveillance Requirement 4.1.3.4.a that
would have replaced "Within15 minutes

prior to withdrawal of any rods in
control banks A, B, C or D during an
approach to reactor critically(sic)" with
"Within15 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

'etter,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
willnot induce significant thermal
transients.-

In the initialapplication 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, 1989].

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
signiTicant 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

P ylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20006

NRC Project Director; Walter R.
Butler

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

Date ofamendment requestsr June 20,
1989, as supplemented by letter of July
25, 1989 (TS 271)

Description ofamendment 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 staffs guidance in
the Standard Technical Specifications
for Boiling Water Reactors (NUREG-
0123).

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards consideration determination:
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 signiTicant 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 alterations and there ls
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 noi increase the probability or
consequences of a control rod removal error
or a fuel rod assembly insertion error. There
ls iio 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 TS changes result in 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 iwo options of
loading fuel without continuous SRM



monitoring willrequire the use of fuel load
chambers (FI.Cs) during pact of the fuel
loading. PICs have been used dating 13
previous fuel loadings at BFN. The proposed
clarification of the TS allowing the SRM

'ountrate to decrease below 8 cps duHng the
special coadithns specified forcomplete aoce
unloading do not change the intent of ths
current TS. The Contmt Rods sre felly
inserted in the core and are eiectricaliy
disarmed and cannot be moved. ThereFore.
no ieactivtty can be added by control tod
movement. In addition, any feei movecnents
woukl be to remove a fuel assembly from the
reactor core. In either case, «o core
alterations willbe made that would increase
core reacttvt ty. Allother changes sie more
conservative than the canent TS
requirements on core alterations, tnctudtntt
normal control rod'movement. Therefore, the
poseiltty ofa new ktnd ofaccident is not
created.

3. TMs change dose not involve a
stgntthant redacthn to them«!gin of safety.

'Ihe only margin ofsafety app11cable io feel
loading is the requirement forhaving OM
percent delta Kshutdown margin.'Ihe
proposed changes are conservadve by
requiring continuous SRM monitoring dung
core altecathme which cocdd add reactivity.
In addithu. the cequirements forcontrol rod
withdrawal with the vessel headremoved
wlIIbe coasl dered as a core alteration whhh
is also more conservative than the entreat
TS.The use ofSRMs for core monitoring
during core alter«ttons ts not taken credtt for
in any margin ofsafety es defined in the TS
bases. Sino« these proposed'%h«nges «re
more restrictive, they wtHnot result tn tha
reducthn ofany margin ofsafety as defined
in the TS bases.

The staff has reviewed the Hceaoea's
no significant hazatds coasideratltxi
de term(no tioa and agrees with the
Hcensee's analysis. Therefore', the staff
proposes ta determine that the
applicaticm far amendments involves ao
significan hazards consideratians.

Local Public Document Boom
location: Athens PubHc Library;South
Street, Athens, Alabama 35611.

httarrteyfar licensee: General
Caansei;Tennessee Valley Autharity,
400 West Summit KIIDrive, E11 B33.
Knoxville.Tennessee 37902..

NRCAssistant Director. Suzanne
Black

VirginiaElectric and Power Company,
Docket Nos. SM38 and $M3Q, North
Anna Power Station, Units Na 1 and No.
2. Louhia County, Virghiist

Date ofamendment request: July 24,
1989

Description ofcunandment raquest:
The proposed chango would modify the-
Administrative'Coaticihi Section of the
Techahal Speciflcatians (TS) which
Identifiee the matabera~ cwnpaa(tinct
of tbo Ststtkxt Pgctaiear Sefefy and
Operttthtg Cammittee (SNSOC) by
adcHng the Saperhtandtmt;gngheor}ttg
ta tbe Hst afmembers,

Basis for no significant
hazcucfs cans'ration detsrrnuiation:
The Commission has proofed
standards far de tonniaing whether a
signlficant hazards consideratioa exists
(10 CFR QN2(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facilityinvolves na significant hazards
considerations ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendinent would not: (1) irivo)ve'a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences ofan accident previously .

evaluatecL or (2) create the possibility af
a new or different kind of accident fram
any accident previously evatuate4 ar (8)
involve a significant redaction in a
margin-of safety.

The licensee has reviewed the
proposed chango in ctccardance with the
requirements af 10 CFR 5L92 aad bas,. "

determinocl that the request dace nat
.involve sigaificant hazards
consideratioas ia that itwould rsat:

(1) Involve a etgaSoaat inccesee ia the
probability or conseqoences ofea aa:ident ~

pievlously evaluated. because the [change
reflects) adndnistrafive consideratlens and
[does) not change the plant design or

'perathn.Presently, provisions made in the
Technical Spectthstions for the appointment
ofalternate menkers to the SNSOC mey be
utilized withsett«id to the

Sapertntendoat-'nglneering.

The proposed change merely
allows the eugmentathn of the pool of
members teadgy availabh ta cocrvecie
meethgs of the SNSOC; or

(2) Create the possAulity ofa aew or
different kind of accident fromciny occident
previously evatuated. because. as above.
plant design or openrgan ts not oifected by
[the) proposed (change}, or

(3}hcvatve a sttrdfioent cechictlon }n a
marghi cf safety because neither plant
design m'operatha Is etfectecL [The)
proposed [change does) not aiua'he functhn,
eltecnat~ ineattng Freqecmcy, querela,
responsibilities. authority, or ieoords of the
SWSOC as delined by the Administrative
Controls of the Technhel Specifications.

Based on the staFs review of the
licensee's evaluation, the staff agrees
with the )icensee's canc)usians as stated
above.'IIierefare. the staff proposes to
determine that the proposed
amendments do not involve significant
hazards considerationL

Local Public Document Roam
location: The Alderman Library,

'anuscriptsDepartment, University of
Virginia,CharlottesviHe, Virginia 22901.

Attorneyfar licensee: Mchael W.
Maupin, Esq Hnnton and WQIiams,
P.O. Box 1535, Richmond, Viig(nia 23212.

NBCPmjeat Duectotr Herbert N,
Berkow Nasbingtan Public Power
Supply System, Docket No. 50-397,
Nuclear pro)act Na 2, Bonton County;...
Washington

Date ofamendment roqcurst: anno 15,;.-;
1989

Description ofamendment tequest:
The lkensee has completed the
installation af a wide range neutron flux
monitoring system as required by
license condition Z.C.(16) Attachment 2,

'Item 3(b). The amendment request is to
put the aperabilip requirement for this
wide range fluxmonitoring system into
Technical Specification Table X3.7.5-1,
"Accident Monitoring Instrumentation."
Surveillance requirements for the wide
range monitor would be put into Table
4;SZ$ -1, "Accident Monitoring
Instrnrnentatian Surveiflance
Requirements." Under accident
conditions the wide range monitoring
system willreplace thee other neutron
luxmanitorittg systems. Requirements
For'tho average power range monitor
(APIIIsf), the intermecHate range monitor
(IRM),and the source nil(,e manitar
(SRM) wocild bo remcrred from these
two tables;

The Hceneee hae ttiso requested a
'hange ta the Action Statement ta be
Implctmented ia the event of
inoperabHity of the wide rcmge I}ux
monitoring system. The current action
statement to be app}led when the
neutron fluxmair(tars are inoperable
would require repair or shutdown within
a specified time. The proposed ttctian
statement would aHaw nse of an
alternate sampling method Instettd af
shutdown in the event of inoperabiHty of
the wide rctnge system. The alternate
sampliag method would cttithe the
APRhL the IRM, and the SRM.

By letter dated November 18, 198&the
licensee notified the NRC that the
InstaHation of the wide range monitoring
system would take place during the 1987 .
refueling outage and requested that the
technical specifications be revised to
incorporate the requiremcmts for this
new system. Notice af consideration of
issuance af this amendment waa
published in* the Federal Reghtac.on
April8, 1987 (52 FR 11377).'Bm licensee
experienced a number ofdiEculties in
demonstrating the eavirarunental
qualiBcatlans af the system and asked
to defer action aa the November 1988
request. Because af the significant lapse
in time. oa May 17, 1989 the NRC
notified the licensee that the November
1&, 1988 request was bemg denied.
Subsequently the licensee resolved the
env'iieamantal qua HGcatioa problemo.

The june 15, 1989 amendment request
seeks the exact changes sought in the
November 18. 1988 request. The Hceneee
declared that the statements made ia tbe
1986 ietaer are etiH aocurato aad
applicable Including tisair organic«its
suppostiag the deteradaatlaa ofao
sigssificaat hazards. 'Ihete$ ere; the-
November 18. 198&letter wi)Ibe,
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oonstdeted ee nett od the ennndm ent
request.

Basis forProposed ¹ Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50d)2. A proposed
amendtnent to an operating license for a
facilityinvolves no significant hazards „

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

The licensee has determined and the
staff agrees, that the requested
amendment per 10 CFR 5092 does not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated because
the equipment installed willnot 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 willbe
available should the wide range
monitors be declared inoperable.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of acc(dent than
previously evaluated because the
equipment provides monitoring only and
merely provides another display that
indicates neutron fluxor 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 APR)4 IRM, and SRM monitors
so that no new or different kind o!
accident is credible.

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety'ecause no safety
margins are affected. This wide range
monitoring etiuipment provides a
passive monitoring function only and is
not part of any plant safety related
system, thus safety margins willnot 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 oa the above considerations the
Commission proposes to determine that

'he requested change to the Wmy-2
Technical Speclfications involves no
significant hazards considerations.

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

Attorneys for licensees: Nicholas S.
Reynolds, Esq., Bishop, Cook Purcell
and Reynolds, 1400 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 200054502 and G.E
Doupe, Esq., Washington Public Power
Supply System, P.O. Box 968, 3000
George Washington Way. Richland,
Washington 99352,

NBCProject Director: George W.
Knighton

Yankee-Rowe Nuc)ear Power
Corporation, Docket No. 5IM29, Yankee-
Rowe Nuclear Power Stations Boltone
Massachusetts

Date ofamendment request: July 24,
1989

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendment consists of
two proposed changes: (1) The proposed
amendment modifes Table 32;1 of
Technica) Specification X2.4 to
substitute a limiton the operating loop
average temperature for the current limit
on cold leg temperature. The proposed
average temperature limitwillallow
greater operational flexibflityduring
pert-load operation and willmaintain
DNB margins to be bounded by full
power conditions. (2) The proposed
amendment removes the word "Exxon"
from the last paragraph ofTechnical
Speqification Base 3/4'.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards oonsideratiorI determinatiom
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
facilityinvolves no significant hazards
considerations ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with a proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an acc(dent previously
evaluated; (2) create the possibility of a
new or'different kind of accident from
an accident previously evaluated. or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The licensee has evaluated the
. proposed amendment against the

standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and has
determined the followingfor the Brat
proposed change:

(1) An increase In tern peiature willnot
increase the probability of an ace{dent. The
main steam line break Ia the only IIcenahIg
analysis affccted by the change. The
reanalysis ol ihia event hss shown that the
consequences remain acceptab)e. Therefore,

there Ia not o aignScant increase In the
prohobIIItyor conaequeaces of a previously
analyzed event.

(2) ibr fmzeaae ts temperature willnot
result Is e new IsIIaze mechsmam which
could initiate an accident. Therefore, the
proposed change willnot create the
possibility of a new or different type of
accident from any previouaIy. analyzed.

(3) The steady-state DNBRmargin has been
evaluated at part-load condtttona with the
Increased cold leg temperatures allowed by
this change. The DNB performance at
reduced load h hounded by the limMngfuII
power condition. The transient licensing
analyses were also evaluated, with the mehi
steam line break heing the only affected
event. Reanalysis of this transient hsa shown
that the results wiQ remain acceptable.
Therefore, thta change willnot result In e
slgnifkant decrease Iu aafety margma.

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

(1) Involve a signiQcant increase In ihe
probability or consequences of an accident
previously analyzed.

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

(3) Involve a significant reduction In a
margin of sefety.

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 Boom
location: Brooks Memorial Library, 224
Main Street. Brattleboro, Vermont 05301,

AttorneyforLicensee: John A. Ritsher,
Ropes and Gray, 225 Franklin Street,
Boston. Massachusetts 02110.

NRC Project Director: Richard K
Wessman

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED NOTICES
OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE
OF AMENDMEN'FSTO OPERATING
LICENSES ANDPROPOSED NO
SIGNIFICANTHAZARDS
CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION
AND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The followingnotices 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 Register on the day and
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~ ~ Facility Operating License No. DPR<.
The amendment revises the Technical
Specifications.

Date ofinitialnoticein 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, 1S89.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

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

Date ofapplication foramendment.
May 25, 1989 and supplemented on June
30, 1989

Briefdescription ofamendment: This
amendment revises Section 3.7(d), (e)
and (f) to depict the requirements of 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix J and NUREG-
0123, Standard Techncal Specifiications
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-1, Rev. 1.

Date ofissuance: July 31, 1989
Effective date: July 31, 1S89
Amendment No, 99
Facility Operating License No. DPB-8.

The amendment revises the Technical
Specifications.

Date ofinitialnoticein 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
College, 1515 Howard Street, Petoskey,
Michigan 49770.

Duquesne Light Company, Docket No.
5lh412, Beaver Valley Power Station,
Unit No. 2, Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Date ofapplicotion foramendment:
August 11, 1988

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
amendment revises the supplemental
leak collection and release system
(SLCRS) flow rate from 59,000 cfm 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 ofissuance: August 2, 1989
Effective date: August 2, 1989
Amendment No. 19

Facility Operating License ¹. NPF-
78. Amendment revised the Technical
Specffications.

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

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

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

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket Nos. 5M'nd 5M25,
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 1
and 2, Burke'County, Georgia

Date ofapplication foramendments:. ~

April5, 1989
Briefdescription ofamendments: The

amendments modified the Technical
Specifications to delete footnotes that
are.no longer applicable.

Date ofissuance: August 8, 1989
Effective date: August 8, 1989
AmendmentNos 21 and2
Facility Operating License Nos. NPF-

88 and NPFN1: Amendments revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date ofinitialnoticein 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

Georgie Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket Nos. 6M24 and 5M',
Vogtie Electric Generating Plant, Units 1
and 2, Burke County, Georgia

Date ofapplicotion foramendments:
April6. 1989

Briefdescription ofamendments: The
amendments modified Technical
Specification 4.52,h.1)b) to increase for
Unit 1 the maximum total charging pump
flow rate with a single pump

running.'ate

ofisduance: August 8, 1989
Effective date: August 8, 1989
Amendment Nos.: 22 and 3
Facility Operating License Pcs. NPF-

88 and NPF-81t Amendments revised the
Technical

Specifications.'ate

ofinitialnoticein
Federal'egister.

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

No significant hazards consideration
comments receivedt No.

Local Public Document Boom
location: Burke County Library, 4'12

Fourth'Street; Waynesboro, Georgia
30830

Houston Lighting tf: Power Company,
City Public Service Board of San
Antonio, Central Power and Light.
Company, City of Austin, Texas, Docket
Nos. SMSS and 5MSS, South Texas
Pmject, Units 1 and 2, Matagorda
County, Texas

Date ofamendment request: June 1,
1S89

. Briefdescription ofamendments: The
proposed changes allow the use of both
hafnium (Hf) and silver-indium-
cadmium (Ag-In-Cd) design Rod Cluster
Control Assemblies (RCCA) within the
corer

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

78 and NPF~ Amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date ofinitialnotice 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, 1S89.

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

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

Date ofapplication foramendment:
May 18, 1988

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

Date ofissuance: August 4, 1989

Effective da!e: August 4, 1989
Amendment No,: 24

Facility Operating License No. NPF-
82. The amendment revised the
Technical Specifications,

Date ofinitialnoticein Federal
Register. December 14, 1988 (53

FR'0330).The Commission's related
evaluation of the amendment is
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated
August 4, 1989.

No significant hazards considerotion
comments received: No
'ocal Public Document Roam
location: The Vespasian Warner Public

r
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Library. 120 West Johaaoa Street.
Clinton, Illinois81727.

Iowa Electdc Light and Powea'Company,
Docket No. SMSi, Duane Arnold-..
Energy, Center, Unn Cmmty, Iowa

~ Date ofapplication foramendment:
April14, 1989

'riefdescription ofamendment: The
amendmeat revised the Duane Arnold
Energy Center (DAEC) FaciHty
Operating Ucense No. DPR-49.
extending the DAEC Integrated Plan for
2years beyond the current expiration
date ofMay 3, 1989.

Date ofissuance: August 8. 1S89
Effectivedata August 8. 1988 .
Amendment ¹ 161 ~

Facility, Operating License Na'DPR-
4R Amendment revised the license.

Date ofinitialnoticein Federal
Register. June 28. 1989 (54 FR 27231). 'Hie
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendm'ent is't:oataiaed in a Safety',

'valuationdated August 8, 1989.
No significant hazards consideration

comments received: No.;.
Local Public Document Boom .,

location: Cedar Rapids Pubflc Library,
500 First Street, S.E, Cedar Rapids, Iowa
5?A01.

Power Authodty of the State of New
Yodc, Docket No. SM33, James A.
FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant,
Oswego County, Naw Yodc

Date ofapplicaliaa far amendmeut: .

May 27,.1988
Briefdescription ofamendment: The

amendment corrects several editoriaL
typographicaL aad other minor ermrs..

Date ofissuauce: July 19; MN *

Effective data July 19, 1889
'

Amendment No.: 134
FacilityOpera trng License No. DPB-

59: Amendment'revised'.the Technical:
Speciflcation..

Date ofinitialnotice in Federal
Reghtar. April19. 1989 (54.FR 15835).
The Commission's related evatuition of
the amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated July 19. 1989.

No significant hazards consideralion
commentsreceived: No

Local Public Document Boom
'ocation: Peafleld Ubrary, State

University College of Oswego, Oswego,
New Yodc.

. PubHc Service Elactric 5 Gas Company,
Docket No. 6M54, Hope Creek
Generating Statha, Salem Couuty. New
Jersey

Date ofoppli cation for'amendment:
May 5, 1989

Briefdescription ofennead'mentc The
amendment requestfacroases the
Technical Speciflcatkat channel
f'cmctioaal test surveiHance intervah for

vadous 'Coatml Rod Block
instmmeatatian ia accordance with
General Electric Company Ucensiag ',
Topical Report NEDC40851P-A..
Supplement 1.

Date ofissuancer July 28, 1989
Effective data July 28, 1889 aad shall

be implemented within 60 days of
hsuanca

Amendment Na 29
FacilityOperatmg License Na NPF-

57. This aaumdment revised the
Technical Speciflcations.

Date ofinitialnoticein Federal
Reghter. June 14, 1989 (54 FR 25378). The
Co'mmission's related evaluation of the
amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated'July 28, 1989.

No significant hazards considenrtion
camments deceived: No

Local Public Document Room
location Pecmsville PubHc Library 190 '

S. Broadway, Pennsville, New Jersey.
'8070

PubHc'Service Electdc 5 Gas Company,
Docket Nos. 50-272'aad ~'SaIeai,
Generating'Station, UnitNos. 1 aad'2,
Salem County, Naw Jersey

Date ofapplication foramendments:
'uly15, 1988 and supplemented by

letters dated April25. 19N and May 24.
1989.

Briefdescription ofamendments:
These amendments deleted the
organizaticm charts, Figures LR-1 and
6u2 and replaced them with more .

general organizational requirements.
Bate ofissuance July 31. 19N
Effective date: Units 1 and 2, as of the

date of issuance to be implemented
within45 days of the date of issuance

AmecrdaMat Nos. 99 and 78
.Facility Operating License Nos. DPB-

'0

cmd DPR-7$. These amendments;
revised the Tedmical Speciflcatioas, ~

Bate ofmNalnotice in Federal
Reghter. Mccy 31. 1SN (54 FR 23322). The
Commission's related evaluation ofthe.
amendmeats is'contained ia a Safety... ~

Evaluation dated July 31. 1S89..
No sjgnificant hazards consideration

'comments received:.No
Local Public Docunrent Boom

location: Salem Free Public Library. 112
West Bmadway, Salem. New Jersey

South Carolina Electric 8c Gas Company,
South CaroHna PubH" Service Authority,
Docket No. 50495, VlrgQ C. Summer
Nuclear Station, UnItNo. 1, Fairfleid
County, South Camlina

Date ofapplication far amendment:
August 24. 1988

Briefdescriptiaa cfamendment The,
amendment modifles the value far tbe
average electmtype~perature and the
average battery capacity. "

Date ofiasuauce: August 7, 1988

:Zffectlve date: August 7, 19N, .

Amendment No 80,.
Facility Opemting License No. NPF-

12. Amendment revises the Technical
Speciflcations.

Dale ofhu'tialnoticein Federal
Reghter. May 3, 1989 (54 FR 18959). The
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated August 7, 1989

No significant hazards consideration
comments recei ved: No

Local Public Document Boom
location: Fairfieid County Library,
Garden and Washington Streets,
Winnsboro, South CaroHna 29180.

Soc3th Carolina Electrid 5 Gas Cocnpany,
South Carolina Public Service Authority,
Docket No. 50495. VirgilC. Summer
Nude Stathu, Unit No. 1, Fairfield
Coccaty, South CamHna

Date ofopplication foramendment
May 22, 1989

Briefdescription ofamendment: This
Amendment allows, in the case ofa .. „,

missed surveillance requirement,
delaying compliance w'ith the Action
Statement for a period up.to 24 hours to
permit the campletion of the
s'urveiHance 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 haa not been
performed. This Amendment also
permits passage through or'to
Operational Conditions as required in
order to comply with the A'ctioa
Statements.

Date ofissuanca August 8, 1989
Effective data August 8, 1889
Amendment ¹ '81
Facility Operating License No, NPF-

ZZ. Amendment revises the Technical
SpedHcatioas,

Dale ofinitialnoticein Federal
itegister. July 12, 19N (54 FR 28411).'Hw
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated August 8; 1989. The
amendment was inadvertently issued
before expiration of the comment
periocL However. no commeats or
requests for hearing were received
within the period for such comments. or
reguests.

No significant hazards consideratian
comments recaivedc No

Local Public Document Boom
location. Fatrfleld Capatv Library, .

Garden and Washington Streets. —

'innsbom,South.Camlina 28180,
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Tennessye Valley Authority, Dockets
Q Nos. 50-259, 60-260 and M-296, Browne

Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3,
Lbnestone County, Alabama

Date ofapplication foramendments:
January 13, 1989 (TS 256)

Briefdescription ofamendments: 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
flowpaths. "

Date ofissuance: August 2, 1S89

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

DPR<3, DPR-52 and DPR-58;
Amendments revised the Technical
Specifications,

Date ofinitialnoticein Federal
Register. May 17, 1989 (54 FR 21316). The
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendments is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated August 2, 1989.

No significant hazards consideration
comments receivedt No

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

Tennessee Valley Authority, Dockets
Nos. 60-259, 50-260 and 50-296, Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1,2 and 3,
Lhnestone County, Alabama

Date ofapplication for amendments:
May 16, 1989 (TS 270)

Briefdescription ofomendments: This
amendment corrects Technical
Specification Surveillance Requirement
4.B.A.3 to comply with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix H and revises the Bases
section to reflect the specimen
withdrawal program agreed upon by
TVAand the NRC.

Date ofissuonce: August 3, 1989
Effective date: August 3, 1989
Amendments Nos, 170, 170. 141
Facility Operating Licenses Nos.

DPR43, DPR-52 and
DPR-58.'mendmentsrevised the Technical

Specifications.
Date ofinitialnoticein Federal

Register. June 14, 1989 (54 FR 25379). The
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendments 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 35B11.

Tennessee Valley Authority Docket Nos.
6M27 and SM28, Sequoyah Nuclear
Plant, Units 1 and 2, Hamilton County,
Tennessee

Dote ofapplication foramendments:
March 27, 1889 (TS M-27)

Briefdescription ofamendments: The
amendments revise the Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, Technical
Specifications. The changes increase the
base current value for the containment
air return fans, in Surveillance
Requirement 4.6.5.6, from 28 amperes to
32 amperes. The band for an acceptable
current (i.e., 277.5 amperes) is not being
changed.

Dale ofissuance: 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 ofinitialnoticein Federal
Register. April19, 1989 (54 FR 15838).
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment fs contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated July 31, 1989.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

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

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket
Nos. SM27 and 50-328, Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, Hamiftori
County, Tennessee

'C

Date ofapplication foramendments:
December 22, 1988 (TS 88-34)

Briefdescripti on ofamendments: The
amendments modify the Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, 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 ABGTS test requirement
associated,yrith 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 assot."fated
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

Mo toring," to demonstrate automatic .

isolation of the auxiliary building
ventilation exhaust any time the
ABVMS(radiation monitor) indicates
measured levels above the alarm/trip-
setpofnt. The requirement was in
Sections 7 and 9 as part of the ABGTS
actuation test for a high radiation signal
from the ABVMSbut was deleted. Also,
two typographical errors in the Unit 1
Specification 33,3.10 have been
corrected.

Date ofissuance: August 3, 1989

Effective date: August 3, 1S89

Amendment Nos.: 122, 111

Facility Operating Licenses Nos.
DPR-77 and DPR-79. Amendments
revis'ed the Technical Specifications.

Date ofinitialnotice in Federal
Register. February 8, 1989 (54 FR 8212).
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
'ocation:Chattanooga-Hamilton County

Library,'1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga,
Tennessee 37402.

Toledo Edison Company and The
Cleveland Electr'ic Illuminating

'ompany,Docket No. 5M46, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County, Ohio

Date ofapplication foramendmenl:
January 15, 1888

Briefdescription ofamendment: 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 ofissuance: August 4, 1989 .

Effective date: August 4, 1S89
Amendment No. 134

Facility Operating License Na. NPF<.
Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

1

Date ofinitialnoticein 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 ofToledo Library,
Documents Department. 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43606.
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Toledo Mson Company and The
Cleveland Electric Ifturnfnrr6ng
Company, Docket No. 50448, Davis-
Besse Nuchrar Power Station, Unh No. 1;
Ottawa County. Ohio

Date ofapplications for. amendment:
November 2, 1987; January 5. 1989

Briefdescription ofamenknent: This
amendment corrects typographical
errors and makes mfnor word changes
to achieve consistency between the
Technical Specifications and plant
nomendatare. It also deletes certain
statements that are no longer necessary
because of elapsed time and/or
completion of speciTied actions.

Date ofissuance: August 4, 1989
Effective date: August 4. 1989
Amendment Na. 135

~ Facility Operatrrrg License Na. 1VPF<.
Amendment'revised the Technical
SpecHicatfons

Date'rrfinitialnotlcein Fe'deral
Register: May 17; 1969 (54 FR 21317). The
Conunission's related evaluation of the
amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated August 4, 1969.

No sjpu%cant harurrds consideration.
comments receivad: No

Local Public Document Boom
locotionr University ofToledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio.4%ST'.

Virgfnhr Electric and Povrer Company, et
eL, Docket Nos. 50488 and 5M', North
Anna Power Station, Units No. 1 and No;
? Louisa County, Virginia

Date ofapplication forarnendarent/r':
May 23 1989

Briefdescription ofamendment/u The
amendments reduce the NA-1&2TS 3/,
4.2.5 ffmfton the minimum measured
flow rate in the reactor coolant system
from 289,200 gallons per minute (gpm) to
284,000 gpm.'Ihfs reduction in the
minimum flowrate is enveloped within
the NA-1&ZUFSAR Chapter15 acddent
analyses.

Date ofissuance: July $1, 1969
Effective date: July 31,1969
AmendrrrentNo/r 120 and 104
Facility Operating License Nos. NPF<

aad NPF-'7. Amendments revised the
Technical Speciflcatfons.

Date ofinitialnoticein Fedeial
Register. Jane 28, 1989 (54 FR 27%4), The
Commission's related evahratfon of the
amendments is contained fn a Safety.
Evaluation dated July 31. 1969.

No significant hazards corrsiderrrtion
comments recei vedi No,

Local Pablic Dqcument Room
lacat/rarr.. The.Alderman Librmy,
Manuscripts Department; Unfversfty of
Vfrgfnfas Charlottesville, Virginia22901;.

Vfrghrfa Hectrfc and Power Company, et Virginia Electric and Power Company,
aL, Docket Nos.'504S8 and 5M38, North Docket Nos. 50-280 and 50-281, Surry
Anna Power Station, Units No, 1 and No. Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and Z, Surry
2, Louisa County, Virginia County, Virginia,

Date ofapplication foramendments: Date ofapplication foramendments:
June 8, 1989 August S, 1968, as supplemented January

Briefdescription ofarne//rdarents: The
'amendments revise TS $3.3@ TaMe 3g Briefdescription ofamendments:

g, which addresses tha auxiliary These amendments revise the

shutdown panel monitoring requirements governing the operability
fnstrumentatfon. The measurement .of the Individual Rod Position Indicating

range of the charging flow System (IRPIS). The changes involve
shifting the emphasis from the IRPIS to

gpm to 0.18aSP d the fo~t f the demand position-indicating system

Table 3.3 9 and Table 4.3Q fs changed (the steP counters) for rod grouP Position

from horizontal to vertfcaL infarmation during shutdown and

Date ofissuoirc: August 2, 1969
certain transient operational modes
such as reactor startup.

Effective date: August 2, 1989 Date ofissuancer August? 1969
Amendment Nos 121'and 105 Effective date: August 2, 1969
Facility OperatingLr'cerrseNas. NPFMi Amendment Nos. 131 and 131

Fact'iity Operating License Nos. DPR-
Technical Speciflcations. 32and DR&7.'Amendments revised the

~ Date ofiru'tialnoticein Fedenil Technical Spedflcatfons.R~ June 26 1969 (54 FR27244) ~ Date ofinitialnoticein Federal
Commission'srelatedevaluationofthe .

RegfsterFebraary2? 1989(54FR7647)
The Commission's related evaluation of

Evaluation dated August 2, 1969. the amendment is contained in a Safety,
No significant hazards corrsr'denrtion Evaluation dated August 2, 1989.

comments received: No. No significant hazards consideratiorr
LocalPublic Document Boom ' comments receivedr No

location: The Alderman Library,
'

LocalPublic Document Room
Manuscripts Department. University.of location: Swem Library, College of
Virginia, CharlottesvtHe.,Vhghfa 2290L .Williamand Mary, Wfllfamsburg.

VfighrfaEtectrfc and Power Company, et
'frtrfnfa23185

aL, Docket Nos. SM38 and 5M', North Wisconsin Electric Power Cornpgmy,
Anna Power Stations Units No. 1 and No. Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50401, Point
? Louisa County, Virginia 'each Nadear Plant, UnitNos. 1 and 2,

Town ofTwo Creeks, Manftowoc
Date ofappllcatian foraarairdrneats:

March 28, 1969
.Briefdescrr'ptian ofamendarerrts: The Date ofapplication forarrrendrnents:

amendments revise the TS Table 8~ March 17'969
which spedfles the operability Briefdescription ofamendments: The
requirements forradiation monitors The Technical Speciflcation ~1.Bgs) is

revised to eliminate the f-delta-I
guidance provided in Generic Letter No function from the Overpower Delta T

(OPDT) setpoiat to increase the

Dat fi A st
* flexibilityofoperation at fullpower by

allowing use of the fuH fluxdifference
Effective date: August Zs 1989 operqtfng envelope.
Amendment Nos.r 122 and 106 Date ofissuance: July 3i,1989
Facility OP'eratrbgLicense Nas. NPF-4 Effective date: July 31, 1989

Amerrdnrent Nos 12$ and'128
Technical Spedflcations.

~ Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-
Date ofinitialnoticein Federal 24 and DPR-27. Amendments revhed the

Register: May 3. 1969 (54 FR 16962). The Technical Spedflcatfons.
Commission's related evaluation af the Date ofirutial„otice;n Federal
amendments is.contafned in a Safety, Refffster: May 1?. iggg (54 FR 21316). The
Evaluation dated August 2, 1989. Commission's related evaluation of the

No sigrufr'cant hazdrrdsconsiderotiorr . amendments is contained in a Safety
comments racer'ved; Wo. Evaluation dated July 31, 1989.

LocalPublic Dacuarent Room No sr'grrificanfhazards cansideratian
locationr The AMerman Library, conunerrtir receiverL No.
Manuscripts Department, Urdversity of Local Public Dacumurt Roam
Virginia. CharfottesvfHe, Vfrgfnfa22901. 'ocation: Joseph P:Mann Library, 1516
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'ixteenth Street,Two Rivers,
Wisconsin.

WolfCreek Nudear Operating
Corporation, Docket No. 5M&2,Wolf
Creek Generating Station, Coffey
County, Kansas

Date ofamendment request: March 28,
1988

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
current WolfCreek Technical
Specifications did not identify actions to
be taken ifeither the measured overall
integrated containment leakage rate or
the measured combined leakage rate for
all penetratfons and valves subject to
Type B and C tests exceed allowable
limits when the reactor coolant system
temperature is above 200'. The
amendment introduced Action
statements to be taken iflocal leak rate
testing, performed at power, exceeds
allowable limits.

Date ofIssuance: August 9, 1989
Effective date: August 9. 1989
Amendment Na.: 33
Facility Operating License Na. NPF-

42. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date ofinitialnoticein Federal
RegIster. August 24, 1988 (S3 FR 32301).
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment fs contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated August 9, 1989.

No significant hazards consi deration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Boom
Location: Emporia State University,
WilliamAllen White Library, 1200
Commerdal Street, Emporia, Kansas
66801 and Washburn University School
of Law Library, Topeka, Kansas 66621

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF
AMENDMENTTO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSE ANDFINAL
DETERMINATIONOF NO
SIGNIFICANTHAZARDS
CONSIDERATION AND
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING
(EXIGENTOR 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 1<>"., as amended (the Act), and
the Commission's rules and regulations.
The Commission has made appropriate
findings as required by the Act and the
Commissfon's rules and regulations in 10
CFR Chapter I, which are set forth in the
license amendment.

Because of exigent or emergency
circumstances associated with the date

'he amendment was needed, there was
not time for the Commission to publish.
for publfc comment before Issuance, its
usual ~ay 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 facilityof
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
nudear 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 tiignificant hazards
determination, In such case, the license
amendment has been issued without
opportunity for comment. Ifthere has
been some time for public comment but
less than 30 days, the Commission may
provide an opportunity forpublic
comment. Ifcomments 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 sfgnifiicant
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 5122fb). no envirotanentai
impact statemeat ar environmental
assessment need be prepared for these
amendments. Ifthe Commission has
prepared an environmental assessment
under the spedal cfrcqmstaaces
provision in 10 CFR 51.12(b) and has
made a determination based on that
assessment, it is so fndicated.

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. Allof these
items are available for public iaspection
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 fadlity involved.

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be
obtained upon request addressed to the
U.S. Nudear 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 ameadment to the
subject facilityoperating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to partidpate 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 Liceasing
Proceedings" in 10 CFR Part 2. Ifa
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, willrule on the request
and/or petition and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board willissue 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 permit ted
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, finandal, or other interest in
the proceedlrqp 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 prfor to
the first prehearing conference
scheduled In the proceeding. a petifioner
shall file a supplement to the petition to
intervene which must include a list of
the contentions which are sought to be
liUgated in the matter, and the bases for
each contention set forth with
reasonable specifidty. Contentions shall
be limited to matters within the scope of
the ameridment under consideration. A
petitioner who fails to file such a
supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention willnot be permitted to
parOcipate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parOes to the proceeding, subject to any
llmitaOons in the order granting leave to
Intervene, and have the opportunity to
parUcipate fullyin the conduct of the
hearing, Including the opportunity to
present evidence'nd crosswxamine
witnesses.

Since the Commission has made a
final determination that the amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideraUon, ifa hearing is requested.
it willnot stay the effectiveness of the
amendment. Any hearing held would
take place while the amendmeat is Ia
effect.

'

request for a hearing or a peOtion
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) 3254000 (in.
Mssourl 1-(800) 34M700). The Western
Union operator should be given
Datagram Identification Number 3737
and the followingmessage addressed to
(Pmj'ect Director) peOOoaer's name and

telephone number; date petition was
maIIerh 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 willnot be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission. the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, that
the petition and/or request should be
granted based upon a balancing of the

'actorsspecified 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
Nudear GeaeraOag Unit No. 2
Westchester County, New York

Date ofapplication foramendment:
August 3, 19N.

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
amendment raises the maximum
allowed service water system Inlet
water temperature from 85' to 90'
and raises the allowab!e containment
air temperature from 120' to 130'.

Date afissuancer August 7, 1989
Effective date: August 7. 1989
Amendment No.t 143
FacilityOperating License Na. DPR-

2R Amendment revised the Technical
SpedficaOons.

Public comments requested as ta
'roposed no significant hazards

considerationr No. The Commission's
related evaluation of the amendment,
finding of emergency circumstances, and
final detenninaUon of no signifihmt
hazards consideration are contained in
a Safety Evaluation dated August 7,
1989.

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

Power Authority of The State of New
York, Docket No. 50-288, Indian Point
Unit No, 3, Westchester Couaty, New
York

Date ofapplication foramendment:
August 4, 19N

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
amendment r'evises Technical
Spedfication 3 to permit the plant to
operate with a service water
temperature above 90'.with
containment air temperatures up to 130'

for up to seven hours before reaching
the hot shutdown condition via normal
operation procedures.

Date ofissuance: August 11, 19N

EFfective 'dote: August 11, 1989
Amendment Na, 87
Facility Operating License Na. DPR-

84r Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Public comments requested as to
proposed no significant hazards
cansideratian: 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, 1989.

For the Nuclear Regutatory Commission
Steven A. Verge,
Direator. DivisionofReactor Praj ects-I/II.
Office ofNuclear Reactor Regulatian
(Doc. 89-14729 Filed 8-22-89; 8:45 am)
siLLnro coDE rdl441M


