Ducket No.: 50-483
OCT 05 1984

Mr. D, F. Schnell

Vice President - Nuclear
Union Electric Company
Post Office Box 149

St. Louis, Missouri 63166

Dear Mr., Schnell:

Subject: Federal Register Monthly Notice - Applications and Amendments
to Operating Licenses Involving No Significant Hazards
Considerations - Callaway Plant, Unit No. 1

A copy of the NRC's Monthly Notice for applications and amendments to oper-
ating licenses involvinag no significant hazards consideration which was pub-
Tished in the Federal Register on September 28, 1984, is enclosed for your
use. One Notice for Callaway is contained in the monthly receipts. Your
amendment request, dated August 1, 1984, to modify Technical Specification
Table 3.3-1 by revising one action statement (Action 4) and adding an addi-
tional action statement (Action 12) for the source ranage neutron flux monitors
during shutdown conditions was prenoticed in this monthly publication.

Sincerely,

B. J. Youngblood, Chief
Licensing Branch No. !
Division of Licensing

Enclosure: As stated

cc: See next page
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NUCLEAR REGUILATORY
COMMISSION

Pursuant to Public Law (Pub. L.) 97~
415, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(the Commission) is publishing its
regular monthly notice. Pub. L. 97415
revised section 189 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1854. as amended (the Act), to
require the Commission to publish
notice of any amendments issued. or
propused to be issued. under a new
provision of section 189 of the Act. This
provision grants the Commission the
authority to issue and make immediately
effective any amendment to an
operating licerise 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 monthly notice includes all

mendments issued. or proposed to be
ssued. since the date of publication of
he last monthly notice which was
published on August 22, 1984 (49 FR
13333) through September 17, 1984

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF
ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND
PROPOSED NO SIGNIFICANT
HAZARDS CONSIDERATION
DETERMINATION AND
GPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The Con

tetermir

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

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination. The Commission will not
normally make a final determination
unless it receives a request for a
hearing.

Comments should be addressed to the
Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commisison
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch.

By October 29, 1984, the licensee may
file a request for a hearing with respect
to issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility 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
Practice for Domestic Licensing
Proceedings” in 10 CFR Part 2. If a
request for a hearing or petition for
leave to intervene is filed by the above
date. the Commission or an Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board, designated
by the Commission or by the Chairman
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel. will rule on the request
and/or petition and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of hearing or
an apprepriate order

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petitjon for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the iiterest of
the petitioner in the proceeding. and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
hould specifically explain the reasons

ntervention should be permitted
th particular reference to the

wing f (1) The nature of the
right under the Act to be
¢ a party to the proceeding

<

wn

ctors
ner s
(2) the
| extent of the petitioner's
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iing: and |
1y order whi
» proceeding
ner's interest. The
lentify the specif of the
e
)y intervene

nfo

1 who has filed a petit

ntervene or who has heen

*d as a party may amend the
without reques!'ng leave

up to hiteen (15) days pr

st prehearing conference

f the
ior to the
scheduled ir
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to
the first prehearing conderence
scheduled in the proceeding, & petitioner
shall file a supplement to the petiiton to
intervene which must include a list of
the contentions which are so'ight to be
litigataed in the matter, and the bases
for each contention set forth with
reasonable specificity. Contentions shall
be limited te 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 will not be permitted to
participate as a party

I'hose permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any

mitations in the oraer granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-oxamine
witnesses

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a firal
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will serve to decide
when the hearing is held

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no

gnificant azards consideration, the

ymmission may issue the amendment

| make it immediately effective,
withstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place afrer issuance of the amendment

If the final determination is that the
imendment involves a significant
hazards consideration. any hearing held
would take place before the iss
iny amendment

Normaily. the Commission will not
ssue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day noti
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that [ailure

'

th

-
dance ol

e periud

ict in a timely way would result, for

ample. in der 31 ing N1 shuidown ol the
ility. the Commission may issue the

ense amendment before the

viration of the 30-day notice period
jed that its finai determination is
the amendment involves no
ant hazards consideration. The
nal determination will consider all
public and State comments received
before action is taken. Should the
Commission take this action, it will
publish a notice of issuance and provide
for opportunity for a hearing after
issuance. The Commission expects that
the need to take this action will occur
very infrequently

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Sccretary of the Commission, U.S
Wuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention
Docket.ag and Service Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission’'s Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW,
Washington, D.C., 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)
1256000 (in Missouri (800) 342-8700)
I'he Western Union operator should be
given Datagram Identification Number
3737 and the following message
addressed to (Branch Chief): 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
Executive Legal Director, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,

D C. 20555, and to the attorney for the
licensee.

Nentimely filings of petitions for leave
to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requess
for nearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
designated to rule on the petition and/or
request, that the petitioner has made a
substantial showing of good cause for
the granting of a late petition and/or
request. That determination will be
based upon a balancing of the factors
specified in 10 CFR 2.714{a)(1)(i)-(v) and
2.7141d)

For further details with respect 1o this
action, see the application for

imendmen! w

hich is availabie for public
tion at the Commission’s Public
Document Room. 1717 H Street, NW
Washington, D.C., and at the local
jocument room for the parti
facility involved

inspe

public Sular
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Arkansas Power and Light Company,
Docket No. 50-313, Arkansas Nuclear
One. Unit No. 1, Pope County, Arkansas

/v‘.' 1Mei ",‘,:: g
13, 1084

Description of amendment request
'he amendment would revise the
Technical Specifications (TSs) for Steain
Generator Surveillance to (1) provide
clarity. (2) modify the designation of
those areas identified as special areas in
the steam generator where
imperfections have been previously
found and (3) allow the sieeving of ten
steam generator tubes as part of a
demonstration program. Only the
portion of the proposed amendment
deaiirg with (3) above is considered in
this notice. Portions (1) ana (2) above
will be considered in a separate notice

Specifically the portion of the
proposed amendment considered in this
notice would sdd a new footnote to
Table 4.18-2 to allor for sleeving of ten
defective tubes during the AN-1 gixth
refueling as part of a demonstration
program. Currently the TSs allow repair
of d>fective steam generators by
piugging defective tubes. In the
proposed change, the licensee intends to
repair up to ten (10) selective steam
generator tubes by installing sleeves
(sensitized inconel alloy 600) inside the
original tubes to bridge the degraded
areas, thus permitting the tubes to
remain in service. The sleeves would be
roll expanded into the tubes at both
ends of the sleeves to provide a leak
nroof boundary and structural integrity
of the sieeves. The method to be used is
similar to that which has been employed
at utilities in large scale projects since
the 1930's. The licens 2e has indicated
that the tube sleeves have been
qualified for use in degraded Once
Through Steam Generator (OTSCG) tubes
by a series of tests and analysis and
that the sleeves are strong enough
sufficiently laak free and corrosion
resistant to be used as a permanent
remedy to keep the degraded tubes in
service. Aleo, the licensee has indicated
that up to 5000 sleeves could be
installed in eac! steam generator with
minimal effect upon plant operation. The
effect of installing ten sieeves as
proposed by the licensee would be
insignificant. Further, the proposed
change does not involve a sigmficant
increase in the probability or

nsequences of an accident previnusl|

quest

7 August!

evaluated or a significant reduction in a
[he NRC staff agrees

with the preliminary results provided in
the licensee's application

margin of satery

'l ] s for pr
oy

Is consideration determination

posed signmifrcant
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The Commission has provided guidunce
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870). None of
the examples, relating to whether
significant hazards considerations are
likely or unlikely. appear to be directly
applicable to this amendment. The
Commission, however, proposes to
determine that the application does not
involve a significant hazards
consideratior because the proposed
method of repairing the degraded tubes
will restore their original capabilities
and provide a level of safety in
operation commensurate with that
anticipated of the facility had it not
experienced the need to repair steam
generators. Under the Commission's
regulations in 10 CFR 50.92, this means
that 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: 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.

Local Public Document Room
Location: Tomlinson Library, Arkansas
Tech University, Russellville, Arkansas
7280.

Attorney for licensee: Nicholas S.
Reynolds. Bishop, Liberman, Cook,
Purcell & Reynolds, 1200 Seventeenth
Street, N\W., Suite 700, Washington. DC
20038.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

Arkancas Power and Light Company,
Docket No. 50-313, Arkansas Nuclear
One, Unit No. 1, Pope County, Arkansas

Date of amendment request: August
13, 1984.

Description of amendment reguest.
The amendment would revise the
Technical Specifications (TSs) for Steam
Generator Surveillance to (1) provide
clarity, (2) modify the designation of
those areas identified as special areas in
the steam generator where
imperfections have been previously
found and (3) allow the sleeving of ten
steam generator tubes as part of a
demonstration program. Only the
portions of the proposed amendment
dealing with (1) and (2) above are
considered in this notice. Portion (3)
dealing with the sleeving of the steam
generator tubes will be considered in a
separale notice.

Speaifically, the portions of the
proposed amendment considered in this
notice would:

1 Clarify Specification 4.18.3.a.2,

The first sampie inspection during
each inservice inspection * * * shall
include:

" L

2. At least 50% of the tubes inspected
shall be in those areas where experience
has indicated potential problems.

The following phrase would be added:
“except where specific groups are
inspected per Specification 4.18.3.a.3."

The proposed change does not change
the intent of the TS but rather makes it
clear that if the licensee chooses the
option of fully inspecting a special group
{which indeed is a potential problem
area), then that group does not need to
be considered in the first random
inspection and, more specifically, would
not be considerd in the 50% of the first
random inspection (Specificaion
4.18.3.a.2).

2. Change Spegification 4.18.3.a.2
which defines the groups that may, at
the licensee's option, be excluded from
the first random inspection if the group
is fully inspected. The change would
define the group as “potential problem
areas to the portion of tubes (i.e., over
the tubes’ height) where imperfections
have previously been found” in contrast
to the current TS which implies that the
group include the complete length of the
tubes in the group.

3. Delete Specification 4.18.3.a.3.(2)
which defines a special group that the
licensee may, at the licensee's option,
fully inspect and = not be part of the
first random in: . * ,n. This group
consists of those tubes which are
supported in the 15 support plate by
drilled holes rather than broached holes.

4. Add Specificaion 4.18.3.a.3.(3)
which defines a special group that the
licensee may, at the licensee’s option,
fully inspect and thus not be a part of
the first random incpection. This group
consists of those portions of tubes
where previous imperfections have been
found and is bounded by a large wedge
(consisting of Y5 of the tube bundle)
originating at the center of the bundle
and fanning out on either side of the
lane region.

5. Correct a typographical error in
Note 2 of Table 4.18-2. Reference to
Specification 4.18.3.a.4 should be
"4183.a3."

Bas:is for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provded guidance
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870) of
amendments that are considered not
likely to involve significant hazards
considerations.

The proposed change discussed in (1)
above is most like example (i) which
constiiutes a purely administrative

change to the technical specifications:
for example, a change to achieve
consistency throughout the TSs. Since
this portion of the proposed change
more clearly describes what was
intended. the Commission’s staff
proposes to determine that this portion
of the application does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

For the proposed change discussed in
(2) above, the three factors discussed in
10 CFR 50.92 are discassed as follows:
The current TS implies that special
groups include the full length of the
tubes in the groups. The existence of
special groups in the TS ie the result of
data from the operation of ANO-1 and,
therefore, at the licensee's option, would
be fully inspected. Since the
implementation of the current TS, more
operating data has been collected at
ANO-1 and it indicates that
imperfections in the current defined
special groups are more likely in certain
portions of the tubing (i.e., over the
tube's length). Therefore, the licensee
proposes to provide 100% inspection of
the potential problem areas of the
current defined special groups.
Accordingly, the results of an inspection
of the proposed defined special groups
would yield results equivalent to the
inspection results of the current defined
special groups. In addition, the portion
of tubes of the current defined special
groups which would not be inspected
under the proposed definition of the
special groups would be included in the
inspection of the first random inspection
sample. Therefore, the proposed change
would ot (1) increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated, (2) create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated, or (3) involve
a significant reduction a margin of
safety. Therefore, the Commission’'s
staff proposes to determine that this
portion of the application does not
involve a significant hazards
consideration.

With regard to (3) above, due to the
fact that this proposed amendment to
the TSs merely eliminates an option that
the licensee would exercise without
limitation, the proposed change would
not (1) increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated, (2) create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated, or (3) involve
a significant reduction of a margin of
safety. Therefore. the Commission's
staff proposes to determine that this
portion of the application does not
involve a significant hazards
consideration.
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The proposed chenge discussed in (4)
above is moust like example (1i) which
constitutes an added limitation,
restriction or control not presently
included in the TS The proposed special
group is quite a large group to be fully
inspected and would constitute a much
larger surveillance of tubes if the
licensee chooses the option of fully
inspecting this group. Therefore, the
Commussion's staff proposes to
aeiermine that this portion of the
application does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

The proposed chenge dizcussed in (5)
above is most like example (i) which
constitutes a purely administrative
change to the technical specifications:
for example, & cerrection of an error.
The proposed change would correct the
reference to Sperification 4.183.a4 in
Table 4 1%-2. Therelore, the
Commnii#s.on's stalf praposes to
deternane taat this portion of the
application does not involve &
significent hazards consideration.

Local Puslic Document Room
iocatron: Tombinson Library, Arkansas
Tech University, Russellville, Arkansas
72801.

Attorey for heensee: Nicholas S.
Reynolds, Bishop, Liberman, Cook,
Purcell & Eoynolds, 1200 Seventeenth
Street. N W.. Suite 700, Washington, DC
20036

NRC Braonch Chi#f: Jolin F. Stolz.

Arkansas Power and Light Company,
Docket No. 50-313, Arkansas Nuclear
Oune, Unit No. 1. Pope County, Arkausas

Date of amendimnent request. August
15. 1984

Description of amendment request;
The amendment would add Technical
Specification Limiting Conditions for
Operation and Surveillance
Requirements to protect the reactor
coolant system agairst an event of
overpressurization during low
temperitures where the reactor vessel
material toughness. i.e . resistance to
brittle fracture. is reduced frem that
which ex:s*s at norma! operating
temperature. Specifically. the preposed
imendment would require (1) the core
flood tank discharge valves be cloced
with power removed from the valves
during plant coutdown, (2) the high
pressure inection mator-epera‘ed
valves be closed with their control
circuits disabled when the reactor
coolant temperature is less than 260
degrees F (3] the plant aot be operated
in a water-sohd condition with the
reactor coolint system pressure
boundary intact except as . llowed by
the emergency operating procedures, (4)
surveillance of the low temperature
overpressure protection alarm logic

every 18 months, and (5) the exercise of
the Pow: r Operated Relief Valve
(PORV) ¢t the end of each refueling
period.

Busis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870). An
example of actions involving no
significant hezards considerations is an
amendment involving a change that
constitutes an additional limitation.
restriction, or contro! not presently
included in the Tecknical Specifications.
The proposed Technical Specification
modifications impose additional
limitations, restrictions and controls
and, therefore, fall within this example
Therefore. since the application for
amendment involves proposad changes
that are similar to the examp!le for which
no significant hazards consioerations
exist, the Commission has made a
proposed determination that the
application for amendment involves no
significant hazards considerations.

Locai Public Document Room
location: Tomlinson Library, Arkansas
Tech University, Russellville. Arkansas
72801,

Attorney for licerisee: Nicholas S.
Reynolds, Bishop, Liberman, Cook,
Purcell & Reynolds, 1200 Seventeenth
Street, N.W., Suite 700, Wasliington, DC
20036.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

Arkansas Power and Light Compacy,
Dockets Nos. 50-313 and 50-368,
Arkansas Nuclear One, Units Nos. 1 and
2, Pope County, Arkansas

Date of amendment request: July 11,
1984.

Description of amendment reques::
This submittal is a revision to the
request for amendments dated August
23, 1963, which was noticed in the
Mounthly Federal Register Notice on
November 22, 1983 (48 FR 52805). The
amendments would revise the Technical
Specifications to incorporate hydrogen/
oxygen concentration limitations and
hyvidrogen/oxygen monitoring
reguirements in the radioactive waste
g4s systems. The proposed Technical
Spacifications would establish limits of
hvdrogen/oxygen concenirations in the
Was.e Cas Surge Tank and Waste Gas
Decay Tank such that a flammable or
explosive mixture would not be
possible. This is an added limitation to
the current Techuical Specifications
The application was submitted in
response to an NKC reguest to
incorporate the applicable current stuff
positions, presented in NUREG-0472,
“Radiclogical Effluent Technical

Specifications for PWRs,” to ensure
compliance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix |
The revision proposes the additional
requirement of continuous monitoiing of
the waste gas to the waste ga. decay
tanks by redundant waste gas
analyzers. These analyzers will detect
the formation of a potentiaily flammable
mixture of hydrogen and oxygen in the
Waste Gas System before it becomes
flammable. The implementation of the
proposed changes is expected to reduce
significantly the likelihood of hydrogen
expiosions in the radioactive waste gas
systems.

Basis for proposed no significait
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR £0.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870). The
examples of actions involving no
significant hazards include changes that
constitute additional limitations not
presenily included in the Technical
Specifications and that make the license
conform to changes in the regulations.
Since the proposed changes add
requirements and ensure compliance
with the regulations in accordance with
the staff positiors, the staff proposes to
determine that the application does not
involve a signif cant hazards
consiceration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Tom'inson Library, Arkansas
Tech Univers ty, Russellville, Arkansas
72801.

Attorney for licensee: Nicholas S.
Reynolds, Bishop, Liberman, Cook.
Purcell & Reynolds, 1200 Seventeenth
Street, N.W., Suite 700, Washington,
D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chiefs: James R. Miller,
John F. Stilz.

Baltimore Gas and Electric Company,
Docket N 0s. 50-317 and 50-318, Calvert
Cliffs N clear Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1
and 2, Calvert County, Maryland

Date of application for amendment:
April 9 1984 and June 29, 1984. *

Description of amendment request
The proposed amendments wo!d
change the Unit 1 and Unit 2 Technical
Specifications (TS) to reflect: (1) a
change to the surveillance requirements
for f re pumps to aliow an alternate test
method, (2] correction of a typographical
error in @ Unit 1 fire pump surveillance
tes . (3) clarification and correction of a
typographical error concerning fire hose
stations (4) clarification of operability
requirements for the component cooling
water system, (5) clarilication of valve
surveillance for component cooling.
service water and salt water systems
and (6) provision for backup



instrumentation for the remote
shutdown, wide range neutron flux
instrumentation.

These changes to the TS are in partial
response to the applications dated April
9. 1984 and June 29, 1984. The remaining
issues addressed in these applications
will be addressed in future
correspondence.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
Calvert Cliffs Units 1 and 2 TS 2/4.7711.
“First Suppression Systems.” includes
operability and surveillance
requireme:.!s for the electric and diesel
powered fire pumps. One such
surveillance requirement, applicable to
both diesel and electric powered pumps.
requires a monthly test by operating
thcse pumps “. . . on recirculation
flow.” The term “recirculation” means
the establishment of a flow path by
which a quantity of Nuid discharged
from the pump is routed back to the
suction side of the pump. BG&E has
proposed a change to TS 3/4.7.11 to
delet= the phrase ". . . on recirculation
flow " to allow for use of an alternate
test method for the diesel and electric
powered fire pumps.

The National Fire Codes, Vo ume 2,
Chapter 20, Section 2-8, 1983 re uires
each fire pump to have a circula.on
relief valve. The code states that “Each
pump shall be provided with an
automatic relief valve set below the
shutoff pressure at minimum expected
suction pressure. It shall provide
circulation of sufficient water to prevent
the pump from overheating when
operating with no discharge.”

BGAE has proposed that these valves
be utilized to provide a flow path in lieu
of a recirculation flow path,

Our review of the alternate test
method, involving the establishment of a
fire pump flow path via the circulation
relief valve, indicates that it provides an
acceptable monthly demonstration of
fire pump operability. Since the
alternate test method is acceptable, use
of this test will continue to demeonsirate
the rediability of the fire pumps.

On April 6, 1983 the NRC published
guidance in the Federal Register (48 FR
14870) concerning examples of
amendments that are not likely to
involve significant hazards
considerations. One such examle (vi)
involves changes . . . where ".e results
of the change are clearly within all
acceptable criteria with respect to the
system or component specified in the
Standard Review Plan . . .". We
conclude that the proposed change to TS
3/4.7.11 is consistent with this example
and thus the Commission proposes to
determine that this change involves no
significant hazards considerations.
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An additional change to Unit 1 TS 3/
4.7.11 has been proposed to correct a
typographical error. The word “fluch™ ir
TS 4.7.11.1.1.d should actually be
“flush.” The correction of a
typographical error was given as an
example. (i) in 48 FR 14870. of an
amendment which is not likely to
involve significant hazards
considerations. Accordingly. the
Commissior proposes to determine that
the change to Unit1 TS 4.7.11.1.1d
involves no significant hazards
considerations.

BG&E has proposed to correct a
typographical ercor in TS Table 3.7-6,
“Fire Hose Stations.” Entry number 3 in
Table 3.7-6 contains the words *. . .
Aux Feeder Water Pipe Rooms” which
should actually be “Aux Feedwater
Pump Rooms.” As indicated previously.
correction of a typographical error is
unlikely to involve a significant hazards
consideration. Accordingly, the
Commission proposes to determine that
the proposed change to TS Table 3.7-6.
which involves the correction of a
typographical error, involves no
significant hazards considerations.

BG&E has proposed a second change
to TS Table 3.7-6. This change involves
entry number 2 which describes hose
station on to -10° and -15’ levels of the
auxiliary buildings. Since these hose
stations are common to Unuts 1 and 2
(the hose stations are situated such that
equipment from both units can be
reached by the water spray) BG&E has
proposed a clarifying footnote to
indicate this commonality. The TS entry,
as presently worded, could be
misinterpreted to mean that these hose
stations are located at both Units 1 and
2 and thus would represent 6 hose
stations rather than the 3 hose stations
actually installed One example given in
48 FR 14870 of an amendment which ts
not likely to involve significant hazards
considerations is “(1) 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.

We conclude that the addition of the
clarifying footnote to TS Table 3.7-6
represents an administrative change
Accordingly. the Commission proposes
to determine that the proposed change
to TS Table 3.7-6, to add a clanfying
footnote. involves no significant hazards
censiderations.

BGA&E has proposed a change to Unit 1
and 2 TS 3.7.3.1, "Component Cooling
Water System.” At the present time. TS
3.7.3.1 requires that "At least two
component cooling water loops shall be
OPERABLE." The licensee has proposed
that the following be added to the

operability requirements for the
component cocling water (CCW)
system; “At least one component cooling
water heat exchanger shall be operating
and the remaining component cooling
water heat exchanger may be in
standby.” The proposed change to TS
3.7.31 has been requested in order to
(eflect actual operating practices
associated with the CCW system.

The CCW system for each Calvert
Cliffs Unit consizis of 3 motor driven
pumps, 2 heat exchangers. a head tank
and associated valves, piping.
instrumentation, and controls. Cooting
water for the SCW heat exchangers s
supplied by the sait water system which
discharges its waer directly to the
ultimat neat sink (Chesapeake Bay).
During normal eperation, the CCW
system suppliies cooling water to a
number of safety-related components
The Calvert Cliffs FSAR, Section 8.5.2.
gtates that. “During normal plant
cperation. one of the pumps and one of
the heat exhangers are required for
cooling service.” The remaining CCW
heat exchanger is normally maintamned
in “standby" status with its discharge
vaive closed. In the event of a Loss of
Coolant Accident (LOCA). the CCW
system services important safety-related
components: however, the CCW system
is designed so as not to supply cooling
water immediately following a LOCA.
During this period. the salt water system
supply to the CCW heat exchangers is
isolated. After a minimum of 36 minutes.
salt watci riow to the CCW heat
exchangers is automatically reinitiated
and CCW cooling begins. Existing
emergency procedures instruct the
reactor operators to open the outlet
valve in the CCW heat exchanger. A
time of 36 minutes is judged to the
adequate for operators to take manual
action in this regard.

The proposed change TS 3.7.3.1 serves
to further document an operating mode.
involving use of a single CCW heat
exchanger during normal operation, that
has been previously used and is
described in the FSAR. In the event of
LUTA, starting from operation with one
CCW aneat exchanger, a combination of
manual actions and automatic features
assure proper postaccident functioning
of the CCW system. For the reason.
accidents which require operation of the
CCW sys:em for mitigation will not be
worse nor will any other new or
different kind of accident be created. In
addition. since no changes have been
proposed to the designed or operation of
the CCW system. no safety margins will
be reduced. Acco,dingly. the
Commission proposes (o determine that
the proposed change to TS 3.7.3.1, which
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ciaribes operability requirements for the
CLW system, involves no sigrificant
hazards considerations.

tGAE has proposed a change 'o Unit 1
and 2TS4.7.31.474.1. and 4.7.5.1 which
yrovide Surveillance Reguirements for
e cumponent cooling water, serv.ce
water, and salt water systems,
respectively . Al the present time each

f+*¢ TS contains a surveillance
reauinng that, “At least once per 31
divs by verifying that each valve
{marnual, power cperated or automatc)
servicing safety related equipment that
13 not locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in position, 18 in its correct
position.”

BGA&E has proposed replacing the
phrase "* * * Servicing safety related
equipment * * *” with the phrase
“* * * inthe flow path * * *" This
proposed change would clearly ideatify
the ciass of valves which require
monthly verification.

Systems such a the component colling
waler, service water, and salt water
svstems contain a considerable number
of valves. Not all of these valves have
the same safety significance and thus
need be subjected to the same type or
frecuency of surveillance. One class of
valves performs functions which are
very minor from a safety standpoint.
These functions include: drains, vents,
and instrument isolation (root) valves.
Mispositioning of these valves would
either be obvious during routine
operation (i.e. a closed instrument root
valve would cause the associated
instrument to be inoperable) or perform
functions which are minor with regard
to the completion of the safety function
of the system. These types of valves are
typically quite numerous and monthly
surveillance, with regard to position. is
unnecessary.

At the present time Unit 1 and 2 TS
4.5.2 requires the following monthly test
of va'ves in the emergency core cooling
system (ECCS): "Verifying thut each
valve (manual, power operated or
automatic) in the flow path that is not
locked. sealed, or otherwise secured in
position, is in its correct position.”

The above wording appropriately
excludes valves outside the flow path
(valves with minor safety significance)
from this routine surveillance. BG&E has
proposed adopting this same
surveillance requirement for the
component cooling water, service walter
and salt water cooling systems (TS
47.31.4741 and 4.7.5.1); thus, the
valve surveillance requirements of these
systems would be consistent with
similar requirements for the ECCS
Mareaver unsecured valves in the mamn
flow paths of these systems. whose
misposition would prevent these

systems from completing their safety
function, would sull require periodic
surveillance. For this reason, a high
degree of assurance is maintainc = that
these systems wilal be capable of
perfaorming their safety functions;
therefore, no change ia the probahiiity
ot consequences of accidents previously
censidered will result nor will accidents
of a new or different kind be creaied
Since no design changes or changes in
the icvei of cperanility of these systems
will result heremn, no cecreise in
margins of safety will occur.
Accordingly, the Coma::ssion proposes
to de:2rmine that the proposed changes
to TS4.7.21. 4741 and 47.5.1 involve
no cignicant hazards considerations.

BU&E has requested a change to Unit
1and 2715 3/4.3.3.5, "Remote Shutdown
Instrumentation.” to allow the use of
altlernate wide range neutron flux
instrumentation. BGAE has installed
new remote shutdown panels in the Unit
1 and 2 switch gear rooms (1C43 and
2C43.) The remote shutdown panels had
been lucated in the Unit 1 and 2
auxihary feedwater pump (AFWP)
rooms. The use of the new wide range
neutron flux instruiaentation,
incorporated into the new remote
shutdown panels. was approved by
changes to TS 3/4.3.3.5 issued on June 8.
1984 (Unit 2, Amerdment No. 75) and
November 17, 1953 (Unit 1, Amendment
No. 88).

On March 19, 1984, the new Unit 1
wide range neutron flux instrumentation
began showing evidence of possible
impending failure and was subsequently
declared inoperable. On April 19, 1984
the NRC issued a change to TS 3/4.3.3.5
(Unit 1. Amendment No. 91) to allow the
use of the wide range neutron flux
instrumentation, s*ill located in the Unit
1 AFWP room, until such time as the
new instrumentation could be repaired.
BG&E subsegluently requesied. by
application dated June 29, 1984, a
change tothe Unit1and 2 TS
3/4.3..5 to allow use of the widc range
neutron flux instrumentation, located in
the Unit 1 and 2 AFWP rooms. &t any
time when the wide range neutron flux
nstrumentation at the new remote
shuldown panels becomes inoperabie

The wide range neutron flux
instrumentation located in the AFWP
rooms has been shown by prior service
to be rehiable equipment. During the
period when they would be required.
when the primary wide range neutron
fiux instrumentation (located at 11473
and 2C42) are inoperable, the
instrumentation in the AFWP would be
required to undergo routine surveillance
In addition. in the event that the wide
range neutron flux instrumentation in
the AFWP rooms are required to be

operable under emergency conditions.
communications can be established
between the AFWP rooms and the
remainder of the remote shutdown
wistrumentation located at 1(2)C43.

The Wide Range Neutron Flux
instrumentation is provided for
monitoring purposes and does not
prov:de inputs lor automatically
actuated equipment: therefore, the
changes as retlected in the proposed
Limiting Cond:tions for Operation do not
change the course or severity of any
analvzed accidents nor the probability
of such accidents occurring Moreover,
the usefulness of this instrumentation to
provide postaccident information has
not been degraded. The proposed
change thus would not decrease any
margin of safety. Since this change
involves only monitoring and provides
no input for automatic actuation of
safety equipment or functions, the
change will not ¢create the possibility of
an accident not previously evaluated.
On these bases, the staff proposes to
determine that the proposed change to
TS 3/4.3.3.5 for the remote shutdown
instrumentation does not involve
significant hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: Calvert County Library. Prince
Frederick, Maryland.

Attorney for licensee: George F.
Trowbridge, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, N'W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NAC Branch Chief: James R. Miller.

Ruston Edison Company, Docket No. 50-
293, Pllgrim Nuclear Power Station,
Plymouth, Massachusetts

Date of amendment request: August 9,
19684,

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would replace
the carbon dioxide (CO,) system
Technical Specifications with similar
specifications for a Halon fire
suppression system recently installed in
the cable spreading room. References to
the CG, system relative to switchgear
rooms at the 23-foot and 37-foot
elevations would be deleted since the
CO, hose stations at those locations
have been replaced by waler hose
stations.

Bas:s for proposed no significant
hazards cons:de~ation determination:
The licensee states in its application
that a Halon system has been installed
to replace the "CO, system which was
used as ihe main source of fire
suppression in the cable spreading room
(CSR until it failed a dump test on
October 24. 1921. Since that time, the
CSR has been monitored by fire watch
patrol.” On January 18, 1982, the
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licensee informed the NRC that the CO,
discharge test referred to above, made
the CSR so cold that eiectrical
equipment in the room might not operate
correctly. Halon would not have that
effect since it would not make the room
cold and it does not adversely affect
electrical equipment in other ways

NRC has previously evaluated Halon
systems and has found that they provide
fire suppression capability at least
equivalent to that of CO, systems.
Furthermore, the licensee states that the
Halon system in the Pilgrim CSR was
successfully tested on May 3, 1984, in
accordance with standard test criteria
prescribed by the National Fire
Protection Association. On this basis.
the NRC staff concluded that operation
of the Pilgrim Staticn in accordance with
the proposed amendment would not (1)
involve a significant increase in the
probabilily or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated. (2) create
the possiuility of an accident of a type
different from any evaluated previously,
or (3) involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. Therefore, the staffl has
made a proposed determination that this
application for amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration.

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

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

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B
Vassallo

Commonwealth Edison Company,
Docket Nos. 50-373 and 50-374, La Salle
County Station, Units 1 and 2. La Salle
County, Illinois

Date of amendment request: July 25,
1984

Description of amendment request:
The proposed emendments to Operating
Licenses NPF-11 and NPF-18 would
revise the La Salle, Units 1 and 2
Technical Spec.fications to somewhat
reduce limits on monitors in accordance
with guidance in Generic Letter No. 83~
36, "NUREG-0737 Technical
Specifications.” The action statements
for the accident monitoring
instrumentation for (1) Drywell
Hydroge v Concentration Monitor (2)
Primary Containment Cross Gamma
Radiation. and (3} Noble Gas Monitors
are modified as provided Generic Letter
B3-36.

Basis for proposed no siginfican!
hazards consideration deternunation.
The Comnussion has provided guidance
concerning the application of standards
for a na significant huzards
consideration determiration by

providing certain examples (48 FR
14870). One uf the examples (vi) of
actions involving no significant hazards
considerations relates to a change which
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 of
component specified in the standard
revicw plan. The La Salle Technical
Specifications for operability of plant
monitors wou ' be changed to reflect
operability restrictions according to
Generic Letter 83-36.

Therefore, since the apphication for
amendments involves proposed charges
that are similar to an example for which
no significant hazards consideration
exists, the staff has made a proposed
determination that the application for
amendments involves no significant
hazards consideration,

Local Public Document Room
location: Public Library of lllinuis Valley
Community College, Rural Route No. 1.
Oglesby, lllinois 61348.

Attorney for liceusee: Isham, Lincoln
and Burke, Suite 840, 1120 Connecticut
Avenue N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: A. Schwencer.

Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Docket Nos. 50-003 and 50-247,
Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 1
and 2, Westchester County, New York

Date of amendments request: June 20,
1984,

Description of amendments request:
By NRC Generic Letter 83-43 to all
licensees model Technical
Specifications were forwarded which
showed the revisions to reporting
requirements as necessitated by Section
50.72 and 50.73 of Title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regulations. Section 50.72
revises the immediate notification
requirements for operating nuclear
power plants. Section 50.73 provides for
a revised Licensee Event Report System.

By letter dated June 20. 1984 the
Consolidated Edison Company
submitted proposed license amendments
for NRC review and approval which
reflects changes to reporting
requirements.

Bas's for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of these
standards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870). One of the
examples (i1) of actions not likely to
involve a significant hazards
consideration is a change to make the
licinses conform to changes in the
regulations where the change results in
very minor changes to facility
operatiors clearly in keeping with the
regulations. The NRC initial review of

the licensee's submittal indicates that
this is the case. Accordingly, the
Commission proposes to determine that
this change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

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

Attorney for licensee: Thomas |.
Farrelly. Esq., 4 Irving Place, New York,
New York 10003.

NRC Brench Chief: Steven A. Varga

Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Docket No. 50-247, Indian Point
Nuclear Generating Unit 2, Wes! hester
County, New York

Date of amendments request: June 29.
1984

Description of amendments request
An amendment to the Technical
Specifications to modify the definition of
the term “Operable” as it applies to the
single-failure criterion for safety
systems: certain editorial and format
changes would also be necessary. The
proposed change was .~ "*iated in
responee to an NRC request to revise the
definition consistent with guidance
issued by NRC. The proposed
amendment conforms to the NRC
request and provides for a revised
definition that is more restrictive in that
it extends the definition to include
systems that are associated with the
system in question. This amendment
request supercedes the licensee's prior
request dated February 14, 1984

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
by providing certain examples (48 FR
14870). The examples of actions
involving no significant hazards
consideration include actions which are
purely administrative changes to the
Technical Specifications, and changes
that constitute an additional limitation,
restriction. or control net presently
included in the Technical Specifications.

The changes proposed in the
application for amendment are
encompassed by these examples in that:
(1) the guidance provided by NRC and
proposed in the amendment for the
revised definition of the term
“Operable” is more restrictive in that
the operability of systems associated
with the system must also now be
considerad: and (2) the resulting format
and cditorial changes are purely
administrative changes. Therefore, since
the application for amendment involves
proposed changes that are similar to the
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example for which no significant
huzards consideration exists, the staff
has made a proposed determination that
the application involves no significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
focation: White Plains Public Library,
100 Martine Avenue, White Plains, New
York, 10610

Attorney for licensee: Thomas J.
Farrelly, Esq., 4 Irving Place. New York.
New York 10003.

NRC Branch Chief: Steven A. Varga.

Consumers Power Company, Docket N
50-155, Big Rock Point Plant, Charlevoix
County, Michigan

Date of amendment request: July 30,
1964 and August 6, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
I'he amendment would (1) make the
reporting requirements in the Technical
Specifications (TS) consistent with 10
CFR 50.72 and 50.73 and (2) allow Plant
Review Committee (PRC) review and
approval of documents by document
routing. The changes to the reporting
requirements were proposed in response
to Generic Letter No. 83-43, “Reporting
Requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,
Sections 50.72 and 50.73, and Standard
Technical Specifications,” dated
December 19, 1983,

Currently, the TS require a PRC
meeting to approve documents which
are reviewed by the PRC. The proposed
change would allow PRC review and
approval of documents by document
routing. A meeting would still be
required for review and approval of
issues related to reportable events and
changes to limiting safety system
settings and limiting conditions for
operation. Also, for the approval by
routing of procedures, tests,
experiments, TS changes, and safety
system modifications additional controls
would be instituted to ensure proper
consideration of these issues by the
PRC.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870, April 8,
1083). One of the examples (vii) of
actions not likely to involve a significant
hazards consideration relates to
changes to make a license conform to
changes in the regulations, where the
license change results in very minor
changes to facility operations clearly in
keeping with the regulations. The
proposed changes to conform to 10 CFR
50.72 and 50.73 affect only reporting
requirements and do not affect facility
aperations.

Another example {i) of actions not
likely to involve a significant hazards
consideration relates to purely
administrative changes to the Technical
Specifications. The proposed changes (1)
affect only the procedure by which the
PRC approves documents (a change
from approval by meeting to approval
by document routirg) and (2} still
require PRC approval of the same types
of documents. The proposed changes
also limit the document routing approval
method to issues not related to
reportable events and issues not
involving changes to limiting safety
system settings or limiting conditions for
operation. Approval by routing of
»cocedures, tests, experiments, TS
changes, and safety system
modifications would be subject to
special controls to assure proper
consideration of these issues.

Therefore, since the changes make the
license conform to changes in the
regulations and do not affect plant
operations or are purely administrative,
the staff proposes to determine that the
proposed changes would not involve a
significant hazards consideration
determination in that they: (1) do not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or ces of a
previously evaluated accident; (2) do not
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; and (3)
do not involve a significant reduction in
a margin of safety.

Local Public Document Room
location: Charlevoix Public Library, 107
Clinton Street, Charlevoix, Michigan
49720.

Attorney for licensee: Judd L. Bacon,
Esquire, Consumers Power Company,
212 West Michigan Avenue, Jackeun,
Michigan 4920i.

NRC Branch Chief Walter A.
Paulson, Acting Chief.

Consumers Power Company, Docket No.
50-255, Palisades Plant, Van Buren

County, Michigan

Dete of amendment request: July 30,
1984 and August 6, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would (1) make the
reporting requirements in the Technical
Specifications (TS) consistent with 10
CFR 50.72 and 50.73 and (2) allow Plant
Review Committee (PRC) review and
approval of documents by document
routing. The changes to the reporting
requirements were proposed in response
to Generic Letter No. 83-43, "Reporting
Requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,
Seclions 50.72 and 50.73, and Standard
Technical Specifications,” dated
December 19, 1983.

Currently, the TS require a PRC
meeting to approve documents which
are reviewed by the PRC. The proposed
change would allow PRC review and
approval of documents by document
routing. A meeting would still be
required for review and approval of
issues related to reportable events and
changes to limiting safety system
settings and limiting conditions for
operation. Also, for the approval by
routing of procedures, tests,
experiments, TS changes, and safety
system modifications additional controls
would be instituted to ensure proper
consideration of these issues by the
PRC. ‘

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870, April 6,
1983). One of the examples (vii) of
actions not likely to involve a significant
hazards consideration relates to
changes to make a license conform to
changes in the regulations, where the
license change results in very minor
changes to facility operations clearly in
keeping with the regulations. The
proposed changes to conform to 10 CFR
50.72 and 50.73 affect only reporting
requirements and do not affect facility
operations.

Another example (i) of actions not
likely to involve a significant hazards
consideration relates to purely
administrative changes to the Technical
Specifications. The proposed changes (1)
affect only the procedure by which the
PRC approves documents (a change
from approval by metll:g to approval
by document routing) (2) still
require PRC approval of the same types
of documents. The proposed changes
also limit the document routing approval
method to issues not related to
reportable events and issues not
involving changes to limiting safety
system settings or limiting conditions fur
operation. Approval by routing of
procedures, tests, experiments, TS
changes, and safety system
modifications would be subject to
special controls to assure proper
consideration of these issues.

Therefore, since the changes make the
license conform to changes in the
regulations and do not affect plant
operations or are purely administrative,
the staff proposes to determine that the
proposed changes would not involve &
significant hazards consideration
determination in that they: (1) do not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of a
previously evaluated accident; (2) do not
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create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; and (3)
do not involve a significant reduction in
a margin of safety.

Local Public Document Room
location: Kalamazoo Public Library, 315
South Kose Street, Kalamazoo. Michigan
49007,

Attorney for licensee: Judd L. Bacon,
Esquire, Consumers Power Company.
212 West Michigan Avenue, Jackson
Michigan 49201.

NCR Branch Chief: Walter A
Paulson, Acting Chief.

Duke Power Company, Dockets Nos. 50~
269, 50-270 and 50-287, Oconee Nuclear
Station, Units Nos. 1, 2 and 3, Oconee
County, South Carolina

Date of amendment request. june 26.
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The amendments would authorize
changes to the Technical Specifications
(TSs) by delineating the need for
administrative controls to limit the
working hours for station staff
performing safety-related functions. The
proposed changes to the Oconee TSs are
in response {o a June 12, 1984, NRC
letter regarding Duke's December 28,
1982, response to Generic Letter 82-16.
The licensee states that the proposed
revision to TS 6.4.3 is in accordance
with Generic Letter 82-16.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
Duke Power Company's submittal of
june 26, 1984, included a discussion of
the proposed action with respect to the
no significant hazards consideration
standards.

The Commission has provided, at 48
FR 14870, guidance concerning the
application of these standards by
providing certain examples. The
proposed amendment of the TSs
delineating the need for administrative
controls to limit the working hours for
station staff has been determined to be
a change that constitutes additional
limitations and controls not presently
included in the TSs. Example (ii) of the
types of amendments considered not
likely to involve significant hazards
considerations is applicable to this
amendment request. This specific
example involves amendment =2 nests
that are considered to be a ch. ze that
constitutes an additional limiiation.
restriction, or control not presenily
included i.1 the TSs. The Commission’s
staff has determined, based on the
above consideration. that the revision
does aot involve a sigrificant increase
in the probability or consequences of
accidents previously considered. nor
create the poseibility of a new or

different kind of accigent, and will not
involve a significant decrease in a safety
margin. Therefore, the Commission
proposes lo determine that there is no
significant hazards consideration
involved in this amendment request.

Local Public Document Room
location: Oconee County Library, 501
West Southbroad Street, Walhalla,
South Carolina.

Artorrey for licensee: |. Michael
McGarry. I11. Bishop. Liberman, Cook.
Purcel! and Reynolds, 1200 17th Street,
N W.. Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

Dugquesne Light Company Docket No.
50-334, Beaver Valley Power Station,
Unit No. 1, Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request:
November 3, 1983, as revised July 31.
1984

Description of amendment request:
This is an application for and
amendment to Operating License DPR-
66, eliminating Appendix B in its
entirety. All Technical Specifications in
Appendix B refer to non-radiological
requirements such as soil sampling,
areial infra-red photography, etc. The
purpose of such required surveiilance is
to determine if operation of the unit
would adversely affect the environment.
The licensee believes that sufficient
surveillance has been performed to
enable bim to conclude that the
environment has not been adversely
affected, and therefore proposes to
eliminate all such requirements from the
license.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Technical Specifications in
Appendix B are not involved with Unit 1
hardware or operation. Thus elimination
of these specifications does not increase
the probability of occurance or the
consequence of an accident. In addition.
no accident or malfunction of a different
type from any previously analyzed
would be created by the proposed
amendment. Since Appendix B
specifications are not concerned with
safety. and do not impose any operating
restriction, their elimination would not
reduce any margin of safety.

Therefore, on this basis, the stall
proposes to characterize the licensee’s
requested change as involving no
significant hazards consideration.

Locel Public Document Room
jocation: BF. jones Memorial Library.
663 Franklin Avenue. Aliquippa,
Pennsylvania 15001.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esquire, Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire. Shaw. Pittman, Potts, and
Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Brunch chief: Steven A. Varga

Dugquesne Light Company, Docket No.
50-334, Beaver Valley Power Station,
Unit No. 1, Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Duie of amendment request: june 28.
1984.

Descriptic 1 of amendment request:
This is an application for an amendment
to Operating License DPR-66, revising a
number of Tab'es in the Technical
Specifications as follows:

(1) Table 4.3-13 would be revised to
indicate that the Nobie Gas Activity
Monitor and Radiation Monitor provide
control room alarm communication only:
they do not initiate any automatic
actuation, as is currently and
erroneously indicated in the
Specifications.

(2) Table 3.4-4 would be revised to
specify the applicable time constant for
the functional unit High Negative Steam
Pressure Rate to be 50+ 5 seconds. This
time constant is currently not specified
in the specifications.

(3) Table 3.3-3, 3.3-4, 3.3-5 and 4.3-2
would te revised to add the list of
signals tLat initiate the start of the
Auxiliary FecJwater Systems. These
signals are currently not included in the
Specifications.

Basis for proposed na significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of these
standards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870). One of these,
Example (ii), involving no significant
hazards considerations is “A change
that constitutes an additional limitation.
restriction, or control not presently
included in the technical specifications:
for example, a more stringent
surveillance requirement.” Items (2) and
(3) above match the example and the
staff, therefore, proposes to characterize
them as involving no significant hazards
consideration.

The Commission also provided
Example (i) which is “A purely
administrative change to technical
specifications for example, * * *
correction of anerror * * * " Item (1)
above matches the example and the
staff, therefore, also proposes to
characterize it as involving no
significant hazards consideration.

Loca! Public Document Room
Jlocation: B. F. Jones Memorial Library.
663 Franklin Avenue, Aliquippa.
Pennsylvania 15001.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esquire, Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts. and
Trowhridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NAC Branch Chief: Steven A. Varga.
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Florida Power and Light Company, et al.
Docket No. 50-389, St. Lucie Plant Unit
No. 2. St. Lucie County, Florida

Date of amendment reqoest: August
31.1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would make
changes in the technical specifications
of St. Lucie Plant, Unit No. 2, to allow
continuous operation of the 8-inch
containment purge supply and exhaust
isolation valves. At present, the
technical specifications allow the 8-inch
containment purge supply and exhaust
isolation valves to be open for less than
or equal to 1000 hours per calendar year.
As identified in the bases for the
Technical Specifications, use of the 8-
inch purge valves during plant
operations is allowed since, in the event
of a LOCA or steam line break, these
valves will clcse and, therefore, the site
boundary dose guidelines of 10 CFR Part
100 would not be exceeded in the event
of an accident during purging
operations.

The licensee requests that the
restriction that allows the 8-inch
containment purge valves to be open
only for less than or equal to 1000 hours
per year be deleted, thus allowing
continuous operation of the system.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
Under the pruvisions of 10 CFR 50.92 the
Commission may make a final
determination pursuant to the
procedures in 50.91, that a proposed
amend:aent to an operating license for a
facility licensed under 50.21(b) or 50.22
or for a testing facility involves no
significant hazards considerations, if
operation of the facility in accordance
with a proposed amendmert 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.

A discussion of these standards as
they relate to this amendment follows:

Standard 1. Involve a Significant
Increase in the Probability or
Consequences of an Accicent
Previously Evaluated.

The proposed Technica! specification
will allow contin.ous operation of the 8-
inch containment purge system. This
represents an increase in operating time
from 1000 hours to 8760 hours per year.
Continuous operation of this systern will
no! increase the probalbility ~f un
accident since this system cannot in
itself cause an accident. "his svstom

does serve to mitigate the consequences
of 4 potential release to the public
following a Loss of Coolant Accident
(LOCA). In the evaluation of these
isolation valves, they were assumed to
be open when a LOCA occurred. These
valves are designed to close within 5
seconds of the start of a Containment
Isolation Actuation Signal. This meets
NRC Branch Technical Position CSB 6-4.
Further. this system has been designed
to accommodate a single failure. In the
event of an accident, offsite doses will
not exceed the limits specified in 10 CFR
Part 100.

Stendard 2. Creute the Possibility of a
New or Different Kind of Accident from
Any Accident Previously Evaluated

The proposed Technical Specification
will allow the 8-inch purge valves to
remain open continuously. Extending
the number of allowable purge hours per
year does not involve any evolution that
is not currently performed, thus dces not
lead to the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

Standard 3. Involve a Significant
Reduction in a Margin of Safety

The Continuous Containment/
Hydrogen Purge System has been
designed for continuous operation. In
the event of a LOCA, with a failure of a
single 8-inch purge valve, the remaining
valves will close within 5 seconds.
Offsite doses due to a LOCA and one 8-
inch purge valve failure will noi exceed
10 CFR Part 100 limits. Extending the

number of allowable hours per
year does not place the tina
different configuration than that which

is currently utilized routinely. Therefcre,
continuous operation of the 8-inch purge
system does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

The Commission has also provided
guidance concerning the application of
these standards by providing examples
of amendments considered likely, and
not likely. to involve a significant
hazards consideration. These were
published in the Federal Register on
April 6. 1983 (48 FR 14870). One of the
examples of actions involving no
significant hazards consideration (iv)
relates to a relief granted upon
demonstration of acceptable operation
from an operating restriction that was
imposed because acceptable operation
w135 not vet demonstrated. This assumes
that the operating restriction and the
critetia to be applied to a request for
relief have been established in a prior
review and that it is justified in a
s.lisfactory way that the criteria have
beer met. This proposed amendment ig
considered to he similar to axample {iv)

in that it involves relief from an
operating restriction that was imposed
prior to licensing because justification
for the relief requested in this
amendment, based on plant operating
experience. did not exist at that time.

Based on the above. the staff proposes
to determine that the proposed change
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Indian River Junior College
Library, 3209 Virginia Avenue. Fort
Pierce. Florida 33450.

Attorney for licensee: Harold F. Reis,
Esq.. Newmar and Holtzinger P.C., 1615
L Street. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: James R. Miller.

Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Geosgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket No. 50-366, Edwin 1.
Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2, Appling

County, Georgia

Date of amendment request:
December 21, 1983, as supplemented
April 16, 1984, and May 2, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would modify the
Technical ification Limiting
Conditions for Operation (LCO) to
increase the number of movable
detectors in the Traveling Incore Probe
(TIP) system that are required to be
operable from three to four.

. The amendment would also modify
the Technical Specification Action
Statement for this LCO to allow
operation of the TIP system with one or
more inoperable detectors. It would
allow the functioning portions of the TIP
system to be used for monitoring and
calibration purposes for 31 effective full
power days following the last
normalization of the detectors. The
current Technical Specification does not
allow the TIP system to be used if all
required detectors (currently three)
cannot be normalized. The purpose of
this change is to increase the accurcy of
moanitoring of core parameters by the
local power range monitors (LPRMs)
when portions of the TIP system are
inoperable

Basis for proposed noe signi‘icant
hazards consideration determination.
The Commission has provided guidance
for the application of the criteria in 10
CFR 50.92 by providing exampies of
amendments that are considered not
likely to involve a significant hazards
consideration (48 FR 14870). One such
example is (i1). a change that constitutes
an additional limitation. restriction or
control not presently included in the
Technizal Specifications. The increase
n the numher of movable detectors
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required to be operable is simiiar to this
example.

The Commission has also 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 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: 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 current Technical Specfication
allows plant operation to continue for up
to 31 effective full power days with less
than three TIP detectors operable. LPRM
drift during plant operation tends to be
in a nonconservative direction (due to
burnup of fissionable material in the
ionization chambers). Thus, the current
Technical Specification, in effect,
prevents conservative corrections to the
LPRM readings from being made during
the period (up to 31 effective full power
days) in which the plant is allowed to
operate with less than three operable
TIP detectors.

The modified Technical Specification
will allow corrections to the LPRM
readings for those LPRM sirings that can
be reached by the remaining operable
TIP detectors when less than four
detectors are operable. This will allow
updating and more conservative
monitoring of the core parameters and
adjustment of Average Power Range
Monitor setpoints. It thereby provides
for more conservative operation with
respect to core thermal limits.

While under certain conditions the
modification will make it possible, when
using @ manual calculation to determine
parameters, lo operate at a higher power
level than is currently allowed with less
than three TIP detectors operable. the
opeating guidelines that the plant
follows for usage of the manual
calculation are designed to prevent use
of ths calculation in a nonconservative
manner.

On the basis of the above, the
Commission has determined that the
requested modification 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 Room
location. Appling County Public Library,
301 City Hall Drive, Baxley. Georgia.

Attorney for licensee: G.F.
Trowbridge, Shaw, Pittman, Potts end

Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, N'W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.
NRC Branch Chief: john F. Stolz.

GPU Nuclear Corporation, Docket No.
50-219, Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station, Ocean County, New
Jersey

Date of ame:¢ment request: August
28, 1964.

Description of amendment request.
The proposed amendment requesis
approval of a Technical Specification
Change to section 5.3.1.E to remove the
weight limitation of the spent fuel
shipping cask.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
On October 14, 1983, a U.S. District
Court, Western District of New York,
issued a Partial Settlement Agreement
and Order which requires GPU Nuclear
Corporation (GPUN) to return 224 spent
fuel assemblies from the Nuclear
Service Center in West Valley, New
York to Oyster Creek. Accordingly, in
preparation for receiving these fuel
assemblies GPUN is contracting for the
use of two TN-9 spent fuel shipping
casks each having a full load weight of
40.5 tons. The use of these casks woula
reduce the number of shipments from
West Valley to 32 instead of the 114

required if the NLI % cask were utilized.

On March 30, 1977, the NRC issued
Amendment No. 22 to the Oyster Creek
Technical Specifications (TS). This
amendment addressed the increased
spent fuel pool storage capacity and the
requirements that go wath it. One of
these requirements had to do with
limiting the weight of a spent fuel
shipping cask, which could be raised
over the top plate of the cask drop
protection system (CDPS), to a
maximum weight of 30 tons. Although
the analysis for the CDPS had been
performed by GPUN using a 100-ton
cask, and had been found acceptable by
the NRC as discussed in the March 30,
1977 SER of Amendment 22, the NRC
imposed the 30-ton limitation until the
details of the mears used to limit the
height to which the cask can be raised
over the operating deck have been
submitted by GPUN and approved by
the NRC staff.

The proposed amendment change
request would remove the 30-ton
limitation so that GPUN can utilize the
TN-9 shipping casks. GPUN is
developing and will use specii.c
procedures for handling the TN-9 casks.
To ensure that the cask will not be
raised more than 6 inches above the top
plate of the CDPS, limit switches on the
crane will be set to limii the crane’s
upward travel to a level such that the
bottom surface of the cask base plate

will be limited to a maximum height of 6
inches above the top plate. In addition. a
“GO. NO-GO" gauge will be used to
ensure the cask is at the correct height
prior to movement.

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
standards for a no significant hazards
consideration determination by
providing certain examples (April 6,
1983, 48 FR 14870). One of the examples
(iv) of action not likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration relates
to a relief ted upon demonstration
of acceptable operation from an
operating restriction that was imposed
because acceptable operation was not
yet demonstrated. This assumes that the
operating restriction and the criteria to
be applied to a request for relief have
been established in a prior review and
that it is justified in a satisfactory way
that the criteria have been met. The
changes proposed in the application for
amendment are encompassed by this
example and the requested action fulfills
the requirements set forth in the SER
supporting Amendment 22 of the Oyster
Creek license. On this basis, the staff
proposes to determine that the pre < sed
amendment involves no significar .
hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: 101 Washington Street, Toms
River, New [ersey 08753.

Attorney for hcensee: G.F.
Trowbridge, Esquire, Shaw, Pittman,
Potts and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20038.

NRC Branch Chief: Walter A.
Paulson, Acting Chief.

GPU Nuclear Corporation, et al., Docket
No. 50-289, Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station, Unit No. 1, Dauphin County,
Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request: February
17, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
This amendment request supersedes the
request dated June 8, 1981, which was
published in the Federal Register on July
21, 1983 (48 FR 33383). The proposed
amendment includes the recommended
Technical Specification (TS) changes of
our Generic Letter 84-13.

The proposed amendment wouid
provide operability requirements and
surveillance requirements for snubbers.
The operability requirements would
require an inoperable snubber to be
restored to operable within 72 hours or
the associated system would be
declared inoperable and the required
action for the inoperable system would
be initiated. The surveillance
requirements would include: visual
inspections, refueling outage
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inspections, visua! inspection
acceptance critena, functional tests,
functional test critenia, functicnal test
failure analysis, functional testing of
repaired or replaced snubbers, and
snubbers seal replacement program

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination;
The Commission has provided examples
(48 FR 14870) of the type of amendments
not likely to involve a significant
hazards consideration. One example of
this type (1) 18 a change that consti’utes
an additional imitation, restriction or
control not presently included in the
Technical Specifications. The proposed
change regarding operability
requirements falls into this category in
that a time limitation (72 hours' would
be placed on the resforati 10f
inoperable snubbers. If the inoperable
snubbers are not restored te an operable
condition within the proposed time
limitation, then the hivensee would be
required to declare the associated
system inoperable which would result in
a plant shutdown. Simiia‘ly, the
surveillance requirements imnose
additional restrictions relaied to
mandatory periodic testing of the
snubber assemblies tn agsnre
operability. Such restrictions do not
currently exist in the TSs. Therefore, the
Commission proposes to deiermine thet
the proposed ¢ nendment does not
involve a signilic.nt hazards
consideration.

Local Public Decument Room
location: Governraent Publications
Section, State Library of Pe:mnsylvania,
Education Building, Commenwealth ond
Walnut Strects, Harrisburg.
Pennsylvania 17126.

Attorney for Licens-e: Shaw, Pittman,
Potts & Trowbridge, 1800 M Street,
N.W.. Washiugton, D.C. 20036

NRC Broirch Chief: John £ Stolz.

Indiana and Michigan Electri: Company,
Docket No. 50-315. Denald C. Cook
Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 1, Berrien
County, Michigan

Date of amendmen: reques®. Auzast
23,1984, sunported by Fxxon Muciear
letters “ated August 22 and 3. 1984.

Desrription of amesJment request.
The proposed amerdme it would chaage
the Techmaa' Specificatiins to revise
the burnup depeadent core physics
parameters for Fxxon fuel left in Unat 1
and to increase 'he heat flux hot channa!
factor, Fg, for Westinghouse fuel in Unit
i

Busis for proposed no significant
hazards consider tion determination:
Tt Commission has provided guidance
voncerning the application o the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870. April 6.

1963j. One o! the examples (vi) of act'un
not likely to invelve a significant
tiazards consideration is a charge which
either may result in some increase ‘o the
probability or consequences of 2
previously-analyzed accident or mav
reduce in some wav a safety murgin. but
where the rezalts of the change are
«learly wi:hin all acceptable criteia
with respect to the system cr component
specified in the Standard Review Plan

i he first pruposed change to revise the
burnup dependent core physi:s
paramzisrs for Exxon fuel left:n Unit1
is directly related to this exampie.
Wesnnghouse fuel is repl=ciig the
Ex-on fuel 1o Unit 1 and lue © the
epyroved power increa: . highly
enriched Westunghouse (uel with
extended burnup, the Exxon fuel
rema:ning iu the core will also be

+ xposed to higher burnups. The
proposed change s and effects on the fuel
and plaat cpera’ion to account for tius
higher burnup is based an analyses and
rmethods used previously and [ound
acceptable. The results of the change
are clearly within all acceptab!z criteris
with respect to the fuel design und
operational cap.ooility.

The second pronosed change ‘o the
heat flux hot chaurel facter, Fg, 18 also
like this example in tha. the licensee
proposes to incorporate the BART
com_puter code an-iysis in the currentiy
approved large break analysis The
Commission has previous’ ' rev.ewed
the use of the BART code in this fashion
and has fuund it acceptable uad the
results clearly within all acceptance
criteria. On the basis of the aboe, the
Commission proposes to conciude that
the prunosed charges described above
invulve & no signi'ican® hazards
consideration.

Local Public Documont Roem
location: Maude Restovi Palens) e
Memorial Library, 500 Marke! Street, St.

oseph, Michigan 49085

Attorney for licensee: Geraid
Charnoff, Esquire. Shaw, Pittman, Potts
and Trowbridge. 1000 M Street, NW |
Washington, D.C. 20074

NRC Branch Chief Steven A, Varga.

Indianna and Michigan Flectrir
Company, Ducket No. 53-316, Donald C.
Ceok Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2, Berrien
County, Michigan

Date of amendment request: A ugust
28, 1984, sup yorted hv Exxon Nuciear
letters dated Ju:ly 7, (984 an Augu .’ 7,
1984

Description of 0+ >ndment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the Technical Sper fication values of the
total heat flux hot channel factor, F7,
and the nuclear enthalpy rise hot
channel factor as = result of new loss-of-

coolant-accident/emergency core
cooling system {LOCA/ECCS)
calculations

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination
The new LOCA/ECCS calculations have
been performed with adjustments to
FLECHT based heat transfer
correlations to account for the difference
in axial power distribution between that
used in the Unit 2-Cycle 5 analysis and
that used in the FLECHT tests where the
correlations were first developed. The
ad;ustments in the heat transfer
correlation will make the resulting
LOCA/ECCS calculations more
representative of the D.C. Cook, Unit 2,
core configurstion and do not otherwise
change the previous analyses or findings
in the safety evaluation report
supporiing the Cycle 5 operation. As
such. operation with the revised Fq and
Faena n Will not involve a significant
incr-ase in the probability or
cor.sequences of an accident previously
evaluated: or create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
aay accident previously evaluated; or
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. Therefore, the
Commission has made a proposed
de‘ermination that the amendment
request involves no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Dv 'ument Room
locction: Maude Reston Palenske
Memorial Library, 500 Market Street, St.
Toseph. Michigan 48085.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chie® Steven A. Varga.

lowa Electric Light and Power Company,
Docket No. 50-331, Duane Armold

Energy Center, Linn County, lowa

Date of amendment request: August
17, 1984.

Description of amendinent request:
the proposed amendment would correct
an error in the instrument setpoint
dealing with the bypass of the direct
scram signals. at low reactor power, on
turbine stop valve or turbine control
valve closure generated during turbine
trip or generator load rejection event,
respectively.

The licensee states that during a
review of the engineering designs
related to the Duane Arnold Energy
Center (DAEC) power uprate program, a
discrepancy in a pressure instrument
setpoint was discovered. The instrument
setpoint was set at a turbine first stage
pressure corresponding t6 30% of the
turbine power, instead of 30% of the core
power as shown in the Final Safety
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Analysis Report. Since 307 of the
turbine power corresponds to
approximately 35% of the core power,
the instrument was erroneously sctina
non-conservative manner. The licensee,
therefare, required a “hange in the
Technical Specifications to correct the
value of the turhine first stage setpoint
pressure to correspond to 30% of the
core power instead of 30% of turbine
power.

Bosis for proposed no siginiticant
hazaords consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
for the application of the standards for
determining whet“er a significant
hazards consideration exists by
providing certain examples (48 FR
14870). The examples imvolving no
significant hazards consideration
include “(i) a purely administrative
change to Technical Specifications: for
example, a change to achieve
consistency throughout the Techmcal
Specifications, correction of an error, or
a change in nomenclature. The proposed
change is intended to correct an error in
an instrument setpoint and is
encompassed by the cited Commission
example.

Therefore, since the application for
amendment involves a proposed change
similar to an example for which no
significant hazards consideration exists,
the staff has made a proposed
determination that the appl.cation
involves no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Cedar Rapids Public Library,
426 Third Avenue, S E., Cedar Rapids.
lowa 52401,

Attorney for licensee: Jack Newman,
Esquire, Harold F Reis, Esquire.
Newman and Holtzinger, 1025
Connecticut Avenue. N W.. Washington,
D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo

Nebraska Public Power District, Docket
No. 50-298, Cooper Nuclear Station,
Nemaha County, Nebraska

Date of amendment request February
29, 1984, as supplemented by submittal
dated July 18, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The original amendment request of
February 29, 1984 was initially roticed
on May 23, 1984 (49 FR 21831}  »
original request, in part, chuood the
Technical Specifications to implement
the following TMI Action Pian Items se!
forth in NUREG=0737. "Claritication of
TMI Action Plan Requirements” and as
requested by the staff's Generic Letter
83-36:
11.B.3—Post Accident Sampliiy
ILF.1.1—=Noble Gas Monitor

ILF.1.2—lodine Particulate Sampling

I1.LF.1.3—Containment High-Range
Monitor

ILF.1.4—Contatnment Pressure Monitor

Il F.1.5--Containment Water Lesv ol
Monitor

By letter dated July 18. 1984, the
licensee submitted a revision to the
February 29, 1984 application to change
the following two areas of the Technical
Specifications relative to the above TMI
Actien Plan Items:

(1) The action statements for
inoperable channels of the Containment
Pressure Monitor (Item ILF.1.4) and
Containment Water Level Monitor (ltem
Il. F.1.5) are revised to be more stringent
than the action statements proposed in
the February 29, 1984 application

(2) Requirements and references to
Drywell Level Instrumentation,
erroneously proposed in the February
29, 1984 application in response to TMI
Action Plan ltem ILF.1.5, are Geleted.

In addition, the July 18, 1984 letter
proposed a change to the Technical
Specifications that was not addressed in
the February 29. 1984 application and
was not noticed in 49 FR 21831. In
preparing the Technical Specifications
for items (1) and (2) above, the licensee
noted that the identification number and
range of a Suppression Chamber/Torus
Water Temperature instrument were
incorrectly identified. The third item for
which a Technical Specification revision
is proposed by the licensee's July 18,
1984 letter is a correction to the
Suppression Chamber/Torus Water
Temperature instrument designation

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
for the application of the standards in 10
CFR 50.92 by providing ccrtain examples
(48 FR 14870) of actions likely to involve
no significant hazards considerations
One of the examples relates to: “(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.” Ancther example (ii) of
actions invelving no significant hazards
consideration is a change that
cone'itutes an additional limitation.
restriction. or contrel not presently
included in the Technical Specifications

(1) The proposed revision to the
Terhnical Specifications relative 1o TMI
Acuan Plan items ILF | 4, Containment
Pressure Monitor, and HF.1.5.
Containment Water Level Momitor,
impose more siringent action statements
for inoperable equipment than originaily
proposed by the February 29. 1364
application. These revisions constitule

additiona’ limitations, restrictions. or
controls not presently included in the
Cooper Nuclear Station (CNS) Technical
Specifications. Therefore. the proposed
changes are similar to the Commission’s
example (ii) above. Also, as noted, the
proposed revision represents a more
stringent limitation than that originally
noticed in 49 FR 21831. Therefore, the
proposed revision does not change our
originally proposed determination that
the requested change will not involve
significant hazards considerations.

(2) The licensee proposes to revise the
original Technical Specifications
amendment application to delete
requirements and references to the
Drywell Level instrumentation.
Technical Specification changes to add
the Drywell Level instrumentation were
erronecusly proposed by the February
29, 1984 submittal, along with proposed
changes to include Suppression
Chamber/Torus Water Level
instrunentation, in response to TMI
Action Plan Item ILF.1.5. Because this
TMI Action Plan Item only addresses
Suppression Chamber/Torus Water
Level instrumentation, Drywell Level
Instrumentation need not be included in
the Technical Specifications. Therefore,
this correction does not change our
proposed determination in 49 FR 21811
that the requested change will not
involve significant hazards
considerations.

(3) The licensee proposes to change
the Technical Specifications to correct
the identification number and range of a
Suppression Chamber/Torus Water
Temperature instrument. The correction
is an administrative change similar to
the Commission’s example (i).
Therefore, we propose to determine that
the requested change will not involve
significant hazards considerations

Local Public Document Room
location: Auburn Public Library, 118
15th Street, Auburn, Nebraska 68305.

Attorney for licensee: Mr. G.D.
Watson, Nebraska Public Power
District, Post Office Box 499. Columbus.
Nebraska 68601,

NRC Branch Chief Domenic B
Vassallo.

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation.
Docket No. 50-339, Nine Mile Point
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1, Oswego
Countr, New York

Date of amendment request: July 11
1984

Description of amepdinent request.
The proposed amendment would modify
the definition section, the limiting
conditions for operations. surveillance
requirements and bases section of the
Technical Specifications with regard to
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the reactor coolant leakage limits. More
specifically, initiation of inspection and
corrective actions are required when
identified leakage increases ut a rate of
two gallons per minute wiihn a twenty-
four hour period or less: the frequency of
reactor coolant leakage checks is
increased; and operability and
surveillance requirements are imposed
on *he leakage detection sy tems.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determ:nation:
The Commission has provivied guidance
concerning determination of significant
hazards by providing cenain exampies
(48 FR 14870) of amendments considered
not likely to involve significant hazards
corsideration. One of the examples
relates to a change which is (ii) an
additional limitation, restriction, or
control not presently included in the
Technical Specifications. The propused
change imposes additional more
restrictive requirements on the reactor
coolant leakage limits. Therefore, the
change is rimilar to example (ii)
described above.

Therefore, since the application for
amendment involves changas simila- *o
examples for whizh a no significant
hazards consideration exists, the staff
has made a proposed determination tha*
the application for amendment involves
no significant hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: State Univesity College at
Oswego, Penfield, Library—Documents,
Oswego, New York 13126.

Attorney for licensee. Trey B. Conner.
Jr., Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050, 1747 Pennsy!vania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20006.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

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

Date of amendment request: July 18.
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment changes the
Technical Specifications to reflect a
management organization change in
which the Senior Vice President,
Nuclear Operations’ function is assumed
by the Executive Director of Nuclear
Operations and the Vice Pres::" it of
Quality Assurarce’s function - aseumed
by the Director of Quahty Assurance

Basis for proposed no zignificant
hezards consideration deterriination.
The licensee has presented its
determination of significant hazacds
considerations as follows:

The proposed Technical Spect .o
amendment regarding management
reorganization involves no significant

haze:s considerations. Therefors ‘ma
operz tion of Nine Mile Point, Unit No. * i
accorlance with the proposed a.rendmen
v..' not {17 involve a significant increase i»
the paesibility or conseauera.es of a

et rdent previowsly evaluat»d. '2) create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accidec? from any accident preivously
evalu ted. or (3) invols = 2 stenificam
reduction in & margin oi salaty T
determination is based o1 the following
analysis.

The proposed amendment incorpcsates
management organizalioza chages to
improve the overall perf..rxance of Nine Mile
Point, Unit No. 1 and construction and
operation of Nine Mile Paint. Unit No. 2. The
positions of Executive Director of Nuclear
Operation and Director of Quality Assurirce
were created to utilize the skills of Mesars. B.
G. Hooten and ].A. Perry ‘o accomplish this
goal. As a result of the delegation of authority
and responsibility by the Board of Directors.
these posiiions possess the authority of
Jificers of the Corporatio:

The proposed amendment. therefore,
involves no significant hazards consideration.
This proposed determination is supported by
the fact that the requested action corresponds
with example (i) of the Sholly Rule pub'ished
in the Federal Register on April 8, 1983, which
involves a purely administrative chan, e in
the Technical Specifications.

The staff has reviewed the licensee's
significant hazards consideration
detenninations and based on this review
concurs thet the proposed change is
administrative in nature since the
function and independence of the
previous organization appears to be
meintained. The staff has made a
proposed determination that the
application for amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location. State University College at
Oswego, Penfield Library—Documents,
Oswego, New York 13126.

Attorney for licensee. Troy B. Conner,
Jr.. Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050. 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington. D.C. 20006.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

Niagars Mohawk Power Corporation,
Docket No. 50-229, Nine Mile Point
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1, Oswego
County, New York

Date of amendment reguest: August 3,
1984, superseding in part the request of
April 13, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
This submiital supersedes in pert the
request for amendmont dated April 13.
1984 which was noticed in the Monthly
Federa! Register Notice on June 20, 1984
(49 FK 25365). This request for Technical
Specification (TS) changes is to
incorporate limiting conditions for
operation, action statemeei. and
surveillonce requicements {or the

instrumentation that initiates the diesel
generators. The proposed changes
provided in the August 3. 1984 submittal
are in response to telephone corferences
of May 17. July 23. and July 30. 1984.

Bosis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the determination of
significant hazards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870) of amendments
considered not likely to involve
significant hazards consideration. One
of the examples (ii), relates to a change
that constitutes an additional limitation,
restriction, or control not presently
included in the Technical Specifications:
isr example, a more stringent
surveillance requirement. The proposed
Technical Specification amendment
imposes more stringent controls on the
diesel generator initiation logic. This is
accomplished by increased surveillance
and operational requirements. This
proposed determination is similar to
example (ii} in that the changer
constitute an additional control not
presently included in the Technical
Specifications.

Therefore, since the application for
amendment involves changes similai (o
examples for which a no significant
hazards consideration ~xists, the staff
has made a proposed determination that
the application for amendment involves
no significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document location: State
University College at Oswego, Penfield
Library—Documents, Oswego, New
York 13126.

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner.
Jr.. Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050, 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20008.

NRC Branch Chief: Dowuenic B,
Vassallo.

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

Date of amendment request: August 7,
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would change
section 6.0. Administrative Controls of
the Technical Specificatious relating to
Safety Review and Audit Board (SRAB)
audits of actions taken to correct
deficiencies occurring in facility
equipment, structures, systems or
methods of operation that affect nuclear
safety. In particular. the word “all” is
being deleted as a modifier to “actions ”

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination.
The proposed Technical Specification
change to section 6.5 Review and Audit
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of the Nine Mile Point Unit 1
Administrative Controls involves a
reduction in the required scope of
review by SRAB of results of actions
taken to correct deficiencies in facility
equipment or methods of operation. The
change proposed by the licensee is
identical in scope to that found in the
Administrative Controls section of BWR
Standard Technical Specifications,
NUREG-0123, Rev. 3, endorsed by
Chapter 16 (NUREG-0800) of the
Standard Review Plan. Further,
significant events and their respective
corrective actions are reported to the
NRC by Licensee Event Reports.
Therefore, the operation of the plant in
accordance with the proposed
amendment will 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. Therefore, the staff has
made a proposed determination that the
application for amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: State University College at
Oswego, Penfield Library —Documents,
Oswego, New York 13126.

Attorney for licensee: Troy B. Conner,
Jr.. Esquire, Conner & Wetterhahn, Suite
1050, 1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N'W.,
Washington, D.C. 20006.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

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

Date of application for amendment:
April 3, 1984, as revised August 17, 1984.
Description of amendment request:
The August 17, 1984 submittal replaces
the request for amendment dated April

3. 1984 which was noticed in the
Monthly Federal Register Notice on May
23, 1984 (49 FR 21833). The proposed
amendment would modify the rechnical
Specifications to add a number of
specifications by the Commission in
NUREG-0737 foilowing the Three Mile
Island accident and following certain
system changes made at the Monticello
site. The proposed changes to the
Technical Specifications provide
Limiting Conditions of Operation and
Surveillance Requirements for post-
accident sampling equipment and
control room habitability equipment.
Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards for making a no significant

hazards consideration determination by
providing certain ~xamples (48 FR
14870).

One of these examples {ii), is a change
that constitutes an additional limilation.
restriction. or control not presently
included in the Technical Specifications:
for example, a more stringent
surveillance requirement. The proposed
amendment matches this exampie in
that the only changes are additional
restrictions, imposed by NUREG-0737,
not presently included in the Technical
Specifications.

Therefore, the staff has made a
proposed determination that the
application for amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
locotion: Environmental Conservation
Library, Minneapolis Public Library. 300
Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 180C M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

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

Date of application for amendment:
May 29, 1984 and August 16, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed aniendment would modify
the Technical Specifications as follows:

1. A new intertie line has been
installed at the Monticello plant
between the Residual Heat Removal
{RHR) suction line and RHR return line
for the purpose of reducing the potential
for water hammer. There are three
motor-operated valves in the new line.
The proposed change adds limiting
conditions for operation (LCOs) and
surveillance requirements for the new
valves.

2. A recirculation system cross-tie line
has been removed from the Monticello
plant during the current pipe
replacement outage. The cross-tie line is
vilved closed during reactor operation,
and its use during reactor operation is
prohibited by Technical Specifications.
Because *the cross-tie line has now been
physically removed, the proposed
change deletes, from the Technical
Specifications, limiting conditions for
cperation prohibiting the use of the
cross-tie line during reactor operation.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the determination of
significant hazards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870) of amendments
considered nut likely to involve

significant hazards consideration. One
of the examples, (iv), is 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 critena
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 model.

This example is applicable to the first
item in the proposed amendment which
adds Technical Specification
requirements pertaining to the new
intertie line in that the change may
reduce in some way a safety margin
with respect to LOCA analyses or
suppression pool loading. The new
intertie line has been analyzed by the
licensee to determine any possible
adverse effects resulting from its
presence, including effects on LOCA
analyses and containment suppression
pool loadings. Adverse effects have
been found negligibie compared to the
positive benefits from reducing the
potential for water hammer. The results
of the change are clearly within all
acceptable criteria for the system or
component as specified in the Standard
Review Plan, Section 15.85, “LOCA
Resulting from Spectrum of Postulated
Piping Breaks Within the Reactor
Coolant Pressure Boundary™ and Section
6.2.1.1.C, “Pressure-Suppression Type
BWR Containments.”

Another example provided by the
Commission, (i), is a purely
administrative change to Technical
Specifications: for example, a change to
achieve consistency throughout the
Technical Specifications, correction of
an error, cr a change in nomenclature.

This example is applicable to the
second item in the proposed amendment
because the change deletes, from the
Technical Specifications, restrictions
pertaining to the operation of a line
which has now been physically
removed.

Therefore, since all of the changes are
encompassed by examples of changes
which the Commission has determined
are not likely to pose a significant
hazards consideration, the staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Environmental Conservation
Library, Minneapolis Public Library, 300
Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
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Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chsef: Domenic B.
Vassallo

Northern States Power Company,
Docket No. 50-263, Monticello Nuclear
Generuting Plant, Wright County,
Minnesota

Date of application for amendment:
July 27, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would
provide a higher limiting setpoint for
degraded grid voltage protection than
now exists in the Technical
Specifications, and would specify time
delay and deviations from the setpoint
for the degraded voltage trip and reset
functions which are presently
unspecified.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the determination of
significant hazards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 1470) of amendments
considered not likely to involve
significant hazards consideration. One
of the examples {ii) is a change that
constitutes an additional limitation,
restriction, or control not presently
included in the Technical Specifications.

A higher degraded voltage setpoint is
more restrictive, and specification of the
permissible time delay and deviation
from setpoint for the trip and reset
functional provide limitations which do
not presently exist in the Technical
Specifications.

Therefore, since the application for
amendment involves proposed changes
that are similar to the examples for
which no significant hazards
consideration exists, the Commission
hes made a proposed determination that
the application for amendment involves
no significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room

n: Environmental Conservation
Libirary, Minneapohs Public Library, 300
s et Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Vitorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Irowbridge, 1800 M Street, N\W .,

W x\‘t.”‘i"ln D.C. 20036,

NARE Branch Chief Domenie B

Vassallo

]

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

Date of ion for amendment

eppi

Auvaoust 17, 1984
Description of gmeadment request
Fhe proposed amendment would revise
n 52 af the Technical

Specfications (TSs) to reflect the use of

hybrid design hafnium control rod
assemblies. These assemblies will be
used to replace standard control rod
assemblies during the current Monticello
refueling outage

The other change proposed in the
August 17, 1984 application is being
handled by separate action.

The changes made to section 5.2 of the
Monticello TSs reflect the use of hybrid
design hafnium control rod assemblies
to replace existing control rod
assemblies. The Hybrid I Control Rod
(HICR) has been designed by
General Electric (GE) to be used as
direct replacement for the present
contro! rod assemblies. The original
control rods contained only boron
carbide, B,C, as the absorbing material.
The new assembly design use B,C
absorber cubes and three solid hafnium
rods in the outside edge of each wing.
This new design will lengthen control
rod lifetime.

The description of these control rods
was submitted to the NRC by General
Electric in topical report NEDE-22290.
Based on the staff's evaluation of the
information provided in (a) NEDE-22290,
(b) a meeting with GE representatives,
and (c) responses to NRC staff
questions, the staff concluded that there
is reasonable assurance that the
substitution of Type I HICRs for other
approved GE control blades will not
result in unacceptable hazards to the
public and should, in fact, result in
improved control blade performance
and a positive contribution to reactor
safety. Therefore, NEDE-22290, as
amended to incorporate this safety
evaluation, is approved as a referenced
document for the GE Type | HICR by
NRC letter dated A t 22, 1983.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exists
(10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed
amendment to an operating license for a
facility involves no significant hazards
consideraiion if operation of the facility
in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not (1) involve a
sigrificant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated: or (2) create the possibility of
4 new or d:fferent kind of accident from
uny accident previously evaluated: or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The staff has reviewed the proposed
amendment and the related topical
report The licensee concludes that the
proposed amendment does not involve a
sigrificant hazards consideration and
based on the following discussion the
staff concurs with this conclusion

The materials evaluation, which
includes the chemical, physical,
mechanical and irradiation properties.
indicates that data and experience
demonstrate acceptable corrosion
resistance in high temperature water
and steam exists for hafnium in BWR
control rods. The physical properties
expected to be germane to control
applications indicate acceptable
performance in the BWR environment.

The mechanical evaluation indicates
that the thermal expansion and
irradiation growth of hafnium will not
interfere with handle and velocity
limiter.

A nuclear evaluation indicates that
the HICR will have no significant impact
on core and fuel operation when used as
a replacement for the current B(C
control rod assemblies. Experiments
provide critical benchmarks for
calculations and illustrate a minimum
impact on local power and flux
distributions with all hatnium rods. An
even smaller impact is expected for
HICR which is a mixture of hafnium and
B.C. Therefore, the HICR can be used
without change in the current lattics
physics treatmert of control rod
assemblies and current design
procedures.

Thermal-hydraulic evaluation shows
that the maximum temperature of the
new rods is not significantly different
from the currently used control rod
assemblies.

An accident evaluation shows that the
HICR weight and envelope are identical
to the current assemblies. The
mechanical and nuclear properties of
the HICR do not differ from the current
assemblies in any measures that might
be significant during normal or accident
conditions. The HICR is, except for
minor differences, mechanically
identical to the BWR assemblies for
which many reactor years of safe
operating experience are available.
Accordingly the mechanical safety
analysis for the HICR is enveloped by
the mechanical safety analyses for the
current assemblies.

The reactor core response for the
HICR design has been evaluated against
the current control rod design for
comparison with linear heat generation,
minimum critical power ratio and
maximum average planer heat
generation limits. The HICR weight and
rod worth are the same as the current
control rod design, therefore th. .cram
speed and scram reactivity are the same
and the above limits are not affected by
the change

Based on the above, the staff has
determined that: (1) the probability or
occurrence or the consequences of an



accident would not be increased above
those analyzed in the Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR) because the
weight and envelope of the HICR are
identical to those of the currently used
assemblies. and the nuclear and
mechanical properties of the HICR do
not differ from currently used
assemblies in a significant way: (2) the
possibility of an accident different from
those analyzed in the FSAR would not
result from these changes because. in
addition to the above, these systems
would not be operated in a manner new
or different from that described in the
FSAR: and (3) the margin of safety as
analyzed in Technical Specifications
would net be reduced because the
proposed amendment involves no
significant relaxation of the criteria used
to establish safety limits, no significant
relaxation of the bases for imiting
safety system settings, and no
significant relaxation in limiting
conditions for operation. Therefore, the
staff finds that 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; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

Therefore, for the reasons discussed
above, the staff has made a proposed
determination that the application for
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Environmental Conservation
Library, Minneapolis Public Library, 300
Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff. Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, N W,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

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

Date of application for amendment:
September 7, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would modify
the Technical Specifications to add
Limiting Conditions of Oper ‘ion and
Surveillance Requirements (or the low
low setpoint logic modification. The low
low setpoint logic modification is
designed to ensure a minimum water leg
clearing time between any safety relief
valve (SRV) closure and subsequent
actuation to minimize thrust loads as
part of the genenc Mark I containment
modification program. The review and

approval of the low low setpoint logic
meodification was issued by the NRC to
the licensee by letter dated March 19,
1984,

The proposed amendment also
reduces the Limiting Condition of
Operation for the maximum suppression
pool water volume, so that the water
volume is consistent with the analysis
supporting the Mark | containment
modification program.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards considerction determination:
The Commission has provided gridance
concerning the determination of
significant hazards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870) of amendments
considered not likely to involve
significant hazards consideration. One
of the examples (ii), relates to change
that constitutes an additional limitation,
restriction, or control not presently
included in the Technical Specifications.

The present Monticello Technical
Specifications do not contain Limiting
Conditions of Operation and
Surveillance Requirements for the low
low setpoint logic modification. Also the
present Monticello Technical
Specifications contain a less restrictive
value for the maximum suppression pool
water volume.

Therefore, since this change is more
restrictive than the current Technical
Specification limit, the change is similar
to example (ii). The staff proposes to
determine that the proposed change
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration since it is similar to the
examples of actions involving no
significant hazards consideraticn cited
by the Commissios.

Local Public Document Room
location: Environme atal Conservation
Library, Minneapolis Public Library, 300
Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Mirnesota.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq.. Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW..
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

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

Date of amendment request: July 17,
1984.

Description to amendment request:
The Technical Specification change
proposed by the amendment request
would modify the Appendix A Technical
Specifications to lower the primary
containment oxygen concentration from
five (5) percent to four {4) percent. The
change would further limit the amount
of oxygen in the containment drywell
and wetwell to assure sufficient inerting
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(nitrogen inerted) to prevent
combustit.le gas mixtures due to
hydrogen generation following
postulated loss-of-coolant accidents
(LOCAs). The reduced oxygen limit is in
accord with Northeast Nuclear Energy
Company's (NNECO's) calculations that
show an inerted containment with less
then four (4) percent oxygen during
normal plant operation will not support
combustion of hydrogen formed in the
post LOCA recovery period considering
water radiolysis, metal/water reactions
and other potential sources of oxygen.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of standards
for a no significant hazards
consideration determination by
providing certain examples (April 8,
1983, 48 FR 14870). One of the examples
(ii) of actions not likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration relates
to a change that constitutes an
additional limitation, restriction, or
control not presently included in the
Technical Specifications. The change
proposed by the licensee involves a new
more restrictive requirement for
containment oxygen concentration and
satisfies the four (4) percent oxygen
concentration operating limit
requirement of NRC Generic Letter 84~
09 dated May 8, 1984. Thus, the proposal
is encompassed within example (ii)
since the requested action would result
in additional limitation. On *his basis
the staff proposes to determine that the
requested action would involve a no
significant hazards consideration
determination.

Local Public Document Room
location: Waterford Public Library, Rope
Ferry Road, Route 156, Waterford,
Connecticut 06385.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald Garfield.
Esquire, Day, Berry, & Howard,
Counselors at Law, City Place, Hartford,
Connecticut 06103-3499.

NRC Branch Chief: Walter A.
Paulson, Acting Chief.

Pennsylvania Power & Light Company.
Docket Nos. 50-387 and 50-388,
Susquehanna Steam Electric Station,
Units 1 and 2, Luzerne County,
Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request: May 3.
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would: (1)
allow for contractor personnel who have
been awarded a temporary 180-day
clearance and have requesied a PP&L-C
full clearance to be granted an extension
of the temporary clearance when
unforeseeable and lengthy delays in the
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background investigation are association and observation of the Portland General Electric Company,
encountered. or when the time employee’s behavior. Docket Neo. 50-344, Trojan Nuclear

necessary to complete the work project
is beyond the projected completion date;
and (2) provide the Director-Corporate
Security a reasonable degree of
flexibility during the clearance process
to grant a contractor clearance when
certain minor information has not been
receivad, as otherwise required.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
PP&L's screening program for
contractors is only to grant unescorted
access for a limited duration—180 days.
Due to the transient nature of work
performed by contractors, frequently
workers are initially processed for a
temporary clearance and are
subsequently laid off prior to the
expiration of their 180-day limitation
under temporary clearance provisions.
In many.cases only several weeks later,
the same workers may be rehired to
perform another function; however, their
temporary clearance is nearing
expiration or has recently expired. As a
result, these workers must be escorted
in order to gain entrance to the
protected area.

The implementation of the interim
PP&L-C clearance would allow these
previouslycleared personnel to retumn to
work in an expeditious manner without
the need for escorting.

In addition, unforeseeable and
uncontrolled delays in the conduct of
the hackground investigation occur from
time to time. The interim PP&L~C
clearance would bridge the gap between
the expiration of the temporary and the
completion of the full contractor
clearance in such instances.

The proposed interim PP&L-C
clearance would not simply be an
extensicn of the temporary clearance
because (1) a prerequisite will be that a
full PP&L-C clearance must be in
progress (in many cases the full
clearance is submitted): (2) all case
information available at the time of the
request for the interim clearance will be
considered in the decision to grant an
interim PP&L-C clearance; (3)
psychological evaluations are required
for all interim clearances (which may
not be the case for temporary
clearances); (4) the immediate
supervisor for each individual
requesting an interim clearance must
submit a completed questionnaire which
addresses alcohol/drug usage, credit,
mental or nervous problems, reliability
and trustworthiness; and (5) the
supervisor must provide a statement of
opinion as to whether or not he
recommends the employee for
unescorted access based upon his

The scope of PP&L's background
investigation includes most aspects of a
clearance candidate's life including
checks into credit history, character
references, employment and
unemployment and local law
enforcement agencies records.
Occasionally, due to a backlog in similar
requests for information, some agencies
do not respond in a prompt fashion. In
this situation, all other components of
the background investigation are usually
completed with favorable results;
however, the clearance, in such
instances, cannot be awarded until all
information is available for review.

This unduly punishes an otherwise
acceptable candidate for failings beyond
his control. Also, it should be noted that
the information requested from a non-
responsive agency has usually been
verified indirectly through other sources
such as references. In most instances, a
complete picture of the individual's
character, reliability and
trustworthiness has already been
established. In such cases, PP&L would
actively pursue atiempts to acquire the
information even when previous
attempts are ignored.

This option would provide PP&L with
optimum flexibility during the clearance
process and would yield a more cost-
effective worker-responsive program
without diminishing program goals and
intent.

Therefore, since the application for
amendment involves a proposed change
which meets the standards for
concluding that the operation of the
facility in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not, involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequernces of an accident previously
evaluated:; or create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety, the Commission
proposes to determine that the proposed
change involves no significant hazards
consideration.

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

Attorney for licensee: Jay Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts and
Trowbridge. 1800 M Street, N-W.,
Washington, DC 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: A. Schwencer.

Plant, Columbia County Oregon

Date of amendment request: January
28, 1983 as supplemented and amended
March 2/, 1984. These requests
supersede an earlier application for
amendment dated March 15, 1979.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would make changes to
the Radiological Effluent Technical
Specifications that bring them in to
compliance with Appendix I of 10 CFR
Part 50. It would provide new Technical
Specification sections defining limiting
conditions for operation and
surveillance requirements for
radioactive liquid and gaseous effluent
monitoring; concentration, dose and
treatment of liquid, gaseous and solid
wastes; total dose; radiological
environmental monitoring that consists
of a monitoring program, land use
census, and an interlaboratory
comparison program. The change would
also incorporate into the Technical
Specifications the bases that support the
operation and surveillance
requirements. In addition, some changes
would be made in administrative
controls, specifically dealing with the
process control program and the offsite
dose calculation manual.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission had provided guidance
concerning the application of these
standards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870). One of the
examples of actions not likely to involve
a significant hazards consideration
relates to changes that constitute
additional restrictions or controls not
presently included in the technical
specifications.

The Commission. in a revision to
Appendix I to 10 CFR Part 50, required
licensees to improve and modify their
radiological effluent systems in a
manner than would keep releases of
radioactive material to unrestricted
areas during normal operation as low as
is reasonably achievable. In complying
with this requirement it became
necessary to add additional restrictions
and controls to the Technical
Specifications to assure compliance.
This caused the proposed addition of
Technical Specifications described
above. The staff proposes to determine
that the application does not involve a
significant hazards consideration since
the change constitutes additional
restrictions and controls that are not
currently included in the Technical
Specifications in order to meet the
Commission mandated “as low as is



reasonable achievable” effluent
objectives.

Local Public Document Room
lecation: Multnomah County Library,
801 S.W. 10th Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

Attorney for licensee: |. W. Durham,
Senior Vice President, Portland General
Electric Company, 121 S.W. Salmon
Street, Portland, Orefon 97204.

NRC Branch Chief: James R. Miller.

Public Service Co. of Colorado, Docket
No. 50267, Fort St. Vrain Nuclear
Generating Station, Platteville, Colorado

Date of amendment request: August
23, 1984,

Description of amendment request:
The propused change to the Technical
Specifications adds a surveillance
requirement for steam generator tube
examinations and evaluaticas following
a tube leak. The proposed change was
requested by the NRC to formalize the
commitment to perform these
examinations and evaluations as stated
in our June 22, 1984 letter. Prior to the
issuance of this proposal, a
typographical error will require
correction and the Basis will require
elaboration to be more meaningful.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of these
standards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870). The examples
of actions that are considered not likely
to involve significant hazards
considerations include a change that
constitutes an additional limitation,
restriction, or control not presently
included in the Technical Specifications:
for example, a more striagent
surveillance requirement.

Since the proposed change involves
the addition of a new surveiilance
requirement, the above example applies
and the staff proposes to determine that
this action does not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

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

Attorney for licensee: Bryant
O'Donnell, Public Service Company of
Colorado. P.O. Box 840, Denver,
Colorade 80201,

NRC Branch Chief: Eric H. Johnson.

Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation,
Docket No. 50-244, R.E. Ginna Nuclear
Power Plant, Wayne County, New York

Date of amendment request: July 17,
1984

Description of amendment request.
The proposed amendment would delete
information pertaining to the definition
of hot channel factors which is no longer
relevant
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Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
By letter dated December 20, 1983, the
licensee requested changes to the Ginna
Technical Specifications (TS] to permit
the use of the Westinghouse Optimized
Fuel Assembly (WOFA). Included in the
proposed TS revision were new
definitions of the nuclear hot channel
factors which were applicable to the use
of the WOFA at Ginna. The licensee did
not request removal of the old hot
channel factor definitions and they were
not deleted with the approval for the use
of WOFA which was granted by the
staff on May 1, 1984. Since the new
factors are included in the TS and are
governing, the old factor definitions are
inoperative and should be removed in
the interest of clarity.

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
the standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by
providing certain examples (48 FR 14870,
April 8, 1983). One of the examples (i) of
actions not likely to involve a significant
hazards consideration is 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
staff proposes that the proposed
changes are administrative in nature
and fall within example (i). Therefore,
the staff proposes to determine that the
request involves no significant hazards
consideration, in that: (1) it does not
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.

Local Public Document Room
location: Rochester Public Library, 115
South Avenue, Rochester, New York
14604,

Attorney for licensee: Harry H.
Voight, Esquire, LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby
and MacRae, 1333 New Hampshire
Avenue, N.W., Suite 1100, Washington,
D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: Walter A.

Paulson

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company,
South Carolina Public Service Authority,
Docket No. 50395, Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station, Unit 1, Fairfield County,
South Carolina

Date of amendment request: February
22. 1984

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would change the
Technical Specification reporting
requirements to be in accordance with
new regulation 10 CFR 50.73. The new

§ 50.73 provides for a revised Licensee
Event Report System and replaces all
existing requirements for licensees to
report “Reportable Occurrences” as
defined in individual plant Technical
Specifications.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided certain
examples (48 FR 14870) of actions likely
to involve no significant hazards
considerations. One of the examples
relates to a change to make a license
conform to changes in the regulations,
where the license change results in very
minor changes to facility operations
clearly in keeping with the regulations.
The amendment involved here is similar
in that it changes the reporting
requirements contained in Technical
Specifications to be in accordance with
new regulation 10 CFR 50.73.
Accordingly, the Commission proposes
to determine that this change does not
involve a significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
Location: Fairfield County Library,
Garden and Washington Streets,
Winnsboro, South Carolina 29810.

Attorney for licensee: Randolph R.
Mahan, P.O. Box 764, Columbia, South
Carolina 29218.

NRC Branch Chief: Elinor G.
Adensam.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company,
South Carolina Public Service Authority,
Docket No. 50-395, Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station, Unit 1, Fairfield County,
South Carolina

Date of amendment request: july 19,
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would revise Technical
Specification 6.3, “Unit Staff
Qualifications,” to clarify educational
requirements of candidates for Senior
Reactor Operator’'s (SRO) Licenses. The
revision consists of a reference to
NUREG-0737, “Clarification of TMI
Action Plan Requirement,” section
I.LA.2.1, and NUREG-1021, “Operator
Licensing Examiner Standards,” ES-
109D.

Basis for proposed no significant
hozards consideration determination:
The current Technical Specification 6.3
requirement for SROs is that they shall
meet or exceed the minimum
qualifications of ANSI N18.1-1971 for
comparable positions and the
supplemental requirements specified in
Sections A and C of Enclosure 1 of the
March 28. 1980, letter to all licensees.
The amendment would add the
following: “as clarified in NUREG-0737,
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section LA.2.1, and NUREG-1021, ES-
108D,

The Commission has provided certain
examples (48 FR 14870) of actions likely
to involve no significant hazards
considerations. The request involved in
this case Joes not match any of those
examples. However, the staff has
reviewed the licensee's request for the
above amendment and has determined
that should this request be implemented,
it will not (1) involve a significant
increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because the referenced
documents are NRC aproved
recommendations for SRO
qualifications, or (2) create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated because the plant design is
not changed, or (3) involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety because
the referenced documents are NRC
approved recommendations for SRO
qualifications. Accordingly, the
Commission proposes to determine that
this change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Fairfield County Library,
Garden and Washington Streets,
Winnsboro, South Carolina 29180.

Attorney for !'censee: Randolph R.
Mahan, P.O. Box 764, Columbia, South
Carolina 29180.

NRC Branch Chief: Elinor G.
Adensam.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company,
South Carolina Public Service Authority,
Docket No. 50-395, Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station, Unit 1, Fairfield County,
South Carolina

Date of amendment request: July 24,
1984,

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would revise Technical
Specification Table 3.3-7, "Seismic
Monitoring Instrumentation,” and
Technical Specification Table 4.3-4,
"Seismic Monitoring Instrumentation
Requirements"” to allow an installed
triaxial peak accelerograph to be moved
lo an accumulator safety injection line
from the pressurizer surge line. A
typographical error would also be
corrected in Technical Specification
Table 3.3-7.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination.
1he Commission has provided certain
exumples (48 FR 14870) of actions likely
to involve no significant hazards
considerations. One of the examples
relates to a purely administrative
change to Technical Specifications such
as correction of an error in Technical
Specifications. The correction of the

typographical error in Technical
Specification Table 3.3-7 is similar to
this example. However, the request to
move the triaxial peak accelerograph
does not match any of the examples.
The staff has reviewed the licensee's
request for the above amendment and
has determined that should this request
be implemented, it will not (1) involve a
significant increase in the prébability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because the accelerograph
will still be available to determine if a
seismic event exceeding the operating
basis earthquake (QBE) occurs. which
requires plant shufdown by 10 CFR 100,
Appendix A. Also, it will not (2) create
the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously
evaluated because the accelerograph
function of recording seismic events is
not being changed and it will not (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety because the new
location is an analyzed location away
from restraints which produces .
relatively large accelerations under OBE
conditions. Accordingly. the
Commission proposes to determine that
this change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
Location: Fairfield County Library,
Garden and Washington Streets,
Winnsboro, South Carolina 29180.

Attorney for licensee: Randolph R.
Mahan, P.O. Box 764, Columbia, South
Carolina 29180.

NRC Branch Chief: Elinor G.
Adensam.

Southern California Edison Company, et
al, Docket Nos. 50-361 and 50-362, San
Onolre Nuclear Generating Station,

Units 2 and 3, San Diego County,
California

Date of amendment request: April 8,
1984, April 27, 1984 and September 11,
1984 (reference PCN-135).

Description of amendment request:
Technical Specification 3/4.3.2 requires
that the Enginecered Safety Features
Actuation System (ESFAS)
instrumentation channels be operable,
and defines a number of functional tests
and response time tests that must be
periodically conducted in order to
assure operability. Table 3.3-4 of this
Technical Specification defines the
ESFAS instrumentation trip values for
the Toxic Gas Isolation System (TGIS).
The TGIS is actuated by greater than
allowable concentration of toxic gas
(.., chlorine, ammonia, butane/
propane, or carbon dioxide) in the
normal control room air supply duct.
Upon receipt of a TGIS signal, the
control room heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning (HVAC) system is

automatically isolated. The FSAR
analysis indicates that adequate
protection for the control room .
operators will be provided if the toxic
gas concentration in the control room
during the first two (2) minutes after the
detector responds is less than the
protective action limit for toxic gas
concentration. The proposed change
would make the following revisions to
Table 3.3-4:

(1) The allowable values for chlorine
concentration would be increased from
less than or equal to 6.2 ppm to less than
or equal to 15.0 ppm. With an allowable
valuc for chlorine limited to less than or
equal to 15.0 ppm, the high chlerine trip
value would be increased from less than
or equal to 6.0 ppm w0 less than or equal
to 14.3 ppm.

{2) The allowable values for ammonia
concentration would be increased from
less than or equal to 44.7 ppm to less
than or equal to 100 ppm. With an
allowable value for ammonia limited to
less than or equal to 100 ppm, the high
ammonia trip value would be ‘acreased
from less than or equal to 42.4 ppm to
less thao or equal to 97 ppm.

(3) The allowable values for butane/
propane concentration would be
increased from less than or equal to 80.3
ppm to less than or equal to 200 ppm.
With an allowable value for butane/
propane limithc::'tlo less th,u or equal to
200 , the butane/propane trip
valu?:‘odd be increased from less than
or equal to 84.8 ppm to less than or
equal to 163 ppm.

(4) The allowable value for carbon
dioxide concentration would be deleted
(the present value is less than or equal
to 4275.0 ppm). Therefore the high
carbon dioxide trip value would also be
deleted (the present value is iess than or
equal to 4061.3 ppm).

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards for determining whether a
significant hazard consideration exists
by providing certain examples (48 FR
14870) of amendments that are
considered not likely to involve
significant hazards considerations.
Example (vi) relates to a change which
may result in some increase in 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 acceptance criteria
with respect to the system or component
specified in the Standard Review Plan
(SRP}. The proposed change is similar to
this example in that the proposed
allowable toxic gas concentrations,
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while larger than those presently used.
nevertheless meet the requirements of
Section 6.4 of the Standard Review Plan
by ensuring that during the first two (2)
minutes after the detector responds. the
control room will not exceed the
protective action limit for toxic gas
concentration.

Specifically, the license has recently
revised the flow mode! in the previously
used method for calculating toxic gas
concentration in the control room.
Analysis using the revised model has
shown that the revised TGIS allowable
values and trip setpoints will still
provide the plant operators with the
required two (2) minutes of warning time
before the protective action limit for
toxic gas concentration in the control
room is excecded.

In the case of item (4), above. the
licensees’ an.!ysic shows that even with
no control room isolation, the maximum
control room concentration of carbon
dioxide at any time is 11,000 ppm. Since
the two (2} minute protective action limit
for carbon dioxide is 50,000 ppm, this
monitor can be deleted from the
Technical Specifications and the plant
will still meet the to:.ic gas criteria of
the SRP. Therefore, based on the above
considerations, the Commission
proposes to determine that these
changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
locatioa: San Clemente Library, 242
Avenida Del Mar, San Clemente,
California 92672

Attorney for licensee: Charles R.
Kocher, Esq., Southern California Edison
Company, 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue,
P.O. Box 800, Rosemead, California
91770 and Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe,
Attn.: David R. Pigott, Esq., 600
Montgomery Street, San Francisco,
California 94111.

NRC Branch Chief: Geroge W.
Knighton.

Tennesee Valley Authority, Docket No.
50-296, Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant Unit
3. Limestone County, Alabama

Date of amendment request: May 10,
1984,

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would delete
operability and test requirements for
valves 74-77 and 74-78 which previously
served as primary containment is..tion
valves for the residual heat remos sl
(RHR) head spray piping located at
containment penetration X-17. The
amendment would also change the name
of containment penetration X-17 from
“RHR head spray line” to “blank.”

Basis for proposed no sign:ficant
hazords consideration determiru!

The Commission has made a proposed

determination that the amendment
request involves no significant hazards
consideration. Under the Commission’s
regulations in 10 CFR 50.42, this means
that 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; or (2j create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
an accident previously evaluated: or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety for the following
reasons:

1. Valves 74-77 and 74-78 will be
replaced by permanent pipe cap. Valves
are subject to leakage and failure-to-
close; however, since a welded-in pipe
cap is not, there will be no significant
increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. The capped-off piping will not be
physically or functionally connected to
any other system, component, or
equipment in a manner which could
create a new different kind of accident.
Because of the cep, the piping is dead-
ended to flow.

3. The piping penetration will continue
to be testable and subject to Appendix |,
Type B leakage tests. Therefore, there
will be no significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

On the above basis, the starffl has
made a proposed determination that the
application involves no significant
hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Athens Public Library, South
and Forrest, Athens, Alabama 35611.

Attorney for licensee: H. S. Sanger, |r.,
Esquire, General Counsel, Tennessee
Valley Authority, 400 Commerce
Avenue, E 11B 33C, Knoxville,
Tennessee 37902

NRC Branch Chief: Domenic B.
Vassallo.

Tennesee Valley Authority, Docket Nos.
50-327 and 50-428, Sequoyah Nuclear
Plant, Units 1 and 2, Hamilton County,
Tennessee.

Date ur amendment request: (1)
january 25, 1984 (2) September 17, 1982
(3) December 10, 1981 (4) December 29,
1983 (5) June 13, 1984 (6) May 25, 1984 (7)
April 20, 1984.

Description of amendment request: (1)
On January 2%, 1684, the licensee
requested changes to the Technical
Specifications for Units 1 & 2 to
incorporate operating conditions and
surveillance requirements for newly
installed inscrumentation and the
reactor coolant vent system. Plant
mod fications were made to comply with
the operating license conditions and
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conformance with NUREG-0737. The
additional accident monitoring
instrumentation provides continuous
indication in the control room of
containment conditions during the
course of an accident. Instruments are
also installed to provide an indication of
inadequate core cooling. The reactor
coolant system will permit the venting of
noncondensible gases from the top of
the reactor vessel, in the unlikely event
an excessive amount of gascs
accumulate in this part of the reactor
collant system. During normal
operations noncondensible gases are
removed through the pressurizer vessel,
thereby eliminating the accumulation of
gases in the reactor coolant system.
Also, the licensee requested changes in
the requirements for diesel generator
surveillance testing to conform with the
NRC July 25, 1983, letter to "All Holders
of Operating Licenses.” This change
deletes a specific diesel surveillance
requirement since it was not consistent
with NRC General Design Criteria No.
17. (2) On September 17, 1982, the
licensee requested that the primary
containment average air temperature for
Unit 1 be lowered from 110°F to 105°F in
the upper compartment and raised from
120°F to 125°F in the lower
compartment. These values are
consistent with the current loss-of-
coolant analysis for the Sequoyah
containments. This revision is identical
to the change recently made for Unit 2
(Amendment No. 25). (3) On December
10, 1981 the licensee requested changes
to the surveillance requirements for fire
hose testing for Units 1 & 2. The revision
was made on Unit 1 (Amendment No.
13) but inadvertently omitted for Unit 2.
Fire hose hydrostatic testing is to be
conducted at a pressure of 150 psig.
instead of 300 psig. or at least 50 psig
above maximum fire main operating
pressure, whichever is greater. (4) Un
December 29, 1983, the licensee
requested an extension for Unit 2 of the
visual inspection requirements of certain
protective fuses instead of destructive
testing of fuses until NRC completes a
review of this matter on a generic basis.
This request was previously granted on
Unit 1 (Amendment No. 34}. (5) On June
13, 1984, the licensee proposed changing
the isolation signal to the phase B signal
rather than phase A for certain radiation
monitors in containment in order to
eliminate conflicting Technical
Specification requirements when a
containment isolation signal occurs.
Phase A signal occurs at 1.54 psig
containment pressure and certain valves
and systems are isolated. Phase B signal
occurs at 2.81 psig containment pressure
and full containment isolation occurs.
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(6) On May 25, 1984, the licensee
proposed changes in the Technical
Specification requirements on the time
period for performing the pressure decay
test for containment air lock door seals.
The method for meeting the surveillance
test requirements would be changed to .
quicker but more accurate measuremen:
of the integrity of the air door seals. (7)
On April 20, 1984, the licensee proposed
changes to the Technical Specifications
to make the reporting requirements for
licensee event reports in accorcance
with the NRC letter of December 19,
1984.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of these
stanards by providing certain examples
(48 FR 14870). One of the examples of
actions likely to involve no significant
hazards consideration relates to a
change which either may result in some
increase to the propability or
consequences of 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 t to the
system or compounent specified in the
Standard Review Plan. The proposed
changes (1-8) involved here are similar
to this example in that there is some
increase to the probability or
consequences of previously analyzed
accident, but the results of the change
are within acceptable criteria. A second
example provided in the Federal
Register is a purely administrative
change to the Technical Specifications.
The proposed change (No. 7) involved
here is similar in that reporting
requirements would be made to be
consistent with NRC general guidance in
this area. A third example is a change
that constitutes an additional limitation,
restriction or control not presently
included in the technical specifications.
Parts for the proposed change (No. 1)
which add requirements involved here is
similar to the example. Accordingly. the
Commission has made an initial
determination that the above changrs do
not involve a significant hazards
considration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Chattanooga-Hamilton County
Bicentennial Library, 1001 Broad Street,
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401.

Attorney for licensee: Herbert S.
Sanger, |r., Esquire, General Counsel,
Tennessee Valley Authority, 400
Commerce Avenue, E11B33, Knoxville,
Tennessee 37902,

NRC Branch Chief: Elinor G.
Adensam.

The Toledo Edison Company and The
Clevelend Electric Illuminating
Company, Docket No. 50-346, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County Ohio

Date of application for amendment:
November 21, 1983 (Item 1 only
supplemental information on May 2,
1984,

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment considers
only Item 1 of the application for
amendment. The proposed amendment
would change the Technical
Specifications to permit the removal of
power to the operators of valves DH-11
and DH-12 while the plant is operating
in Modes 1, 2 or 3. These valves are in
series in the decay heat removal system
suction line from the reactor coolant
system and serve as pressure isolation
valves at the high presure/low pressure
interface. Interlocks are installed to
close valves DH-11 and DH-12, if open,
if reactor coolant pressure exceeds a
predetermined trip level. The
requirement for the valve interlock is to
protect against the possibility of
overpressurizing the Decay Heat
Removal System while it is in use and
the reactor vessel head is in place.

The proposed amendment is to
remove the requirement to have the
interlock on DH-11 and/or DH-12
operable if the valves are closed and 480
VAC power to the valve operator is
disconnected.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Safety Evaluation Report issued by
the Commission (September 23, 1983)
supporting the decision to permit restart
of the Davis-Besse Nuclear Power
Station identified the potential for a fire
in the control room to disable the
pressure interlock and open valves DH-
11 and DH-12. If this were to occur a
loss-of-coolant accident outside of
containment could result. By removal of
operator power when the valves are
closed and the reactor coolant system
pressure is above the interlock trip
setting, the potential for inadvertent
opening of the valves due to a control
room fire is removed.

The function of the valve interlock is
to close valves DH-11 and DH-12 if they
are open. If power is removed, disabling
automatic valve actuation, when the
valve is closed the interlock is not
required since the valves are already in
a closed position. The valves could be
opened locally by manual manipulation
of the valve hand wheel. This is not
likely, nowever, because the valves are
inaccessible when the plant is operating.
Therefore, the proposed amendment
would not: (1) involve a significant
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increase in the probability or
consequence of on 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
safety margin.

Therefore, the Commission proposed
to determine that the proposed
amendment does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43606.

Attorney for Licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq.. Shaw, Pittman, Potts.
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, N-W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

The Toledo Edison Company and The
Cleveland Electric [lluminating
Company Docket No. 50-346, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County, Ohio

Date of amendment request: February
28, 1984,

Description of amendment request:
Tke proposed amendment would delete
from the tabulation of post-accident
monitoring instrumentation the
requitement for at least one operable
channe! of instrumentation to provide
Containment Air Recirculating Fan
status. The associated Surveillance
Requirement would also be deleted.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determiaation:
Amendment No. 88, dated January 20,
1984, deleted Technica! Sp.cification
Section 3.6.4.2 which required two
independent containment recirculation
systems to be operable. With the
requirement for these systems to be
operable deleted, all other operability
and surveillance requirements
associated with them should have been
deleted &lso. Amendment No. 66 failed
to delete the post-accident monitoring
requirement in Tables 3.3-10 and 4.3-10.

The Commission has provided
examples (48 FR 14870) of amendments
considered not likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration. One
example is a purely administrative
change to the technical specifications
such as a change to achieve consistency
throughout the technical specifications
or to coirect an error. The proposed
amendment fits this example. Therefore,
the Commission proposes to determine
that the application does not invovle a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2901 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43606.
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Attorney for Licensee: Geraid
Charnoft, “sq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts,
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washinston, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chref: John F. Stolz.

The Toledo Edison Company and The
Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company, Docket No. 50-356, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County, Ohio

Date of amendment request: July 20,
1984,

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would permit operation
of the Davis-Besse Nuclear Power
Station for Cycle 5. The design cycle
length would be 390 effective full power
days (EFPD). The amendment would
revise the Appendix A Technical
Specifications to account for changes in
power peaking and control rod worths
and would consist of revised Reactor
Protection System trip setpoints,
regulating rod group insertion limits,
axial power shaping rod insertion limits,
axial power imbalance limits, and
control rod group assignments.

Basis of proposed no significant
hazards consideration: The Cycle 5 core
design would require the loading of 64
new fuel assemblies and the reinsertion
of one fuel assembly previously
discharged from an earlier refueling. The
cycle design lifetime is 390 EFPD
resulting in an extension of the nominal
operating cycle to 18 months from the
12-month nominal cycle which
characterized the previous core designs.

To control the increased core
reactivity required for the longer cycle,
burnable poison rod assemblies (BPRAs)
will be located in each of the 64 new
fuel assemblies. The new fuel
assemblies (Mark B-5 design) will be
identical in mechanical design to the
other fuel assemblies (Mark B-4 design)
except for a redesigned upper end fitting
which avoids the need for a BPRA hold-
down mechanism.

The only significant changes in the
Cyecle 5 design from Cycle 4 are the
increase in cycle life to 390 EFPD and
the accompanying BPRAs to provide
additional reactivity control. The Cycle
5 design allows for withdrawal of the
Axial Power Shaping Rods (APSRs) to
permit power coastdown near the end of
the cycle. APSR withdrawal and power
coastdown has been utilized for
previous cycles.

There have been no significant
changes to the analytical methods used
and previously accepted for Cycle 4 to
demonstrate conformance with
acceptance criteria and NRC
regulations. Previous fuel cycle
evaluations included a rod bow penalty
for each fuel batch based on the highest

burnup fuel rod in the batch. No
departure from nucleate boiling ratio
(DNBR) reduction due to fuel rod
bowing has been considered for Cycle 5.
A topical report, which as been
reviewed and approved by the NRC, has
concluded that the rod bow penalty is
insignificant and is offset by other
effects.

The changes requested result from a
core reloading. No fuel assemblies differ
significantly from those found
acceptable to the NRC for a previous
core at this facility and there have been
no significant changes to the accep.ance
criteria and analytical methods used to
demonstrate conformance with
regulations.

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
the standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by
providing certain examples (48 FR
14870). One of the examples (Example
(iii)) of actions involving no significant
hazards considerations relates to reload
amendments involving no fuel
assemblies significantly different from
those found previously acceptable to the
NRC for a previous core at the facility in
question. 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.

As shown in the above discussion, the
proposed amendment is similar to this
example: therefore, the Commission
proposes to determine that the propased
amendment does not involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43606.

Attorney for lice.isee: Gerald
Chamoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts,
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

The Toledo Edison Company and The
Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company, Docket No. 50-346, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County, Ghio

Date of amendment request: August 4.
1984,

Description of amendment request:
The amendment would add a condition
to the license that would require the
licensee to follow the approved plan for
integrated scheduling of plant
improvements and modifications. This
includes improvements and
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modifications identified by the licensee,
the NRC, or cther regulatory agencies.
The license condition would require the
linensee to periodically update the
schedule to maintain it current and to
provide reports as specified in the
approved plan. The license condition,
which would be effective for a two-year
period only but subject to renewal upon
application, also provides a framework
for changing project schedules when
necessary.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of the
standards in 10 CFR 50.92 by providing
certain examples (48 FR 14870). One of
the examples (ii) of actions not likely to
involve a significant hazards
consideration relates to changes that
constitute additional restrictions or
controls not presently included in the
Technical Specifications.

The incorporation of a license
condition requiring the vse of a plan to
provide for scheduling plant
modifications and to provide a
framework for making necessary
schedule alterations is a change that
constitutes an additional control not
presently included in the operating
license for the facility. Therefore, the
proposed license condition matches
example (ii) of the Commission's
examples of amendments that are
considered not likely to involve a
significant hazards consideration. On
the basis, the Commisssion's staff
proposes to determine that the
application involves no significant
hazards considerations.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43608.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts,
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

The Toledo Edison Company and The
Cleveland Electric lluminating
Company, Docket No. 50-346, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County, Ohio

Date of amendment request: August
27,1984, Item 1 only.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would modify
Technical Specification Table 4.4-5 by
deleting specific irradiation surveillance
capsule locations and by revising the
capsule removal schedule. The
amendment also would change
Surveillance requirement 44.9.1.2 to
clarify that the surveillance specimens



are representative of the Davis-Besse
reactor vessel materials and would
change Basis Section 3/4.4.9 to delete
redundant informaion relating to the
general guidelines for the capsule
removal schedule. The proposed
amendment is in response to Item 1 of
the Licensee's application. Item 2 will be
the subject of a separate notice.

Basis for proposed no significant
nazards consideration determination:
The withdrawal schedule in the
proposed amendment was developed in
accordance with the 1982 edition of
ASTM E 185 and provides a betier
defined removal secheuie for the
surveillance capsules based on
accumulated neutron fluence rather than
on the basis of refueling cycle. Thus, any
change in the nominal cyc : time will
not greatly influence the
characterization of reactor vessel
material condition as a function of
accumulated neutron fluence. The
original removal schedule was
developed in accordance with the 1973
edition of ASTM E 185. Appendix H to
10 CFR 50 provides for the use of ASTM
E 185-82 in the material surveillance
program.

The deletion of specific locations in
the reactor vessel for the surveillance
capsules permits the use of a revised
capsule management program which
would decrease the time required for
capsule handling and eliminate the need
for all but one dummy capsule. Thus,
personnel radiation exposure is reduced
and less radioactive waste is genercted.
The revised capsule management
program will not reduce the
effectiveness of the reactor vessel
material surveillance program.

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
the standards of 10 CFR 50.92 by
providing certain examples (48 FR
14870}, None of these examples are
apphicable to the proposed amendment.
The proposed amendment relates only
to & materials surveillance program and
does not involve any change in the
facility or its operation. Furthermore,
neither the quantity nor the quality of
the information obtained from the
SUrVe .wi. “rogram is reduced. The
change aleo is within all acceptable
criteria with respect to the program
specified in the Standard Review Plan.
The proposed amendment, therefore,
meets the requirements specified in 10
CFR 50.92(c) for an amendment which
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration.

local Public Document Room
location: University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43606.
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Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts,
and Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: John F. Stolz.

Union Electric Company, Docket 50483,
Callaway Plant, Unit No. 1, Callaway
County, Missouri

Date of amendment request: Augu~t *,
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The purpose of the proposed
amendment request is to modify
Technical Specification Table 3.3-1 by
revising one action statement (Action 4,
and adding an additional action
statement (Action 12) for the source
range neutron flux monitors during
shutdown conditions. The source range
monitors provide in part, protection for
a boron dilution accident during Modes
2,3, 4 and 5. These monitors initiate,
upon doubling of neutron flux within 10
minu..s, a switchover of the suction for
the charging pumps from the Volume
Control Tank (VCT) to the Refueling
Water Storage Tank (RWST). The
addition of Action 12 specifies
appropriate compensatory actions,
when two channels are out of service, to
maintain the plant in a safe condition.
The revision to Action 4 provides for a
limited time, a block of both flux
doubling channels in order to perform a
reactor startup. Initial criticality is not
achievable without this change. This
s'tuation occurred through an oversight
because the Callaway Plant is the first
to receive an operating license with the
Westinghouse Boron Dilution Mitigation
System. During development of the
Callaway Technical Specifications,
greater consideration was given to
assuring that the system fulfilled its
intended safety function than was given
to possible operational limitations.
Recent surveillances of the system have
identified that the technical
specifications do not allow both
channels to be blocked as designed to
permit a planned reactor startup.

Basis f(’;r proposed no sigrificant
hazards consideration determination:
The licensee, in his letter of August 1,
1984, stated that the proposed change
does not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an
accident or other adverse condition over
previous evaluations; nor create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident or condition over previous
evaluations; nor involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety. Based
on the foregoing, the requested
amendment does not present a
significant hazard. The Commission has
prrovided guidance concerning the
application of the Standards in 10 CFR
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50.92 by providing certain examples (48
FR 14870). For the addition of Action 12,
the request is similar to the example of a
change that ¢ .stitutes an additional
limitation, r striction, or control not
presently included in the technical
specifications. The change to Action 4 is
similar to the example of an
administrative change to techn.cal
specifications for correction of an error.
In this case, the Technical Specifications
are not consistent with the plant design
and would not allow plant startup.

Local Public Document Room
locations: Fulton City Library, 709
Market Street, Fulton, Missouri 65251
and the Olin Library of Washington
University, Skinker and Lindell
Boulevards, St. Louis, Missouri 63130.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 1800 M Street, NW,,
Washington. D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: B.]. Youngblood.

Wisconsin Electric Power Company,
Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50-301, Point
Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Town of Two Creeks, Manitowoc
County, Wisconsin

Date of amendment request: February
29 as modified June 7, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
an earlier submittal which provided
limiting conditions for operation and
surveillance requirements for new
systems installed in accordance with
NUREG-0737, TMI Action Plan.
Specifically, a correction was made to
the sample calibration gas hydrogen
concentrations for surveillance of the
hydrogen gas monitor. The calibration
frequency is also revised to show that
electronic calibration is done each
refueling interval and the gas calibration
is done quarterly (the previous submittal
listed the calibration frequency as once
per refueling interval).

The revised submittal also corrects
errors in the previous submittal
concerning the Reactor Coolant Gas
Vent System limiting conditions for
operation and provides clarification
regerdin, actual system operation.
Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendments and Proposed No
Sigificant Hazards Determination
relating to the licansee's February 29,
1984 submittal was published in the
Federal Register (49 FR 25350 at 25381).

Basis for propused no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of these
standards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870). Gne of the
examples of actions likely to involve no
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significant hazards considerations is
example (i), purely administrative
changes to the technical specifications,
for example. a change to achieve
consistency throughout the technical
specifications, correction of an error or a
change in nomenclature. The licensee's
submittal corrects errors in the
surveillance of the hydrogen monitor
and clarifies the system operation and
corresponding limiting conditions for
operation for the reactor coolant gas
vents systems from an earlier submittal.
Therefore, the staff finds that these
changes are administrative in nature
and proposes to determine that the
proposed amendments involve no
significant hazards considerations.

Locai Public Document Erom
location: Joseph P. Mann Public Library,
15186 Sixteenth Street, Two Rivers,
Wisconsin.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Charnoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 1800 M Street NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

NRC Branch Chief: James R. Miller.

Wisconsin Electric Power Company,
Docket Nos. 50-266 and 50-361, Point
Beach Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Town of Two Creeks, Manitowoc
County, Wisconsin

Date of amendment request: June 8.
1984,

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would revise
Technical Specification 15.3.10 for Point
Beach Units 1 and 2 to redefine the
“fully withdrawn" term for control rods
as equal to or greater than 225 steps.
Previously “fully withdrawn™ was equal
to 228 steps.

Basis for propesed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided
guidelines concerning the application of
these standards (48 FR 14870), Several
categories of license amendments are
considered as likely not (o involve a
significant hazards consideration. One
of these categories (vi) involves changes
which may reduce in some way a safety
margin, but the results of the change are
clearly within all acceptable criteria.

The licensee performed an evaluation
of inserting the control rod to a parked
elevation of 225 steps of the core and the
effects were shown to be minimal
Redefinition of "fully withdrawn " as
being 225 steps or greater does not alter
the conclusions of the reload safety
evaluations performed for the existing
Unit 1 and 2 cycles. At 225 steps
withdrawn, the control rods are only 0.3
inches into the active fuel. Because of
the low rod worth in the top region of

the cere, the power distribution
perturbations resulting from the shallow
rod insertion are very small. FQ(Z) is
expected to increase in the bottom of the
core by less than 1%; and the axial offset
is expected to be more negative by less
than 1%. Sufficient peaking factors and
DNB margin are available to
accommodate this small perturbation in
power distribution. The minimal
reduction in shutdown margin for an
insertion of 3 steps can be easily
accommodated by the substantial
excess shutdown margin. The impact on
other key safety parameters is
negligibie.

As discussed above, the proposed
change has a minimal effect on the
power distributions and related safety
parameters for Point Beach Units 1 and
2: however, the evaluated results are
well within the parameters outlined in
the Technical Specifications and do not
invalidate the conclusions of the current
cycle reload safety evaluations for Units
1 and 2. Therefore, while the proposed
change may reduce a safety margin, the
results of the change are clearly within
all acceptable criteria. Accordingly, the
staff proposes to determine that the
proposed amendments do no’ involve a
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Joseph P. Mann Public Library,
1516 Sixteeneth Street, Two Rivers,
Wisconsin.

Attorney for licensee: Gerald
Chamoff, Esq., Shaw, Pittman, Poris &
Trowbridge, 1800 M Street N'W.
Washington, D.C. 200386.

NRC Branch Chief: James R. Miller.

Wisconsin Public Scrvice Corporation,
Docket No. 50-305, Kewaunee Nuclear
Power Plant, Kewaunee County.
Wisconsin

Date of amendment request: July 27,
1984.

Description of amendment request:
This proposed amendment would revise
the Kewaunee Nuclear Power Piant
Technical Specifications to be
consistent with the new reporting
requirements of 10 CFR 50.73, “Licensee
Event Report System".

Bazis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
The Commission has provided guidance
concerning the application of these
standards by providing certain
examples (48 FR 14870). One of these.
Example (vii) involving a no significant
hazards consideration, is “a change to
make a licensee conform to changes in
the regulations, where the change
results in very minor changes to facility

operations clearly in keeping with the
regulations.” The requested amendment
matches the exampie and the staff,
therefore, proposes to determine that the
amendment does not involve &
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of Wisconsin
Library Learning Center, 2420 Nicdlet
Drive, Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301.

Attorney for licensee: Steven E.
Keane, Esquire, Foley and Lardner, 777
East Wisconsin Avenue, Milwaukee,
Wisconsin 53202.

NRC Branch Chief: Steven A. Varga.

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED NOTICES
OF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE
OF AMENDMENTS TO OPERATING
LICENSES AND PROPOSED NO
SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS
CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION
AND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The following notices were previously
published as separate individual
notices. The notice content was the
same as above. They were published as
individual notices because time did not
allow the Commission to wait for this
regular monthly notice. They are
repeated here because the monthly
notice lists all amendmenis proposed to
be issued involving no significant
hazards consideration.

For details, see the individual notice
in the Federal Register on the day and
page c:ted. This notice does not extend
the notice period of the original notice.

Duke Power Company, et al., Docket
No. 50-413, Catawha Nuclear Station,
Unit 1, York County, South Carolina

Date of amendment request: July 31,
1984,

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment would change the
surveillance requirement acceptance
criteria for the Auxiliary Feedwater
pumps. The new surveillance
requiraments specify lower flows at
slightly higher pressures. These changes
would make the Technical
Specificatjons consistent with the values
assumed in the accide::\ analysis.

Date of publication of individual
notice in Federal Register: August 20,
1984 (49 FR 33068).

Expiration date of individual notice:
September 19, 1984,

Local Public Document Room
Location: York County Library, 138 East
Black Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina
29730
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Philadelphia Electric Company, Public Unless otherwise indicated, the Arkansas Power & Light Company.
Service Electric and Gas Company, Commission has determined that these Docket No. 50-368, Arkansas Nuclear
Delmarva Power and Light Company, amendments satisfy the criteria for One, Unit 2, Pope County, Arkansas
and Atlantic City Electric Compaay, categorical exclusion in accordance

Docket No. 50-278, Peach Bottom
Atomic Power Station, Unit No. 3, York
County, Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request: May s,
1964.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment would change the Technical
Specifications (TSs) to permit continued
operation of Peach Bottom Unit 3 after
reaching End of Cycle 8 (EOC-6)
exposure in the region of the operating
map bounded by the constant
recirculation pump speed line between
100% power, 105% core flow (100,105)
and 70% power, 110% core flow (70,110)
with or without the last stage feedwater
heaters valved out-of-service. The
change would specifically involve
increasing the TS values on Table
3.5.K.3 for the Minimum Critical Power
Ratio (MCPR) of P8X8R and PTA fuel by
0.01 during the period from 2000 MWD/t
before EOC to EOC-8.

Date of publication of individual
notice in Federal Register: August 10,
1984, 49 FR 32136, as corrected August
30. 1984, 49 FR 34434,

Expiration date of individual notice:
September 10, 1984,

Local Public Document Room
location: Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
Education Buliding, Commonwealth and
Walnut Streets, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania.

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSE

During the 30-day period since
publication of the last monthly 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 Deterniination
and Opportunity for Hearing in
connection with these actions was

‘published in the Federal Ragister as
indicated. No request for a hearing or
petition for leave to intervene was filed
following this notice.

with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore, pursuant
to 16 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental
impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared for these
amendments. If the Commission has
prepared an environmental assessment
under the special circumstances
provision in 10 CFR 51.22(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 applications for
amendments, (2) the amendments, and
(3) the Commission's related letters,
Safety Evaluations and/or
Environmental Assessments as
indicated. All of these items are
available for public inspection at the
Commission's Public Document Room,
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, D.C.
and at the local public document rooms
for the particular facilities involved. A
copy of items (2) and (3) may be
obtained upon request addressed to the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention:
Director, Division of Licensing.

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

Date of opplication for amendments:
December 12, 1983.

Brief description of amendmen's:
Technical Specifications are modified to
add: (1) reactor vessel head vents, (2)
noble gas effluent monitoiz, (3)
containment water leve: moaitors, and
(4) instrumentation for detect.on of
inadequate core cooling required by the
Commission in NUREG-0737 dated
November 1, 1983.

Date of issuance: September 12, 1984,

Effective date: September 12, 1984,

Amendment Nos.: 47 and 38.

Facilities Operating License Nos.
NPF-2 and NPF-8: Amendments revised
the Technical Specifications.

Date of initin] notice in Federal
Register: March 22, 1984 (49 FR 10731).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 12,
1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received.

Local Public Document Room
location: George 8. Houston Memorial
Library,. 212 W. Burdeshaw Street,
Dothan, Alabama 36303.

Date of amendment request: March 28,
1984.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment revised the Technical
Specifications (TS) pertaining to the
Surveillance Requirements for diesel
generator testing.

Date of issuance: September 7, 1984,

Effective date: September 7, 1984.

Amendment No.: 56.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: June 20, 1984 (48 FR 25352)

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment ie contained in a
letter dated September 7, 1934

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Tomlinson Library, Arkansas
Tech University, Russellville, Arkansas
72801.

Boston Edison Comp: ny, Docket No. 50—
293, Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station,
Plymouth, Massachusetts

Date of application for amendment:
March 27, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
changes revise the fire protection
Technical Specifications to reflect
changes maae to the station in
accordance with the requirements of
Appendix R to 10 CFR Part 50. Only the
changes relative to penetration fi.e
barriers are included in this amendment.
The other requested changes in the fire
protection specifications are being
reviewed and will be addressed in a
future action.

Date of issuance: August 22, 1984,

Effective date: August 22, 1984.

Amendment No.: 76.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
35. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: May 23, 1984, 49 FR 21826

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 22, 1964

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

Boston Edison Company, Docket No 50—
293, Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station,
Plymouth, Massachusetts

Date of application for amendi.ent:
March 20, 1964,

Brief description of amendment: This
amendment changes the Technical
Specifications by extending the Power/
Flow Map: requiring the rod block
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monitor maximum trip level to be set at
107% power for core flows of 100% rated
or greater; and correcting a
typographical error (from "REM™ to
“RBM"). These changes do not permit
continuous operation at power levels
greater than 100% of the present rating

Date of issuance: August 28, 1984.

Effective date: August 28, 1984.

Amendment No.: 77.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
35. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: June 20, 1984, 49 FR 25353,

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contaired in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 28, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

Boston Edison Company, Docket No. 50—
293, Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station,
Plymouth, Massachusetts

Date of application for amendment:
December 28, 1983, as supplemented
February 21, 1684 and July 12, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment authorizes Cycle 7
operation of the reactor with 160 new
fuel bundles identical to some of the
partially used fuel from Cycle 6 and with
32 new fuel bundles with barrier type
fuel. The latter is similar to the other
new fuel except that a thin Zirconium
liner has been added to the inner
surface of the cladding to reduce
cladding failures due to pellet-clad
interaction.

Date of issuance: September 4, 1984

Effective date: September 4, 19684,

Amendment No.: 78.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
35. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: April 25, 1984, 49 FR 17855.

Subsequent to the initial notice in the
Federal Register. the Boston Edison
Company. by letter dated July 12, 1984,
provided a revision to an identification
number in the reload report. This
revision is within the scope of the
original notice.

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the arnendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 4.
1964

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location' Plymouth Public Library, North
Street. Plymouth, Massachusetts 02360

Boston Edison Company, Docket No. 50~
293, Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station,
Plymouth, Massachusetts

Date of application for amendment:
june 26. 1954

Brief description of amendment:
These changes to the Techrical
Specifications apply to the new scram
discharge instrument volumes with
redundant and diverse instrumentation
which have been installed in response to
an NRC Confirmatory Order dated June
24, 1983,

Date of issuance: September 6, 1984,

Effective date: September 6, 1984.

Amendment No.: 79.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
35. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of itial notice in Federal
Register: August 6, 1684 (49 FR 31349).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 8.
1964. ,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

Carolina Power & Light Company,
Docket Nos. 50-325 and 50-324,

Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Units 1
and 2, Brunswick County, North
Carolina

Date of application for amendment:
May 7. 1984,

Brief description of amendment: The
proposed amendments would revise
section 3/4.7.5 of the Technical
Specifications to eliminate Table 3.7 5-1
(Safety-Related Hydraulic Snubbers)
and conform with guidance provided by
the Commission in its letter dated May
3, 1984 (Generic Letter No. 84-13) and to
incorporate miscellaneous
administrative changes to sections 3/
476 and 3/4.7.7.

Date of issuance: September 10, 1984

Effective dute: September 10, 1084,

Amendment Nos.: 74 and 100

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-
71 and DPR-62. Amendments revised
the Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: July 24, 1984 (49 FR 29004).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of ithe amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 10,
1964

No significant hazards consideration
commen's received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Southport, Brunswick County
Library. 109 W. Moore Street, Southport,
North Carolina 28461

Carolina Power and Light Company,
Docket No. 50-261, H.B. Robinson Steam
Electric Plant, Unit No. 2, Darlington,
South Carolina

Date of application for amendment.
October 14, 1983.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment would revise the Technical
Specification to incorporate new heatup
and cooldown limitation curves.

Date of issuance: September 4, 1984.

Effective date: September 4, 1984.

Amendment No.: 82.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
23. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: January 26, 1984 (49 FR 3346).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 4.
1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received. No. .

Local Public Document Room
location: Hartsville Memorial Library.
Home and Fifth Avenues, Hartsville,

South Carolina 29535.

Carolina Power and Co:apany,
Docket No. 50-261, H.B. Robinson Steam
Electric Plant, Unit No. 2, Darlington,
South Carolina

Date of application for amendment:
October 24, 1983 as clarified by letters
dated December 12, 1983 and March 28,
1984,

Biief description of amendment:
Would revised the Technical
Specifications to add the Standard
Westinghouse Specification Section 4.05.

Date of issuance: September 10, 1984.

Effective date: September 10, 1984.

Amendment No.: 83.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
23. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 21, 1983 (48 FR
52658).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 4
1084

Significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Hartsville Memorial Library,
Home and Fifth Avenues, Hartsville,
South Carolina 29535,

Commonwealth Edison Company,
Docket Nos. 50-237/248, Dresden
Nuclear Power Station, Units 2 and 3,
Grundy County, lllinois

Date of application for amendment.
June 11, 1984




Federal Register | ) ) lay, September 28, 1964

/ Notices 38417

Florida Power and Light Company,
Docket No. 50-335, St. Lucie Plant, Unit
No. 1, St. Lucie County, Florida

May 21, 1984

valves nsistent wit e

sments of Section X1 of the ASME ; .
: Brief des t n of amendment 1}‘,.
r and Pressure Vessel Code and ! ¢ i~ E
able Addenda, as required hy 10 amendment changes the Technical
4 ’ Specifications to add technical
)
specifications dealing with the reactor
7 1984 int system vents
& ot
130, 13 1127 f issuance: September 5, 1984
130, 130 and 12

) A ve date: September 5, 1964
ty Uperaling Licenses Nos

Federal DPR-38, DPR-47 and DPR-55 Amenciment No.. 68 ‘ ‘
D 9 Amendments revised the Technical Facility Operating License No. DPR
49 FR e abinas 67 Amendment revised the Technical
Date of i/ notice in Federal Specifications.
Register: December 21, 1983, 48 FR Date of initial notice in Federal
56502 Register: July 24, 1984 (49 FR 29902 at
The Commission’s related evaluation 29908)

he amendments is contained in a e Commission’'s related evaluation
ety Evaluation dated August 27, 1964 of the amendment is contained in a

) significant hazards consideration Safety Evaluation dated August 27, 1984

- nents received: No No significant hazards consideration
Commonwealth Edison Company o - nt Roon J
. Local Public Document Room omments received: No

Docket No. 50-249, Dresden Nuclear . = brary I
4 - : - ca Oconee Coun._ Library, 501 Local Public Document Room
Power Station, Unit No. 3. Grundy . P b i Gt : Y . cail cumeni R ‘

est Southbroad Street, Walhalla ation: Indian River Junior College
County, ltinois h Cas . ion: indlar i ud

da int

t 27, 1984

Library, 3209 Virginia Avenue, It
Duke Power Company, Dockets Nos. 50- Pierce, Florida

269, 50-279, and 50-287 Oconee Nuclear
Station, Units Nos. 1, 2, and 3, Oconee
County, South Carolina

Florida Power and Light Company,
Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251, Turkey
Point Plant Units ? and 4 Dade County,
Date of application for an ment Florida

S—y 10, 1963 Date of npplication for amendments
orief d August 6, 1982, as modified September 1
- s - 1982, January 3, 1883, April 25, 1883,

1l Specilications (15s) to reflect January 31, 1984 and April 23, 1984

8 24 and 42 are to be
- “ ¢ | ¢ Brief description of amendments
t of the Reactor Building .

escription of amendments

hese amendments revised the

These amendments provide
requirements in the Technical

Snecificatic

1 Analyzer, in lieu of their being

o the reactor

Ovhor shanuse roauented in the ns for protection of safety
“ related equipment subjected to
sustained degraded voltage conditions
at the offsite power source and
interactions between the onsite and
offsite power systems

Date of issuance: August 14, 1984

Effective date: August 14, 1984

Amendment Nos.: 104 and 98

10, 1983, submittal are stil
tatf review and will be
essed by separate safety evaluation
s¢ amendment
e September 13, 1984
tember 13, 1984
131, 131 an 28

11
Federal ' pore : ses Nos

ity Operating Licenses N
i1 and DPR-41: Amendments
chnical -;H"‘(.in'l"\
Federal Date | notice Federal
1983. 48 FR Register: August 23, 1983 (48 FR 39403)
ind renot d June 20, 1984 (48 FR
N

he Commission's related evaluatior
i the amendments is contained in a
Salet valus daled August 14, 1984
'M"‘“" "( f i t ant hazards consideratior
n . vuclear , . ved ¢ nn 8 have been received
d.onee 'Y Ik nent Roon
vironmental and Urban
ry. Flonda Intemational
riornda 33199




384,
Florida Pow+: and Light Company,
Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251, Turkey

Point Plant Units 3 and 4, Dade County,
Florida

Date of application for amendments:
September 12, 1983, as supplemented on
October 26, 1983

Brief description of amendments:
These amendments delete non-
radivlogical Environmental Technical
Specifications in Appendix B which
address the groundwater monitoring
program and environmental protection
limits.

Date of 1ssuance: August 24, 1984,

Effective date: August 24, 1984.

Amendment Nos.: 105 and 99.

Facility Operating Licenses Nos.
DPR-31 and DPR-41: Amendments
revised the Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: December 21, 1983 (48 FR
56503) and renoticed March 28, 1983 (49
FR 18898).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendments is contained in a

Safety Evaluation dated August 24, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
somments have been received.

An Environmental Asse  ent has
been prepared in accordan.. with 10
CFR 50.12(b) and a findipg of No
Significant Impact made dated August
20, 1984 (49 FR 33069).

Local Public Document Room
location: Environmental and Urban
Affairs Library, Florida International
University, Miami, Florida 33199.

Florida Power and Light Company,
Dock et Nos. 50-250 and 50-251, Turkey
Point Plant Units 3 and 4, Dade Couniy,
Flonda

Date of application for amendments:
December 29, 1982.

Brief description of amendments:
These amendments revise the Technical
Specifications by adding additional
Limiting Conditions of Operation for
Purge Isolation; setpoints for high
containment radioactivity: surveillance
requirements for turbine trip including
basis: and requirements for reporting
power operated relief valve and safety
valve challenges and failures

Date of issuance: August 27, 1964

Effective date: August 27, 1984,

Amendments Nos. 106 and 100

Facility Operating Licenses N -
DPR-31 and DPR-41: Amendments
revised the Tuchnical Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: August 23, 1983 (48 FR 38404)

I'he Commission's related evaluation
of the amendments is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 27, 1984

Nn significant hazards consideration
comments have been received

Local Public Document Room
Jocation: Environmental and Urban
Affairs Library. Florida International
University, Miami, Florida 3319¢.

Florida Power and Light Company,
Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251, Turkey
Point Plant Units 3 and 4, Dade County,
Florida

Date of application for amendments:
May 21. 1964.

Brief description of amendments:
These amendments revise and expand
the Table of Safety-Related Snubbers in
section 3.13 in Appendix A of the
Technical Specifications.

Date of issuance: August 27, 1984.

Effective date: August 27, 1984.

Amendments Nos.: 107 and 101.

Facility Operating Licenses Nos.
DPR-31 and DPR—41: Amendments
revised the Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: July 24, 1984 (49 FR 29914).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendments is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 27, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
corments have been received.

Local Public Document Room
Jocation: Environmental and Urban
Affairs Library, Florida International
University, Miami, Florida 33199.

Florida Power and Light Company,
Docket Nos. 50-250 and 50-251, Turkey
Point Plant Units 3 and 4, Dade County,
Florida

Date of application for amendments:
April 27, 1984.

Brief description of amendments:
These amendments prohibit the travel of
heavy loads over irradiated fuel
assemblies in the spent fuel pools with
the exception of a temporary crane for
use during proposed reracking of the
spent fuel pools.

Date of issuance: August 29, 1984.

Effective date: August 29, 1984

Amendment Nos.: 108 and 102.

Facility Operating Licenses Nos.
DPR-31 and DPR-41: Amendments
revised the Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: |uly 24. 1984 (49 FR 29913).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendments is contained in a
Sufety Evaluation dated August 29, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments have been received.

Local Public Document Room
Jlocation: Environmental and Urban
Affairs Library. Florida International
University. Miami. Florida 33199

Federal Register / Vol. 49, No. 190 / Friday, September 28, 1984 / Notices

s —————————————————————————————lEEEESSS

GPU Nuclear Corporation, Docket No.
50-219, Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station, Ocean County, New

jersey

Date of application for amendment:
April 21, 1980 as supplemented March 9,
1981, August 31, 1962, July 22 and
October 28, 1983, and May 1, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
proposed Tecﬁnial Specification (TS)
changes would revise cycle dependent
parameters in support of Core 10
operations following refueling.

Date of Issuance: August 27, 1984.

Effective date: August 27, 1984.

Amendment No.: 75.

Provisional Operating License No.
DPR-16. Amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: July 20. 1983 (48 FR 33081) and
July 20. 1984 (49 FR 29495).

The Commission's related evaluation
of this am. ~dment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 27, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments have been received: No.

Local Public Document Room: 101
Washington Street, Toms River, New
Jersey 08753.

GPU Nuclear Corporation, et al., Dockel
No. 50-289, Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station, Unit No. 1, Dauphin County,
Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request: March 28,
1984, revised May 11, 1984,

Brief description of amendment: This
amendment revises the definition of
OPERABLE or OPERABILITY to assure
that the single failure criterion for safety
system is preserved. Existing
requirements are extended to include
multiple outages of redundant
components and to include the effects of
outages support systems. The
amendment includes limiting conditions
for operation and ACTION statements.

Date of Issuance: August 7, 1984

Effective date: 45 days after the date
of issuance.

Amendment No.: 98.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
50. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: June 20. 1984, 49 FR 25362.

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 7, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania.
Education Building, Commonwealth and
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W Streets. Harrisburg
P svivania 17126

GPU Nuclear Corporation, et al.. Docket
No. 50-2389, Three Mile Island Nuclear
Station, Unit No. 1, Dauphin County
Pennsylvania

Date of application for nend
July 11, 1983, as supplemented
November 8, 1983

Brief description of amendment: This
imendment adds general requirements
on the applicability of surveillance TSs
section 4, so that surveillance
requirements do not have to be
performed on systems/components
during operational conditions for which
components are not
required to be operable. Surveillance
interval tolerances are removed from
section 4 because they are provided in
Fable 1.2. In section 6.5.4. this
imendment :'l‘l"ll!f“ﬂ members (){ ',‘]!'
Independent Onsite Safety Review
Group (IOSRC) to have experience in
nuclear power plant engineering,
ns and/or technology. Also
hanges have been made on the TS

section 6.5.4
ce: August 8, 1964
August 8, 1984

the systems

operal

» No. DPR

vised the Technical

( ( e in Federal
Register: April 25, 1984, 49 FR 17862. The
\'s related evaluation of the

| [ S

amendment is contained in a Safety

Evaluation dated August 8, 1984
nif

L.ommiss

ant hazards consideration
nents have been received
‘1' ) ‘/) nent [{“. 23]
Government Publications
State Library of Pennsylvania
Education Building, Commonwealth and
Walnu® Streets, Harrisburg

Pennsvivania 17128

indiana and Michigan Electric Company,

Docket Nos. 50-315 and 50-316, Donald
C. Cook Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and
2, Berrien County, Michigan

¢ f itron an wdment

January 20, 1984, as supplemented
March 15, 1984

Brief famendments: The

nendments modify the Technical
ecifications to add a spe

red by the Commiss in NUREG
the Three Miles Island

adds Technical
r vessel

jurizer steam

t 24, 1984
4. 1964

1d 65

Facilities Operating License Nos
DPR-58 and DPR-74. Amendments
revised the Technical Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: April 25, 1984 (49 FR 17863)

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 24, 1984

No Significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Roc
ocaotion: Maude Reston Palenske
Memorial Library, 500 Marke! Street, St
Joseph, Michigan 49085

lowa Electric Light and Power Company,

Docket No. 50-331, Duane Arnold
Energy Center, Linn County, lowa

Date of application for amendme
January 27, 1984

Brief description of amendment: The
January 27, 1984 application requested
several changes related to NUREG-0737
requirements described in the NRC
Generic Letter 83-368, and other
niscellaneous items. This amendment
relates only to Item ILI 3—Post

Accident Sampling anc also corrects
)

two typographical errors on page 3.2~
23b of your Technicai Specifications
Other items in the January 27, 1984
application will be handled in separate
actions

Date of issuonce: August 22, 1984
August 22, 1984

Amendment N 104

Fa lies Ope rating License No
DPR—489. Amendment revised the
Technical Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: March 22, 1984 (49 FR 10736)

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 22, 1984

No significant hazards consideration
commente received: No

Lecal Public Document Room
location: Cedar Rapids Public Library
426 Third Avenue, S.E., Cedar Rapids
lowa 5240

Effeciive date

lowa Electric Light and Power Company,

Docket No. 50-331, Duare Arnold
Energy Center, Linn County, lowa

N § f
‘

ate of apg né
April 12, 1984

Brief descriptic f amendment. T}
amendment revises the Technical
Specifications to meet a new rule on
reporting requir
some administrative changes

August 24, 1984

1ts and to make

DPR-49. Amendmen
Technical Specificatior

Date of instial notice Federal
Register: June 20, 1984 (49 FR 253¢

he Commission’s rel
of the amendr i8 contain )
Safety Evaluation dated August 24, 1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Pul Document Rooi
n: Cedar Rapids Public Library
426 Third Avenue, S.E., Cedar Rapids
lowa 52401

lowa Electric Light and Power Company,
Docke: No. 50-331, Duane Amold
Energy Center, Linn County, lowa

Date of application for amendme
August 29, 1978, as supplemented
November 5, 1981 and March 18, 1984

Brief description of amendment: This
amendment revises the Technical
Specifications to incorporate changes
resulting from compliance with these 10
CFR 50, Appendix ] requ

do not require future plant

rements which
modifications

€. August 24, 1984
Effective date August 24, 1984

Amendment No.: 108

Fi ties Upe aling License No
DPR-48. Amendment revised the
Technical Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: October 26, 1983 (48 FR 49588)
and May 23, 1984 (49 FR 21831)

'he Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 24, 1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Documer
location: Cedar Rapids Public Library
426 Third Avenue, S. E., Ceaar Rapids
lowa 5241

Nate of N
Date ssuan

' R
foon

lowa Electric Light and Power Company
Docket No. 50-331, Duane Amold
Energy Center, Linn County, lowa

Date ".,"' '} f

January 27, 1984

Brief des:

ption of amendment: The
amendment revises the Techn

ns pertaining to NUREG
0737 TMI Action Plan ltem ILF1.3

Specificatl

related to containment high-range
tors only. Other items in
1964 apg

racdiation mor
the January 27
handled in separate ac

ysptember 4

Federal
1984 (46 FR 10
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No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Cedar Rapids Public Library.
428 Third Avenue, S. E., Cedar Rapids,
lowa 52401.

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
(NNECO), Docket No. 50-245, Millstone
Nuclear Generating Station, Unit No. 1,
New London County, Connecticut

Date of application for amendment:
February 1, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
Technical Specification changes
proposed by the amendment request
modify the Appendix A Technical
Specifications to include provisions for
the new steam tunnel ventilation
rie-liation monitoring system.

Date of issuance: September 14, 1984,

Effrctive date: September 14, 1984.

A 1weadment No. 100.

Provisional! Operating License No.
UPR-21. The amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: April 25, 1984 (49 FR 17867).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 14.
1984, ,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Pubiic Documen’ "uom
location: Waterford Public Library, Rope
Ferry Road, Route 156, Waterford,
Conneciicut 06358,

Northeast Nuciear Energy Company, et
al., Docket No. 50-336, Millstone
Nuc'ear Power Station, Unit No. 2, Town
of Waterford, Connecticut

Date of application for amendment.
Octaber 12, 1963 as supplemented May
i0, 1984

Brief description of amendment: This
amendment modified the Technical
Specifications as follows: (1) Revised
the pressurizer level band to a wider
range during periods of normal!
operation: and (2) Imposed more
restrictive operability requirements for
the pressurizer heaters.

Date of issuonce: September 5, 1984

Effective date: September 5, 1984

Amendment No.: 97,

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
65. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 22, 1983 (49 FR
52804 at 52817) The May 18, 1984 letter
provided clarifying information for each
transient and accident analysis affected
by the proposed amendment and did not
revise the initial noticing action

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a

Safety Evaluation dated September 5.
1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

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

Date of application for amendment:
March 30, 1964,

Brief description of amendment:
Revises the Technica: Specifications to
extend the allowable interval between
integrated containment leakage rate
tests, add requirements pertaining to the
recently-installed intake structure
sprinkler system, and make various non-
safety related changes to the Technical
Specifications.

Date of issuance: August 15, 1984.

Effective date: August 15, 1984,

Amendment No. 25.

Facility Operating License No. DPR~
22. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: May 23, 1984 (49 FR 21832).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 15, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Environmental Conservation
Library, Minneanolis Public Library. 300
Nicollet Mall, M:nneapol.s, Minnesota.

Northern States Power Company,
Docket Nos. 50-282 and 50- 308, Prairie
Island Nuclear Generating Flant, Unit
Nos. . and 2, Goodhue County,
Minnesota

Date of application for amendment:
April 10, 1984 as supplemented July 9,
1984

Brief description of ar: -ndment: The
amendments revised the TS to
implement the requirements of NUREG~
0737 Items I1.B.3, [LF.1.2, and [11LD.3.4
and correct typographical erross.

Date of issuance: September 12, 1984,

Effect.ve date: September 12, 1984,

Amendment Nos.: 70 and 64.

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-
2 and DPR-60. Amendmenis revised
the Technical Specifications.

Date of initicl notice in Federal
Register Jure 20, 1984 (49 FR 25250 at
253487).

The licensee’s letter of uly 9. 1984
provided information on new
methodology for estimation of
incapacitation times following
exposures to toxic gases which was
utilized during performance of a control

room habitability study and resulted in
a significant reduction in the number of
toxic chemicals that would have to be
monitored to assure an adequate
habitability of the control room. Use of
the new methodology conclud. s that
only the chlorine detection is necessary
to meet the requirements of NUREG-
0737 Item [11.D.3.4. The new
methodology would affect our
conclusion of the safety evaluation
issued by letter dated April 9, 1982.
Therefore our initial safety evaluation
on NUREG-0737 Item II1.D.3.4 related to
the toxic gases originating from off-site
sources will be revised to reflect the
results of the new methodology before
putting TSs in place. The license
withdrew from consideration the
proposed Toxic Gas Monitoring System
TS requested in the April 10, 1984
application.

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendments is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 12,
1984,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Environmental Conservation
Library, Minneapolis Public Library, 300
Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota.
Omaha Public Power District. Docket
No. 50-285, Fort Calhoun 3tation, Unit
No. 1, Washington County, Nebraska.

Date of application for amendment.
October 3, 1983 as supplemented June
22,1984,

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment updated the surveillance
capsule removal schedule (Table 3-7).

Date of issuunce: September 7, 1984.

Effective date: September 7, 1984.

Amendment No.: 83.

Focility Operating License No. DPR-
40. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 22, 1983 (48 FR
52819). Supplemental information was
received from the licensee after the
initial notice » ~# ;uiblished in the
Federal Register. This supplemental
information did not affect the discussion
which was contained in the original
notice. On this basis. we did not
renotice the application.

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Ev. .uation dated September 7.
1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: W. Da'e Clark Library. 215
Soutt 15th Street, Omaha, Nebraska
68102
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Omaha Public Power District, Docket
No. 50-285, Fort Calhoun Station, Unit
No. 1, Washington County, N+~ raska

Date of application for amendment:
June 8, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment changed the administrative
controls section »f the technical
specifications to reflect changes to the
plant support and plant organizations.

Date of issuance: September 7, 1984.

Effeciive date: September 7, 1984.

Amendment No.: 84.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
40. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: July 24, 1984 (49 FR 29902 at
29915).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 7,
1984,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: W. Dale Clark Library, 215
South 15th Street. Omaha, Nebraska
68102.

Portland General Electric Company, et
al., Docket No. 50-344, Trojan Nuclear
Plant, Columbia County, Oregon

Date of application for amendment:
April 27, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment makes miscellaneous
changes involving fire protection and
administralive controls.

Date of issuance: August 17, 1984.

Effective date: August 17, 1964,

Amendment No.: 92.

Facility Operating License No. NPF-1.

Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: June 20, 1984 (30 FR 25350 at
25370).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a

Safety Evaluation dated August 17, 1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No comments
received.

Location of Local Public Document
Room: Multnomah County Library, 801
S.W. 10th Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

Portland General Electric Company, et
al., Docket 9. 50-344, Trojan Nuclear
Tlant, Columbia Zounty, Oregon

Date of application for amendment
April 24, 1984 as supplemented June 1,
1984,

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment incorporated technical
specifications for some equiprient

added or modified as a result of post-
TMI safety improvements approved by
the Commission in NUREG-0737. The
amendment request was submitted in
response to NRC Generic Letter 83-37.
Items included in this amendment are:
reactor coolant system vents (ILE.1),
auxiliary feedwater pumps (11LE.1.1),
containment pressure monitor (I'.F.1.4),
containment hydrogen monitor (ILF.1.6),
and control room habitability (1i1.D.3.4)
(chlorine detectors).

Date of issuance: September 5, 1984.

Effective date: September 5. 1984.

Amendment No.: 93

Facility Operating License No. NPF-1.
Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Faderal
Register: June 20, 1984 (49 FR 25350 at
25369) and July 24, 1984 (49 FR 29902 at
29918).

The Commission’s relatad evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 5,
1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No comments
received.

Location of Local Public Document
Room: Multnemah County Library, 801
S.W. 10th Avenue, Po-tland, Oregon.

Power Authority of the State of New
York, Docket No. 50-333, James A.
FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant,
Oswego County, New York

Date of cpplication for amendment:
February 20, 1981.

Brief description of amendment: The
revision of the Te :hnical Specifications
adds the use of the term “operable” as it
applies to safety systems in power
reactors. The change includes a
definition of "operable” as well as a
section on operability requirements in
the Limiting Conditions for Operation
and surveillance section of the
Technical Specifications.

Date of issuance: August 28, 1984,

Effective dute: August 28, 1984,

Amendmert No.: 83.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
59. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initiai notice in Federal
Register: |11y 20. 1983, 48 FR 33085.

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amé ndment is contained in a

Safety Evaluation dated August 28. 1984,

No significant hazards consideration
commen's received: No.

Local Public Document Room
locatior: Penfield Library, State

University College of Oswego, Oswego,
New York.

Public Service Electric and Gas
Company, Docket No. 50-311, Salem
Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 2,
Salem County, New Jersey

Date of application for amendment:
june 30, 1983.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment adds License Conditions
which ensure the implementation of fire
protection modifications on Unit 2.

Date of issuance: August 30, 1984,

Effective date: August 30, 1984.

Amendment No.: 25.

Fecility Operating License No. DPR-
75: Amendment revised the Salem Unit 2
license.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 22, 1983 (48 FR
52822).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 30, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments have been received.

Local Public Document Room
location: Salem Free Library, 112 West
Broadway, Salem, New |ersey 08079

Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation,
Docket No. 50-244, R. E. Ginna Nuclear
Power Plant, Wayne County, New York

Dcte of amendment requests: August
1. 1983 and January 20, 1984.

Description of amendment request:
The amendment approves changes to
the Technical Specifications (TS} which:
(1) consolidate the positions of
Superintendent of Nuclear Production
and Superintendent of Ginna: and (2)
recognize certain organizational title
changes within the Rochester Gas and
Electric Corporation,

Date of issuance: August 14, 1984

Effective date: August 14, 1984.

Amendment No.: 63.

Provisional Operating 1. “ense No.
DPR-18. Amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notices in Federal
Register: May 23, 1964 (49 FR 21838 and
21837).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 14, 1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Rochester Public Library, 155
South Avenue, Rochester, New York
14604



Southern Cal fornia Edison Company et
al., Docket Nos. 50-206/361/362, San
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Unit
Nos. 1/2/3, San Diego County,
California

Date of application for amendment:
December 16, 1983 as modified April 2,
19684

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment approves changes to the
Physical Security Plan which (1)
consolidate several adjacent vital areas
into a single vital area: (2) reduce the
size of several large vital areas by
compression of the boundaries: and (3)
move certain equipment not required for
safety outside of the vital boundary.

Date of issuance: August 7, 1984.

Effective date: Amendment (s
effective upon issuance and shall be
fully implemented upon completion of
modifications but no later than January
1. 1985,

Amendments Nos.: 78, 23, and 12,

Operating License Nos. DPR-13, NPF-
10 and NPF-15 respectively:
Amendments revised the licenses.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: May 23, 1984 (49 FR 21839).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 7, 1984,

No significant hazards ronsideration
comments received: No.

Locel Public Docume:it Room
location: San Clemente Branch Library,
242 Avenida Del Mar, San Clemente,
California 92672.

Southern California Edison Company,
Docket No. 50-206, San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station, Unit No. 1, San
Diego County, California

Date of application for amendment:
December 12, 1983 as supplemented
March 20, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment approves changes to the
Technical Snecifications to add the
radiolugical effluent technical
specifications necessary to implement
the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix | The amendment provides
new Technical Specification sections
defining limiting conditions for
operation and surveillance requirements
for radioactive liquid and gaseous
e1fluent monitoring, concentration. dose
and treatment of liquid, gaseous a« !
solid wastes and total dose.

Date of issuance: August 27, 1984

Effective date: January 1. 1985

Amendment No. 79

Provisional Operating License No
DPR-13. The amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register May 23, 1984 (49 FR 21839)

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 27, 1984.

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Docuinent Room
location: San Clemente Branch Library,
242 Avenida Del Mar, San Clemente,
California 92672.

Southern California Edison Company,
Docket No. 50-208, San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station, Unit No. 1, San
Diego County, California

Date of application for amendment:
May 17, 1984

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment incorporates a license
sondition requiring (1) plant shutdown
for steam generator inspection within 6
equivalent months of operation after the
start of operation from the backfitting
outage that began on February 27, 1982,
(2) the inspection program be submitted
to the Commission at least 45 days prior
to scheduled, and (3) Commission
approval must be obtained before
resuming power operation following this
inspection. The license condition
requiring a shutdown within 6
equivalent months of operation after the
start of Cycle 8 operation is deleted.

Date of issuance: September 4, 1984.

Effective date: September 4, 1084

Amendment No. 80.

Provisiona! Operating License No.
DPR-13. The amendment modifies the
license.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: July 24, 1984 (49 FR 29920).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 4,
1984. No significant hazards
consideration comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: San Clemente Branch Library,
242 Avenida Del Mar, San Clemente,
California 92672.

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket
Nos. 50-259, 50-26( and 50-296, Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2 and 3,
Limestone County, Alabama

Date of application for amendment
December 17, 1982.

Briof description of amendment: The
amendments change the Technical
Specifications to permit the main steam
line high temperature isolation function
to be made inoperable for up for four
hours for testing and maintenance
purposes.

Date of issuance: August 15, 1984

Effective date: August 15, 1984

Amendment Nos. 110, 103 and 76,

Fac'lity Operating License Nos. DPR-
13, DPR-52 and DPR-68 Amendment
revised the Technical Specifications
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Date of initial notice in Federal
R« gister: November 22, 1983 (48 FR
52832).

The Commission's related evalnation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 15, 1984

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Athens Public Library, South
and Forrest, Athens, Alabama 35611.

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket
Nos. 50-260 and 50-296, Browns Ferry
Nuclear Plant, Units 2 and 3, Limestone
County, Alabama

Date of application for amendment:
September 21. 1981, as supplemented
June 3, 1982

Brief description of amendment The
amendments revise the Technical
Specifications to change the neutron
flux trip setting adjustment factor from a
limiting safety system setting to a
limiting condition for operation with a
six hour action statement.

Date of issuance: August 17, 1984.

Effective date: August 17, 1984,

Amendment Nos. 104 and 77.

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR~
52 and DPR-68. Amendment revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 22, 1083 (48 FR
52828).

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated August 17, 1964,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Pullic Document Room
location: Athens Public Library, South
and Forrest, Athens, Alabama 35611,

Tennessee Valley Authority, Docket No.
50-296, Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant,

Date of application for amendment:
January 23 and |.ne 6, 1984,

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment revises the Technical
Specifications to reflect changes in
instrumentation requirements, test
and surveillance requirements as we
as in administrative changes resuiting
from modifications made during the
current refueling outage. Changes
related to the reload were issued in
Amendment No. 70

Date of issuance: August 27, 1984

Effective date: August 27, 1984,

Amendment No. 78.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
64 Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register May 23, 1984 (40 FR 21841)
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The lune 6, 1994 letter did not add or
modify any of the January 23, 1984
change requests: it only withdrew some
of thrm, therefore no additional notice
was issued subsequent to May 23, 1964,

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in &
Safety Evaluation dated August 27, 1964,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No,

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

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

Date of application for amendment:
November 5, 1982,

Brief description of amendment: The
amendments change the Technical
Specifications to increase the Main
Steam Isolation Valve (MSIV)
surveillance test interval.

Date of issuance: September 4, 1984,

Effctive date: September 4. 1984,

Amendment Nos.: 111, 105 and 79.

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-
41, DPR-52 and DPR-68. Amendment
revised the Technical Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: January 26, 1984 (49 FR 3356).

The Commission’s related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in a
Safety Evaluation dated September 4,
1964

No significant hazards consideration
commnets received: No.

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

The Toledo Edison Company and The
Cleveland Electric
Company, Docket No. 50-348, Davis-
Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 1,
Ottawa County, Ohio

Date of applications for amendment:
July 10, 1981 as revised May 2, February
22, and August 18, 1989

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment modifies Technical
Specifications (TSs) 48.1.1.2 and 48.1.2
to correct errors concerning surveillance
testing of the diesel generators to
demonstrate operability. The
amendment also corrects typographical
errors in TS 6.91.5b and TS Tubile 3.6-2

Date of issuance: August 27, 1984

Effective date: August 27, 1964

Amendment No. 78.

Facility Operating License No. NPF<3
Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initial notices :n Federal
Register: December 21, 1085 (48 FR
56514) and January 26. 1984 (40 FR 3457)

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment is contained in &
Safety Evaluadon dated August 27, 1984,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of Toledo Library,
Documents Department, 2801 Bancroft
Avenue, Toledo, Ohio 43608.

(EXIGENT OR EMERGENCY
CIRCUMSTANCES)

During the 30-day period since
publication of the last monthly notice,
the Commission has issued the following
amendments. The Commission has
determined for each of these
amendments that the application for the
amendment complies witn the standards
and requirements of the Atomic
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
license amendment,

Because of exigent or e
circumstances associated wi tho date
the amendment was needed, there was
not time for the Commission to publish,
for public comment before issuance, its
usual 30-day Notice of Consideration of
Issuance of Amendment and
No Significant Hazards Consideration
Determination and Opportun ty for
Hearing For exigent circumstances, a
press release seeking public comment as
to the proposed no significan. hazards
consideration determination was used,
and the State was consulted
telephone. In circumstances
failure to act in a timely way would
have resulted, for example. in derating
or shutdewn of a nuclear power plant, &
shorter public comment period (less
than 30 days) has been offered and the
State consulted by telephone whenever
possible

Under its regulations, the Commission
may issue and make an amendment
immediately effective, notwithstanding
the pendency before it of a request for a
hearing from any person, in advance of
the holding and completion of any
required hearing. where it has
determined that no significant hazards
consideration is involved

The Commission has applied the
standards of 10 CFR 5092 and has made
u hinal determination the! the
amendment involves no significant

hazards consideration. The basis for this
determing.ion is contained in the
documents related to this action.
Accordingly. the amendments have been
issued and made effective as indicated.

Unless otherwise indicated, the
Commission has determined that these
amendments satisfy the criteria for
categorical exclusion in accordance
with 10 CFR 51.22. Therefore, pursuant
to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental
impact statement or environmental
assessment need be prepared for these
amendments. If the Commission has
prepared an environmenta! assessment
under the special cricumstances
provision in 10 CFR §1.22(b) and has
made a determination based on that
assessment, it is so indicated.

For futher 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, Salety
Evaluation and/or Environmental
Assessment, as indicated. All of these
items are available for public inspection
at the Commission’s Public Document
Room. 1717 H Street, NW.. Washington,
D.C.. and at the local public document
room for the particular facility involved

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be
ob!uch upon request addressed to the
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention;
Director, Division of Licensing.

The Commission is also offering an
opportunity for a hearing with respect to
the issuance of the amendments. By
October 29, 1984, the licensee may file a
request for a hear ng with respect to
issuance of the amendment to the
subject lacililK 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
Practice for Domestic Licensing
Proceedings” in 10 CFR Part 2. If &
request for a hearing or petition for
leave to intervene is filed by the ubove
date, the Commission or an Alomi¢
Safety and Licensing Bouard, designated

the Commission or by the Chairman
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel, will rule on the request
and/or petition and the Secretary ot the
designated Atomic Sulety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of hearing or
an appropriate order

As required by 10 CFR 2714,
petition for leave to intervene shall set
fo th with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding and how
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Georgia Power Company, Oglethorpe
Power Corporation, Municipal Electric
Authority of Georgia, City of Dalton,
Georgia, Docket No. 50-368, Edwin |
Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unit Ne. 2, Appling
County, Georgia
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Avenue. E. 11B 33C, Knoxville.
Tennessee 37902

Local Public Document Room
location: Athens Public Library, South
and Forrest, Athens, Alabama 35611.

Tennessee V Authority, Docket No.
50-328, Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Unit 2,
Hamilton County, Tennessee

Date of application for amendment:
July 11, 1984.

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment authorizes a one-time 36-
hour extension of the time allowed for
ECCS operability with one centrifugal
charging pump inoperable.

Date or issuance: August 23, 1964.

Effective date: luly 11, 1984,

Amendment No.: 27.

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
79. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications.

Public comments requested as to
proposed no significant hazards
consideration: No.

The Commission's related evaluation
is contained in a Safety Evaluation
dated August 23, 1984,

Attorney for licensee: Herbert S.
Sanger, Jr., Esq., General Counsel,
Tennessee Valley Authonty, 400
Commerce Avenue (E11B 33), Knoxville,
Tennessee 37902.

Local Public Document Room
location: Chattanooga-Hamilton County
Bicentennial Library, 1001 Broad Street,
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401.

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 20th day
of September 1964,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Donaid E. Sells,

Acting Chief. Operating Reactors Branch No.
3. Division of Lucensing
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