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3.0 EVALUATION

As described in the application, the progosed changes to the TSs are to add 2
sentence to Specification 3.3.1, 4.,3.1, 3.3.6, 4.3.6, 3.3,7.6, 4,3.7.6 and the
Rases for 3.0.4 to provide an exception %o 3.0,3, 4,0.3 or 4.0.4 for the IRMs
SRMs, and APRMs for entry in Operational Condition 2 or 3 from Operational
Condition 1. In Operational Condition 1, the design of these instrument
¢circuits prevents the performance of channel functional tests or calibrations
due to interlocks with the reactor mode switch that bypass their respective
scrams or rod block function in Operational Condition 1, Furthermore, 2as
discussed previously, the SRMs and [RMs are fully withdrawn from the core
while at power (Operational Condition 1), It would take extraordinary
activities such as temporary circuit alterations (TCAs), use of jumpers and
placing the unit in a half-scram condition to perform channel functional tests
at power, which would introduce the risk of a transient or accident,

While there is a very low safety significance in allowing the reactor moce
switch to be changed from Opcon 1 to Opcon 2 or 3 without ¢irst performing
channel functional tests or calibrations, it is important to perform these
surveillances as soon as the plant is in a condition where the testing is
feasible. 1n GL 87-09, the NRC staff position was that a 24 hour allowance to
permit a delay in completing these surveillance requirements was reasonable
and appropriate, This 24 hour delay period has already been incorporatec in
the licensee's TSs and would become applicable in the situation discussed
herein,

The proposed changes to the TSs are in conformance with the intent and
guidance in GL 87-09 and are acceptable.

4,0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Pennsy lvaniz State
of ficial was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendments., The State
official had no comments.

5.0 ENVIROKMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendments change a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
fac' 1ity comp-nent located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
part 20. The %RC staff has determined that the ameriments involve no
sionificant in.vease in the amounts, and no significan* change in the types,
of any effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no
significant increrse in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. The Commission has previously issued a proposed finding that the
amendments involve no significant hazards consideration, and there has been no
public comment on such finding, Accordingly, the amendments meet the
eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR
§1.22(¢)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51,22(b) no environmental impact statement or
environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of
the amendments.
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6.0 CONCLUSION

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above,
that: (1) there is roasonab‘e assurance that the health and safety of

the public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner,

(2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's
regulations, and (3) the issuance of the amendments will not be inimical to
the common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public,
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