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radiation monitor exceeded its alarm setpoint. The staff's review of the ODAM
did not reveal any guidance within that document 1f an offgas release exceeded
the setpoint for the offgas radiation monitor.

The licensee's January 27, 1992, submittal referenced the procedures which
fdentify appropriate actions in the event that MSLRMs and/or offgas monitors
detect high radiation. The licensee indicated that the appropriate procedure
would be revised to specifically direct the operztor to request a reactor
coolant sample from the Chemistry Department in the event of a confirmed high
MSL vadiation condition. The licensee also stated that the ODAM contains
grocedures for controlling the setpoint of the offgas pre-treatment monitor,
his monitor's alarm is set to satisfy the DAEC TS by alarming at a value
equivalent to 1.0 Ci/sec of noble gases after 30 minutes delay in the offgas
holdup Tine. If this setpoint is exceeded, a procedure directs the operator
to confirm the high activity and monitor the MSLRMs and offgas system
operation. The operator is also referred to another procedure which contains
a step that directs the operator to request the Chemistry Department to
perform an isotopic analysis of the reactor coolant. The staff’'s further
review of the ODAM revealed no procedures for controlling the setpoint of the
offgas pre-treatment monitor, Therefore, the staff has concluded that the
licensee should, consistent with their January 27, 1992 submittal, ensure that
such procedures are contained in the ODAM. With their incorporation into the
ODAM, Condition 3 is addressed to the staff’s satisfaction.

In NEDO-31400 it was stated that some early vintage BWRs have plant operating
procedures which allow continued bypassing of the offgas treatment system
until Tate in power ascension. This operating mode was considered acceptable
provided the offgas radiation monitors, pre-treatment and post-treatment, are
being utilized to automatically isolate the offgas treatment bypass line
and/or the offgas process line before the acceptable release rates are
exceeded. The topical report stated that the pretreatment monitor is typi-
cally in the TS and has requirements for periodic calibration and functiona)
testing. The licensee did not address this in the August 30, 1991, submittal.

In response to the NRC's inquiry on this matter, the licensee stated in the
January 27, 1992, submittal that existing procedures do not allow continued
bypassing of the offgas treatment system and that the appropriate procedure
refterates the TS 2.15.€.]1 requirements that at least one trai.. of charcoal
beds in the offgas system be placed in cperation to treat radioactive gases
within 4 hours after commencing operation of the main condenser air ejectors.
The 1icensee also stated that the requirements for the offgas post-treatment
and pre-treatment radiation monitors are addressed in existing TS 3.2.D.1 and
are included in Table 3.2-D, "Radiation Monitoring Systems that Initicte
and/or Isolate Systems." Based upon the above, the staff has concluded that
the bivpassing of the offgas treatment system unti) late in the power ascension
is not an issue for DAEC.



3.0 STATE CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission’s regulations, the lowa State official was
notified of the proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official had ne
comments.

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

This amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR
Part 20 or changes a surveillance requirement. The staff has determined that
the amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts, and no signifi-
cant change in the types, of any effluents that ma{ be released offsite, and
that there is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupationa)
radiation exposure. The Commission has previously issued a proposed findina
that the amendment involves no significant hazards consideration and there has
been no public comment on such finding (56 FR 49922). Accordingly, the amend-
ment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10
CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental impact
statement or environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the
issuance of the amendment .

5.0 CONCLUSION

The staff has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(l% there 1s rcasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public
will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission’s regulations,
and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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