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SEFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
RELRTED TC AMENDMENT NO, 43 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-80
AND AMENDMENT NO, 42 TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-B2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

DIABLC CANYON NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DOCKET NO. 50-275 AND 50-323
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fy letter geted Merch 20, 1985 (Reference LAR 89-02), as supplemented by
letter cotec June 2%, 1889, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGRE or the
licensee recuestec amendments to the combined Technical Specifications
TS epvercec to Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-B0 and DPR-8B2 for the
[ietlo Ceryor Fower Flant (DCPP), Unit Nos. 1 and 2, respectively. The
¢ zrdmerts 2s proposec would have changed TS Section 6.0, "Administrative
lortrols,” regerding the General Office Nuclear Plant Review and Audit
:*~~1t‘ee (GONPRAZ) membership, operating personne)l working hours and
Timits, the plant staff cyalifications and training program, and routine
ar¢ soecwa1 reports,

The NED staff hags reviewed the proposed changes and finds acceptable the
crences thet are appliceble to the GONPRAC, and to routine and special
reports, The other proposecd changes are unacceptable and are hereby
deriec. The bases for the staff's findings for each proposed change are
given below,

The submittal dated June 29, 1989 withdrew the previous)y proposed change
in the title of one of the GONPRAC members. This change coes not
significantly alter the action noticed or affect the tnitia!
determination,

EVALUATION

The NRC staff has reviewed the TS changes proposed by the licensee and
finds some of them acceptable, and some of them unacceptable, based on the
following evaluation:

A. Sectinn €£.2.2 - Organization

PGEE proposed two changes to TS Section 6.2.2.f regarding the
agministrative procedures that 1imit working hours., The licensee
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Froposed to revise the statement that “The objective shall be to have
operegting personnel work a normal 8-hour day, 40-hour week while the
unit s operating." This would be changed to *The objective shall be
to heve operating personne) work a nomina) 40-hour week while the
unit is operating." The licensee also proposed to change the
stetement that "An individua) should not be permitted to work... more
then 24 hours in any 48-hour period...* This would be changed to “an
individua) should not be permitted to work...more than 28 hours in
any &B-hours periond,,."

These changes were proposed to allow the use of a 12 hour shift
rotetion., We find the change to & nomina) 40-hour week acceptable
because 1t s consistent with past approvals on this subject, and
will, by itself, 21low the licensee to use & 12 hour shift rotation.
we fing the requestod change to allow working 28 hours in & 48 hour
perioc not acceptable, on the basis that the Commission Policy
Stetement on Nuclear Power Plant Staff Working Hours (46 FR 2383¢)
stetes thet an ndividual should not be permitted to work more than
¢& hours ir any &E hour period. Accordingly, the latter change is
herely deried.

Section €.3 « Plant Staff Qualifications

in tris section, three changes were proposed. (1) PGAE proposed that
the reguirement in TS Section €.3 that each member of the plant staff
snell meet or exceed the minimum qualifications of ANSI N18.1-1871 be
cheanced to ARSI/ANS 3.1-1978, (2) PGAE proposed that the requirement
that the Radiation Protection Manager meet or exceed the
qu2lifications recommended by Regulatory Guide 1.8, "Qualification
anc Trawning of bersonnel for Nuclear Power Plants," September 1875
be changed to reference Regulatory Guide 1.8, Revision 2, April 1987,
(3) PGAL proposed to delete the statement that “The licensed
Operators and Senior Operators shall also meet or exceed the minimum
qualifications of the supplemental requirements specified in

Sections A and C of Enclosure 1 of the March 28, 1980, NRC letter to
211 licensees." PGAE proposed to replace this with the statement
that "The licensed Operators and Senior Operators shall also meet or
exceed the minimum qualifications of 10 CFR Part 55."

we find the first two changes acceptable on the basis that they meet
current staff requirements, We find the last change partially
unacceptable, because 10 CFR Part 55 does not specify the
qualifications for eligibility for taking an Operator or Senior
Operator examination, which the existing TS covers by referencing
Section A of Enclosure 1 of the March 28, 1980 letter. On the other
hand, Part 5% does address operator requalification, thereby
superseding Section C of Enclosure 1 to the March 28, 1980 letter.
On this basis, we find acceptable the substitution of 10 CFR Part 55
for Section C of Enclosure 1 to the March 28, 1980 NRC letter. On
the same basis, we find unacceptable and hereby deny the proposed
deletion from the 7S of the requirement to meet Section A of
Enclosure 1 to the March 28, 1980 NRC letter,



section 6.4 - Training

FGSE proposed to change the statement in TS Section 6.4 that *A
retreining and replacement training program for the plant staff
...she1l meet or exceed the requirements and recommendations of
section 5.5 of ANS] N1B.1-1571 and Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 55 and
the supplements] requirements specified in Sections A and C of
Enclosure 1 of the March 28, 1980, NRC letter to all licensees, and
include familiarization with relevant industry operationa)
experience." The licensee proposed to replace this with the
statement that '"A retraining and replacement training program for the
plant staff,, . shal) meet or exceed the requirements of 10 CFR

Poert 55,

ve firc this proposed change acceptable except for the deletion of
Section £.F of ANSI N1B.1-1871. The reference to 10 CFR Part 55 is
ecceptedle to the extent it covers the training of licensed
coeregtors, The deletion of the reference to Section 5.5 of

ARET NIEL1-1871, Ys unacceptable, because that section applies to the
entire plant staff, while 10 CFR Part 55 applies only to the
retrefring of licensed operators. On this basis, the deletion of
reference to Section 5.5 of ANS] N1B.1-1971 s hereby denied.

Secticr £,1,3.2 « Genera) Office Nuclear Plant Review and Audit
Committee (GONPRAC) - Composition

FEAD requested that the Plant Manager, Diablo Canyon Power Plant be
20dec 2s @ member of the GONPRAC committee. In its March 20, 198%
submitta), PGAE requested that the title of committee member Manger,
Station Construction be changed to Manager, Station and Hydrod
Construction, By letter dated June 29, 15985, PGAE withdrew the
request for the change in committee member title. Therefore, the
committee member title change is not included in these amendments.

we fincd the addition of the Plant Manager to the GONPRAC to be
acceptable on the basis that it conforms to the Standard Technica)
Specifications.

Section €.9 - Reporting Requirements

PGAE proposed that references to the NRC Office to which reports
shall be submitted in TS Sections 6.9.1, 6.9.1.7, 6.9.1.8, and 6.9.2
be revised to state that reports will be submitted in accordance with

10 CFR 50.4.

we find these proposed changes acceptable because they they meet
the Comrission's regulations, specifically, 10 CFR 50.4.
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tesec on tne above, the NRC staff finds acceptable the proposed revisions
to TS Section 6.0, "Administrative Controls," that involve changes in the
Genere) 0ffice Nuclear Plant Review and Audit Committee (GONPRAC)
membership, and in routine and specia) reports. The other proposed
changes, relating to operating personnel working hours and 1imits, and the
plant staff qualifications and training program, are unacceptable and are
hereby denied.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

These amendments involve changes in administrative requirements,
kccorcingly, these amendments meet the eligibility criteria for
categorica) exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c§(10). Pursuant to
17 CFR £1.22(b), no environmenta) impact statement or environmenta)
gssessment neeC be preparecd in connection with the issuance of these
amencmerts.
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The NRD ste®f nas concludec, based on the considerations discussed above,

thet: (1 there 1s reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the
put1ic will not be encangered by cperation in the proposed manner, and

2, such 2ctivities wil) be conducted in compliance with the Commission's

reculetions and (2) the issuance of these amendments will not be inimica)

to tne common defense and security or the health and safety of the public,

Frircipe’ Corntributors: Frederick R, Allenspach

Karry Rood
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