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By our letter dated Sentember 13, 107¢ d requirements established
as @ result of our review of the Three mile Isitand (Unit ?) accident ¢

a1l operatino nurlear power plants, Certain of these requirements,
designated Lessons Learned Cateagory "A", included Section 2.1.3.a of

NUREG-0572 dated July 1979, Direct Indication of Valve Position,
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The licensee's amendment request describes the results of their analysis In

their evaluatior they note that, because the header thermocouples have not
been previ ly used as substitutes for the relief valve backup irdicator
thermnenun) channel calibrations have not been performed on them. Becauce
containme entry is required to do such a calibration, the licensee hac
proposed increasing the channel check frequency instead. Calibratior of a
thermocoup’e is meaningless because the gain is fixed, Thus calibration is
oi:lv @ check against an independent standard at several poirts instead of
against similar devices at a single point. Consequently calibration of the
"new" thermocouple is not required until the nex* plant cold shutdown.
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the next cold shutdown when TS 3.12.C will require the licensee te repair the
inoperable thermocounle befnre rectart from the cold shutdown. The licensers
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The licensee stated in its letter dated June 28, 1985, that there had been
no pricr indication that the thermocouple's performance was questionahle
i its behavior wes observed on Monday, June 24, 1985. The NRC Pesidert
Inspector at Ovster Creek agreed with the licensee's characterization of the
thermocouple's auestionable performance. The staff has reviewed the emeragen
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ccordance with 10 CFR 50.91(a)(5&) . The
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3.2 Fina)l Mo Sigrificant Hazards Consideration Determination

The relief valve position indication incorporated in the TS in Amendment 54
dated March 29, 1081 was tc address TMI-2 Lessons Learned Category "A™
requirement 2.1.3.a in NUREG-0578 dated July 1079, The staff's evaluation

in its SE for Amendment 54 stated that its requirements for installatior

of a reliable position indicating system for relief valves were based on

the need tn provide the operator with a diagnostic aid to reduce the ambiguity
between indications that might indicete either an open relief valve or a

small line break,

In its letter dated Jure 28, 1985, the licensee has stated that the
existing thermocnuple in each of the two common discharge headers
downstream of the relief velves has sufficient sensitivity to be a
substitute “or the inoperable backup relie® valve indicator thermocouple
immediately downstream of its relief valve. The backup thermocouple is
closer to the relief valve than the thermeceuple in the common discharge
header and would be more sencitive: however, the licensee states that
header thermocouples should provide an indication 0f less than 0,1% of rated
relief valve steam flow, The relief valve position indicator backup
thermocouples read out outside the control room; the thermocouples on the
common discharge header read out in the control room.

In short, the common discharoce hezder thermocouples should provide backup
relief valve position indicatior escentially equivalent to that provided by
the now inoperable backup thermocouple which the cormon discharge header
thermocouple would replace, (In addition to this header thermocouple,

there is torus pool water temperature indication--the relie® valves discharge
to the torus penl--and reactor water level indication in the control room. A
signi€icant loss of coolant through an open relief valve would be indicated by
ricine torus pool water temperature and falling reactor water leve! until
alarm setpoints were reached,) Therefore, authorizing the use of the common
discharge header thermocouples as a substitute for an inoperable backup relief
valve position indicator thermocouple (1) does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or corsequences nf a oreviouslv evaluated accident,
(2) does nnt create the possibilitv of 2 new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluzted and (23) does not involve a sianificant
reduction in a marain of safety. Rased on this, the staff concludes that the
requested action does no* rvelve a siagnificant hazards consideration.

3.3 State Consultation

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, consultation was held with
the State nf New Jersey, Bureau n* Padiation Protection, by telephone on

June 76 and July 1, 1985, The State of New Jersev expressed no concern

over the licensee's proposed amendment. No other comments were solicited or
received. A notice of the proposed amendment was not published in the Federal
Register due to the lack of sufficient time ‘or public comment prior to the
Monday, July 1, 1985, date wher the amendment had to be authorized to prevent
the plant from shutting down.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION :

This amerdment involves a change in the installation or use of facility
components located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFP Part 20
and charces to the surveillance requirements, The staff has

determined that the amendment involves no sianificant increase in the
amounts, and no siqrificant change in the types, of any effluents that may
be released offsite and that there is no significant increase ir individual
or cumulative cccupational radiation exposure. The Commission has made

a final finding that this amendment involves no siagnificant hazards
consideration, Accordinaly, this amendment meets the eligibility

criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 51.27(c)(9).
Pursuant to 10 CFP 51,22(b) no environmental impact statement or _
environmental assessment need be prepared in connectinn with the issuance
of this amendmert,

CONCLUSION

The staff has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) the amendment does not (a) siarificently increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previeusly evaluated, (b) create the
possibility of a new or differert kind of accident from any previously
evaluated or (c) significantly reduce 2 safety margin and, therefore, the
amendmert does not invelve significant hazards considerations, (2) there
is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not
be endangered by operation in the proposed menner, and (3) such activities
will be conducted in compliarce with the Commissinn's regulations and

the issuance o€ this amendment will not be inimical to the common

defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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