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Docket Nos.: 50-528, 50-529
and 50-530

Mr. E. E. Van Brunt, Jr.
Executive Vice President
Arizona Nuclear Power Project
Post Office Box 52034
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2034

Dear Mr. Van Brunt:

DISTRIBUTION
+DocJ<st Fil.e'

NRC 8 Local PDRs
GMHolahan
JLee
EALicitra/MJDavis
OGC-Bethesda
EJordan/JPartlow
ACRS (10)
PDV Plant File

SUBJECT: GUIDANCE ON FILING LICENSE AMENDMENT REQUESTS FOR PALO VERDE

The purpose of this letter is to summarize the guidance we have been providing
to your staff over the past 19 months concerning the filing of license
amendment requests. Initial guidance was provided in a January 1986 meeting
held in Phoenix, Arizona, and was followed by the guidance in Generic Letter
86-03, dated February 10, 1986. Additional guidance has been provided verbally
on several occasions since then during the processing of a number of license
amendment requests on Palo Verde.

We note that the content of your recent submittals on amendment requests shows
an improving trend when compared to earlier submittals. In order that this
trend may continue, we are repeating the guidance given so that it could be
available to all ANPP personnel involved in processing license amendment
requests.

The regulations applicable to filing the technical portion of a license amend-
ment request are 10 CFR 50. 90, 50. 91 and 50. 92, where 10 CFR 50. 92 provides
the standards for determining whether a proposed amendment involves a no
significant hazards consideration. Examples of amendments that are considered
likely, or not likely, to involve a significant hazards consideration are
provided in 51 FR 7750 and 51 FR 7751, respectively.

Specific guidance on the preparation of license amendment requests is
contained in four enclosures to this letter. Enclosure 1 summarizes what the
content should be for .amendment requests; Enclosure 2 discusses the information
that should be included in the safety evaluation; Enclosure 3 provides more
detail on how to address the standards for determining whether a no significant
hazards consideration exists; and Enclosure 4 summarizes what additional infor-
mation is required for an amendment involving exigent or emergency circumstances.
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, please let me know.

Sincerely,

D,ig1na1 signetl b}g
F, A. LlcltQ~w),

Enclosures:
As stated

cc: See next page

E. A. Licitra, Senior Project Manager
Project Directorate V
Division of Reactor Projects - III,

IV, V and Special Projects
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Mr. E. E. Van Brunt, Jr.
Arizona Nuclear Power Project Palo Verde

CC:
Arthur C. Gehr, Esq.
Snell 8 Wilmer
3100 Valley Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Mr. James M. Flenner, Chief Counsel
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007.

Charles R. Kocher, Esq. Assistant
Council

James A. Boeletto, Esq.
Southern California Edison Company
P. O. Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770

Mr. Mark Ginsberg
Energy Director
Office of Economic Planning

and Development
1700 West Washington - 5th Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. Wayne Shirley
Assistant Attorney General
Bataan Memorial Building
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

Kenneth Berlin, Esq.
Winston 8 Strawn
Suite 500
2550 M Street, NW

Washington, DC 20037

Ms. Lynne Bernabei
Government Accountability Project

of the Institute for Policy Studies
1901 gue Street, NW

Washington, DC 20009

Mr. Ron Rayner
P. O. Box 1509
Goodyear, AZ 85338

Mr. Charles B. Brinkman, Manager
Washington Nuclear Operations
Combustion Engineering, Inc.
7910 Woodmont Avenue Suite 1310
Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Mr. Roy Zimmerman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. 0. Box 239
Arlington, Arizona 85322

Ms. Patricia Lee Hourihan
6413 S. 26th Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85040

Regional Administrator, Region V

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1450 Maria Lane
Suite 210
Walnut Creek, California 94596
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Enclosure 1

CONTENT FOR LICENSE AMENDMENT RE UESTS

Each amendment request should include the following information:

A description of the content of the current license condition or
technical specification, including specific identification of the
condition or specification (e.g., Paragraph 2.C(8), "Emergency
Preparedness," or Technical Specification 3/4.2.4, "DNBR Margin").

A description of the proposed change.

A discussion of the purpose or function of the subject area for which
a change is being requested (e. g., if a technical specification is
involved, the purpose of the specification).

A discussion of why the change is being requested.

A safety evaluation demonstrating the adequacy of the level of safety
provided in support of the requested change (see Enclosure 2 for
more detail).

A discussion of whether a no significant hazards consideration is
involved and the basis for the determination, using the standards
in 10 CFR 50.92 (see Enclosure 3 for more detail).

An environmental impact consideration determination (see 10 CFR 51.21
- and 10 CFR 51.22).

Marked-up pages reflecting the requested change.

Application fee (see 10 CFR 170).
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Enclosure 2

CONTENT OF SAFETY EVALUATIONS FOR LICENSE AMENDMENT RE UESTS

The safety evaluations provided for staff review and approval should include
the following information:

A description of the areas being evaluated.

A discussion of the analytical methods used, including the input
parameters, in support of the proposed changes. The discussion should
also state whether the methods are different than those previously used
and whether the methods have been previously reviewed and approved by .

the staff. An evaluation should also be provided for administrative
changes to determine whether the changes have an adverse safety impact.

The results of the evaluation which demonstrate the adequacy of the
level of safety provided by the proposed changes.

The level of detail provided by the safety evaluation should be such
that the staff can make an independent assessment of the
evaluation based on the information provided by the licensee.
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Enclosure 3

ADDRESSING THE STANDARDS IN 10 CFR 50.92

In addressing the standards for determining whether a no significant
hazards consideration exists, the discussions should include the following
information and should have sufficient detail for the staff to draw the same
conclusions as the licensee, based on the information presented.

Standard 1 - Involve a Si nificant Increase in the Probabilit or Conse uences
of an Accident Previousl Evaluated

The discussion should identify what accidents were previously evaluated
(i.e., those that had been submitted on the docket and evaluated by the staff)
that involve the areas of proposed change. The discussion should also focus on
how these accidents are affected by the proposed changes and whether the
changes involve a significant increase in probability or consequences
of those previously evaluated accidents. If the proposed changes do not
affect any previous~ly evaluated accidents, the reasons for this conclusion
should be stated.

Standard 2 - Create the Possibilit of a New or Different Kind of Accident
From An Accident Previousl Evaluated

The information provided in the discussion of this standard should makeit clear whether a new or different accident is involved. Amendment requests
involving changes in equipment, plant operations, etc. might create the
possibility of a different kind of accide'nt. The evaluation of an accident
which has not been submitted on the docket and'reviewed by the staff is
considered new or different. There should be a careful focus on this issue,
especially if the discussion of the first Standard asserts that the changes do
not involve any previously evaluated accidents.

Standard 3 - Involve a Si nificant Reduction in a Mar in of Safet

The discussion of this standard should consider whether any margin of
safety, based on the analyses of record and/or the existing limits of the
technical specifications, will be significantly reduced. Such a consideration
should be based upon the margin of safety established in the FSAR, SRP, SER
and SER Supplements, and Technical Specification Bases of record. A signifi-
cant reduction in margin can be involved even if the results of revised
analyses are within acceptance criteria.





Enclosure 4

JUSTIFICATION RE UIRED FOR ESTABLISHING AN EXIGENT OR EMERGENCY

CLASSIFICATION FOR A LICENSE AMENDMENT RE VEST

The Commission expects licensees to apply for license amendments on a
timely basis. Although the Commission recognizes that emergency situations
may arise, licensees are not to create an emergency in order to take advantage
of the emergency provisions. When a request is made for emergency action on a
license amendment submittal, other information is required in addition to that
identified in Enclosures 1, 2, and 3. The required additional information for
justifying an emergency classification, which is identified below, should be
submitted in a timely manner and in sufficient detail for the staff to draw the
same conclusions as the licensee, based on the information presented.

(1) Establish that immediate action is required to prevent derating or
shutting down of the plant, or to prevent resumption of operation or
an increase in power output.

(2) Establish that the need for the requested action could not
reasonably have been identified sooner.

(3) Establish that there is no other alternative available.

(4) Describe interim compensatory measures to be imposed.

(5) If temporary relief is being requested, state the scheduled date for
when the relief period would end, e. g., the scheduled date for
returning inoperable components or systems to an operable condition,
or the scheduled date for accomplishing required survei llances.

(6) Advise the appropriate State personnel.

When a request is made for exigent action on a license amendment
submittal, the additional information should include Items (2) and (6) above
as well as the following information.

Establish that quick action is desirable (1) to avoid the loss of a net
safety benefit or (2) to provide a net increase in safety or relia-
bility, or a significant environmental benefit.
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