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Note to: J. Scinto

From: J. Gray

SUBJECT: " EXIGENT" CIRCUMSTANCES FOR LASALLE 1 LICENSE AMENDMENT

In the attached package, the staff proposes a " press release" notice

(supposedly because of exigent circumstances) and a shortened coment

period (less than 30 days, calling for comments by 1/3/84) on a

( LaSalle 1 license amendment regarding testing of the diesel generators

(DGs). Under the existing LaSalle I license, three DGs are to be " fast

started once every 31 days. The proposed amendment would decrease the

fast start testing frequency ta once every 6 months for these 3 DGs and

allow the testing that is to be done every 31 days to have a prelube and

slow engine warmup period rather than a cold fast start. Supposedly,

elimination of the monthly fast start testing will decrease the

mechanical wear and tear on the DGs and make them more reliable.

The 3 DGs to which this LaSalle 1 amendment would apply will be common

DGs shared with LaSalle 2. The surveillance requirements for these 3

DGs proposed for the LaSalle ? license supposedly will require fast

start tests once every 6 months and allow the testing that is to be done

every 31 days to have a prelube and slow engine warmup period rather
:

than a cold fast start. The staff claims that an exigency for the
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's LaSalle 1 license amendment is created by the iminent issuance of the

LaSalle 2 license which will require fast starts for these 3 DGs only

once every 6 months. The argument apparently goes like this: .

the staff only recently determined that fast starts degrade*

DGs and shouldn't be done so often and only recently asked the

LaSalle1/icenseeto(1)proposetech. specs,forLaSalle2

requiring fast starts only once per 6 months (2) apply for a

license amendment for LaSalle 1 decreasing fast start

frequency to once every 6 months. The applicant promptly

applied.

issuance of the LaSalle 2 license, with the decreased fast*

( start frequency for these 3 DGs, is iminent. Once the

LaSalle 2 license is issued, these 3 DGs, common to both

LaSalle 1 and LaSalle 2, will be subjected to conflicting

surveillance requirements - i.e., the LaSalle 2 license will

require fast starts every 6 months whereas the LaSalle 1
-

license will require the same DGs to be fast started every 31

days. Therefore, the LaSalle 1 license must be amended by the

time the LaSalle 2 license is issued, and we have an exigency

warranting a short notice /coment period.

I disagree.

First of all, the Staff has not shown that this amendment is the kind of.

amendment that can involve an exigency. The Comission in its Statement
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of Considerations for the Sho11v regulations, indicated that an exigency

would exist when there is an amendment that would improve safety and the

opportunity for the improvement in safety would be lost if the amendment

is not issued quickly. It may be that this LaSalle 1 DG testing

amendment would improve safety (cut down on DG degradation), but there

is absolutely no reason to believe that the opportunity to improve

safety would be lost if the normal 30 day notice and comment period is

provided here. At most, providing the normal 30 day notice for this

amendment will result in only one additional fast start for these DGs

and that can't be very detrimental (if one additional fast start of

these DGs is a serious safety concern, then we ought to be issuing

orders all over the place prohibiting fast starts).

Secondly, the potential for conflicting testing requirements for these 3

DGs if the LaSalle 1 license is not amended quickly is completely

avoidable. The LaSalle 2 license has not yet been issued. The DG

testing requirements put into the LaSalle license can properly be

fashioned to eliminate any testing conflicts with the LaSalle 1 license

requirements for these 3 DGs in the interim period between issuance of

the Unit 2 license and the eventual amendment of the Unit I license.

Thus, a Unit 2 Tech. Spec. to the effect that these 3 DGs may be tested

either by

fast start testing every 31 days (consistent with existing*

LaSalle 1 requirement) or
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fast start testing every 6 months and testing with prelube and*

slow warmup every 31 days (consistent with LaSalle 1 license

after the pending amendment)
-

would eliminate any potential conflict.

In short, I don't see an exigent circumstnace here warranting a press

release and shortened notice period. This is just not the kind of

circumstance that was contemplated for that. I recommend that we return

this package to the Staff without concurrence and advise the Staff

(1) to prepare, for the LaSalle 1 amendment, the normal 30 day

advance notice

(2) to modify the LaSalle 2 Tech Specs, currently in preparation,

on testing for these 3 DGs to allow the licensee to test them

,

by fast starts every 31 days or*

by fast starts every 6 months and prelube with*

slow wannup testing every 31 days.
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