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MUCLEARREGULATORY
COMMISSION

Bf-weekly Notice Appffcatfona and
Amendmenta to Operating Uceneea
Involving No Significant Hazards
Conafde rations
I. Background

Pursuant to Public Law fP.L) %'<15,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the
Commission) fs publishing this regular
bi-weekly notice. P.L %~15 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
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'mendment to an operating license upon
a determination by the Commission that
such amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration, notwithstanding
the pendency before the Commission of
a request for a hearing from any person.

This bi-weekly notice Includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from June 22. 1987
through July 2, 1987. The last bi-weekly
notice was published on July 1, 1987 (52
FR 24542).

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF
'SSUANCEOF AMENDMENTTO

FACILITYOPERATING LICENSE AND
PROPOSED NO SIGNIFICANT
HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
DETERMINATIONAND
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The Commission has made a proposed
determination that the following
amendment requests involve no
significant hazards consideraUon. Under
the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR
50.92, this means that operation of the
facility in accordance with the proposed
amendments would not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously,
evaluated: or (2) create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident fram
any accident previously evaluated: or (3),
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this
proposed determinaUon 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 Rules and Procedures
Branch, Division of Rules and Records,
Office of Administration, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Conunissfon, Washington.
DC 20555, and should lte the
publication date and page number of
this Federal Register. notice. Written
comments may also be delivered to
Room 4000, Maryland National Bank
Building, 7735 Old Georgetown Road,
Bethesda, Maryland from 8:15 a.m. to
5:00 p.m. Copies of written comments

'eceivedmay be examined at the NRC
Public Document Rooin, 1717 H Street,
NW., Washington, DC. The filingof
requests for hearing and petitions for
leave to intervene is discussed below.

By August 14. 1987, the licensee may
file a request far 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 parUclpate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written peUtion
for leave to intervene. Requests for a
hearing and petiUons for leave to
intervene shall be filed in accordance
with the Commission's "Rules of
PracUce for Domestic LIcensing
Proceedings" in 10 CFR Part 2. Ifa
request for a hearing or petitian for
leave to intervene Is fled 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. willnde 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 proceedinlp (2) the
natureand extent of the petitioner's
property. financisL 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 speclfic aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petiUoner 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 speclficity
requirements described above.

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to
the frat prehearing conference
scheduled in the proceeding, a petiUoner
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 specificlty. ConteriUons shall
be limited to matters within the scope of
the amendment under consideration. A
petiUoner who fails to Ale 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

limltaUons in the order granUng leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
parUcipate fullyin the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross~amlne
witnesses.

Ifa hearing is requested, the
Commission willmake a final
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determinaUon wIIIserve to decide
when the hearing is hei*

Ifthe final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it imlnediately 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 heM
would take place before the issuance of
any amendment.

Normally, the Commission wIH not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the SHiay notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that fafiure
to act in a timely way would result, for
example, in derating or shutdown of the
facility. the Commission may issue the
license amendment befare the
expiration of the 30day notice period,
provided that its final determination Is
that the amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination willconsider all

ublic and State comments received
efore 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 s petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary af the Commission, U8.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington. DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission's Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW„
Washington, DC, by the above date.
Where petitions are filed duiing the hist
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 (800).
3254000 (in Missouri (800) 3424700).
The Western Union operator should be
given Datagram IdentificaUon Numbez
3737 and the followingmessage-
addressed to (Project Direclor):
peUtioner's name and telephone
number; date peUtion was mailed; plant
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name; and publication date and page
number of this Federal Reg(ster notice,
A copy of the pet(t(on should also be
sent to the OffIce of the General
Counsel-Bethesda, 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 petit(ons and/or requests
for hearing willnot be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
presidirig 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. 1717 H Street, N.W.,
Washington. D.C., and at the local
public document room for the particular
facility involved.

Alabama Power Company, Docket Nos.
50-348 and 50-364. Joseph M. Farley
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, Houston
County, Alabama

Date ofamendments request: August
25. 1988, superseded June 2, 1987

Description ofomendments request:
The proposed amendment was first
noticed and described in 51 FR 36082
dated October 7, 1988. The description is
briefly restated as follows: changes
would revise Figure 2.1-1 to increase the
steam generator tube plugging from 5%
to 10% and would revise the Fii
coefficient ofTechnical Specification
3.2.2 and Bases 3/4.2.1 to be 2.32 for
greater than 50% rated thermal power
and 4.64 for less than or equal to 50%
rated thermal power. The Technical
Specification changes are the same as
the changes noticed previously.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
During the NRC staff review of the
Aujust 25, 1986, submittal the licensee
was notified that Generic Letter 88-16
dated October 22, 1986, relating to BART
code errors must be considered prior to
further action on the licensee request.
As a result Westinghouse performed the
large break LOCA analysis for the
licensee. The new'analysis used the
Westinghouse 1981 ECCS Large Break
Evaluation Model (WCAP-9220-P-A and
WCAP-9221) with BASH (WCAP-102M,
Revision 2). Further enhancements to
the BASH,code and methodology are
shown in.Addendum 2 to WCAP-10266,
Revision 2 and are used in the licensee's
submittal as the basis for the changes.

The licensee prov(ded the following
analysis of the significant hazards

„'onstderat(onsper the,requireinents of .

10 CFR 50.92:
(1)The proposed changes willnot increase

the probability or consequences ofany
accident previously evaluated beoiuae" the
revised ECCS analysis provided wsa
performed to support these changea, has
demonstrated that the acceptance criteria for
10 CFR 50.48 have been mat. The proposed
changes have alao been demonstrated to
have no Impact on the conduaiona of the
amall break LOCA aaalyata and all the noa-
LOCA tranalenta or Reactor Coolant Syatem
(RCS) structural integrity. Therefore, the
probability or consequences of any accident
previously evaluated willnot be increased.

'2)Theproposed changes willnot create the
poaaibiliiy of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident prevtoualy =-

evaluated becauae both changes consist of
changes io assumptions in previouaiy

','valuatedaccidents. Additionally, the
increase in steam generator tube plugging haa
been evaluated for impact on RCS average
temperature, thermal design flowand
secondary side pressure and detennhed to
have no impact on current plant operating
limits for these parametera

Furthermore, the increaae in the steam
generator tube plugging limitwillhave no
effect on RCS structural integrity. Thus, these
proposed changes willnot create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident fromany accident previously
evaluate<).

(s)The proposed changes willnot involve a
reduction in a margin of safety because RCS
structural integrity ia maintained and the
revised ECCS anaiyaia haa demonstrated the
requirement'a of 10 CFR 50.48 are met.
Additionally, the calculated peak clad
temperature from this revised analysis ia
even less than the present Parley analysis
and provides additional margin io the limitof
22005F. Therefore, these pr'opoaed changes
willnot involve a reduction in a margin of
safety. analysis haa demonstrated the

"

requirements of 10 CFR 50.48 are met.
Additionally, the calculated peak dad,
temperature from this revised analysis ia-
even less than the present Farley analysis
and providea additional margin to the limitof
2200aF. Therefore, these proposed changes
willnot involve a reduction in a margin of
safety.

Based upon the analysis provided
above. the licensee, Alabama Power
Company, determined tha't the proposed
changes to the Technical Specifications
willnot increase the probabflity or
consequences of an acddent previously
evaluated. create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated. or
involve a reduction in a margin of
safety.,Thus, the licensee determined
that these proposed changes meet the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.92(c) and do
not involve a.significant hazards
considerations.

The NRC staff agrees„with the
licensee's analysis that the action would

, Involve no sign(flcant hazards
.consideration. Also, as stated In our
previous notice (51 FR 36082),
Commission example "(vi)A change
which either may result in some
increase to the probability or
consequences of a previously analyzed

, accident or may reduce in some way a
safety margin, but where the results of
the change are dearly within all
acceptable crit'erie with respect to the .

system or component specified in the
Standard Review Plan: for example, a
change resulting from the application of
a small refinement of a previously used
calculational model or design method."
fits the proposed changes. Therefore, we
propose to determine that the
amendment does not involve a
significant hazards consideratiori.

Local Public Document Room
location: George S. Houston Memorial
Library, 212 W. Burdeshaw Street,
Dothan, Alabama 36303

Attorneyforlicensee: Ernest LBlake,
, Esquire, 2300 N Street, NW.,

Washington, DC 20037
NRCPraject Director: Elinor G.

Adensam

Arizona Public Service Company, et aL,
Docket No. STN 50-528, Palo Verde
Nudear Generating Stathm (PVNGS),
Unit 1; Maricopa County, Arizona

Dote ofamendment re'quest: May 11,
1987 ~

Description ofamendment request
The proposed amendment consists of a
proposed change to the Technical

~ Specifflications (Appendix A to Fadlity
Operating License No. NPF<1 for
PVNGS, Unit 1).

Technical Specification 2.2, "Reactor
Trip Setp'oints," provides setpoints for
various parameters in Table R2-1.
Technical Specification 3/4.3.2
"Engineered Safety Features Actuation
System Instrumentation," provides the
required number of,operable channels
for various parameters in Table 334.
Both Table 2.2-1 and Table 3.3-3 indude
notations which provide the allowances
for manually reducing the trip setpoints
for low pressurizer pressure and low
steam generator pressure. Currently
those notations state that the applicable
modes for those allowances are Modes
34. The proposed amendment would
change the applicable modes to Modes
3< on the basis that the current
Technical Speciflcations do not require
these protection functions to be
operable in Modes 5 and 8. The
proposed change would also make those
portions of the Technical Specifications
consistent with the Technical
Specifications for Palo Verde, Units 2
and 3 (Appendix A to Facility Operating.
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License Nos. NPFN1 and NPF45,
respectively) previously reviewed and
approved by the staK

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consMeratlon exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50Al2. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves 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 evaluated; or (3)
Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

A discussion of the proposed change,
as it relates to these standards Is
presented below.

Standard I - Involve a Significant
Increase in the Probability or
Consequences ofan Accident
Previously Evaluated'he proposed change does not involve
a signiTicant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated since the change
does not alter the design of the plant or
method of operation for the facility.The
only change being requested is to
achieve consistency between the
notations in Tables 2.2-1 and 3.3-3, and
the limitingconditions for operation in
Specifications 2.2 and 3/4.3.2.

Standard 2- Create the Possibility of
a New or Different KindofAccident
from any Accident Previously Evaluated

The proposed change is only an
administrative change and does not
involve any changes to plant equipment
or plant operation. Therefore, the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
analyzed willnot be created.

Standard 3- Involve a Significant
Reduction in a Margin ofSafety

The proposed change does not alter
any limiting condition for operation, any
action statement, or any surveillance
requirement currently in the Technical
Specifications. Therefore, a significant
reduction in a margin of safety is not
involved.

Accordingly, the Commission has
proposed to determine that the above
change does not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Phoenix Public Library,

, Business, Science and Technology
Department, 12 East McDowell Road, *

Phoenix, Arizona 85004.

Attorney for licensees: Mr. Arthur C.
Gehr, Sne)I h Wihner. 3100 VeBejj
Center. Phoenix, Arizona 85007.

NRC Project DIrector: George W.
Knighton

Boston Edison Conipany Docket No. 50-
293, PIIgrlm Niiciear Power Statkgi
Plymouth County, Massachusetts

Date ofapplication foramendment:
May 22, 1987

Description ofamendment request:
Changes in the Technical Specifications
are requested for Cycle 8 operation of
the nuclear reactor followingcore reload
7. For the first time, only retrofit fuel will
be loaded into the core. Allnon-retrofit
fuel willbe discharged to the spent fuel
pool. The proposed Technical
Specification changes are (1) removing
reference to the non-retrofit 8x8 fuel; (2)
revising the description of low and low-
low reactor water level setpoints to
reflect the change in height of the top of
the active fuel length; (3) slightly
reducing the operating limitminimum
critical power ratio,to permit .

operational flexibility;and (4) several
editorial changes to correct the spelling
of "MFLPD', identify the unit of
measurement as megawatt days per
standard ton, and include a reference
which had inadvertently been delete*

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
for determining whether a proposed
amendment involves a significant
hazards consideration (48 FR 14870).
Examples of amendments that are not
likely to involve a significant hazards
consideration are "(i)A purely
administrative change . to achieve
consistency throughout the technical
specifications, correction of an error. or
a change in nomenclature," and "(iii)..„
a change resulting form a nuclear
reactor core reloading, ifno fuel
assemblies significantly different from
those found previously acceptable to the
NRC for a previous core at the facility in
question are involved. This assumes that
no significant changes are made to the
acceptance criteria for the Technical
Specifications, that the analytical
methods used to demonstrate
conformance with the Technical
Specificatians and regulations are not
significantly changed, and that NRC has
previously found such methods
acceptable."

The staff considers the proposed
amendment to be similar to example (i)
since it corrects several editorial errors
and identifies consistent units of
measurement. In addition, the proposed
amendment is similar to example (iii)
since the staff has previously reviewed
the retrofit fuel design and found that

the. operating characteristics and safety
margins are acceptable. No changes in
the previously accepted analytical
methods used to demonstrate
conformance with the Technical
Specifications and regulations are
InvolvecL 'Iherefore, no significant
difference in safety to the public is
expected.

Since the amendment involves
proposed changes for which no
significant hazards consideration exists.
the staff has made a proposed
determination that this application for
amendment involves no signiTicant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Plymouth Public Library, 11
North Street, Plymouth, Massachusetts
02360

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

NRC Project Director: VictorNerses,
Acting Director

Duke Power Company, et al Docket
Nos, 5M13 and SM14, Catawba
Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2, York
County, South Carolina

Date ofamendment request:
November 17, 1986, as supplemented
July 1, 1987

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
Technical Specification (TS) Tables 3.8-
1A and 3.8-1B to add two Containment
Penetration Conductor Overcurrent
Protective Devices to Table 3.8-1A for
Unit 1 and Table 3.8-1B for Unit 2. These
four devices were added at Catawba
Units 1 and 2 to accommodate
decontamination pressure washers and
welding machines. Thus, the
corresponding tables must be revised to
reflect these additions.

Basis forproposed no significont
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided certain
examples (51 FR 7744) of actions likely
to involve no significant hazards
considerations, The request involved in
this case does not match any of those
examples. However, the staff has
reviewed the licensee's request for the
above amendments and determined that
should this request be implemented, it
would not (1) involve a significant
increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because the addition of, the,
four overcurrent protective devices
would not significantly affect the
operation of the station. These devices
would be required to be operable
through TS 3.8.4 LimitingCondition for
Operation. Also, the licensee's proposed
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revisions would not (2) create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated because the design of the
facilitywould not be significantly
affected. Only two overcurrent
protective devices per Unit are added to
the over 200 such devices already
existing at each Unit. Futhermore,
adding these devices would provide
additional protection which otherwise
may not be available. Finally, the
proposed revisions would not (3) involve
a significant reduction in a margin of
safety because of the reasons stated
above in items (1) and (2).

Accordingly, the Commission has
determined that the above changes
involve no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: York County Library, 138 East
Black Street. Rock Hill,South Carolina
29730

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Albert Carr,
Duke Power Company, 422 South
Church Street. Charlotte, North Carolina
28242

NRC Project Director. B. J.
Youngblood

Duke Power Company, et al., Docket
Nos. 50<13 and 50414, Catawba
Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2, York
County, South Carolina

Date ofamendment request: June 3,
1987

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
Technical Specification (TS) 3/4.1.3
"Movable Control Assemblies".and its
associated Bases 3/4.1.3 to allow the
unit to remain at power (Modes 1 or 2)
for up to 72 hours with more than one
full-length rod inoperable but trippable.

The existing TS does not distinguish
between immovable rods and
immovable but trippable rods, and with
more than one full-length control rod
immovable, the unit is presently
required by existing Action Statements
to be in hot standby within 0 hours.

The specific change would be
implemented by deleting "inoperable"
from Action Statement b (which
presently addresses both inoperable or
misaligned rods), and adding a new
Action Statement d which would require
that, with more than one full-length rod
trippable but inoperable due to causes
other than being Immovable as a result
of excessive friction or mechanical
interference or known to be untrippable.
power operation may continue provided
that (1) within one hour, the remainder .

of the rods in the bank(s) with the
inoperable rods are aligned to within
+12 steps of the inoperable rods while
maintaining the rod sequence and

insertion limits of existing TS Figure 3.1-

1a or Figure 3.1-1b, as applicable, and
providing that (2) thermal power level Is
restricted pursuant to existing TS 3.1.3.8
during subsequent operation. These two
provisions regarding the remainder of
the rods correspond to the existing
requirements ofAction Statement c
which addresses no more than one full-
length rod trippable but inoperable for
the same causes. The new Action
Statement d would also include a
provision that (3) the inoperable rods
are to be returned to operable status
within 72 hours. Futhermore, Action
Statement c2 would be revised to
change "Figure 3.1-1" to "Figure 3.1-1a or
Figure 3.1-1b. as applicable."

Except that the "inoperable" portion
of Action Statement b would be
addressed separately by the proposed
new Action Statement d and the
administrative change to Action
Statement c.2, the proposed
amendments would not otherwise
change TS Action Statements a, b or c.

Basis forproposed no signi%'cant
hazards consideration determination:
By letter dated December 31, 1984,
Westinghouse recommended generic
revisions to TS 3/4.1,3 and its Bases
regarding multiple immovable, but
trippable, control rods. Westinghouse
noted they. experienced several different
plants with its NSSS in which a group or
several groups of control rods became
immovable (would not step in or out)
because of a rod control system failure.
The licensee cited similar experiences
during control rod movement periodic
tests in which control malfunctions
prohibited a control rod bank or group
from moving when selected, including a
recent occurrence at Catawba Unit 2
when a fuse blew in the rod control
circuitry. In all cases, the rods were still
trippable (Le.. these rods would have
been inserted into the core in the event
of a reactor trip signal and, thus, were
fullycapable of performing their
intended safety function of shutting
down the reactor). The NRC has
previously accepted the Westinghouse
recommended generic revision and has
incorporated the change into the TS of
several operating plants (e.g., Diablo
Canyon and Joseph Farley) and into a
proposed revision to the Standard
Technical Specifications (NUREG4452).
The additional time provided by the
change to find and repair the cause of
the rods'noperability is justified
because the rods are trippable.

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
its standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92
for no significant hazards consideration
by providing certain examples (51 FR
7744). The changes for the proposed

amendments (except for the
administrative change to Action
Statement c.2) do not match those
examples. However, on the basis of Its
previous reviews of similar
Westinghouse plants and the licensee's
submittaL and because trippabllity of
the control rods Is not affected by the

'roposedchange, previous assumptions
and results of accident analyses and the
reliabilityof the reactor protection
would not adversely change. Therefore,
the change would not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated, or (2) involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety. The
proposed change also would not involve
any change in the design. nor any
changes (other than the time allowed to
find the cause and to repair the
trippable rods'nability to be stepped
into or out of the core) in the operation
of the plant. Therefore, the proposed
change would not (3) create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

One of the Commission's examples in
51 FR 7744 of actions likely to involve no
signiTicant hazards considerations is (i),
"a purely administrative change to
technical specifications: for example, a
change to achieve consistency
throughout the technical specifications,
correction of an error, or a change in
nomenclature." The proposed revision to
Action Statement c.2 to change "Figure
3.1-1" to "Figure 3.1-1a or Figure 3.1-1b,
as applicable," represents a revision
that meets the guidance provided by this
example.

Accordingly, the Commission
proposes to determine that the
requested license amendments involve
no significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: York County Library, 138 East
Black Street, Rock Hill.South Carolina
29730

Attorneyfor licensee: Mr. Albert Carr,
Duke Power Company. 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, North Carolina
28242

NRC Pmj ect Directors B. J.
Youngblood

Duke Power Company, Docket Nos. 50-
369 and SM70, McGuire Nuclear
Station, Units 1 and 2, Mecklenburg
County, North Carolina

Date ofamendment request: June 3,
1987

Description ofamendment request.
The proposed amendments would revise
Technical Specification (TS) 3/4.1.3
"Movable Control Assemblies" and its
associated Bases 3/4.1.3 to allow the
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unit to remain at power (Modes 1 or 2)
for up to 72 hours with more than one
full-length rod inoperable but trippable.
The existing TS does not distinguish
between immovable rods and
immovable but trippable rode, and with
more than one full-length control rod
immovable, the'unit is presently
required by existing Action Statements ~

to be in hot standby within 6 hours.
The speciflc change wouM be-

implemented by deleting "inoperable"
from Action Statement b (Which'
presently addresses both inoperable or
rnisaligned rods), and adding a new .

Action Statement d, New Action
Statement d would require that, with
more than one full-length rod'trippable
but inoperable due to causes other than
being immovable as'a result of
excessive friction or. mechanical
interference or known to be untrippable,
power operation may continue provided
that (1) within one hour, the remainder
of the rods in the bank(s) with the
inoperable rods are aligned to within
+12 steps of the inoperable rods while
maintaining the rod sequence and
insertion limits of existing'TS Figure 3.1-
1, and providing that (2) thermal power
level is restricted pursuant to existing

'S

3.1.3.6 during subsequent operation.
Th'ese two provisions regarding the
remainder of the rods correspond to the

'xistingand unchanged requirements of
Action Statement c which addresses no
more than one full-length rod trippable
but inoperable for the same causes;New.
Action Statement d would also include a
provision that (3) the inoperable rods
are to be returned to operable status
within 72 hours,

Except that the "inoperable",portion
of Action Statement b would be
addressed separately by the proposed
new Action Statement d, the proposed
amendments would not otherwise
change TS Action Statements a, b or c,

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards cansideratian determinati ant
By letter dated December 31, 1084,
Westinghouse recommended generic
revisions to TS 3/4.1.3 and its Bases
regarding multiple immovable, but
trippable, control rods. Westinghouse
noted the experience at several different
plants with its NSSS in which a group or
several groups of control rods became
immovable (would not step in or out)
because of a rod control system. failure.
The licensee cited similar experiences
during control rod movement periodic
tests in which control malfunctions
prohibited a control rod bank or group
from moving when selected, including a
recent occurrence at Catawba Unit 2
when a fuse blew in the rod control
circuitry. In all cases, the rods were still

trippable (i.e., these rods would have
been inserted into the core in the event
of a reactor trip signal and, thus, were
fullycapable of performing their .

intended safety function of shutting
down the reactor). The NRC.has
previously accepted the Westinghouse
recommended'generic revision and has
incorporated the change.lntq th'e TS of

- several operating'plants (e.g., Diablo
Canyo'n'and Joseph Farley) and'into a
proposed revision to the Standard

~ Technical Specification (NUREG4452).
The additional time provided by the.
change to find and repair the cause of
the rods'noperabflity is Justifred
because the rods are trippable.

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
its standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92
for no signiflcant hazards consideration ~

by provi certain examples (51 FR
7744). The changes for the proposed
amendments do not match those
examples. However, on the basis of its "

previous reviews ofsimilar.
Westinghouse plants and the licensee's

. submittal, and because trippabBIty of
the control rods Is not affected by the
proposed change..previous assumptions .

and r'esults of accident analy'ses and the
. reliabilityof the reactor protection
, would not adversely change. The'refore,

the change would not: (1) involve a
sigitlflcant increas'e in the probabflity or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated, or (2) involve a'significant-

'eduction in a margin ofsafety. The:
proposed change also waul not involve
any change in the design, nor any
changes (other than the time allowed to
find the cause and to repair the
trippable rods'nability to be stepped

~ into or out of the core) in the operation
of the plant. Therefore, the proposed
change would not (3) create. the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previou'sly
evaluated. Accordingly, the Commission
proposes to determhe that the
requested license amendments involve
no signiflcaitt hazards consideration.

'ocalPuMic Document Room
location: Atkins Library, University of
North Carolina, Charlotte.(UNCC)
Station, North Carolina 28223.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Albert Carr.
Duke Power Company, 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, North Carolina
28242

NRC Pleat Director: B. J.
Youngblood

'uquesne Light Company, Docket No..
50-334, Beaver Valley Power Station,
Unit No. 1, Shippingport, Peztnsylvania

Date ofamendment request: April7,
~ 1087

Description ofamendment request:
The amendment request covers a
number of areas in the Technical
Specifications. and License Condition
2.C(5). Associated Updated Final Safety
Analysis Report (UFSAR) pages will
also be changed. The affected Technical
Specifications are

1.Section 3.3.3.6 (Fire Detection
Instrumentation) would be deleted and
its requirements would be Incorporated
in the UFSAR and plant operational
procedures. For clerica clarity a note
would be'dded to page 3/4 3-46 (last
page preceding Section 33.3.6) to.

. indicate the deletion. Section 6.9.2. item
fwould also be deleted to reflect this
change. Item 18 ofTechnical
Speciflcation Table 3.3-10 would be
replaced by Primary AuxiliaryBuilding
smoke detection instruments which are
included in administrative procedures.
Item 18. which provides fire detection
instruments for the Unit 2 control room
zones 7, 8 and 9, and Chemical Addition
Building smoke detectors willbe
incorporated in administrative
procedures.

2$ection 3.7.14.1 (Hre Suppression
Water System) would be deleted and its
requirements, with the exception of
special reporting requirements, would
be incorporated in the UFSAR and plant
operational procedures. To reflect this
change Section 6.9.2 item g would also
be deleted,
- S.Section 3.7.142 (Spray and/or
Sprinkler Systems), 3.7.14.3 (CO3
Systems), 3.7.14.4 (Fire Hose Stations),
S.7,14,5 (Halon Systems), and 3.7.15 (Fire

~ Barrier Penetrations) would be deleted
and their requirements would be
incorporated in the plant operational
procedures. Section 6.9.2 item g would

~ be deleted to reflect these changes,
4.Section 8%25 Site Pire Brigade

Requirements and Section 8.42 would
be deleted, and their requirements
would be transferred to the plant
operational procedures.

5.LIcense condition 2.C.(5) would be
replaced by the standard condition
provided in section F of Generic Letter
88-10, Implementation of Fire Protection

, Requirements. The current license
condition 2.C.(5) refers to modifications
identified in Table 1 of the Fire
Protection Safety Evaluation Report for
'BVPS, Unit1, dated May 0,1970. These

. modifications have all been completed,
therefore, this condition is no longer
necessary.

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards consideratian determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
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amendment to an operaUng license for a
facilityInvolves no signlficant Iiazards
constderaUon IfoperaUon of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment wcaiid nat (1) involve a
significant Increase in the probability or
consequoams ofaa accident prev4ously
evaluated: (2) create the possibility of a
new or dlffereiitkind ofaccident from
any accldeat prevkmsly evaluated: or (3)
involve a siguificant redscUon In a
margin ofsafety.

The first four changes do not iavelve a
significant Increase in the probabiBty or
consequence of an accident previously
evahiated because, other than certain
special reporUng requirements for the
Fire Suppression Water System,
requirements have not been changed in
their relocations. Since the amendment
relocates rather than changes these
requirements, it does not create the
possibility of a new or different ldnd of
accident from an accident previously
evaluated.

The special reporting requirements for
the Fire Suppression Water System
which were not incorporated in the
UFSAR and the plant operating
procedures are covered to the extent
that they are significant by the reporting
requirements of10 CFR SL72 and 10
CFR 50.73. Furthermore, since the first
four modifications do not change
requirements. no significant reduction ia
margin of safety results from them.

The replacement of License Condition
2.C.(5) with the standard condition from
Generic Letter 88-10 Is consistent with
the Technical SpecificaUon cha'nges
above. This proposed amendment does
not change the overall fire protection
requirements, and therefore does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated. does not
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from an
accident previously evaiuate4 nor does
it involve a significant reduction in a
margin of saiety.

Accordingly, the staN has made a
'roposed determination that the

requested license amendment does not
involve a significant hazards
consideratiori.

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

Attorneyfor licensee: Gerald
Charnoff. Esquire, Jay E SOberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Piittaa, Patte, and
Trowbridge. 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington. DC 20037

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

Duquesne Uaht Cemyany, Qochat No.
SM$4, Beaver Valley Power QaQon
Unit Ne. 1, Shlppbigpm4, PeznsylvarsLa

Date ofamendmnrt reqrrest: April30,
1987

Briefdescrr'pfian ofamendment
request: The proposed amendment
would clarify the technIcal
specificaUons governing boron diluQon
in the reactor coolant system (RCS) as
follows:

(1)SecUon 3.1~ would bs revised te
clearly define "boron diluUon" as
addiUon of water whose boron
concentration ls less than that required
for the shutdown margin.

(2)Section 3.4.1.4 anal corresponding
basis would be revised eo that an
isolated loop must have coolant boron
concentraUon equal to or greater than
that required by Section 3.1.12 and 3.M
before the loop is unisoiated.

(3)Section 48.L1 would be revised to
cleariy define "dihiUon".

Basis forproposed na signi/Icant
hazards consideration detnmirrati ant
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whethn a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR S0.92(c)) ~ Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facHity i,'olves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not (1) invobre a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated: (2) create Hie possibfiity of a
new or diHerent kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reducUon in a
margin of safety.

The Ecensee stated that the current
Technical Specifications cause
unnecessary delays in operaUon.'Ihe
proposed changes would only clarify
current requirements and the definiUon
of "boron dilution". No hardware
modificatlon is involved and there is no
relaxation of safety acceptance criteria.
Thus the answers to the three points
above are negative. The staff concurs
with the licensee's assessment and
proposes to determbie that the
requested amendment Involves no
significant hazards considerations.

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

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esquire, Jay E SIIberg,
Esquire, Shaw. Pittman, Potts, and
Trowbridge, 2360 N Qreet, le.,
Washington, DC 20038

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

GeorrIia Poorer Company, ~&ago
Powm Colgczatlrsci, Mmd~Rhctric
AuthorityofGee~ City cfQaltec3,
Georgia, Dodm4 Na~~L
Hatch Nuclear PhMst, Ucrit2, Ai~~ing
Coiarty. QosrgIa

Date ofamendment request: March 20,
1987

Descrrptr'arr afamendment request:
This amendment would modify the
Technical SpeclficaUons to permit
temporary adjustments to trip setpolnts
for the Main Steam Une Radiation
Montiar (MSUM) Instrunients as
described In Tables 3%-1, 3.3.1-1, 3,32-
1, 3.3.2-2, 3.3.62-1 and3347-2 to allow
performance of tests ofhydrogen
injection into the primary coolant. These
tests willbe perforined in order to
evaluate Hydrogen Water Chemistry
(HWC) as a potential mitigator of
intergranular stress corrosion cracking
(IGSCC). This amendment also would
correct a typographical error in Tab}e
3.3.8.7-1.

The temporary change proposed
would permit the normal fullpower
background leveL associated with the
Main Steam High RadlaUon scram and
isolation setpoints, to be increased so as
to compensate for the anticipated
increase in the main steam radiation
levels during hydrogen injection. This
backglund radiation level increase
when hydrogen injecUon ls underway is
caused by higher levels ofshort halWife
N-18 carryover into the main steam.

The proposed modificaUon woubi
allow this temporary adjustment to the
setpoints to be made only when above
20 percent of rated power and would
require that itbe made within 24 hours
prior to planned start ofhydrogen
injection. Itwould require that normal
setpoints be established within24 boars
of reestablishing normal radiation Ieveh
after completion of the hy en
injection and prior to es power
levels below 20 percent rated power. It
also would permit adjustments to the
setpoints during the teat based on either
calculations ar measurements ofactual
radiation Ievds resulting from hydrogen
injection.

AsimIIar change was approved for
the purpose of hydroaen injecUon teats
at Hatch Unit 1 by amendment 125 to
the Hatch Unit 1 license, dated May 21.
198L

Basis forproposed rro significarrt
hazards considerrrtiarr cbtarnrinrrtiorL
The Conunlsaion has provided
standards for determiiiing whether a
signlf~nt hazards clisideratiea exists
(10 CFR 5082(c)). Aproposed
amendment to an operating license $or a
facilityInvolves no eignlficant hazards
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consideration ifoperation of the fadlity
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
cons'equences of an acddent previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any acddent previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety,

The current setpoints are lese than or
equal to 3 times normal rated power
background. The only design basis
acddent which takes credit for main
steam isolation valve (MSIV)closure on
Main Steam Line high radiation is the

.,design basis control rod drop acddent
'CRDA). The CRDA Is only of concern
below 10 percent of rated power. Since
the current MSLRM setpoint willnot be
changed when at or below 20 percent
rated power. the MSLRM sensitivity to
fuel failure is not impacted, and the
FSAR analysis for the CRDA remains
valid.

The MSLRM also performs a general
function of monitoring for failed fuel.
This capability to monitor fuel failures is
retained with the adjusted radiation
"background" setpoint, Additioaally,
this fuel failure monitoring capability is
'provided through the offgas radiation
monitor, performance of primary coolant
analyses, and routine radiation surveys,

If, due to a redrculation pump trip or
other unanticipated power reduction
event, the reactor drops below 20
percent rated power without setpoint
readjustment, control rod withdrawal
willbe prohibited by pro'cedures until
the necessary setpoint readjustment is
made. This ensures that fuel failures of
the type concerning the MSLRM
(specifically FSAR CRDA analysis) are
unlikely.

Table 3.3.6.7.1 was added to the
Technical Specifications by Amendment
71. Part of that change involved moving
the requirements for the control room air
inlet radiation detectors from previous
TS 4.7.2.ed.g to the new Table 32.L7-1.
In making that change, the new table
incorrectly referenced note (d) instead
of note (c) as pertaining to these
detectors. This change would correct the
reference to note (c) as was originally
intended.

On the basis of the above, the
Commission has determined that the
requested amendment meets the three
criteria and therefore has made a
proposed determination that the
amendment application does not involve

„a significant hazards consideration.
Local Public Document Boom

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

Attorney forlicensee: Bruce W.
Churchill, Esquire, Shaw, Pit tman, Potts
and Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

NBCProject Director: B.J.
Youngbiood

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Munldpal Electri
Authority of Georgh, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Dodcet Nos, 6M'ad SM66,
Edwin I. Hatch Nadear Plant, Units 1
and 2, Appling County, Georgia

Date ofamendment rectuest: February"
13, 1887

Description ofamendment request:
These proposed changes would modify
the Unit 1 and Unit 2 Technical
Specifications to: (1) incorporate the
revised reporting requirements of 10
CFR Part 50, Sections 50.72 aad 50.73, as
directed by NRC Generic Letter 83~
"Report Requiremeats of 10 CFR Part 60,
Sections S0.72 and 50.73, and Standard
Technical SpeciTicatlons," dated
December 19, 1983; and (2) incorporate
the revised reporting requirements for
primary coolant iodine spiking and
remove existing requirements for plant
shutdown ifprimary coolant iodine
activity limits are exceeded for 800
hours within a 12-month period, as
requested by NRC Generic Letter 85-19,
"Reporting Requirements on Primary
Coolant Iodine Spikes," dated
September 27, 1985.

Reporting requirements for Hatch
Units 1 and 2 were established and the
Technical Specifications for these plants
were issued prior to codification of
reporting requirements as now specified
by Sections 503'2 aad 50.73 of 10 CFR
Part 50, which became effective on
January 1, 1974. Generic Letter 83M
informed all licensees that they should
amend the Technical Spedfications for
their plants to conform to the new
reporting requirements, This amendment
would conform the Technical
Specifications for Hatch Units 1 and 2 to
the reporting requirements of Sections
50.72 and 50.73 of 10 CFR Part 50.

Technical Specifications prior to the
issuance of Generic Letter 85-19 on
September 27, 1885, were written to
require short-term reporting of spikes in
iodine activity in the primary coolant,
and plant shutdown in the event
accumulated time at high iodine activity
levels exceeded 800 hours in a 12-month
period. Generic Letter 85-19 announced

'hatthe NRC had determined these
'equirementsto be unnecessary in view

of the improvements that had been
made in audear fuel, and requested that
licensees submit a request to amend the
Technical Spedfications for their plant
to delete these requirements. This
amendment would delete the previous

reporting and plant shutdown
requirements based on iodine activity
levels from the Hatch Units 1 and 2
Technical Specifications in accordance
with the guidance of Generic Letter 65-
19.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determinatian:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 60.82(c)). Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
fadlity involves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperati'on of the fadlity
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated: or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The proposed changes would make
modifications of an administrative
nature to the Technical Specifications to
incorporate current reporting
requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Sections
50.72 and 50.73, and to revise the short-
term reporting requirements regarding
iodine activity levels. Neither of these
changes would have any effect on the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated, create
the possibility of a new or different kiad
of accident, or involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

The change also would delete the
requirement for plant shutdown ia the
event the accumulated time with high
iodine activty levels in the coolant
exceeded 800 hours in a 12-month
period, 10 CFR 50.72 (b)(1)(ii) requires
that the NRC be immediately notified of
fuel dadding failures that exceed
expected values or that are caused by
unexpected factors. This reporting
requirement and proper fuel
management. coupled with the fuel
improvements that have been made,
assure that corrective action would be
taken long before the 800 hour limit is
even approached. thereby maldng the"
shutdown requirement unnecessary.
Deletion of this requirement would not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evahiated, would
not create the possibility of a new or

.'ifferentkind of accident, and w'ould
not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

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

Local Public Document Room
localiom Appling County Public Library.
301 City Hall Drive, Baxley, Georgia
31513

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

NRC Project Director. B.J. Youngblood

Indiana and MIchigan Electric Company,
Docket Nos. 5M1S and 5M18, Donald
C. Cook Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and
2, Benien County, Michigan

Date ofamendments request: May 28.
1987.

Description ofamendments request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the Technical Specifications for the
spent fuel pool ventilation system to
update the testing standards; modify the
test requirement to reflect the as-built
ventilation system: allow the crane bay
and drumming room rollup doors to be
open but under administrative control
when fuel is moved or loads carried
over the fuel pool: delete air flow
distribution tests across HEPA filters-
and charcoal absorbers; delete
redundant filterbypass testing
requirements; modify leek testing
requirements for charcoal and HEPA
filters after modiTiicatio, reinstallation,
and sample testing, add a footnote to the
spent fuel pool ventilation section to
correspond to the auxiliary building
crane section which recognizes the load
block in a deenergized state as not being
a heavy load: and correct a number of
editorial errors.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determinatiam
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether'a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration 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 evaluated, or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety,

The licensee proposes to update the
testing standards for the spent fuel pool
ventilation system. The current
standard. ANSI N500-197S, willbe
replaced by ANSI N500-1980. The ANSI
N510-1975 included test requirements for
systems built to the ANSI NS09 design;
however, Cook was not designed or
required to be designed to ANSI NS09

and some provisions of ANSI NS10-1975
cannot be literally complied with. ANSI
N510-1980 recognizes that plants may be
non-ANSI N509 designs and provides for
this in stating requirements. Since ANSI
N510-1980 corresponds more closely
with the Cook ventilation system design
and the change is to cunently accepted
testing standards, the change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probabilities or consequences of a
previously analyzed accident, Since the
change Is in testing procedures and does
not change operations or involve plant
modifications, the proposed changes do
not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed. The ANSI N510-

,1980 is the current industry standard
and its use does not result in a
signiflcant reduction in a margin of .

safety.
The licensee proposes to modify the

technical specifications to allow the
crane bay rollup door and the drumming
room rollup door, which are near the
spent tuel pooL to be open under
administrative control when fuel is
being moved or when heavy loads are
carried over the spent fuel pool. The
current technical specifications require
the ventilation system to maintain a
negative pressure on the pool when fuel
is moved or loads are carried over the
fuel. With the doo'rs open. the vent
system cannot maintain the negative
pressure: however, under administrative
control the doors could be quickly
closed in the event of any mishap. With
the fans operating and either door open.
the likelydirection for air flowwould be
into the spent fuel pool area and through
the filters. In the event the fans failed,
fuel movement and loads over the spent
fuel pool would be halted and the doors
could be closed. In the event of an
accident in the spent fuel pool, the fans
are stopped and the doors would be
closed to limitany releases.

The design basis accident is the
complete rupture underwater of the
highest rated spent fuel element. This
accident was assumed to occur both
inside containment and in the spent fuel
pool. The bounding accident location is
the one inside containment which took
no.credit for filtration or containment
isolation. The proposed change by the
licensee for the spent fuel pool area
would change the results for the spent
fuel pool but would still not be as severe
since the doors would be quickly closed
in the spent fuel pool area and the
containment location for the accident
was analyzed unisolated. The bounding
accident location would remain as the
one inside containment. Th'erefore,
allowing the crane bay rollup and the
drumming room rollup doors to be open

r

under administrative control during
movement of fuel or crane loads over
the fuel could have some increase in

the'onsequencesof a previously evaluated
accident location but are within the
limits of the accident previously
analyzed for the containment location.
The proposed change by the licensee

'oesnot signlflcantly increase the
'robabilityor consequences of the

previously analyzed accident and
because the change does not affect the
mechanisms for damaging fuel and'is
consistent with ongoing operations with
the doors, the change does not create a
new or different kind of accident.
Further, the administrative controls to
quickly close the doors might represent
some reduction In a margin of safety,
but the brief time a door was open
would not be.a significant reduction in a
margin of safety when the accident
assumptions did not Include any
isolation of containment for the design
basis.

The licensee also proposed to change
the surveillance requirement for the
spent fuel pool ventilation system to
more accurately describe the system as
designed and found acceptable. The
original specifications were believed to
be generically applicable to cover most
systems but literal interpretation for the
Cook system Is questionable. The Cook
proposal is to change the wording to
more accurately describe the required
test for the as-built system. The test will
continue to be performed as always;
therefore, there Is no significant increase
in the probabilities or consequences of
any previously analyzed accident nor is
there any reduction in a safety margin.
There is no change in operation or
testinip therefore, the proposed change
does not create the possibility of any
new or different kind of

accident.'The

licensee proposes to delete the air
flowdistribution testing across the
HEPA and charcoal fiilters every 18
months but wIIIcontinue to perform
these tests as required by ANSI N510-
1980 "followingoriginal installation,
modification, or repair of the air
cleaning system." The current Standard
Technical Speclficatlons do not require
the testing in recognition that the code
requirements are adequate and
sufficient. The proposed change willnot
adversely affect the flowdistribution
nor willit greatly decrease the
knowledge or expectations of the filter
operation: therefore, there is no
significant increase in the probabilities
or consequences of any previously
analyzed accident nor is there a
significant decrease in a margin of
safety. Deletion of the 18-month test will
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not create any new or different kind of
accident.

The licensee proposes to delete
redundant surveillance requirements to
determine total filterbypass, including
leakage through the system's diverting
valveL The specification'as written does
not recognize that the Cook ventilation
system has bypass dampers Integral to
the system and that a combination of
other required tests willalso allow for
the determination of total bypass and
leakage. The licensee also proposes to
change "diverting" to directing" in the
specifications to accurately refiect
system function. Because the deletion h
to remove redundant tests and the,
description change to "directing" Is
administrative in nature. these proposed
changes do not significantly increase the
probabilities or consequences of any
previously analyzed accident nor do
they involve any significant decrease in
a margin of safety. These changes do not
involve modifications or changes in
system operations and. therefore, do not
create any new or different kinds of
accidents.

The current specifications require leak
testing of charcoal adsorber banks after
reinstallation but not after taking a
sample. The licensee proposes to add a
specification for leak testing charcoal
adsorbers after sample taking to make
the specifications consistent. The
licensee also proposes to remove the
requirement to test HEPA filters after
charcoal tray installation since this
would not affect the HEPA filters. These
proposed changes are to achieve
consistency and delete uiinecessary
tests and, therefore. do not significantly
increase the probability or
consequences of any previously
analyzed accident nor do they
signiTicantly decrease any margin of
safety. These actions willnot involve
changes fn plant operation or .

configuration and, therefore, do not
create any new or different kind of
accident.

License Amendments 93/79, issued
February 24, 1986, added footnotes to
some technical specifications to allow
operation of the crane over the spent
fuel pool with the load block
deenergized and unloaded. The spent
fuel pool ventilation technical
specifications should have been
similarly modified with the same
footnote. The licensee proposes to
correct this oversight. This change is
consistent with the previous footnotes
and safety evaluation end thus does not
significantly increase the probabilities
or consequences of any previously
analyzed accident nor does it
significantly decrease any margin of

safety. This mode of operation has been
found acceptable pending a load drop
analysis review and approval and does
not create any new or different ldnd of
accident.

In the last change, the licensee
proposes to correct e number of
typographical errors and make editorial
changes that are administrative in
nature. The Commission has also
provided guidance concerning the
application of these standards by
providing examples of amendments
considered not likely to Involve
significant hazards considerations (51
FR 7744). One of these examples. (i), is a
purely administrative change to
technical specifications. This last
change by the licensee is directly related
to this example.

On the basis of the above
,considerations, the staff proposes to
determine that the licensee's request
involves no significant hazards
considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: Maude Preston Palenske
Memorial Library, 500 Market Street, St.
Joseph, Michigan 49085.

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

NRC Pro/ ecl Director: David L
Wigginton, Acting.

Mississippi Power 8r Light Company,
System Energy Resources, Inc., South
Mississippi Electric Power Association,
Docket No. 5M16, Grand GulfNuclear
Station, Unit 1, Claiborne County,
Mississippi

Dale ofamendment request: June 3,
1987

Description ofamendment request:
The June 3. 1987 application for license

'mendment requested changes to
Technical Specifications (TSs) related to
the definition of core alteration and the
snubber sample size. This notice
considers only the changes related to
the definition of core alteration.

The following changes to the
Technical Specifications (TSs) would be
made:

1.The definition of core alteration
would be modified to exclude normal
movement of the source range monitors
(SRMs), intermediate range monitors
(IRMs), local power range monitors
(LPRMs), traversing in-core probes ~

(TIPs) or special movable detectors.
2.The "'" footnote to Specification

3.1.1 on shutdown margin would be
deleted. This footnote provides an
exception to the core alteration
definition for movement of IRMs, SRMs
or special movable detectors.

3.The "'"footnote to Surveillance
Requirement 4.1.32.a would be modified
by deleting the exception to the core
alteration definitio for the movement of
SRMs, IRMs or special movable
detectors, The exception for normal .
control rod movement remains and is
not affected by this proposed change.

4.The "'" footnote to Table 3.3.1-1
would be modified by deleting the.
exceptions to the core alteration
definition for IRMs, SRMs or special
movable detectors. The part of the "'"
footnote requiring operable SRM
instrumentation for replacement of
LPRM strings would be retained.

5.The """footnote to Specification
3.92 on refueling operations
instrumentation would be deleted. This
footnote provides an exception to the
core alteration definition for movement
of IRMs, SRMs or special movable
detectors.

6.The "'" footnote to Specification
3.9.5 would be modified by deleting the
exception to the core alteration
definition for incore instrumentation.
The part of the "'" footnote that allows
an exception for control rod movement ~

with their normal drive system remains
and is not affected by this proposed
change.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determinali on:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92. A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility Involves no signiifiicant 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; or (2) create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The licensee has provided an analysis
of significant hazards consideration In
its request for a license amendment. The
licensee has concluded, with
appropriate bases. that the proposed
amendment meets the three standards in
10 CFR 50.92 and, therefore, involves no
significant hazards considerations.

The licensee's'analysis Is reproduced
below.

1. The proposed change does not Involve a..
signtficant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated. The reactivity worth of the SRMs,
IRMs. LPRMs, TIPs and special movable
detectors ls Inslgnificant and their movement
in the core does not have any adverse impact
on reactivity excursion events. This change
does not involve e change io plant hardware.
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plant operating procedures or plant
emergency procedures. Therefore. this change
ainnot Increase the probability or
consequences ofen accident.

2. The proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously analyzed.
Movement of ail detectors in and around the
core Is controlled by approved procedures.
'Ihe movement of the small amount ol
reactivity in the reactor core provided by the
subject detectors does not create the
possibility of a new accident or different
accident from any previously analyzed.

s. The proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
The proposed change to the core alteration
definition for SRMs, IRMs, LPRMs, and
special movable detectors wiiiprovide
exceptions that are ciirrently allowed in the
Technical Specifications. The proposal to
exempt the TIPs from the requirements of the
core alteration defmitlon is similar to that
currently in effect for the other detectors.
Therefore, since the proposed changes are
similar to present exceptfons allowed in the
Technical Specifications. no margin of safety
Is reduced.

The NRC staff has made a preliminary
review of the licensee's analysis and
agrees with the licensee's conclusions
that the three standards in 10 CFR 50.92
are met for the proposed changes in TSs
for Grand Gulf Nuclear Station, Unit 1.

Accordingly. the Commission
proposes to determine that the
requested changes to the TSs do not
involve significant hazards
considerations.

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

Attorneyfor licensee: Nicholas S.
Reynolds, Esquire, Bishop. Liberman,
Cook. Purcell and Reynolds, 120017th
Street, NW„Washington. DC 20036

NRC Praj ect Director. Laster S.
Rubenstein

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

Date ofapplication foramendment:
May 15, 1987

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
proposed amendment would delete the
list of hydraulic and mechanical
snubbers in Tables 3.6.1.a and 3.6.1.b.
reduce the number of additional
snubbers to be tested for every failed
snubber discovered during functional
testing. add a surveillance requirement
for the snubber service life program, and
clarify the visual inspection acceptance
criteria and functional test requirements.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determi nation:
Changes to the snubber population.

resulted from wort accomplished during
lthe 1985 refueling outage. Subsequently.

additional snubbers were placed on the
safety-related snubber lists in the
station procedures. Generic Letter 84-13
concluded that the inclusion of snubber
listings within the Technical
Specifications is not necessary provided
the snubbers are required to be
operable, Therefore, the licensee has
proposed, consistent with the BWR
Standard Technical Specifications, to
delete Tables 3.8.1.a and 3Ak1.b,
Technical Specifications 3.8.1.1 and
3.8.1.8; to emend Technical
Specifications 3.6.1.2, 3.6.1,3, 3.6.1.4,
3.6.1.5, 4.8.1.2, 4.6.1,3, and 4.8.1.4; and to
add Technical Specification 4.6.1.5.

(1)The snubber listings currently in
the station procedures would be
maintained and updated as appropriate,
and would be subject to the more
stringent surveillance requirements as
outlined in the proposed technical
specifications

(2)The required number of additional
snubbers to be tested for every failed
snubber discovered during the
functional testing would be reduced
from 10% to 5% of the total number of
snubbers ofthattype.

This change is consistent with the
conclusions of the ASME-QMA
evaluation which asserted'that a retest
of 5.0% of the original sample (i.e., 5%
sample size of that type of snubber)
provided adequate conservatism
associated with snubber surveillance
testing. The staff has previously
concurred with these conclusions.

(3)A surveillance requirement for the ~

snubber service life program would be
added.

The intent of this new requirement is
to ensure that the service life of the
snubber is not exceeded between
surveillance inspections. This represents
a more stringent surveillance
requirement.

(4)Clarification of the visual
inspection acceptance criteria and
functional retest requirements would be
added.

These clarifying statements serve to
better define snubber operability and to
assure the retesting of the current
snubbers after failure of the functional
test in prior outages.

The licensee has reviewed the
proposed changes pursuant to 10 CFR
50.59 and has determined that they do
not constitute an unreviewed safety
question. The probability of occurrence
or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to
safety (i.e., safety-related) previously
evaluated in the Final Safety Analysis
Report have not been increased. The

possibility for an accident or
malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the Final Safety
Analysis Report has not been created.
There has not been a reduction in the
margin of safety as defined in the basis
for any Technical Specification. These
proposed changes willnot result in
physical changes to the plant or changes
in the way the plant is operated; Hence.
there is no effect on the design basis
accident analyses,

The licensee has also reviewed the
proposed changes in accordance with 10
CFR 50.92 and has concluded that they
do not involve a significant hazards
consideration in that these changes
would not:

1.Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously analyzed. There are
no physical changes to the plant as a
result of the proposed changes;
therefore, previously analyzed accidents
are not affected.

2.Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed. Since there are no
changes in the way the plant is
operated, the potential for an
unanalyzed accident is not created
because no new failure modes are
introduced. I<

3.Involve a significant reduction in'a
margin of safety. The proposed changes
to the Technical Specifications willnot
significantly reduce the surveillance
testing requirements.

The proposed changes have no effect
on the intent of the original Technical
Specifications. No changes in the intent
of current surveillance testing will
result. The changes willmore easily
accommodate future additions or
deletions to the safety-related snubber
listings because a formal license
amendment willnot be required.
However, any changes in

snubber'uantities,

types, or locations would be
a change to the facility, and such
changes would continue to be evaluated
against the provisions of 10 CFR 50,59,
and would be reflected in plant records
as appropriate.

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

Attorney for licensee: Gerald Garfield,
Esquire, Day, Berry, gi Howard.
Counselors at Law, City Place, Hartford.
Connecticut 08103-3499,

NRC Project Director: Cecil O.
Thomas.
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Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al„Docket No, 60423, Millstone Nuclear
Power Station, Unit No. 2, New London
County, Connecticut

Dote ofomendment request: Partial
response to the application dated June
25, 1987

Descript/on ofamendment request: By
application for license amendment
dated June 25, 1987, Northeast Nuclear
Energy Company, et al, (the licensee),
requested changes to the Technical
Specifications (TS) for Mllstone Unit 2
regarding hydraulic seismic restraints

'snubbers),TS 3/4.7,L1, as follows: (1)
the TS Table that explicitlyHats the
s'nubbers that are required to be
operable and undergo surveillance
would be eliminated and (2) the TS
numbering system for TS 3/4.7;L1 would
be changed, The third pioposed change
to the snubber TS, which would allow
the licensee to perform an engineering
evaluation to determine a snubber
supported system/component to be.
operable with an inoperable snubber.
willbe addressed in future
correspondence.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideratian determination:
On May 3, 1984 the NRC issued Generic
Letter (GL) 84-13, 'Technical
Specifications for Snubbers". The
contents of GL 84-13 state, in part:

During the last several.years, a large .
number of license amendments have been
required to add, delete or modify Ihe snubber
listing within the technical speciiicatione. We

~ have reassessed the inclusion of snubber
listings within the technlcel specificatioas
and conclude that such listings are not
necessary proidded the snubber technical
spectlication is modified to specify which
snubbers are required io be operable. You
should siso note that the recordkeeping
requirements of paragraph 4.9.78 of the
snubber technical speciiication are not
altered by this revision. Paragraph 4.9.7.f
requires that the plant records contain a
record of the service life. Installation date,
etc. of each snubber. Since any changes in
snubber quantities, types, or locations would
be a change io the facility. such changes
would be subject io the provisions of 10 CFR
Part 50.59 and. of course. these changes
would have io be reflected In the records
required by paragra ph 4.7.9L

The licensee's June 25,
1987'pplicatiorifor license amendment is

responsive to GL 84-13 in that it
proposes the deletion of the TS snubber
listing. As recommended by GL 84-13, a
revised LimitingCondition for
Operation;(LCO) and associated Action
'Statement, replaces the snubber list. The
proposed LCO'and Action Statement
define which snubbers must be operable

,, (and undergo surveillance) and also
-:... provides appropriate remedial actions.

The proposed change to TS 3/4.7.8.1
does not involve a significant increase

in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated. Since no
change in the number, location or
operability of snubbers wQ1 result from
the proposed TS change, system/ ~

components supported by the snubbers
can be expected to.respond within
evaluated limits under normal (thermal
expansion) and abnormal (seismic).
conditions. The proposed change to the
TS willnot creite the possibility of a
new or different type of accident. The
function of a snubber is to move slowly
to allow for thermal expansion of the'.
supported component and to "lock-up"
to restrain the component under seismic
conditions. No new snubber function is
created by the proposed TS change and .

thus no new or different types of
accidents are createtL Finally, the ..
proposed change to the TS would not
involve a sjydficant reduction in a
safety margin. No changes to the seismic
capability of systems or components is
involved and thus no decrease in the
seismic safety margins willoccur.
Accordingly, the Commission proposes
to determine that the abovMescribed
changes to TS 3/4.7.8.1 involve no
significant hazards considerations;

The licensee has also proposed
renumbering existing TS 3/4.7.8.1 as 3/
4.7.8. This change has bee'n 'proposed
since there is no TS 3/4.7Al2.

"

On March 6, 1986. the NRC pubHshed
guidance in.the Federal Register (51 FR
7761) concerning examples of
amendments that are not likely to
involve a sjydficant hazards
consideration. One example provided in
61 FR 7751 of amendments not likely to
involve significant hazards
considerations is example (i) which
involves "Apurely admhdstrative
change to technical specjBcatjons: for
example, a change to achieve
consistency throughout the technical
speciBcations, correction of an error, or .

a change in nomenclature". The
proposed renumbering of the subject TS
is witjdn the example (i) noted above.
Accordingly, the Commission proposes
to determine that the proposed change
to the TS involves no signiBcant hazards
considerations.

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

Attorney for licensee: Gerald GarBeld,
Esquire, Day, Berry and Howard, One
Constitution Plaza, Hartford,
Connecticut 08103 .

NRC Project Director. John F. Stolz

Northern Statos Power Company,
Docket No. 50-263, Monticello Nuclear
Generating Plant, Wright County,
Mhaesota

Date, ofamendment request: Octobttr
3, 1ML

Descdptian ofomendment request .

The proposed change would revise'the
wording of Technical SpecjBcations
3,LA and 3.9$ to refleot.the existence of '

third source'f offsite p'ower for
supplying auxiliary electrical power.
The Bases for Section 3.9 would also be
revised to reflect the additional source.

'asisforproposed no significant
hazards consideration detetrninatiant
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10CFR 60.92). A proposed amendment
to an operating license for a facility ~

involves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would noh (1) involve a
signiBcant increase in the probality or
conseque'nces of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
a new ar different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

During the 1988 refueling and
maintenance outage, a

major'mprovementwas made with the
addition of a tjijrd'source of offsite
power for the safeguards buses at
Monticello. Anew source of auxiliary
power. independently regulated and fed
from the 345KV substation. was
installed. No. 11 auxiliary transformer,
which was fed from the generator output ~

bus, was removed,
The proposed amendment would

revise the Technical SpeciBcations to
recognize an additional source of ojfsite
power available to supply the
safeguards buses,

The licensee has evaluated the
proposed changes to the Technical
SpecjBcations and determined they do
not constitute a signiBcant hazards
consideration for the faHowing reasons:

The additional source ofoffsite power
signiBcantly jruproves the reHabiHty and
QexibiHty of the station auxiliary power
system. The probability of a loss of
voltage or degraded voltage to the
station safeguards buses is signiBcantly
reduced, The proposed amendment will
require the availability of at least two
offsite sources prior to critical operation
just as the existing Technical
Specifications do. Therefore, this change
has rio effect on the probability of loss
of offsite power or the reliability of the
power supply to plant safeguards
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equipment and there is no increase in
the probability or consequences ofan
analyzed accident.

The proposed Technical Specificatio
changes deal exclusively with the offsite
auxiliary electrical power supplies for
the Monticello plant. They reflect the
addition of an additional fullcapacity
offsite source of auxiliary power to the
plant. The plant is designed to respond
to design basis accidents assuming the
coincident loss of offsite power. The
analyses reported in Section 14 of the
Safety Analysis Report make this
assumption. The intent of the additional
offsite source is to improve the
reliability of offsite power. Assuming.
however, that this modification and the
requested Technical Specification
change could in some way result in a
reduction in this reliability, no new or

'ifferentkind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated would be
created since loss af ofBite power is
assumed,

The proposed Technical Specification
wording change willrecognize the
addition to the plant ofanother full
capacity source of offsite auxiliary
electrical power. This source will
significantly improve the reliability and
stability of the power source to the
safeguards buses. The proposed change
willnot;.therefore, involve a reduction
in the margin of safety. The staff has
reviewed the licensee's analysis and
agrees with the conclusions.

On the basis of the above, the staff
proposes to determine that the proposed
technical specification changes do not
involve a significant hazanIs .

consideration.
Local Public Document Room

location: Minneapolis Public Library,
Technology and Science Department,
300 Nicollet MaII, MnneapoQs,
Minnesota 55401.

Attorneyfor licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman. Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street. NW.,
Washington, DC 2003T.

NRC Project Direaton David I
Wigginton, Acting.

Northern States Powee Cosnyany.
Docket No. 804N, MoaticaHo Nuclear
Ganaratbsi PIant. Wdght County,
Minnesota

Date ofamendment reguest: April9,
1987 and June 15,

1'escnptianofamena'nrent reguest:
The proposed amendment to the
technical speciffcatfons would permit
the interval between the first and
second containment integrated leak rate
tests (ILRT's) in the second 20.year
service period to exceed by a few
months the 40+ 10 month interval

between tests specified in the Technical
Specificatione.

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards cansidenrtian determinatiam
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
in 10 CFR 80.92(c). h proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment waul not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; (2) create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The proposed Technical Specification
changes deal exclusively with a one-
time relief of approximately 3 months to
perform the second overall integrated
containment leakage rate tests required
during the second 10-year service
period. This test can be performed only
during refueling outages. Due to the
current outage schedule, the requirement
for test intervals of40+ 10 months and
the requirement that the last test of a
series be conducted during the 10-year
ASME Code Section XIinservice
inspection outage cannot both be met.
The proposed minor increase in
specified test interval to allow a test in
1989 wouM resolve this conflict. The
staff has reviewed and agrees with the
licensee's evaluation of the requested
changes.

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

Local Public Document Boom
location: Minneapolis Public Library,
Technology and Science Department,
300 NicolletMalLMnneapolis,
Mnnesota 55401.

Attaniey for licensee: Gerald
CharnoK Esq., Shaw, Pittman. patte and
Trowbridge. 2300 N Street. NW~
Waahington, DC 2003y

~ NRC Project DirectanDavid L.
Wigginton. Acting.

PenmyIvaaist Power and Ught
Cottony, Docket Na, M4!T
Susquehanna Steam Electric Station,
Unit 1, Ltizaaw County, Pennsylvania

Date ofamendment rag ues4
December 9, 19N

Description ofamendment reguest:
The proposed amendment would revise
the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station,
Unit 1 Technical Specifications to
support modifIcations which izsprove
the containment isolation function and
testablllty of the feedwater system.

Specifically, the proposed changes
consist oE

(1) a change to Table 3.0.3-1 (Primary
Containment Isolation Valves) replacing
two reactor water cleanup (RWCU)
manual isolation valves with two new
gate valves. The valves being replaced
(HV-144F042 and HV-144F104) are not
being removed from the plant, but will
not serve as containment isolation
valves.

(2) two new containment Isolation
valves, HV-14182htkB, are being added
to the list of valves in Table 3.L4.2-1
(Motor~rated Valves Thermal
Overload Protection) because they are
equipped with thermal overload bypass
circuitry.

Basis forproposed na significant
hazanis cansi deratiaa determinatioru
The Commission has provided
standards fordetermining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 8L92(c)). Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facilityInvolves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment wouM not: (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of ari 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 ln a
margin of safety.

The staff has reviewed the licensee's
request and concurs with the following
basis and conclusions provided by the
licensee in its December 9, 1988
submittal.

(I) The proposed changes do not involve a
signiitcant increase fn the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
eveiuated.

Final Safety Analyses Report (FSAR)
Section 5.4.$ 2 states that the RWCU System
is classified as a primary Power Generatiaa
System ami ts not an Engheared Safety
Feature.'Ihe FSAR describes the function of
the HV-1F042 and HV-1P104 system return
valves as Ioag term leakage controL
Instantaneous reverse ttow isolation is
provided by the G33-1F03QAIB check valves,
further downstream in the RWCU piping. The
modificstion wtilreassign the loog tenn
leakage control function from valves HV-
FlF042 and HV-1F0104 to the naw valves HV-
14182AkB. The locatkm of the new valves
wiiibe downstream from the G33-1F03QA53
check valves and wlQ not alter their present
function of instantaneous reverse Qow
isolation. The mot~perated HV-14182ASB
isolation valves wtithmctton as
poslttvedostsg contahuaent isolation valves
for tha RWCU branch eonoectl«is to
Feedwater peoatrsttons X~ aad X48 and
willnot increase the probability of an
accident or malfunction of «pdpmant related
to safety.
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(II)The proNNeh chciigcs*aot create tha
possibility of a new cr difierent kiad of
accident from auy acddeat previously
evaluated. FSAR Section 5.4.L2 describes tbe
safety'ireiated portions oi the RWCU System.
This modification willImprove BWCU.
capabilfiy to serve these safety.rehtcd
functions by reducing contcinmcnt valve
leakage vie new coiitatnmcnt Isciatloa valves
HV-14MZAaB. FSAR Sectfon tLZ,4.$.2.%
Identifies the sefety.related function of the
Feedwater containment Isolation valves. This
modification wtit not alter the present
function of ther Fcerfwritcr valves end Is not
likely to create a posstbIIIty foran acddenr
or malfunction of e different type tlien Irr
already evaluated fn the FSAIt.

(III)The proposed'changes do net involve c
"

signtficcnt redaction ie c margin ofsafety.
'As noted above. the containment

isolation for the affected feedwater
penetratians will'be Improved by the
addition of the new valves. because they
willnot be used for throttling purposeL
Therefore the margia ofsafety deflned
by the containmant isation function
willnot ba reduced.

Based on the above considerationa,
the Commission proposes to determine
that the proposed changes do not
involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Pablic Docvment Room
location: Osterhout Free Library.
Reference Department, 71 South
Fraiiklin Street. Wiikes-Barre.
Pennsylvania 18701

Attorneyfor licensee: Jay Silberg,
Esquire. Shaw, Pittman. Potta and
Trowbridge, 2X0 N Street NW..
Washington. DC 26837

NRC Project Director: Walter R.
Butler

Pennsylvaaia Power and Light
Company, Docket No. 50407
Susquehanna Steam Electric Stattott,
Unit 1, Luzerne County, Ptrnttsyhrarder

Dale ofamendment rsqaest June 19.
1987

Descriptt'on ofamendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the Susquehanna Ream Efectric Station,
Unit 1 Tec)mica) Specifications TaMe
3.8.4.1-1 to include Soar new circuit
breakers that willbeinstaHed during the
forthcoming refueling and inspectiorr
outage af Umf1. The Technical
Specificathons Tab(eX!L4.T-1 relates to
primary contaimnent penetratiott
conductor overcurrent protective
devices which ensure that, primary and
backup overcurrent protection circuit
breakers are demonstrated operable by
the performance ofperiodic
surveilfance. The modification to
incorporate new d rcuit breakers wifl
enhance the overcuirent protection of
the penetrations. The new breakers
being InstaHed are thermalmagsietic
and will trip prior to load device failure,

thereby aaaurisigpsotcctiart aE the
printarycontsr(junantpeitatratlon sea?L

Basisfarptoposed'na significant
hazards consideratian detennluatZun:
The Commfssfon haa provided
standasda for determining whether a
slgnlflcank hazards coaaidesaQcrci, exists
(10 CFR 58.92(cg Apaepraed
amencknent to an operating license foe e
facility involves no slgnlficant hazards
considerathn Ifoperatiart ofthe fadmty
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1J Invobre a
significant increase in the probality oz
consequences of an acddent previously
evaluate4 (2j create the posalbQIty af a
new or different kind of accident from
any accident previous)y evahate4 or (3)
involve a significant redrrctiort fn a
margin ofsafety.

The staff has rev(ewed the Bcensee'a
request and concurs with the following
basis and conclusions provided by the
licensee in itkJune 19. 19M'ubmittaL

I. The proposed changes do not Involve a
significant mcrcace In the probcbgtty oc
consequences of an accident prevtoudy
evaluated;

The cddQioa of redundant ovcrcurrcnt
protection hr tbc subject pcnctrations wiii
increase the reliabilityof the detection and
isolation ef shet ciiccits. Therefore, the
probability ofc failure of the penetration seal
being a contributor te an ecctdenr scenario is
decreased.

II. The proposed changes do not create the
possibility of anew or differcntkind of
accident from any ecddent previously
evaluated.

The addition of redundant protection
enhances Its rcltabIIity..The new circuit
breakers are of the same high quality es the
existing ones. I~. molded csee aud themieI
magnetic. Failure of this redundaat protection
to detect anrtisoiate e short drcuit current
willnot create e malfunction different than
any one that could be postulated without It
installed.

IH. The proposed changes do not Iavolve e
significant reducttoii In a aiargta of safety.

As stated ia L abave. the detection and
isolatioa of aboct drcutt currcats Is enhanced
by thtk modificattoa TQe action ihercrore
Incrcacek ihc safety margin ceeocteted with
penetration protection.

Based on the above constderattoes, the
Commission proposes to determbie that the
proposed changes involve no stgrilficcnt
hezards consideration.

Local Public Document Roour
location: Ostarhoiit Pree Llbeasy,
Reference Department, 71 South
Franklin Street, Wilkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania 1Li%

Attorneyfbrlicensee. Jay SIlberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Paths anif
Trowbridge. 2300 N Slreet NM,
Washington. DC 20037

NRC Pandect Direclarr. Walter R.
Butler

Pennsy)vaske Ptstvrsr aea28ght
Company, 5echet Ntt.

5MSF'usquehinsnirSftem Ebrctrfa Statfaix,,
Unit 1, Luxerne County, Pennsyhrarda

Date ofamattdnrsnt rsqasst. Jane%@
1987

Description ofarrrsndrnsnt ttaprsst:
The proposed amendment would xevisa
the Susqruahanna Steam Efectrh, Station.
Unit 1 Technical Spedfications in
support of tba forihcoeing fud nekmiL
for Cyde 4 aperir&m. Speaiflca)ly, the
llcestseebsra requested to cfiange tlte
following parts of the Technicaf
Specificationrr.

(1] Definitions T.Zend 1.13. related to
fuel exposure and. I'rection oflfmi5ng
power density

(2) Specification 3/4.21. related to
Average Planar Linear Heat Generatiois
Rate

(3) Specification 3/4.22. related to
Average Power Range Monitor (APRMJ
Se tpoints

(4) Specification 3/~. related to
MinimumCritical Power Ratio (MCPR)

(5).Specificatioa3/42.4. rdated to *

Linear Heat Gencratioit Rate (MGRJ.
(6) SpeciScation 3/442.$ 4, re)tiffte

Recirculation Loops - Singfe Loop
Operatiort

(7) Specification 5.X1. rdated to Fuel
AssembBes

Basis forproposed no srttnificant
hazards consideratioa

deternrination.'he

Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
signiflcant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to arr operating. license far tr
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facilify
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1] involve a
significant increase in the probitMityar
consequences of aR acddent praviocisjy
evaluated (2) create the possibi)Ity ota
new or differeat kind of accident fram
any accid'ent previously evaluateif; ar PJ
involve a significant reduction fn a
margin of safety.

Tha s taKhas reviewed the licensee'a
request and concurs with the foQewiag
basis and condusiona provided brrrtie
licensee im ita tune 19i 1887 subaraltid.

The following three qvcsttrmc are
addressed far ecch ot tbc proposcd Ycchsicai
Specificatton changes:

L Does @reproposed change Invcivea
significant Increase in thc probcbilRy or
consequences of an accident Frcvtocctrr

'veluated?

II. Docs the proposed change create tite
possiblitty oEa acw er dIIfctcat Idnrjat
accideat from any ccddcnt prcviondy
eve leabcdt

III.Does the proposed change involve a
significcnt rcdectirm ia c mcrgia of sc Ectype

Dcfinitr'cnt< hrrerfrgc Errporrare
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I. No. Currently, no definition number Is
provided for Average Bundle Exposure. To
correct this, the deflnitions of Average
Bundle Exposure and Average Planar
Exposure are proposed to be grouped under
"Average Exposure". This relabeling is
administrative in nature since neither
existing definition is changing.

ll. No. Sce I. above.
fll.No. See I. above.
Definition 1.13, Fioction ofLimitingPower

Density
L No. This change Is administrative in

nature; the definition was altered to reflect
the appropriate Linear Heat Generation Rate
(LHGR) to be used in determining the
Fraction of LimitingPower Density, since and
LHGR curve speciflcally for determination of
APRM setpoints has been provided In this
analysis. This is justified under Speciflcation
3/4.22, APRM setpoints.

Ii. No. See I. above.
IILNo. See L above.
Speci ficotion 3/F1, Averrrge Plonor

Linear Heat Cenerotion Rate
The changes to this speciflcatton reflect the

addition nf appropriate limits for Cycle 4
ANFQx9 (XN-3) fuel, and editorial changes to
replace references to "Exxon" with "ANF'.

I. No. The editorial changes to correct the
vendor reference are wholly administrative
and have no impact on any safety analysis.
The new Figure 3.2.1-3 illustrates the
MAPLHGR limits for )Pl-3 fuel. These limits
are based on an SNF analysis of the Loss of
Coolant Accident analysis, operation within
the proposed'MAPLHGR remains below
22008F, local Zr-Hro reaction remains below
11%, and core-wide hydrogen production
remains below 1% for the limitingLOCA as
required by 10CFRS0.

With respect to GE and ANF 8xa fuel, the
Reload Summary Report shows that the XN4
fuel is hydraulically and neutronically
compatible with both fuel types. Therefore
the existing MAPLHGR limits provided in
Figures 3.2.1-1 and 3.2.1-2 remain applicable
for Unit 1 Cycle 4 operation.

II. No. Although there are obvious physical
differences between the XN4 fuel and the GE
and ANF 8xa fuel, there are no significant
differences in their operating characteristics.
Therefore, the addition of XN-3 fuel in the
Cycle 4 core does not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluate*

ill.No. The analyses performed were done
in accordance with 10CFRSO Appendix K and
did not predict a signiflcant reduction in any
safety margin. The methodology used to
perform the Cycle 4 safety analyses contain
similar Inherent conservaUsm to those which
supported the Cycle 3 core.

Speci/'ication 3/4.24. APRMSetpoinls
This specification has been changed to

explicitly define T for GE fuel and ANF fuel.
Since for ANF fuel T is dependent on e
transient based LHGR, a new Agure. 3~1.
has been provided,

I. No. For GE fuel, the method of
calculating T has not changed. ClariAcatlon
was simply provided to ensure that T was
properly determined. This part of the change
is therefore editorial.

For ANF fuel, the T factor is modifled by
un exposure dependent LHGR which is based

on ANFs Protection Against Puel Pailure
(PAFF) line shown on Figure 3.4 of SN-NF4S-
87, Revision 1. This LHGR ls provided In new
Hgure 3.2 2-1, which corresponds to the ratio
of PAFF/1.2. Under this limit.cladding and
fuel integrity are protected during anticipated
opcraUonal occurrences (AOO's), including
an overpower condition for transients
initiated from partial power. Therefore, this
change willensure fuel design Bmlts are not
violated.

ll. No. Again, for GE fuel the change ts
editoriaL For ANP fuel, as stated in (I) above,
the new LHGR limitprovides assurance that
cladding and fuel integrity are protected
during AOO's. Since the ANF fuel Is
hydraulically and ncutronlcally'compatible
with GE fuel, no new events were postulated
to occur.

IILNo. For GE fuel. no change has
occurred. For ANF fuel, the method for
determining T has been shown to provide
appropriate protecUon against 1% clad strain
and fuel centerline melting: therefore, no
significant reduction In safety margin has
occufredo

Specification 3/4.24, Minimum Critical
Power Ratio

I. The plant transient model used to
evaluate the system effects of the Pecdwater
Controller Pailure and Load Reject Without
Bypass transients is ANFs CONTRANSA
code... This output was utilixed by the
XCOBRA-Tmethodology. to determine
Delta CPRs. The CONTRANSA code has
been used ln support of SSES Unit 2 Cycle 2,
and has been ap)rroved by the NRC.

Allcore. wide, transients were
analyzed'eterminlstically(Ie., using bounding values

of input parameters).-
Based on the above, the method used to

develop operating limitMCPRs for the
Technical Specifications does not Involve a
significant increase in the probabflity or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

II, No. The Methodology described can
only be evaluated for its affect on the
consequences of analyxed events; it cannot
create new ones. The consequences of
analyxcd events were 'evaluated in L above.

lfl.No. As stated In I. above, the
methodology used to evaluate core-wide
transients is consistent or more realistic than
previously approved methods and tncets all
pertinent regulatory requirements for use in
this application. Therefoie, its use willnot
result In a stgntflcant decrease in any margin

~ ofsafety.
Specification 3/4%4 Lineor Heat

Cenerotlon Bate
The changes to this specification

rej)ect edltoria) changes to replace
references to "ENC'ith "ANF', to
revise the limits for ANF Bx8 fuel, and to
add appropriate )imlta for ANF9x9 (XN-
3) fuel.

I. No. The editorial change to correct the
vendor reference are wholly adminlstraUve
and have no impact on any safety analysis,
Revised Figure 3.2.42 1 and new Figure
32 42-2 rellect appropriate LHGR limits for
ANF fuel under steady-state conditlonL
These figures are based on information
provided in the fuel mechanical design

analysis (XN.NF4S47, Rev. 1) and assures
margin to design limits for the life of the fueL

ILNo. This change reflects appropriate
limits which ensure compliance with all
relevant fuel mechanical design criteria.
Application of these limits willnot create the
possibi! ityof a new or different accident.

III.No. the mechanical design report which.
forms the basis for these LHGR limits is the
same analyses which was approved in
support of Unit 2 cycle 2 operation. These
analyses ensure appropriate safety margin to
fuel mechanical design limits for all
anticipated operaUonal occurrences
throughout the life of the fuel.

Specification 3/4.41.M, Recrrculotion
LoopsSingle Loop Operation

L No. Three editorial changes are being
proposed: a reference to Exxon is changed to
ANF; a reference to the new Figure 3%1-3 is
provided (this was justified under
Spectflcatlon 3/4%1); and a typographical
error in the APRM'- Flow Biased Trip
Setpoint under 3 4.1.12.a.S.b is corrected.
These changes are administrative and
therefore do not impact any safety analysis
(again, the new Hgure 3214 was considered
previously).

ILNo. See L above.
Ill.No. See I. above.
Specification 33.1, Fuel Assemblies
L No. As written, this spedfication

provides GE and ANF Sx8 general core
design information. The proposed changes
provide the same informaUon for the ANP
Qx9 fuel being introduced in Cycle 4. This-
general information was part of a much more
elaborate.set of inputs used to generate the
attached analyses and the Technical
Speciflcation limits discussed above. Since
the Technical SpcclflcaUons and associated
analyses have been shown not to increase
the probability or consequences of any
previous evaluation. the proposed change to
this'section is primarily editorial and
therefore willnot degrade the current level of
safety at Susquehanna SES Unit 1. ~

ILNo, See l. above.
111. No. See L above.
Based on the above consideraflons,

.the Commission proposes to determine
that the proposed changes involve no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Boom
location: Oaterhout Free Library.
Reference Department, 71 South
Franklin Street, Wllkea-Barre, ~

Pennsylvania 18701
Attorney forlicensee: Jay SI)berg.

Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Pleat Distort Walter R.
Butler

Pennsylvania Power and L(ght
Company, Docket Noe. 5M87 and 50-
388 Susquehanna Steam Electr(c Station,
Un)ts 1 and 2, Luzerne County,
Pennsylvania

Date ofamendment request: April13,
1987
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Description ofamendment
request,'he

proposed amendments would revise
the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
(SSES) Units 1 and 2 Technical
Specification to make the Surveillance
requirements for the Standby Gas
Treatment System (SGTS) exhaust high
radiation Isolation Instrumentatlon
consistent with its applicability
requirements.

Table 4.3.2.1-1 currently requires valid
surveillance prior to entry into
Operational Conditions 4 or 5 regardless
of whether venting or purging ls
planned. The proposed change would
modify the applicability requirements
for Operational Conditions 4 and 5 such
that the SGTS exhaust high radiation
instrumentation be operable only when
venting or purging the drywell in
accordance with the Technical
SpeciTication Section 3.11.2.8.

Basis forproposed no significont
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a
signiTicant 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 staff has reviewed the licensee's
request and concurs with the following
basis and conclusions provided by the
licensee in its Apri)13, 1987 submittal,

The proposed changes do not:
(1) Involve a significant increase in the

probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The safety function of the subject
Instrumentatlon during Operational
Conditions 4 and 5 Is io isolate the
containment purge and nitrogen makeup
valves upon sensing a predetermined
radiation level at the SGTS exhaust vent
during venting or purging operations. The
subject change willensure that the
instrumentation willhave valid surveillsnces
on record prior to performing venting or
purging. thereby ensuring a high reliabilityof
the Isolation function. It Is unnecessary to
require surveillance requirements to be met
when the instrumentation Is not required io
be operable. Since the proposal Is not
affecting the reliabilityof the safety, function
but is simply deleting an unnecessary
restriction, no previous accident evaluation Is
impacted.

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

Since no changes to the design or operation
of the subject lnstnunsntatlon is proposed, no
new event requiring evaluation I~ required.

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

As explained In (1) above, the period of
operation when the safety function of the
instnunentation Is required is unaffected by
the proposed change; therefore safety margin
is not bnpscted.

Based on the above consideration, the
Commission proposes to determine that
the proposed changes do not Involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Osterhout Free Library,
Reference Department, 71 South
Franklin Street, Wilkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania 18701

Attorneyfor licensee: Jay Silberg,
Esquire. Shaw, Pittman. Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Project Director: Walter R.
Butler

Pennsylvania Power and Light
Company, Docket Nos. 50487 and 50-
388 Susquehanna Steam Electric Station,
Unite 1 and 2, Luzerne County,
Pennsylvania

Date ofamendment request: April13,
1987

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
(SSES) Units 1 and 2 Technical
Specifications Section 3.6.5.3 related to
the Standby Gas Treatment System
(SGTS). Technical Specification 3.6.5.3
presently requires that upon losing both
trains of SGTS. the Technical
Specifications Section 3.0.3 be invoked
and within one hour the licensee is to
proceed to plant shutdown. The
proposed change to Section 3.6.5.3
would allow the licensee 4 hours to
restore at least one inoperable SGTS
subsystem to operable status.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:

'heCommission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10,CFR 50.92(c)), Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration 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: (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 staff has reviewed the licensee's
request and concurs with the following

basis and conclusions provided by the
licensee In lls April13, 1M7 submittal.

The proposed change does not:
(1) Involve a significant increase In the

probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed change affects the allowed
restoration tbne of the SGTS, and this can
Impact the existing accident analyses only if
the time Is increased to the point where the
system cannot be assumed to perform Its
safety function when required. This Is not the
case, here. since the proposed increase (him
1 to 4 hours) Is consistent with the currently
allowed restoration tbne for the safety
function that SGTS Is supporting.

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

Neither the design nor the operation of the
SGTS have been affected by the proposed
change; therefore, no new events are required
to be evaluated.

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

This change. In terms of impact on safety
margin has been qualitatively assessed as an
Insigntttcant degradation IfIt Is one at aH.
This degradation Is representative of the
"extra" safety margin provided by shutting
the unit down sooner when SGTS Is the
reason Secondary Containment Integrity has
been violated. This Is insignificant for two
main reasons:

(a) Ithas been shown that Secondary
Containment Integrity can be violated for up
to 4 hours and that this should be
Independent of the reason for the violation,
and

(b) Some positive safety margin is incurred
through fewer shutdowns due'to SGTS
Inoperability, coupled with the fact that less
restoratton work willhave to be performed
while the unit Is proceeding to shutdown end
is therefore In a transient conditton.

Based on the above considerations,
the Commission proposes to determine
that the proposed change does not
involve a significan hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Osterhout Free Library,
Reference Department, 71 South
Franklin Street, Wilkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania 18701

Attorneyfor licensee: Jay Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW„
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Project Director: Walter R.
Butler

Pennsylvania Power and Light
Company, Docket Nos. SM87 and 50-
388 Susquehanna Steam Electric Station,
Units 1 and 2 Luzerne County,
Pennsylvania

Date ofamendment request: June 10,
1987

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
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Units 1 and 2 Technical Specifications
related to load profiles for batteries
1D612 and 1D622. The proposed changes
are intended to accommodate the
installation of Alternate Rod Injection
solenoid valves in compliance with
Anticipated Transients Without Scram
(ATWS) rule.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards cansiderati an determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR S0.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration ifoperation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) involve a

, significant increase fn the probability ar
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 staff has reviewed the licensee's
request and concurs with the following
basis and conclusions provided by the
licensee in its June 10, 1987 submittal.

The proposed changes do noi:
(1) Involve an increase in the probability or

consequen5es of an accident previously
evaluated. FSAR Section 8.3.2.1.1.4 states the
station batteries have sufffdent capsdty
wiihout the charger, to Independently supply
the required loads for 4 hours. The Technkal
Specifications require the batteries be
surveiiled to a dummy load which is greater
than the design loads. To demonstrate the
baueries have adequate capacity to supply
the proposed load profile, a calculation was
performed by our Engineering department.
This calculation - In part - ts based on IEEE
485. In particular, cell shing worksbeets were
prepared for the new loads. These
worksheets determine the number of positive
plates the specific battery must have to
supply the given load profile. For the
proposed profile, and considering worst case
which Is a battery electrolyte temperature of
608 F, the 1D612 end 1D622 batteries were
demonstrated to have adequate capadty.

(2) Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any ecddent
previously evaluated. As stated In Part (1),
the batteries have suiffdent capadty for the
proposed load prolf!e, thus enabling them to
perform their Intended function. Any
postulated accident resulting from this
change is bound by previous analysis.

(3) Involve e reductfon in the margin of
safety. In accordance with IEEE 450. the
related battery cepadty Is 25 percent greater
than required.'IIiis margin allows
replacement of the battery when Its capacity
has decreesed to 80 percent of its rated
capacity (100 percent of design load). This
margin hes been maintained and Included as
part of the calculation referred io tu Part (1).

Based on the above considerations,
the Commission proposes to determine

that the proposed changes involve no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Osterhout Free Library,
Reference Department, 71 South
Franklin Street, WifkesMne.
Pennsylvania 18701

Attorney for licensee: Jay Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Praj ect Director: Walter R.
Butler

Public Service Electric Ik Gas Company,
Docket No. 50-354, Hope Creek
Generating Station, Salem Caunty, New
Jersey

Dd te ofamendment request: June 30,
1987, supplementing previous
amendment request dated May 22, 1987

Description ofamendment request:
This submittal augments the supporting
information provided in the May 22,
1987 submittal which was noticed in the
Federal Register on July 1, 1987 (52 FR .
24557). This submital provides
additional details concerning the
supporting Information related to the
proposal to change the Technical
Specification Steain Line Radiation
High-High trip function setpoint in order
to permit hydrogen injection testing,
Specifically, this submittal states that
the licensee willfollow the separation
distance for the hydrogen tube trailer
that fs specified in the draft January
1987 EPRI "Guidelines for Permanent
BWR Hydrogen Water Chemistry
Installations." These EPRI guidelines
specify a more conservative (greater)
separation distance for the hydrogen
tube trailer than specified by the code
and committed to by the licensee In its
May 22. 1987 submittal (NFPA Code No.
SOA). The submittal also provides
additional discussion of actions taken to
minimize personnel exposure during the
test. It further states that chlorine is not

, stored on site.
Basis forproposed na significant

hazards consideration detenninatian:
This submittal does not change the
amendment requested by the licensee fn
Its May 22, 1987 submf ttel which the
staff proposed to determine does not
involve a significant hazards
consideration (52 FR 24557). It makes a
commitment to separation distance for
the hydrogen tube trailer that is more
conservative than proposed in the
previously noticed submittal and notes
that there is no chlorine stored on the
site (another conservatism).
Accordingly, the staff proposes to
determine that the proposed
amendment. as supplemented by this
June 30, 1987 submittal, does not involve
a significant hazards consideration.

Loca/Public Document Boom
location: Pennsville Public library, 190 S,
Broadway. Permsvl lie. New Jersey 08070

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr., Esquire, Conner and Wetterhahn,
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20008

NRC Pmj ect Directan Walter R.
Butler

Public Service Electric gi Gas Company,
Docket Nos. 50-272 and 50411, Salem
Nucfear Generating Station, Unit Nos. 1
and 2, Salem County, New Jersey

Date ofamendment request: March 10,
1987

Description ofomendment request:
The proposed amendment consists of
increasing the boron concentration
limits in the Refueling Water Storage
Tanks and Accumulators. These
changes are being requested to
accommodate the use of high energy,
low leakage cores for future Unit 1 and 2
reloads. Also included are several
changes to various related specifications
which are being made to provide
uniformity between Salem Unit 1 and
Unit 2 Technical SpeciffcatioiIs.

Specifically. the following changes are
being requested:

'1)Increase of the required RWST
boron concentration range from 2000-
2200 ppm to 2300-2500 ppm - Units 1 and
2

(2) Increase of the required
Accumulator boron concentration range
from 1900-2200 ppm to 2200-2500 ppm-
Units 1 and 2

(3) Increase Units 1 and 2 RWST
Mode 5 and 8 required volume from
9,690 gallons to 12,500 gallons

(4) Increase Units 1 and 2 maximum
expected boration capability
requirement from 7S,000 gallons to
85,000 gallons (Basis only)

(S) Change Unit 1 Mode 1 thru 3
'ccumulatorvolume range from 6380-

6657 to 62234500
(8) Change Unit 1 Boric Acid Tank

(BAT) boron concentration range from
20,100-21,800 to 20,000-22,500 ppm Boron

(7) Change Unit 1 Boron Injection
Tank (BIT) Boron concentration range
from 20,100-21,800 to 20,000-22,500 ppm
Boron

(8) Change Unit RWST Mode 1 thru 4
required volume range from 364,000-
400,000 to 384,500-400,000 gallons

(9) Changes on LCOs related to heat
tracing requirements to make units
consistent internally and with:the
Westinghouse Standard Technical "

Specification.
Basis forproposed no significant

hazards consideration determination:
The licensee has determined that the
proposed changes involve no significant
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hazards consideration under the
provisions of 10 CFR 60.92. A safety
analysis was performed to assess the.
impact of increasing the boron
concentration ranges for the RWST and
Accumulators. Those incidents which
were found to be sensitive to the above
changes were evaluated and/or
analyzed. These incidents include the
following:

1. Non-LOCA FSAR transients
2. Small and Large Break LOCA
3. Hot Leg Switchover Time

Calculation
4. Sump and Spray pH, Hydrogen

. Production, Stress Corrosion, and
Radiological Consequences

The results of the safety analysis
show that for every incident analyzed.
the safety criteria continue to be fully
met with ample margin to the applicable
FSAR limits. Thus, the current safety
analysis design bases continue to be,
met. and operations of Salem Units 1
and 2 in accordance with the proposed
increase of RWST and Accumulator
Boron Concentration ranges
amendment:

(1) would not involve a significant-
increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated for Salem Units 1 and 2, since
.Ihe proposed increase in boron
concentration ranges showed that the
current core safety limits were still met.

(2) in no way creates the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated for
Salem Units 1 and 2, since no plant
modifications resulted from this change.

(3) does not involve'a significant
reduction in the margin of safety since
the Technical Specification Boron
Concentration limits are being increased
to refiect the requirements of the
extended life core analysis, thus at least
maintaining current safety margins.

Additionally, the increase in the
RWST minimum contained volume from
9690 gallons to 12,500 gallons in modes 1
through 4 and the increase in maximum
boration capability requirement from
75000 gallons to 85000 gallons resulted
due to a revision in Westinghouse
design policy. This revision requires that
the limitingboron addition to achieve
cold shutdown be 1300 ppm in taking the
unit from the End of Life, Hot Full Power,
condition to cold shutdown, The new
limitoffers more core design and
operational fiexibility.These changes
continue to meet the design bases in the
current safety analysis. It does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated for Salem
Units 1 and 2 as the current core safety
limits continue to be met; it does not
create a possibility of a new or different

kind of accident since no plant
modification are made and does not
involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety since the margin of
safety is being maintained by the
increased boron requirements.

Based on the above evaluation, we
'have determined that the proposed
amendment, revising the RWST and
Accumulator boron concentration.
ranges and the boration capability
requirement technical specifications and
bases do not constitute a significant
hazards consideration. In addition, the
Commission has provided'gufdance and
examples of amendments that are
considered not likely to involve
significant haz'ards considerations, Tlie
proposed changes correspond to
example (vi) as a change which in some
way may result in some increase in the
probability or consequences of a
previously analyzed accident. but are
within the acceptable criteria for the
system.

The various other changes in heat
tracing requirements, volumes and/or
concentrations, and bases discussed
above were administrative in nature and
either corrected typographical errors or
corrected inconsistencies between Units
1 and 2 Technical Specifications in
accordance with existing analyses since
the analyses are applicable to both
units. These changes do not create a
significant increase in the piobabfffty or
consequence of a previously evaluated
accident, create a new or different kind
of accident, or involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety due to
their administrative nature. These
changes correspond to Example (i), (51
FR 7744), as a purely administrative
change.

Therefore, on the basis of the
licensee's analysis with which the staff
agrees, and because the proposed
changes fit the examples cited above.
the Commission proposes that the
amendment willnot involve a significant
hazards consideration.

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, 1747
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW,
Washington, DC 20006

NRC Project Directart Walter R.
Butler

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket
Nos. 50427 and 5M28, Sequoyah
Nuclear Pfant, Units 1 and? Hamilton
County, Tennessee

Date ofamendment requests:
February 27, 1987 (TS 8741)

Description ofamendment rerluestst
Tennessee Valley Authorfty proposes to
amend the. technical specifications of
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2 to
ensure that directfons given by the
technical specifications regarding
submittals to the NRC are consistent
with those determined fn the 10 CFR
Parts 50 and 51 Final Rule as published
in the Federal Register on November 8,
19M, and made effective January 6, 1987.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazard consideration determination:
'11re Commfssion 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 about the
issue of no signiifiicant hazards
consideration. Therefore. in accordance
with 10 CFR 50.91 and 10 CFR 50.92, the
licensee has performed and provided the
following analysis.

Because ofvarying and sometimes
conflicting requirements for the submittal of
information by applicants and licensees,
confusion hse arisen with regard to copy
requirements and proper submittal
procedures. In an effort to clarify these

„'atters, the NRC issued Regulatory Guide
10.1 (Revision 4), ".Compilation of Reporting
Requirements for Persons. Subject to NRC
Regulations." and on August 8. 1882. the
Director. Division of Licensing. Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Issued Generic
Letter 82-14, "Submittal of Documents to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission." While
these efforts at clarification resolved much of
the confusion, these guidance documents
contain outdated information and, In many
cases. conllict with requirements In
regulations or individual licenses. Therefore,
NRC hss issued the 10 CFR Parts 50 and 51
Final Rule to specify copy requirements and
provide mailing instructions for submittals to
NRC.

Licensees whose technical specifications
contain submittal directions that conflict with
those determined In the10 CFR Parts 50 and
51 Final Rule were authoifzed by the Final
Rule to delete the conflicting directions by
pen and Ink changes io the technical
specifications. The distribution of these pen
and Ink changes for all controlled copies of
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant units 1 and 2
technical specifications has been Initiated
with the subject changes noted as a "Special
Revision." For the purpose of complete
documentation and to formally incorporate
the psn and Ink changes into the licenses of
the respective units. these changes aie also
being submitted to NRC.

In its conclusion, the licensee
addressed the issue of no sfgnificant
hazards consideration as follows:

(1) Does&e proposed amendment involve
a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated?
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No. This amendment, already authorized
by NRC In thah deeesnifnatlon of the 10 CFR
Parts 50 and 51 Phal Rule, deletes conflicthg
submittal directions contahad h the
technical apectflcationa. Ia that thfa
amendment affects only submittal directions,
ii follows that the amendment reautta Ia ao
changes in either the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

(2) Does the proposed amendment create
the possibility of e new or different fdnd of
acddent from any acddent prevfoaaly
evaluatedi

No. Again, aa the amendmeal only defataa
conflicting aubmittsi diroctfoiia contshed In
the technical apeciTicatfona, the amendment
does not create the posaibiiity of a new or
different kind of accident fram any scddent
previously evaluated.

(3) Does the proposed amendment Involve
a significant reduction In ma@n of aafety?

No. Again, ea the amendment oofy deletes
conflicting aubmiltaf directions contahad Ia
the technical apedficatfoiI, the amendment
involves no iaductfoii In margin of aafeiy.

The sta(I has reviewed the licensee's
no signiTicant hazards consideration
determination and agrees with the
licensee's analysis. Therefore, the staff
proposes to determine that the
application for amendments involves no
signiTicant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Chattanooga-Hamilton County
Library,'2002 Broad Street, Chattanooga,
Tennessee 37402.

Attorney for licensee: General
Counsel. Tennessee Valley Authority,
400 West Summit HillDrive, E11 B33.
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902.

NRC Assistant Director. John A.
Zwolinski

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket
Nos. 50-327 and 50428, Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, Hamilton
County, Tennessee

Date ofomendment requestst April16.
1987 (TSC 87-21)

Description ofamendment requests:
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)
proposes an amendment to the
Sequoyah Nuclear Plant Units 1 and 2
Technical Specifications to concct the
line items alignment for functional units
20, reactor trip breakers, and 21,
automatic trip logic, ofTable 3.3-2,
"Reactor Trip System Instrumentation."
Additionally, the channels to trip.
minimum channels operable, and
applicable mode requirements for the
same functional units would be revised.
to be consistent with the Standard
Technical Specifications (NUREG4452) ~

Basis forproposed no signift'cant
hazards consideration detcrrainationt
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 at the time a licensee
requests an amendment, it must provide
to the Commission its analyses, using
the standards'In Section 5L92 about the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration. TVAhas proposed
amendments which: (1) do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because the correction to line
Item alignment is strictly aa
administrative change. The removal of
the " mode for startup and power
operation is also an administrative
change because the change only
fnvolves removing a redundant entry.
The proposed changes to correct number
requirements for channels to trip and
minimum channels operable must be
made to reflect trip capabilities In the
shutdown modes. The proposed
amendments involve no modifications
nor changes to the way in which plant
operation Is conducted. (2) Do not create
the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any previously
evaluated because it is administrative in
nature and does not create any new
situation to those previously analyzed.
The purpose of the line requirements for
the reactor trip breakers and automatic
trip logic has not been changed. And (3),
do not affect the margin of safety. The
proposed changes are administrative in
nature and,will not require any
modifications or alter any testing,
action, or operating requirement of the
plant.

Therefore, the staff proposes to
determine that the application for
amendments involves no significant
hazards consideration.

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

Attorney for licensee: General
Counsel, Tennessee Valley Authority,
400 West Summft HillDrive, E11 B33,
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902.

NRC Assistant Director. John A.
Zwolinski

Tennessee Vafley Authoaity, Docket
Nos. 50427 and 6M28, Sequoyah
Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2, HamNon
County, Tennessee

Dale ofamendment requests: April17,
1987 (TS 87-10)

Description ofamendment rcq uestst
The proposed amendments would
increase the surveillance requirements
(SR) in specifications 4.6.1.8.d.1, 4.7.7.e.1,
4.7.Ld.1, and 4.9.22.d.i of both the
Sequoyah Units 1 and 2 Te'chnical
Specifications. The amendments
decrease the maximum aflowable
pressure drop across the high effiiciency
particulate air (HEPA) and charcoal

filters in the emergency gss treatinent
system. auxiliary buf)ding gas treatment
system, and the control room emergency
ventilation system.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards consideration detcrmiaatian.
The Tennessee Valley Aiathority's
(TVA)Technical Specificatfon
Verification Program at Sequoyah
identified no traceable documented
basis for the limiting prelnare drop
values currently provided in SR
4.6.1.8.d.i. 42.7.a1, 4FALd.2, and
4.9,12.d.1. Consequently, TVAis revising
these pressure drop values to reflect the
values used in the engineering design
calculations, These design cafcufatious
were performed to determine the fan
sizing requirements baaed on thc
desired airflow rate and the pressure
losses due to the duct corrfigaratfona,
dampers, grills, and fi)ters. The
proposed limitingpressure drop values
are the prcssure drops so)c)y attributed
to the HEPA filtcrs and c)iarimal banks
in the filtertrain of each system. This
process would resu) t ln a traceable
documented basis for each of the
subject pressure drop va)nes.

The proposed amendments decrease
thc maximum allowable pressure drop
across the HEPA liters and charcoal
banks in three ventilation filter
assembHes. This would require the
HEPA filters to be replaced more
frequently'than the current TS. 'Ihfs
provides more assurance that these
fi)ters would be available during an
accident.

The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards determination exists
as stated in 10 CFR 5082(c). 10 CFR
50.91 requires that at the time a licensee
requests an amendment, it must provide
the Commission its analyses, using the
standards in Section 50.92 about the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration. Therefore, in accordance
with 10 CFR 50.91 and 10 CFR 50.92, the
licensee has performed and pr'ovided the
following analysis.

(1) Does the proposed mne niment hvofve
a aigniflcant hcresae in the probability or
consequences of en accident pravicaaly
evaluated?

No. The proposed change Ia conservative,
The iaaxhium alhwabfa pressure drops due
to dirty HEPA and charcoal filters h the
various air cleanup systems are lowere*This
change edda additional aaaurance that these
filters wIIIba replaced before their funciioa
or the system'a flowcapadty Ia afgnihcantfy
degraded.

(2) Does the propoaed aacndment create
the poaaibiiity of s new or dfffereat khd of
accident from any acddant previously
evsfuated7

No. The propoaed change willsot result in
any, new maintenance procedures, teathg, or
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different operational paremetarL Thus, tha
posslbill5 o! a new or diiferont khd of
accident ie not cteated.

(3) Does the proposed amondment Involve
a signiiicsnt reduction in a matgtn of safety?

No. The of safety is not rehaccL
The function of!bete atr cleanup systems is
not compromised.

The staff haa reviewed tho Hcaasee'a
no significant hazards conslderatioa
dotorminatioa aad agrees with the
Hcensee's analysis, Therefore, the staff
proposes to dotennha that the
application for amendments hvolves ao
significan hazards consideration,

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

Attorneyforlicensee? General
Counsel, Tennessee Valley Authority,
400 West Summit HIH Drive, E11 B33,
Knoxville,Tennessee 37902.

NRC Assistant Director, John A.
Zwolinski

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket
Nos. 5042'7 aad 50428, Soquoyah
Nuclear PIaat, Units 1 and? Hamilton
County, Teaaessee

Date ofamendment raquestsr May 22,
1987 (TS 87-11)

Description ofamendment requests:
Tennessee Valley Authorityproposes to
amid the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant
Units 1 and 2 Technical Spocifications to

'evise Table 4.11-2, "Radioactive
Gaseous Waste Monitoring SampHng
and Analysis Program." SpecificaHy,
footnote b ofTable 4.11-2 would be
modified to require sampling to be
performed using upper and lower
containment noble gas activity monitors
rather than the Shield Building stack
monitor as is currently called for in the
subject footnote..

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards cansideratian determinatiant
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards determination exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). 10 CPR
50.91 requires at the time a licensee
requests an amendment, it must provide
to the Commission its analyses, using
the standards in Section 50.92 about the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration. Therefore. in accordance
with 10 CFR 50.91 and 10 CFR 5082 the
licensee has performed and provided the
following analysis.

(1) Does the proposed amendment involve
a significant fncreaae in the probability or
consequences of an ecddent previously
evaluated'?

No. The proposed amendment would
provide for e more accurate end timely
evaluation of the need to perform a sampling
and analysis of the containment atmosphere
followingshutdown, startup, or a thermal

power change e 'Npercent of rated .

thermal power. Tho bas for the ovaluaUoa
would be obtained using existing radi'ation
monitortng'inatrumentatton. The proposed
amendment does not chango plant hardware,
plant operating sotpoints or limits, or plant
operating procoduIThus, the proposed
amondmont hvolves ao increase in the
probability or consequences of aa

accideat'roviouslyevaiuatiuL
(2) Does the proposed amendment crests

the possibility of a new or different khd of
accident ftum aay accident previously
evaluated?

No, As previously stated, the p
amendment does not~ pleat hardware,
plant operating sotpoiats or halts, or pbmt
operating procedures. The proposed
amendmont would only utilize existing
Instrumentation that weal provide both a
representative and timely evaluation of
containment atmosphere activity. Thus. the
propoaect amendment does not create the
poseiMity of a new or cUfferent kind of
accident horn any accident previously
evaluated.

(>) Does the proposed amendment involve
a eignificant reduction in the margin of
safety?

No. Again, as previously stated, the
proposed amendment does not change plant
hardware, plant operating eetpoints or limits,
or plant operathg procedures. The proposed
amendment wouhL however, result in the
utilization of existing Instrumentation that
willprovMe both a representative and timely
evaluation of containment atmosphere
ectivity. Thus, the proposed amendment
would fnvolve no reduction in the margin of
safety, but rather increases the margin of
safety.

The staff has reviewed the Hcensee's
no significant hazards consideration
determhatioa and agrees with the
licensee's analysis. Therefore, the staff
proposes to determine that the
application for amendments hvolves no
significaat hazards coasideratian.

Local Public Document Boom
lacation: Chattanooga-HamHton County
Library, 1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga,
Tennessee 37402.

Attorneyforlicensee: General
Counsel, Tennessee Valley Authority,
400 West Summit HHI Drive, E11 B33,
Knoxville,Tennessee 37902,

NRCAssistant Dirrrator. John A.
Zwolinski

VirginiaElectric aad Power Corapany,
Docket Nos. 50436 and 50439, North
Anna Power S tation, Un?ts No. 1 and No.
2, Lotdsa County, Virtiiain

Date ofamendment rertuest: May 27,
1987

Desarr'ptr'an ofamendment request:
The proposed chango would modify the
North Anna 1 and 2 (NA-162) Technical
Specifications (TS) 3/4.L3,'able 3.6-1
as follows:

1. Correct'an inconsistency between
the licensee's response to NUREG4737
and the NA-2TS with regard to the

isolation slgttal fat the coatehmeat
iastrumeat air system ht Presaat,
hstrameat air isobltas ua a Phase B
signal h Unit 1 and a Phase A signal ia,
Unit 2. The proposed change would
change the contaiameat iso)alon signal
ln NA.2 from Phase h to Phase B to be
in compHaaco with NUREG4737.

2, Place the hydrogen rccambhor
contahment lsoletion valves for NA-1gr2
under adadnletraHva control la on!or to
permit hacthnal testhg la Modes 1
through 4.

A discuss(on of both proposed
changes foHnwm

1. Coatahmeat isolation et NA-M2is
accompfished in two phases.
Coatahmeat lsolatiaa Phase A is
initiated by the Safety InJectioa
Actuatioa System. Containment
isolation Phase B is hitiated on the
containmeat high-high pressure setpoint.

TS 3/%AS. Table 3'-1 for NA-2 Hats
the coatahment isolation valves for
contahtment instrument air supply (TV-
IA202A end TV-IA202B) as shutting on
receipt of a Phase A ctuitahment
isolation signaL Although the licensee's
letter dated October 24, 1979 designated
NA-1 containmeat instrument air as aa
essential Level 2 system which isohtes
on a Phase B signal, the similar letter for
NA-2 dated October 25, 1979 makes ao
mention of the containmeat hstrumeat
air system. The licensee's response to
NUREG-0737, Rev. 0 dated December 10,
1980 liats contahment hstrument air as
a Phase B isolatioa system forboth
units, iadicathg that the omission af
mention in the NA-2 letter was aa
oversight. The Hcensee proposes to
change the containment isolation signal
from Phase A ta Phase B to correct this
oversight and bring NA-2 instrument air
containment isolation signal into
compliance with NURI%4737 and
provide consistency with the
homologous valves h NA-1.

2. Technical Specificatioa surveiHaace
requirements as Hated in TS 4.L4~!or
NA-152 require a functional test of the
hydrogen recombhsrs every six months,
TS 3.6.1.1, on the other hand, requires
that containment htegrity be
maintained ia Modes 1% and specifies
that the valves listed inTable 3,61
which do not receive automatic closure
signals be mahtained closed unlosa
otherwise noted in Table 3.6-1. At
present, the valves aot receiving
automatic closure signals lnduda the
hydrogen recombhor remote-manual
isolation valves (Unit1- TV-HC-104A
and B. 105A and B, 106A and B, aad
107A and B; Unit 2- TVkiC-204Aaad B,
205A and B, 206A aad B, aad 207A and
B). It is proposed that Table 333-1 be
changed by addhg asterisks to these
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valves to provide for taking
administrative control in order to permit
surveillance testing at power. During
these periods (approximately four hours
every six months), the operation of the
affected valves would be
administratively controlled via a
Periodic,Test (PZ) procedure."

In a letter from the NRC dated
January 12. 1984, a safety evaluation
was provided which accepted NA-152's
action taken in response to NUREG0737
item II.E.4.1 (Dedicated Hydrogen
Penetrations) ~ The safety evaluation
found the licensee's request to add the
remotely operated (HC Series) valves to
Table 3.6-1 acceptable and that
"opening of these valves willtake place
only under specific administrative
control as specified in post-accident
procedures." During the testing period,
the recombiner would be connected
directly to the containment atmosphere
and the recombiner and associated
piping could possibly be pressurized to
45.psig ifan accident were to occur. For
normal operation, the recombiner is
designed for an operating pressure limit
of 10 psig.

A review of the hydrogen recombiner
system design has been conducted to
evaluatt; conducting the test at power..
The hydr'ogen recombiners and their
associated piping systems are
seismically designed and missile
protected, The piping and components
are designed to ASME HL Class 2
through Summer 1973 Addendum. The
recombiner systenr piping is 150 lb.
carbon steel, The recombiner pressure-
retaining boundary is 304 stainless steeL
is designed to withstand 50 psig and "

was originally tested to 75 psig.
The recombiner technical manual

specifies a 10 psig rating for operating
conditions (1300-14&IF) and 50 psig for
non-operating conditions. Rockwell
International was contacted and stated
that the 10 psig operating pressure limit
is imposed to limitthe mass flow
through the recombiner to provide
assurance that elfluent hydrogen
concentration meets speclfications, and
that there is no overstress concern with
a pressure excursion to 45 psig at
operating temperatures.

Further analysis and evaluation has
concluded that the recombiner could
withstand a DBA since sufflcient design
margin existed'to preclude a breech of
the hydrogen recombiner components
and associated piping.'IMs conclusion
was based upon a review of the
Rockwell Stress Report (TIMQ-12MNN)
and application of design Information
through calculations to show that
sufficient design margin existed for the
postulated test configuration with a

temperature of 12508F and a pressure
excursion to 50 psig.

The aliyunent of the recombiner to
the containment during functional
testing provides veriflcation of design
flowcapability for the actual flow path
used during accident conditions.
Alternative testing schemes to keep the
recombiner separated from containment
atmosphere would require some degree
of piping reconfiguration which could
potentially affect the integrity of the
piping system following restoration after
testing. In addition, the capability exists
to isolate the containment from the
recombiner by taking operator action
from the control room in the event
containment isolation is required while
surveillance testing is in progress. Prior
to implementation of this TS change,
which would allow functional testing at
power, precautions willbe added to the
two affected PI's (68.1.1 and 68.M) to
instruct the control room operator to
secure the recombiner and shut any
open HC valves ifa containment
isolation signal is generated while the
test is in proyess,

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards cansideratian determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
sfgniflcant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). Aproposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no slgnificant hazards
consideration 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.

The proposed changes do not involve
a significant hazards consideration
because operation of NA-18 2 in
accordance with these changes woukI
not:

(1) Involve a slgnificant increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated. The
proposed changes would:

(a) change NA-2 containment
instrument air supply valves from Phase
A Containment Isolation to Phase B
Containment Isolation. The revised
designation brings NA-2 into compliance
with Virginia Electric and Power
Company's response to NUREG4737,
Item II.E.4.2 and provides consistency:-
with the homologous valves in NA-1;

(b) place the NA-18 2 hydrogen
recombiner suction and discharge
containment isolation valves under
administrative control to allow for

functional testing which is required by
the NA-1&2TS, The opening of the
valves under administrative control (by
procedure) for testing willnot affect
containment conditions or the'operation
of any other equipment which directly
communicates with containment. The
containment boundarjj willbe extended
to include additional piping and
components for approximately four
hours every six months. However, the
design standards used for construction
of the recoinbiner system ensure that
containment conditions willnot be
degraded and integrity willbe
maintained for existing accident
analyiis.

(2) create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated. The
proposed changes:

(a) enhance safe operation at NA-2 by
assuring the availability of containment
instrument air on a Phase A
containment isolation signal;

(b) continue to provide containment
Isolation protection for NA-M2.even if
the valves are open during an accident
since it has been demonstrated by
analysis and testing that the hydrogen

, recombiner and associated piping can
withstand a DBApressure excursion
and prevent release of radioactivity to .

the environment, Further, upon receipt,
. of a containment isolation signal the

affected valves can be shut remotely
from the control room.

(3) involve a slgnificant reduction in a
margin of safety. The proposed changes:

(a) assure NA-2 availability of
containment instrument air on a Phase
A containment isolation signal;

(b) ensure NA-18 2 containment
integrity by system design during, test
conditfons and permit required
functional testing.

Accordingly, the Commission
proposes to determine that these
changes do not involve a signiflcant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Boom
location: Board of Supervisors Office,
Louisa County Courthouse, Louisa,
Virginia 23093 and the Alderman
Library, Manuscripts Department,
University of Virginia, Charlottesville.
Virginia 22901.

Attorneyfor licensee: Michael W.
Maupin. Esq., Hunton, Williams, Gay
and Gibson, P.O. Box 1535, Richmond,
Virginia 23212.

NBC Project Director: Lester S.
Rubenstein
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Virginia Electric and Power Company,
Docket Nos, SO@$ 8 and 6MS9, North
Anne Power Station, Units No,1 and No.
2, Louisa County, Virginia

Date ofamendment request: June 1,
1987

Description ofamendment request.
The proposed changes would revise the
North Anna 1 and 2 (NA-1&2)Technical
Specifications (TS) associated with
primary coolant specific activity limits.
The changes are necessary in order to
conform with the recommendations of
NRC Generic Letter 85-19. "Reporting
Requirements on Primary Coolant Iodine
Activity."

Specifically. the proposed changes
would revise TS 3.4.8 regarding reactor
coolant specific activity limits to delete
the requirement to shut down the plant
ifcoolant iodine activity limits are
exceeded for more than approximately
800 hours in any 12 month period (action
"a" for modes 1. 2 and 3); and the
requirement for a special report each
time coolant iodine activity limits are
exceeded (action "a" for modes 1, 2. 3, 4
and 5). These changes are in response to
NRC Generic Letter 85-19. "Reporting .

Requirements on Primary Coolant Iodine
Spikes." The special report is to be
replaced by a requirement to report on
an, annual basis the results of any
specific activity analysis in which the
primary coolant activity exceeds the
limits ofTS 3.4.8. As discussed in the
Generic Letter. the quality of nuclear
fuel has been greatly improved over the
past decade with the result that coolant
iodine activity is normally well below
the TS limit. In addition. 10 CFR
50.72(b)(1)(ii) requires the licensee to
immediately notify the NRC iffuel
cladding failures exceed expected
values or are caused by unexpected
factors. Thus the 800 hour limit is no
longer considered necessary on the
basis that proper fuel management and
existing reporting requirements should
preclude exceeding the limit.

The licensee also proposed to add to
TS 6.9.1.5 a requirement for reporting on
an annual basis the results of any
specific activity analysis in which the
primary coolant exceeds the limits ofTS
3.4.8, and delete from TS 6.9.2 the
requirement for a special report on the
same subject. This change is in response
to NRC Generic Letter 85-19 and would
replace the requirement for a 30-day
special report with an annual reporting
requirement. The report content would
also be changed to include the
information requested by the Generic
Letter.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards considerotion determinationt
The Commission has provided

standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated in 10 CFR 50.92(c). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no slgnificant hazards
consideration 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. The bases for these
criteria with respect to the proposed
changes follows:

The licensee provided a'n analysis
which shows that the proposed changes
do not involve a significant hazards
consideration because operation of NA-
1&2 in accordance with these changes
would not:

(1) involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequence of an
accident previously evaluated. The
changes involve administrative changes
specified in Generic Letter 85-19. The
deletion of the requirement to shutdown
ifthe coolant activity limit is exceeded
for more than 800 hours in any 12 month
period is not considered necessary
because of the increased quality of
nuclear fuel production and
management. and the requirement of 10
CFR'50.72(b)(1)(ii) for immediate
notification (iffuel clad failures exceed
expected values) should preclude
approaching the limit.

(2) create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously identified. The
changes involve administrative changes
specified in Generic Letter 85-19. The
deletion of the requirement to shutdown

, ifthe coolant activity limit is exceeded
for more than 800 hours in a'y 12 month
period is not considered necessary
because of the increased quality of
nuclear fuel production and
management, and the requirement of 10
CFR 50.72(b)(1)(ii) for immediate
notification (iffuel clad failures exceed
expected values) should preclude
approaching the limit.

(3) involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The changes involve
administrative changes specified in
Generic Letter 85-19. The deletion of the
requirement to shutdown ifthe coolant
activity limit is exceeded for more than
800 hours in any 12 month period is not
considered necessary because of the
increased quality of nuclear fuel
production and m'anagement, and the
requirement of 10 CFR 50.72(b)(1)(ii) for
Immediate notification (iffuel clad
failures exceed expected values) should
preclude approaching the limit.

While the staff does not agree that
these changes in reporting and
surveillance requirements are
administrative, the staff agrees with the
licensee's conclusions. Accordingly, the
Commission proposes to determine that
these changes do not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Roof
location: Board of Supervisors OfHce,
Louisa County Courthouse, Louisa,
Virginia 23093 and the Alderman
Library, Manuscripts Department,
University of Virginia, Charlottesville,
Virginia 22901.

Attorney for licensee: Michael W.
Maupin. Esq., Hunton. Williams, Gay
and Gibson, P.O. Box 1535, Richmond,
Virginia 23212.

NRC Project Director. Laster S.
Rubenstein

Virginia Electric and Power Company,
Docket Nos. 50-280 and 50-281. Surry
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, Surry
County, Virginia

Date ofamendment requestst
February 23, 1987

Description ofamendment requestst
The proposed amendments would
modify the Technical Specifications to
allow the accumulator water volume to
vary between 975 and 1025 ft'per
accumulator instead of 975 and 989

ft'er

accumulator, and the Height
Dependent Heat Flux Hot Channel
Factor (Fq(z)) to be as high as 2.32
instead of 2.18 as presently stated in the
Technical Specifications.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards considerution determinationt
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideration 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 margin
of safety. The evaluation of these
standards follows:

(1) Since the proposed changes
involve parameters which are not
accident initiators they willnot increase
the probability of occurrence of any
malfunction or accident previously
evaluated. The reanalyzed large break
Loss of Coolant Accident (LOCA)
analysis verifies that operation under
the revised specifications would also
not result in a significant increase in
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accident consequences and that the
acceptance criteria for the emergency
core cooling system (ECCS) delineated
in 10 CFR 50.46 are met. The proposed
changes have also been shown to have
no significant impact upon the non-
LOCA transients..Therefore, the

'robabilityor consequences of an „

accident'previously'evaluate'd willnot
significantly increase.

(2) The proposed changes involve
changes in assumptions made for
previously evaluated LOCA accidents.
The revised analysis included these

'arameterchanges and demonstrated
that they would not cause a new
accident. In addition, the increase in
steam generator tube plugging was
evaluated for impact upon RCS flow and
RCS coolant volume. It has been
demonstrated that the non-LOCA "

accidents for which these parameters
are signiTicant remain bounded by the
existing analyses. Thus, the proposed
changes willnot create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident.

(3) The water volumes in the range of
975 ft'o 1025 ft'per accumulator have
no significant impact on the results of
the LOCA analysis 'and therefore. would
not sigriificantly reduce the margin of
safety. Additionally, the calculated
LOCA geek clad temperature was
reduced'for the r'evised analysis which
used the new parameters. The revised
analysis meets the acceptance criteria
delineated'in 10 CFR 50.48, The non.
LOCA accidents are unaffected by the
proposed changes, hence the existing
analysis remains applicable. Thus the

"

proposed changes do not Invofve a
significant reduction in the margin of
safety during LOCA and non-LOCA
accidents.

Therefore. the staff proposes to
determine that the proposed
amendments do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room ~

location: Swem Library. College of
William and Mary, Williamsburg,
Virginia 23185.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Michael W.
Maupin. Hunton and Williams, Post
Office Box 1535. Richmond. Virginia
23213.

NRC eject Director: Laster S.
Rubenstein

Virginia Electric and Power Company,
Docket Nos. 50-280 and 50-281, Surry
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, Suny
County, Virginia

Date ofamendment requests: May 26,
1987

Description ofamendment requests:
The proposed amendments would
permit the operation of Surry Units 1
and 2 with 15x15 Surr'y Improved Fuel

(SIF) Assemblies (modiffed
Westinghouse 15x15 Optimized FueI
Assemblies which include two
additional features from VANTAGE5
assemblies) in addition to the
Westinghouse Low Parasitic 15x15
(LOPAR) Fuel Assemblies during Cycle
10. The LOPAR fuel assemblies will
eventually be replaced, by the SIF
assemblies.

The new assembly design utilizes
Zircaloy grids and smaller diameter
thimble tubes. As a consequence of
smaller diameter thimble tubes, a
change to the Technical Specification
governing the maximum allowable
control rod drop time is being requested.
In addition, a change is being requested
to the design Departure from Nucleate
Boiling Ratio (DNBR) limit to
accommodate the use of the WRB-1
DNB correlation with the new fuel
assemblies. In addition to the fuel
assembly modifications. thimble plug
assemblies willbe removed from Surry
Units 1 and 2 for Cycle 10 and
subsequent cycles. Also, a few editorial
changes to the Technical Specifications
have been proposed to correct several
grammatical errors and to make the
Technical Specifications consistent with
reactor operating condition.

Basis forproposed no significant
hazards cansideratian determinati an:
The Commtssion has provided
standards in 10 CFR 50.92(c) for
determining whether a significant
hazards con'sideration exists. A
proposed amendment to an operating
license for a facility involves no
significant hazards consideration if
operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would
not (1) involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; (2) create
the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously
evaluated; or (3) involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety'.

The licensee has evaluated the
changes against the standards provided
above and has determined that the
changes would involve no significant
hazards consideration because:

(1) The revised Loss of Cooiant
Accident (LOCA) analysis which
supports these changes demonstrated
that the ECCS acceptance criteria of 10
CFR 50.46 were met. Also the non-LOCA
analyses were re-evaluated and met the
limits based on the WRB-1 DNB
correlation. The WRB-1 correlation limit.
like the W-3 limit. was developed on the
basis that ifthe calculated DNBR for a
rod was greater than or equal to the
design limit there was 95% probability
with 95% confidence that the rod was
not in DI 1P. Therefore, the proposed

changes wou)d not increase the
probability or consequence of an
accident previously evaluated.

(2) The proposed fuel assembly design
meets all the design criteria applied to
the current 15x15 LOPAR design. The
15x15 SIF assembly incorporates some
of the features from the 15x15 optimized
fuel assembly (OFA) and the
Westinghouse 15x15 VANTAGE5
assembly, both of which have been
previously found acceptable by the
NRC. In addition. the changes in the
assembly design do not change plant
systems or procedures. Therefore the
changes do not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously identified.

(3) As stated above, the WRB-1 and
W-3 correlation limits were developed
on the same basis. Therefore, the
changes should not significantly reduce
the margin of safety. However. the
thimble plug removal proposed by
licensee will increase the core-bypass
flow slightly from 4.5% to 6%. Per
licensee's analysis, this results in an
approximate loss of 2% in DNBR margin
due to the decreased flow in the flow
channels. However, the licensee's
analysis shows that the revised ECCS
analysis meets the requirements of10
CFR 50.48. The reanalysis of the non-
LOCA accidents also meet the analysis
limits using the WRB-1 correlation.
Therefore, the changes do not involve a
signiflcant reduction in margin of safety.

Also, the Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
the standards in 10 CFR M.92 by
providing certain examples (51 FR 7751)
of actions not likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration.
Example (iii)of this guidance states:
"For a nuclear power reactor, a change
resulting from a nuclear reactor core
reloading ifno fuel assemblies
significantly different from those found
previously acceptable to the NRC for a
previous core at the facility in question
are involved. This assumes that no
significant changes are made to the
acceptance criteria for the technical
specifications. that the analytical
methods used to demonstrate
conformance with the technical
specifications and regulations are not
significantly changed, and that NRC has
previously found such methods
acceptable."

The proposed license amendments are
directly related to the above example in
that the amendments are related to core
reload and the new fuel is similar to that
found acceptable by the NRC, and the
analytical methods used by the licensee
in the required reload analyses have



II

Federal Register / Vol, 52, No, 135 / Wednesday, July 16, 1987 / N00ces

been previously found acceptable by the
NRC.

In addition, Example (I) was found to
be applicable to the proposed editorial
changes. Example (I) states: "Apurely
administrative change to technical
specifications: for example, a change to
achieve consistency throughout the
technical specifications, correction of
error, or a change in nomenclature." The
editorial changes reflect an effort to
make the Technical Specifications
Reactor Operating Conditions consistent
and correct several grammatical errors.

Based on the above evaluation, the
'taffproposes to determine that the
. requested amendments do not involve a
significant hazard consideration.

, Local Public Document Room
locatiaru Swem Library, College of
Williamand Mary, Williamsburg,
Virginia 23185.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Michael W.
Maupin, Hunton and Williams, Post
Office Box 1535, Richmond, Virginia
23213.

NRC Pleat Director: Laster S.
Rubensteln,

WolfCreek Nuclear Operating
Corporation, Kansas Gas and Electric
Company, Kansas City Power tk Light
Company, Kansas Electric Power
Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. SM82,
WolfCreek Generating Station, Coffey
County, Kansas

Dote ofamendment request: June 18,
1987.

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendment request
revises WolfCreek Generating Station
(WCGS) Technical Specification 3/4.3.1.
Reactor Trip System Instrumentation, in
the area of specified surveillance
intervals and out-of-service times for
Reactor Protection System
Instrumentation. The requested
revisions are based on changes
approved generically as a result of the
Nuclear Regulatory.Commission's
review of WCAP-10271, "Evaluation of
Surveillance Frequencies and Out of
Service Times for the Reactor Protection
Instrumentation System" and WCAP-
10271. Supplement 1.

The proposed changes are as follows:
1. Increase the surveillance interval

for RPS analog channel operational tests
from once per month to once per
quarter,

2. Increase the time during which an
inoperable RPS analog channel may be
maintained in an untripped condition
from one hour to six hours, and'. Increase the time an inoperable RPS
analog channel may be bypassed to
allow testing of another channel in the
same function from two hours to four
hours.

The WolfCreek design does not currently
include the capability for bypass testing.
Therefore, the portions of WCAP-10271 end
WCAP.10271 Supplement 1, which concerns
bypass testing. are not applicable to this
Significant Hazard Evaluation.

Basis forprapased na signifl'cant hazords
dsterminatiatu In accordance with the

'equirementsof 10 CFR 50.92, the licensee
has submitted the followingno signtficsnt
hazards determinatiom

WolfCreek Nuclear Operating Corporation
hes reviewed the requirements of 10 CFR
50.92 as they relate to the proposed RPS
technical specificatton changes for the Wolf
Creek Generating Station and determined
that e significant hazards consideration Is nat
Involved. In support of this conclusioa the
followinganalysis is provided.

Criterion I Operation ofWolfCreek
Generating Station In accordance with the
proposed license amendment does not
Involve a significan Increase In the
probability or consequences ofan accident
previously evaluated.

Implementation of the proposed changes Is
expected to result in an acceptable increase
in total Reactor Protection System yearly
unavailability. This increase, which Is
primarily due to less frequent surveillance,
results In an Increase of similar magnitude In
the probability of an Anticipated Transient
Without Trip (ATWT)and In the probability
of core melt resulting from an ATWT.

Implementation of the proposed changes ls
expected to result In a sigutficant reduction In
the probability of core melt from inadvertent
reactor trips. This Is e result of a reduction In
the number of inadvertent reactor trips
occurring during testing of RPS
Instrumentation. This reduction Is primarily
attributable to less frequent surveillance
testing.

The reduction In Inadvertent core melt
probability is sufficiently large to counter the
increase In ATWTcore melt probability
resulting in an overall reduction In total core
melt probability.

The proposed changes do not result in an
increase in the severity or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.
Implementation of the proposed changes
affects the probability of failure of the RPS
but does not alter the manner in which
protection Is afforded nor the manner In
which limitingcriterle are established.

Criterion 2 The proposed license
amendment does not create the possibility of
a new of different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

The proposed changes do not result in e
change In the manner In which the Reactor
Protection System provides plant protection.
No change Is being rrade which alters the
functioning of the Reactor Protection System
(other than in e test mode). Rather. the
likelihood or probability of the Reactor ''

Protection System functioning properly Is
affected as described above. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the
possibility of e new or different kind of
accident nar Involve a reduction in e margin
of safety as defined in the Safety Analysis
Report.

The proposed changes do not Involve
hardware changes. The WolfCreek design

does not currently have the capability for full
bypass testing. Some existing Instrumentetian
Is designed to be tested In bypass and current
technical spectficattons allow testing In
bypass. Testing In bypass Is also recognized
by IEEE Standards.

Criterion 3 The proposed license
amendment does not Involve e significan
reduction In e margin of safety.

The proposed changes do not alter the
manner In which safety limits, limitingsafety
system setpolnts or limitingconditions for
operation are determined. The impact of

'educedtesttng other than as addressed
above Is to allow a longer time interval over
which instrument uncertainties (e.g drift)
may act. Experience at two Westinghouse
plants with extended surveillance intervals
has shown the Initialuncertainty
assumptions io be valid for reduced testing.

Implementation of the proposed
changes is expected to result in an
overall improvement in safety by:

a. Fewer inadvertent reactor trips due
to less frequent testing which minimizes
the time spent in a partial trip condition.

b. Higher quality repairs leading to
improved equipment reliabilitydue to
longer repair times.

c. Improvements in the effectiveness
of the operating staff in monitoring and
controlling plant operation. This is due
to less frequent distraction of the
operator and shift supervisor to attend
to instrumentation testing.

Example
10 CFR Part 50- Statements of

Consideration contains, "Examples of
Amendments that are Considered Not
Likely to Involve Significant Hazards
Consideration." One of the examples
provided is:

(vi) A change which either may result
in some increase to the probability or
consequences of,a previously analyzed
accident or may reduce in some way a
safety margin, but where the results of
the change are clearly within all
acceptable criteria with respect to the
system or component speciffiied in the
Standard Review Plan: for example. a
change resulting'from the application of
a small refinement of a previously used
calculational mode or design method. *

As previously stated, implementation
of the proposed changes results in an
acceptable increase in the probability of
ATWTand ATWTcore melt. Overall
core melt probability decreases.
Implementation of the proposed changes
does not increase the consequences of a
previously analyzed accident nor reduce
a margin of safety. Functioning of the
RPS and the manner in which limiting
criteria is established is unaffected. The
stated example of a change which is
likelynot to involve a significant
hazards consideration is applicable
therefore to the proposed changes.

Conclusions
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The foregoing analysis demonstrates
that the proposed amendment to Wolf
Creek Generating Station technical
specifications does not involve a
signiifiicant increase in the probability or
consequences of a previously evaluated
accident, does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident
and does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
Additionally, fewer Inadvertent reactor
trips are expected. equipment reliability
is expected to increase and operator
effectiveness is expected to Improve.

Based upon the preceding analysfs,
WolfCreek Nuclear Operating
Corporation concludes that the proposed
amendment does not Involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Based on the previous discussion, the
licensee concluded that the proposed
amendment request does not involve a
significant increase In the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated: nor create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; nor
involve a significant reduction in the
required margin of safety. The NRC staff
has reviewed the licensee's no
signiTicant hazards considerations
determination and agrees with the
lfcerisey's analysis. The staff has,
therefor; made a proposed
determination that the licensee's request
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Emporia State Unfversity.
WilliamAllen White Library, 1200
Commercial Street, Emporia, Kansas
66801 and Washburn University School
of Law Library, Topeka, Kansas

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

NRC Pmj ect Director. Jose A. Calvo
WolfCreek Nuclear Operating
Corporafion, Kansas Gas and Electric
Company, Kansas City Power gr Light
Company, Kansas Electric Power
Cooperative, Inc„Docket No. SM82,
WolfCreek Generating Statkrn, Coffey
County, Kansas

Date ofamendment request: June 19,
1987.

Description ofamendment request:
The proposed amendment request
revises WolfCreek Generating Station
(WCGS) Technical Sped fication 3h.1.
Accumulators, to allow the Unit to
remain in Hot Standby with Reactor
Coolant System pressure less than or
equal to 1000 psig with one accumulator
inoperable.

Basis forprrpposedno significant
hozards considerotion determinatianr In

accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 50 rf2, the licensee has submftted
the followingno sfgnfficant hazards
determination:

1. The proposed change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident prevkrusly
evaluated. This amendmerr t Is being proposed
to make the technical specfAcatlon LLmfting
Condition for Operation (LCO) applicability
and the technical speciAcatfcn Action
Statements consistent. This change does not
affect the performance of the Emergency Core
Cooling System accumulators.

2. The proposed changes does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated. The proposed ameadment only
affects operation at a RCS pressure of fess
than or equal to 1000 psfg. Postulated design
basis acccfdents that take credit for
automatic actuation of the accumulators
begin above 1000 psfg.

3. The proposed changes does not bivolve a
sfgrrfAcairt reduction in a margin of safrrty.
This change does not affect any technical
s pecfficatfon maigfn of safety. The prirporred
change does not affect the capability of the
accumulators to perform their safety function.
Thfi change does not alter any safety limits
or ffmftiirgsafety system setpofntL

Based on the above discussions it hss been
determined thai the requested Technical
SpeciAcatfon revision does not involve a
sfgnificant increase In the probability or
consequences of an accident or other adverse
conditfon over previous evaluations; or create
the possfbalty of a new or different kind of
accident or condition over previous
evalautfons; or Involve a sfgnfficant reduction
In a msrgfn of safely. Therefore, the
requested license amendment does not
Involve a sfgnfficant hazards consideration.

Based on the previous discussion, the
licensee concluded that the proposed
amendment request does not involve a
sfgnificant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; nor create the possibility of a
new or different kind of,accident from
any accident previously evaluated; nor
involve a significant reduction in the
required margin of safety. The NRC staff
has reviewed the licensee's no
significant hazards considerations
determination and agrees with the
licensee's analysis. The staff has,
therefore, made a proposed
determination that the licensee's request
does not involve a significant hazarrfs.
consideration.

Local Public Document Boom
location: Emporia State University,
WilliamAllen White Library, 1200
Commercial Street, Emporia, Kansas
68801 and Washburn University School
of Law Library. Topeka, Kansas

Attorney for licensee: Jay Sfiberg.
Esq., Shaw. Pittman, Potts and

, Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW„
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Project Director. Jose A. Calvo

WolfCrreek Nudear Operating
Corporation, Kansas Gas and Electric
Company, Kansas City Power gr Light
Company, Kansas Electric Power
Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. QMQ,
WolfCreek Generating Statfon, Coffey
County. Kansas

Date ofamendment request: June 19,
1987

Description ofamendment request:
The pro posed amendment request
revises WolfCreek Generating Station
(WCGS) Technical Sped Ace tion 3/4.33,
Radiation Monitoring for Hant
Operation. The proposed revision
changes the required number of
minimum channels operable forTable
3.3.6 Functional Unit 1.a., Containment
Atmosphere - Gaseous Radioactivity
High (GT-RE 31 gr 32). The requested
revision also modifies Actions 27 and 30
of Table 3.34 to permit an allowed
outage time of 72 hours with the number
of operable channels one less than the
minimum channels operable
requirement.

Basis forproposed na significant
hazards consideration determination: In
accordance with the requirements of 10
CFR 50.92, the licensee has submitted
the followingno significant hazards
-determination:

1. The proposed amendment does not
involve a sfgnificsnt increrr'ee in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. Reducfng the required
minimum channels operable for radfatfon
monitors GT.RE-31 snd 32 does not
sfgniAcantly, Increase the pirrbabflfty or
consequences on sn accident prevfoasfy
evaluate* One chermef will bc operable or
Actfrm 28 willbe followed. This action
requires containment purge valve closure.
This assures the fulAlfment of the safety
function of Table 3~ Functfoiral Unit 1.a.
Increasing the allowed'outage times for
Actions 27 aud 30 willnot sfgniAclrtiy
increase the probability or consequcrrces of
an accident previously evaluated. Thfs
change allows an extended time period for
the dfagirorrfs and repair af iiropereble
radiation monitors to whfch these action
statements are applicable. During the
allowed outege thrre, redundant radfatforr
monitors remain operable. Ifno chsrureis are
operab! e only one hour is allowed until initial
operetion of the Control Room Emergency
Vcntflstforr System or the Emsrgerrcy Exhaust
System, as appropriate. is established.

2. The proposed changes do not create the
posofbfffty of a new or different kind of
accfdent from any previously evslsuted. The
proposed changes do not Involve any change
in radiation monitor setpofirts or physical
design of the Involved systems. There are no
new failure mechanisms associated with the
proposed chsrrges. The proposed changes will
allow edditfonal time for the dlegnosfs and
re pair of frr0 perabfe radiation monitors. 'lbe
proposed allowed outage times remain
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consistent with tha seqlLIcameats lee oveFILQ
system availaMity.

3. The proposed changes do not Involve a
d Ignificeat reductio l4 CI bccugth of sefetp,
These changes do «ot effect ccLy 'hrehnkei
Specification margin ef safety. The propoced
changes do uot alter'the moaner hL which

'afetylimits snd limit safety system
setpotnts sce Redundant

'adtetlonmouttecs recucdcc oyershde dsrtag
the extended allowed outage time ead LmLee
the revtrLed minimum operable chaaasls
Requirement.

Based on the above discussions tt has been
determhu'.d that the requested Tedudcaf
S pecI frcetlon Levtslcrna dcr,set hIvcrlve a
slgnificellt Increeoe In the pcebebNty ef
consequences of an accidecrt or crcher edvcese

'ondition over previous evaILLecbacrm er create
the possibihty of e new ca differeot hiud of
accident or couditha over pcevious
evaluations; or involve a cignIBcent reduction
In a margin of safety. Therefore. the
requested license amendment does nat
involve a slgnflcarlt hesercfs coaslrfezatIOLL

Based an the previous discussion, the
licensee concluded that the proposed
amendment request does not hnndve a
significant increase in the probabity or
consequences of an accident previously
evatuatelh nor create the possibiIRy of a
new or different khtd of accident from
any accident previously evatuatech nor
involve a significcmt reducticm in the
required margin ofsafety. The NRC staff
has reviewed the licensee'a no
slguificant hazards conshheatioaa

'eterminationand agrees with the
licensee'a analysis. The staff haa.
therefore, made a proposed
determination that the I!censee'a request
does not Involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Loca/ Public Document Boom
location: Emporia State University.
WilliamAQen White Library. 2200
Commercial Street, Emporia. Kansas
66601 and Washburn University School
of Law Library. Topeka; Kansas

Attorney for licensee: Jay SQberg.
Esq.. Shaw, Pittman, Patte and
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street. N%
Washington. DC 20037

NBCProject Director: Jose A. Calve

WolfCreek Nndaar Operating
Corporation, Kansas Gas cmd Electric
Company, Kansas City Povver gr Light
Company, Kansas Electric Pcrwev
Cooperative, lnc., Docket Ne. 594bt,
WolfCreek Generating Statfora, Coffey
County, Kansas

Dote ofarnetcdrnerct rectcceet: June 29,
2987.

Description ofamacLcfcrmrct rcayccecct:

The propose'd amendcwat request
revises WolfCreek Gaaaratirtg Statfoa
(WCGS) Technical SyeciScabon g
4.10.4. Reactor Coolant Loops.'epkccfatf
references to the Reactee Protachw

System P4 per'miaslvcrhatariock to tho pj .

10 permisatve iatarhck.
Basis for no ~fieant

hoeards conel oration detarmlnatlont In
accordance vvRh tha requirometrta of20
CFR 50M the licensee htrtr snbmRted
the followingno significant hanmhr
determfnatitnn

1. The prepesed ehcrbge does aet hvvetve e
slgbtscsbt Increase IQ the pcobeblty oe

'cbLseqaenacsof en@ accident prILvioaeiy
eveteeted The psepoced acneurhaacct would
only elhbhIate surveIILucce fee;
P-13 which havano effect on opezetion
while using this Technical Specification.%Pith
the turbine offhre, P-13 does not Provide an
input Into P-7. This leaves P-10 ee the crbly
Iapst whtdL cbu artp the P-7 bletsbte..

2. TILe prcrpooed change does not creole the
passibility of e new or different ktad of
accident from eny prevtously evaluated.
There are na new MIIremodes as
mechanisms sscachted wtth the proposed
chcarges. No addlttcmal Phmt eqalprnent hr
being achfel ner wgI aby existlbg
requiremeats. TIE Pccrpeeed chabea docs bel
change'mLy setpatnts vetcrtad aa nucdeeF
safety.'3.

The Prepoecrd charge doerL uot ILLvotve e
sigrIIflcaut redaction In a macghL ofeefety.
The proposed emendmeat does not effect auy
technical spectftcatian marghL of safet3r. Thhl
amendment ecrfy eltmtnetes the need to
perform the surveCeace requtrecsrsuts forP-
13 while the plant ie operettug undue thhL
Technical SpecthlcetloLL. The Perrpeood
chrLbge does not alter the mauaor In whtch
safety lhntts and safety system
setpolnts are det

Based on the above dIscussfous it has2reen
detecmiaed that th'a recteeetal Techatcat.
SpecIGcettan revistecxL do not hLvolve a
significant hcrvase in the probebQty crb

consequences ofan acddent or other adverse
condition aver previous evshmtlomc or create
the pocekdQty of a new or LBficsent ldcd of
accident or condition over prevtaus"
evehLatlonc; or Involve a s cant seduction
In a margtn of safety. are, the
requested license amendment does not
Involve a stgrcficaut heserde censideretferL.

Based on the previous discussfoa, the
licensee conchaded that the proposed
atnendtnectt request does not involve a
significant hacteescr fa the yrababQRy oF
consequences of an occddeaatprevicbasly
evahated: nor creerte the pesoibBIty OF a
new or different kind of accident from
any accMent prevknLBIy ewahatect nor
involve a significant reduction ta the
required margin ofsafety. Tbs NRC staff
hoa reviewed the hcensae'o Ao
signIScant hcuanis consMeraticmo
determination and agrees saith tho
licensee'a anaiyshL. The staff has.
therefore. ntade a proposed
*teernination that the hcxaaaba'a request
does not htvolve a agaiScant hnnards
considerathan.

Loca/ PsrbBc Docccoarert Boam
location: Emporia S tata Urtiveraity,
WilliamAllen %heter Library. 2209
CauLmerclai Stccret, Emporlcc. Kansaa

66502'acsd'Vheshbura UaivessRy School
of Law Llbsaty, Topeka, KLLILoaa

- Attorneyfor iicaneeet Jay Sflberg,
Esq Shaw, Pittmoa, Petto cuad
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, Ntbf»
Washington, DC 20IOy

NNt Pre+et Director: Jose A. Calvo

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED NCHCES
OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE
OF AMENDMEIrFISTO QPERATIN6
LICENSES ANDPROPGSEB NQ
SIGNIHCANTHAZANSS
GONSKIMERATtGWDEFIIRMINATIQ3ri
ANDOPPORTUNITY HRLHEARING

The foilowfngnotices were previously
published es separate Individual
notices. The notice content was the
same as above. They were published as
individual AOGces because time did not
allow the Commission to wait for thhc bf-
weekly notice. They are repeated here
because the bi-weekly notice Ilats all
anMuLdments proposed to be Issued
involvingno significant hasarda
consideration.

For details, see the hdivtdLLalnatke
la the Facklral Rogiotccr on the day anrd
page cited. Thhc notice does not coctand
the notice period of the original notice.

GatF States Utflftfes Company, Docket
No. 50459, River Bend Station, Unit 2,
West FOMana Parish, Louhdana

Dote ofancencbmeet rertuest: March 20.
SQF.

Briefdescription ofoncendhent
request: The proposed acnenchnent
woerM authorhe a one-tinea odreduhLF
extension ef up to 43 dayo te perforna
the surveNance requirements of Section
4.6.I%2.c of the Technical Spedficationo
regarding the testing OF tile How rate of
each ofChe prinLary centafnmevtt f
drywall hydrogen mlxfag trains.

Dote ofpobhcotion ofind&idtral
notice in Federal Reghrten Jane 28, 2887
(52 FR 23228).

Expiration date ofindividualnotice:
July 17;

2m'oad

Public Doccunaat Bocun
locotian: Govenunant Documents
Department. LoLLIsiana State University,
Baton Rouge Louisiana?0603

Power Authority ofThe Qcrta ofMsvs
York, Docket No. 684GS, Indian Plohat
Nuclear Generating Unit Ne. 5,
Weetcdaeetee COLLnty, Neve York

Date ofaacancfment rrrrfuest: May 21,
iS87

Description ofoncendment recfcrest:
The ameadeant wocakl revise the
TechniccLl Specificationa |o aikrw a
reduced mtograted leak rote test PLED)
duration ln accordance vctth NRG
approved methociolagy.
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Date ofpublicotion ofindividual
noticein Federal Register: June 10, 1987
(52 FR 22013).

Expiration date of/ndividual notice:
July 10, 1M7.

Local Public Document Room
location: White Plains Public Library,
100 Martine Avenue, White Plains, New
York 10801

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF
AMENDMENTTO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSE

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

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendment to Facility Operating
License and Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination
and Opportunity for Hearing in
connection with these actions was *

published in the Federal Register as
indicated. Na request for a hearing or
petition for leave to intervene was filed
following this notice.

Unless otherwise indicated, the
Commission has determined that these
amendments satisfy the crjte'ria for
categorical exclusion in accordance
with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore, pursuant
to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental
impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared for these
amendments. Ifthe Commission has

'reparedan environmental assessment
under the special

circ'umstancei'rovision

in 10 CFR 51.12(b) and has
made a determination based on that
assessment, it is so indicated.

For further details w'ith respect to the
action see (1) the applications for
amendments, (2) the amendments, and
(3) the Commission's related letters.
Safety Evaluations and/or
Environmental Assessments as
indicated. Allof these iteins are
available for public inspection'at the ~

Commission's Public Document Room,
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the local public document rooms
for the particular facilitiee involved.

A'opyof Items (2) and (3) may be
obtained upon request addressecf to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,.
Washington, DC20555, Attention:
Director, Division of Licensing."

Alabama Power Company, Docket No."
50448, Joseph M, Parley Nuclear Plait,
Unit No 1, Houston County, Alabama

Date ofapplication foramendment:,
October 25. 1885, as supplemented
September 29, 1988

Briefdescription ofamendment:
Technical Specificatioa Qgures of heatup
and cooldow'n limitations are revised
based on results of analysis of Capsule
"U"Reactor Vessel Material Radiation
Surveillance program.

Date ofissuance: June 23, 1987
Effective date: June 23, 1987
Amendment No. 71
Facility Operat/ng License No. NPF-2;

Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date ofinitialn'otice in Federal
Register. December 4, 1985 (SO FR
49780). renoticed May 20, 1987 (62 FR
18971) The Commission's related
evaluation of the amendment is
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated
June 23, 1987.

The September 29, 1988 letter
provided information th'at did not
change the initial determination
published in the Federal Register.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: George S. Houston Memorial
Library, 212 W. Burdeshaw Street,
Dothan. Alabama 38303

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

Date ofapplication foramendment:
March 11. 1987.

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
amendment revises the Technical
Specifications to Incorporate station
batteries nos. 23 and 24 under the same
provisions as batteries nos, 21 and 22.
The actual modification to Indian Point
?, to add. the 2 batteries to the battery.
system was reviewed and accepted ia
NRC Safety Evaluation dated May 2,
1980.

Data ofissuance: June 17, 1867
Effect/vedate: June 17, 1987
Amendment No 120

'bci%'ties Operating License No. DPR-
28: Amendment revised the. Technical „
Specifications.

Date ofinitialnoticein'Federal
Register: April2?. 1987 (52 FR 1333S).
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment is contained'in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 17, 1987.

No slgnificant liazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Dacum'ent Room
location: White Plains Public Library,.

100 Ma'rttne Avenue, White Plains, New
York 10610.

Duke Power Company, Docket Nos. 50.
"

388 ead 50479, McGuire Nudear
Station, Units 1 and 2, Meckleaburg

'ounty,North Carolina

Date ofapplication foramendments:
April9, 1967, as supplemented May 18
and June 15, 1987.

Briefdescription ofamendments: The
amendments change the Technical
Specifications to refiect the third of
several refueling stages involved in the
transition to the use of optimiied fuel

'ssembliesin Uriit2.
Date of/ssuance: June 22, 1987
Effective Dote: June 22, 1987
Amenderi t Noe, 73 and 54
Facility Operatic License ¹s. NPF-/t

and NPF;17. Amendments revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date ofinitialnolicein Federal
Register. May 20, 1987 (52 FR 18977) The
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendments is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 22, 1987.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: Atkins Library, University of
North Carolina, Charlotte (UNCC)
Station, North Carolina 28223

Duquesae Light Company, Docket No.
6M$4, Beaver VaHey Power Station,
Unit No. 1, Shfppiagport, Pennsylvania

Date ofapplication foramendment:
January 16, 1988 as supplemented by
letters dated May 8. June 30, 1988,
January 15, March 5, March 17 and April
6, 1987.

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
amendment changed the Technical

'pecifications'forBeaver Valley Unit 1
to (1) provi'de dear, retyped pages for
the Index, (2) refiect the new titles and
responsibilities of the new Duquesne
Light Company organization and (3)
eliminate blank pages whose contents
have been deleted by previous
amendments.

Date of /syuance: June 23, 1887
Effective dale: Juae 23, 1987-
Amendment No. 110
Facility Operating License ¹. DPR-

RL Amendment revised'the Technical.
Specificatioas.'ate ofinitialnoticein Federal
Reghiter: March 12, 1988 (51 FR 8590)
and May 8: 1987 (52 FR 16943) The
supplemental letter dated May 8. 1986,
provided additional clarifying
information and did not change the
findings of the initialnotice.

The Commission's related evaluation.
of the amendment is'contained In a
Safety Evalu'ation dated June 23, 1887.
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,No significant hazards oonatderatkm
comments receiviNh No

Local Public DoauawentRocmt
locationt B. F. Jones Memorial Library.
883 Franklin Avenue, Allqulppa,
Pennsylvania 25002.

General Pub)Ec UtStias Nuclear
Corporation, Docket No. 5M'.Three

'lleIsland Nuclear Station Unit 2 (TMI-
2), Dauphin County, Pennsylvania.

Dote ofapph'cation foramendment:
January 27. 1987

Briefdescription ofamendment The
amendment revises the Technical
Specifications by redefming the scope of
licensee procedures and changes thereto

'hat require NRC staff approval prior te
implementation. Only those procedures
and changes thereto which alter the
distribution or processing ofa'quantity
of radiological materiali the release of
which could cause the magnitude of
radiological releases to exceed the
design objectives of,10 CFR Part 50
Appendix'L

Date ofIssumica June 25, 2987
Effective Date: Jane 25.

29N'mendmentNa 28

Facility Operating Licensing Na DPR-
73: Amendment revised the Technical
Sp'ecifications.

Dab'ofinitialuaticein ~
Register. May 8, 1SN'52 FR 28947) The
Commission's related evaluation is
cont'ained in a Safety Evaluation dated
June 25. 2987.

No significant hazards consideration
comments receivech No.

Local Public Darxuiient Room
Location: State Library of Pennsylvania,
Government Publications Section,
Education Building, Coauuonwaalth and
Walnut Street, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
27128.

Georgia Power Company. OgIethorpe
Power Corporation, MunicipaI Eiectric
Authority of Georgia. City of Dalton,
Georgie, Docket No. 60424, Vogtla
Electric Generating Plant, Unit 1, Burke
County Georgia

Date ofapplication foraJnendment:
March 30, 1987

Briefdescriptiou ofamendmeiit: The
amendment modifies the Technical
Specifications to increase the shutdown
margin requirements shown in Figure
3.1-2 and changes the title of that figure.

Date ofissuance: June 23, 1987
Effective date: June 23. 2987
Amendment No.: 1
Facility Operating License No. APF.-

88. Amendment revised the Tecluiical
Specifications.

Date ofinitialnatice in.Federal
Register. May 20. 1987 (52 FR 28981) Tba
Commission',s related evaluation of the

amondsseat }s contained ln 4 Safety
Evaluation dated June 23, 2IO7,

No significant hazards.oonsideraiion
conrnuints reoelvtxh No

L'ocal Pablla Document ltomn
locotlon; Burke County Public Library..
4th Street, Waynesboro, Georgia 30830

Iowa,Electric Ught and Power Coaipa~
Docket No. 60431, Duacxs AniohE Energy
Center, Linn County, Iowa

Date ofapplicatiau far aaunidtuent:
August 29, 1978 as revised by letters
dated November 5, 1981 and March 18.
1984 and Qnally supplemented by a
letter dated August 25.2986.

Briefdescriptian ofatuendment: The
- amendment revised the Duane Arnold

Energy Center Technical Specifications
(TS) to include containment isolation
valves MCh4423, CV-Z410. MO-2400,
MO-2238 and CV-2211 ln TS Table 3.7-?

Date ofissuance: tune 25. 1987
Effective date: June 25, 1987
Amendment No 144 ~

Facility Operating License ¹. DPB-
49. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifica tions.

Date ofinitialnoticein Fedszal
Regbter. October 28. 1983 (48 FR 49588)
and May 23, 1984 (49 FR 22832). The
information in the August W 2985
submittal is covered by the May 23. 2984
notice,

The Commission's related avahiation
of the aisendment is coatained is a
letter dated June 25. 2987.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public DocimieritRearrr
location: Cedar Rapids Public Library,
500 First Street, S.E Cedar Rapids, Iowa
52401.

Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company,
Dacket Ne, 504t@ Mahe Yankee
Atomic Power Station, Qncoln Coeety.
Maine

Date ofapplicatian for
amendment.'ebruary

24,1987 ..
Briefdescription ofamendment: The

changes to the Technical Specifications
(TS) concerns the Semiannual
Radioactive Effiuent Release Report
(SRERR) and the Special Report (SR).
The change to TS concerning SRERR
allows additional time for the filingof
supplemental dose and meteorologicaE
summary reports. The change to the TS
concerning SRERR ensures that the
specification references are consistent
with the current TS.

The change to the TS coscevning
SRERR provides the added tiiae
necessary for preparing the annual
summaries, of rmteorolagieaf hhitory and
estimated'dose commitmenta resultiiig
from plant operation. These reports are
required to be submitted wi8da 99 days

after Jannery 2 of each year. This haa ~

be'en accoml@sbed by dividhig the TS
concszning SRERR hite tvro azctieas.
Section one contains the requirements
for the SRERR and Section two outlines
the requireinsnts for submttting annual
reports of the Estimated Dose and

'Meteorological Summary. This change
willnot affect the submittal of plant
radioactive effluent data required by 10
CFR 50.38a paragraph (a)(2).

The change to TS concerning SR
updates the references for the Excessive
Radioactive Release Report. Presently
the TS coiicerning SR refers to an
incorrect TS section. This TS change
corrects that situation. '

Dote ofissuance: June 25, 2987
Effectivedate: 80days from date of

issuance
Amendment ¹ 99
FaciIIty Operating Licetise¹. DPB-

3tL Amendment revised the Technicaf
Specifications.

Date afinitialnotIcein Federal
Register. April8, 1987 (52 PR.22388 ) The
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 25, 2M7.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Boom
location: Wiscasset Public Library, High
Street,Wiscasset, Maine,04578

Maine Yankee Atosnic Power Cusspaay,
Docket No. 5MOS, Maine.Yankee
Ataaik Power Station, Uncohs County,
Maine

Dote ofapplicatiaIi foramendment:
March 13, 1985 as clarified by letters
dated January 15, 1988 and January 23,
2987.

Briefdescription ofamenduient: Tide
anieiuhsent brhigs Maine Yamkee
Technical Spectfications into
confoiznance with the requirements set
forth in USNRG Generic Letter 834F

, pertaining to the Reactor Coolant
System (RCS) Vent System. Ganezio
Mtter 8847 requires at least ona RCS
vent path to be operabla and dosed at
aQ times, For Maine Yankee, which uses
a pressure operated relief valve (PORV)
as a RCS vent, the block valve ia not
required to be closed ifthe PORV is
operable.

Date ofissaaixxu June 25. 2937
Effective date: 80 days frais date of

issuance 'n

Amaadmeat Na.t 200
Facility Operating License Na DPR-

38. Amendment revised tho Technical .

SpecificatioM.
Date afinitialnaticeia Fcdarah

r. May 22. 2985 (58 FR 295&) and
May 20. 2982 (52 PR M982). Iba „.
Commission's related evaluation ef the
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amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 25. 1S87..-

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: Na

Local Public Docuni ent Room
location: Wiscasset Public Library. High
Street, Wiscasset, Maine 0457L ..
Public Service Company of Colorado,
Docket No. 50-267, Fort St. Vrain
Nuclear Generating Station, Plattevtile.
Colorado

Date ofamendment request: January
15, 1987

Briefdescription ofamendment: The
amendment modified the Fort St. Vrain
(FSV) Technical Specification to require
both sections of both steam generators
to be available for decay heat removal
in power operation. It also assures that
water sources are available to the
appropriate steam generator sections.

Date ofissuance: June 29, 1987
Effective date: This amendment

becomes effective when the Commission
approves operation of FSV at power
levels higher than the 35 percent power
level currently authorized.

Amendment No, 55
Facility Operating Li'cense No. DPR-

34 Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date+initial noticein Federal
Reghterr February 28, 1987 (52 FR 5866)
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment h contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated june 29. 1987t

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

Public Service Electric 5 Gas Company,
Docket Noa 50-272 and 50411, Salem
Nuclear Generating Station,'Unit Nos. 1
and 2, Salem County, New Jersey

Date ofopplication foramendments:
October 3, 1986 and supplemented by
letter dated October 10, 1886

Briefdescription ofamendments:
These amendments delete the specified
maximum fuel rod weight limit to allow
current fuel to be in compliance with the
Salem 1 and 2 Technical Specifications.
The supplementing submittal corrected
the wording of Section 5.3.1, and did not
contain substantive changes.,

Date ofissuancet June 19, 19K',
Effective date; June 19, 1981
Amendment Nos. 80 and 54
Facility Operating License Nor. DPR-

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

Date ofinitialnollceinSederal
Register. (52 FR 11372) April8, 1987. 'Ihe
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendments is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 1S. 1987.

No significant hazards consideration ..

comments received: No
Local. Public Document Boom.--

location: Salem Free Public Libraryi 112
West Broadway. Salem, New Jersey
08079

Washington Public Power Supply
System, Docket No. SMN, WNP-2,
Richland, Washington

Dote ofamendment re'quest: March 27,
1987, as supplemented April22, 1987.

Briefdescription ofamendment: This
'mendment,revised the technical

specification to (1) authorize operation
of WNP-2 for Cycle 3 with a fuel reload
using Advanced Nuclear Fuels
Corporation fuel assemblies. analyses
and methodologies and (2) establish
operating limits for Cycle 3 operation.

Date'fissuance: June 2, 1987
Effective date: June 2, 1981
Amendment number: 45
Facility Operating License No. NPF-

21: Amendment revises the license.
Date ofinitialnoticein the Federal

Reghter. April22, 1987 (52 FR 13352)
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 2, 1987.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
'lo'cation: Rfchland Public Library, Swift
and No'rthgate Str'eats, Richland,
Washington 99352

Yankee Atomic Electric Company,
Dacket No SM29, Yankee Nuciear
.Power Statha, Franklin County,
Massachusetts

Date ofapplication foramendment
January 29, 1881

Briefdescription ofamendment The
amendment modifie the Technical
Specifications requirement on the
minimum number of operable neutron
detectors from twelve, with two per
quadrant, to nine, with one per qu'adrant
for Cycle 19'operation.

Date ofissuance: June 26, 1987
Effective date: June 26, 1987
Amendment No, 108
Facility Operating License No. DPRW

Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Dote ofinitialnotice in Federal
Register, March 12, 1987 (52 FR?703)
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated June 26, 1987,

No significant hazards consideration,
comments received: No. '.

Locol Public Document Boom
location: Greenfield Community College,
1 College Drive,,Greenfleld.

'assachusetts01301. ~

NOTICE.OR ISSUANCE OF-

AMENDMENTTO FACIUTY
OPERATING LICENSE ANDHNAL

'EIERMINATIONOF NO ~

SIGNIFICANTHAZMIDS
CONSIDERATION AND
OPPORTUNl'TY FOR HEARING
(EXIGENTOR EMERGENCY
CIRCUMSTANCES)

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

Because of exigent or emergency
circumstances associated with the date
the amen@neat was needed, there was
not time for the'Commission to publish,
for public comment befor'e issuance,

its'sual~ay Notice. of Consideration of
Issuance of Amendment and Proposed
No Slgnificant Hazards Consideration
Determination and Opportunity

for'earing.For'exigent circumstances, the,
Commission has,.either issued.a Federal
Register notice providing opportunity

foi'ublic

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 signiflcant hazards consideration.
The Commission has provided a
reasonable opportunity for the public to.
coinment, using its best efforts to make
available to the public means of
communication for,the public to respond
quickly', and I'n the case of

telephone'omments,

the coinments have been
recorded or transcribed as appropriate .

and the licensee has been informed
of'he

public comments.
In circumstances where failure to act

in a timely way would have resulted, for
example, in derating or shutdown of a
nuclear power plant or in prevention of.
either resumption of operation or of
increase in power output up to the
plant's licensed power level, the
Commission may not have had an
opportunity to provide for public
comment on its no significant hazards.
determination. In such case. the license
amendment has been Issued without .
opportunity for comment. Ifthere has
been some time for public comment but
less than 30 days, the Commhsion may



'> ~
II*

* .'

Federal Re@ster / Vol. 52, No, 155 / Wednesday, July 15, 1987 /
Not(ces'rovide

an opportunity for public
comment. Ifcomments have been
requested, it Is so stated. In either event,'he State has been consultid by
telephone whenever possible.

Under its regulations, the Commission
may Issue and make an amendment

'mmediatelyeffective, notwithstanding
the pendency before it of a request lor a
hearing from any person, in advance of
the h'olding'and completion of any
required hearing, where it has
determined that no significant hazards
consideration is involved.

The Commission has applied the
standards of 10 CFR 50.92 and has made
a final determination that the
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The basis lor 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 exclu'sion in accordance
with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore. pursuant
to 10 CFR S1.22(b), no environmental
impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared for these
amendments. Ifthe Commission has
prepared an environmental assessment
under the special circumstances
provision in 10 CFR S1.12(b) and has
made a determination based on that
assessment. it is so indicated.

For further details with respect to the
action see (1) the application for
amendment, (2) the amendment to
Facility Operating License, and (3) the
Commission's related letter, Safety
Evaluation and/or Environmental
Assessment, as indicated. Allof these
items are available for public inspection
at the Conimission's Public Document
Room. 1717 H Street. NW., Washington.
DC. and at the local public document
room for the particular facility involved.

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be
obtained upon request addressed to the
U.S. Nucl-ar Regulatory Commissio'n,
Washington. DC 20S55, Attention:
Director. Division of Licensing.

The Commission is also olfering an
opportunity lor a hearing with respect to
the issuance of the amendments. By
August 14, 1987, the licensee may file a

request lor a hearing with respect to
issuance of the amendment to the
subject fadlity operating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written petition
for leave to intervene. Requests for a

hearing and petitions for leave to
intervene shall be filed in accordance
with the Commission's "Rules of

Pradtice.for Domestic Licensing"
Proceedings" ln 10 CFR Part'2. Ifa
request for a hearing or petition for
leave Io intervene is filed by the above
date, the Commlsslan or an Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board, designated
by the Com'mission or by the Chairman
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel, willr'ule 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 hav'e the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and crosswxamine
witnesses.

Since the Commission has made a
final determination that the amendment

Involvei no significant hazards
consideration, lla hearing ls requested,
It willnot stay tho elfectivoness of the
amendment, Anyh'earing held would
take place while tlte amendment ls In
effect:

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington. DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission's Public
Document Room, 1717 H 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 (800)
3254000 (in Missouri (800) 3424700).
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-Bethesda, 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 ba'sed upon a balancing of the
factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)-
(v) and 2.714(d).."

A'rizona Public Service Company, et al
Docket No. STN 50428, Palo Verde
NucIear Generating Station (PVNGS),
Unit 1, Maricopa County,

Arizona'ate

af appiicatian foramendment:
May 10, 1987, as supplemented by letter
dated May 14, 1987.

Briefdescription ofamendment. The
amendment revises Tech'nical
Specification 3/4.11.1 for a period not to
exceed March 31. 1988, to allow the
release of secondary system liquid
waste to the onsite evaporation p'ond,

while the concentration of Antimony-124
exceeds Sx10'icro Ci/ml, provided
that the concentration does not exceed
the limits of 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B,
Table II, Column.2.

Date afissuance: June 3, 1987

Effective dote: June 3, 1987
Amendment Na;: 18
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Facility~rat~ Linage hfa.~
41 t Ameacbncint revised tha Technical
Spec iffcaQonk

Public cosaaeats recteeated m %
proposed no signlGcaat hasasda
consideration: Yes (SZ FR 18763, May 19,
1M7). No cocnmcmta were receivek by
the due date. A request Qr au exhaskm
of the conunent period was received
after the ameadasertt was issued

The Commission's related evahetioa
of the ameacbnenL fiakng of exigent
circumstances, consultatioa with the
State of Arisona. and fiaal
de terminatioa of no significant hasards
consideration are contained in a Safety
Evalaation dated June 3, 1997.

Attorney forb'cencees: h4r. Arthur C.
Cehr, SneH tt: Wilmer. 2100 VaMey
Center, Phoenix. Arisona OS007.

Local Public Document itaone
lacatr'an: Phoenix PubBc Library,
Business. Science aud Teclutckotty
Department. 12 East McOowell Road,
Phoenbc. Arisona it5004

NRC Pral'act Director: Ceorge N,
Knightoa

Pubbc Servios Elects dr Gas Cerapsssy,
Docket No. 56.384, Hope Cceek
Generathg Statioa, Ceaaty, New
Jersey

Date afapplication foramendment:
June 'l. 1987, as supplemented tune 2 and
4, 1987

BriefdescriPtian ofamendment: The
amendment revised the Hope Creek
Technical Specifications to permit the
plant to continue operation until
September 21, 1987, or until the fIrst
forced outage of sufficient duration to
repair the monitor, whichever first
occurs, with the acoustic monitor for one
of the safety raHef valve tailpipes
inoperable.

Dote ofissuance: Jane 17, 2%7
Ef'ective Date: June 4,

2'mendmea/Nat S
Facility Operating License hb. NPF-

S7: Amendment revised the TecLalcal
Specifications.

Public comments requested as to
pre posed no signtffcant hexards
consideration: No,

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendmei< consaitatioa with the
State of New Jersey and ffnal ao
significant has@nb considerations
determination are contained la a Safety
Ev::Iuatinn dated June 17, 1997,

A>torney for licensee. Conner and
Wet terhalm. 1747 Pennsylvecria Avenue
Waehington, DC 20NS

Local Public Document Boaar
locatiatL Pennsvtlle Public Library, 190
S. Broadway, Pennsvtl Je, New Jersey
08070.

NRC Project Dt'rector". Waker L
Butler

Dated at Bethesda. 94arptssaNsh%h ~
of July. teer.

For the Nuctaar Qeyatstcay Caaisntsataa
S4waa h. Vaela.
Director, Dtv~nefReactor~llR
Cgks efNucteer lteocturBettulartoe
Jt|t Dec. W.tSQOS Filed 7-14-S7; 9:4S wnJ


