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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Bweekly Notice Apphcations and
Amendments to Operating Licenses
involving Mo Significant Hazards
Considerations

\ L. Background

> Pursuant to Public Law (P.L.) 97415,
- the Nuclear Regulatory Commiss on (the
" Commission) is publishing this regular
biweekly notice. P.L. 97415 revised
section 189 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended (the Act). to require
the Commission to publish notice of any
smendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under & new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Coramission the authority 1o issue and
make immediately effective any
smendment to an operating license upon
a determinaticn by the Coramission that
such amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration, netwithstanding
the pendency before the Commission uf
a request for 8 hearing from any person
This biweekiy notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from December
21,1887 through December 31, 1987. The
last biweekly notice was published on
December 30, 1987 (52 FR 49217).

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

The Commission has made a proposed
determination that the following
amendment requests involve no
significant hazards consideration. Under
the Commission's regulations in 10 CFR
5092, this means that operation of the
facilitv in accordance with the proposed
amendments would not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or
conse( uences of an acciden! previously
evaluated: or (2) creste the possibility of
a new or different kind of eccident from

. any accident previously evaluated. or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this

A 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 finsl
determination. The Commission will not
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normully make a final detesmination
unless it receives a request for a
hearing

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Rules and Procedures
Branch. Division of Rules and Records
Office nf Administration and Resource
Management, US Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555
and should cite the publication date and
page number of this Federal Register
notice. Written comments may also be
delivered to Room 4000, Maryland
National Bank Building, 7735 Ol¢
Georgetown Road, Bethesda, Maryland
from 815 a.m. to 5:00 pm. Copies of
writlen comments received may be
examined at the NRC Public Document
Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington,
OC. The filing of requests for hearing
and petitions for leave to intervene is
discussed below

By February 12, 1984 the licensee may
file a request for a hearing with respect
to issuance of the smendment 1o the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interes! may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes o participate as a party in the
proceeding must flle 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
designited Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of hearing or
an appropriate order

As required by 10CFR 2.714. &
petition for leave to intervene shall se!
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding. and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors (1) the nature of the
petitioner's right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner's
property. financial. or other interest in
the proceeding: and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in t{w proceeding on the
petitioner’'s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene
Any person who has filed a petition for

leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to fifteen (15) days prior to the
first prehearing conference scheduled in
the proceeding. but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to
the first prehearing conference
scheduled in the proceeding. & petitioner
shall file a supplement to the petition to
intervene which must include a list of
the contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter, and the bases for
each contention set forth with
reasonable specificity. Contentions shall
be limited to 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. -

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding. subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the oppommiti to
gnmcipm fully in the conduct of the

earing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

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

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after 18suance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment involves a significant
hazards consideration, any hearing held
would take place before the issuance of
any amendment.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice pericd such that failure
to act in & timely way would result, for
example, in derating or shutdown of the
facility, the Commission may issue the
license emendment before the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
provided that its final determination is
that the amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will consider all
g:bhc and State comments received

fore action is taken. Should the
Commission take this action. it will
publish a notice of issuance and pro, de
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for opportunity for @ hearing after
issuance. The Commission expects that
the need to take this action will occur
very infrequently

A reques! for a hearing or & petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission. U S
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555. Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch. or may
be delivered to the Commission's Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW .,
Washington, DC. 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
telephene call to Western Union at (800)
325-6000 (in Missouri (800) 342-6700)
The Western Union operator should be
given Datagram Identification Number
3737 and the following message
addressed to (Project Director)
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 alsc be
sent to the Office of the General
Counsel-Bethesda, US. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555. and to the attorney {or the
licensee

Nontimely filings of petitions for leave
to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board. that the petition and/or request
should be granted based upon &
balancing of factors specified in 10 CFR
2.714(a)(1)(i)-(v) and 2.714(d)

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment which is available for public
inspection at the Commission's Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW
Washington, DC, end at the local public
document room fc the particular facility
involved

Baitimore Gas and Electric Company,
Docket Nos. 50-317 and 50-318. Calvert
Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, Unit Nos. 1
and 2, Calvert County, Maryland

Date of amendment request: January
20, 1987

Description of amendment request:
The following proposed Technical
Specification (TS) changes are in
response to the BGAE application dated
January 20, 1887 The proposed TS
changes

{1) Modify the Unit 1 TS Limiting
Condition For Operation (LCO) 3.3.3.2
for incore detectors by placing
additional restrictions upon operability

Y
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lengthening the operating cvcles or 1o
increased periods between surveillance
testing from 12 10 18 months

The licensee's analysis of previous
fuel cycle CEA drop ume measu.ements.
which showed no adverse affects when
shifung from a 12-month (0 an 18-month
cycle. as well as the other surveillance
requirements that are performed to
determine CEA drop time. indicate that
the CEA drop time should not be
appreciably affected by the propesed 6
month extension of the surveillance
period of the TS 4.1 3.4.c 10 24 months
Hence the probability or consequences
of prevnoull'( evaluated accidents would
not be significantly increased

Also. the licensee has proposed a 6
month extension in the surveillance
interval of TS 4.3.3.2 b for performing
incore detector channel calibrations
The incore detector channe! calibration
excludes the neutron deteclors but
includes all electronic components The
chunnel calibration consists of two
parts (1) a resistance check of the cable
from the computer lermination to the
reaclor core. and (2) a check of the
abilnty of the computer 10 read a known
voltage level. The resistance check
verifies cable integrity A review of
resistance checks performed since the
initial startups of Calvert Cliffs Units 1
and 2 has been conducted No evidence
of cable degradation was found
However, all of the in-containment
cable 18 being replaced with
enviconmentally qualified cable The
design specification for the new cable
will ensure that it is at least as reliable
as the cable it replaces The second part
of the channe! calibration checks the
computer's ability 10 read a known
voltage level Three known signals are
input into the computer (1) a short
circuit, (2) a 150 millivolt signal and (3)
& 250 millivolt signal Proper computer
readings are verified for each test with
the voltages being between + 2
millivolts Other checks to venfy proper
computer operation are also performed
and include CRT and alarm printer
verification

Test data from the initial units’
startups to the present has been
reviewed to determine if performance
changed in an adverse manner over ime
and with the shift from a 12-month to an
18-month operating cycie. The licensee
noted no adverse trends and found that
all tests had been consistently
salisfaciory

In addition. performance of the power
distribution TS Survesllance
Requiremenis 4.221.2 and 4232 which
are @t least once per 31 mode 1 days
provides further assurance of the
operability of the incare detection
system. The licensee slales that if the

incore detector system was to be
inoperable. other methods are employed
lo carry ou! its monitoning and
calbration functions.

The licensee s analysis of previous
fuel cycle incore detection system
calibration data. which showed no
adverse trends when shifting from & 12-
month to kn 18-month cycle, as well as
the nower distribution surveillance
requirements that are impused at least
once every 31 days of mu.e 1 operation,
indicate that the operability of the
incore detectors should nut be
appreciably affected by the propased 6-
month extension to 24 months of the
surveillance interval of TS 4.3.3.2.b for
performing incore detector channel
calibrations. Hence, the probability or
consequences of previously evaluated
accidents would not be significantly
increased.

(i1} Create the possibility of a new or
different type of accident from any
accident previously evaluated :

The proposed changes only extend the
surveillance intervals for CEA drop time
testing and incore detector calibrations.
This proposal does not change any
system design or facility operation;
therefore 1t does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previcus!y evaluated.

(1] Invoive & significant reduction in
a margin of safety .

The margins olyulﬁy that could be
potentially affected by these changes
included the margin from resctor
coolant system overpressunzation and
the margins from peak centerline
temperature (PCT) and from the
depature from nucleate boiling (DNB).
due to & possible decrease in the
negative reactivity insertion rate on a
reactor trip and from inaccurate flux
monitioring due to degradation in the
incore detectors

However, a review of plant
surveillance history shows that (1) both
of these systems (CEAs and incore
detectors) have been extremely reliable,
and (2) the surveillance results of both
systema have routinely yielded excellent
results that were mdependent of the
time between surveillances (c
length. In addihon. in both cases there
exists other TS survedllance
requirements that monitor CEA and
incore detector performance and would
most likely indicate any ongoung
degradation wn either aystem. thus
mitigating any polential hazards
presented by extending the
surveillances intervals Thereiore, this
change does not invoive any significant
reduction in @ margin of safety

Based upon the above. the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the proposed
changes to TS Surveillance
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Requirements 4 134 cand4332b
involve no significant hazards
consideralions

Change No 3 proposes 1o modify the
Units 1and 2 TSSRa 47111113 for
cycling fire suppression water system
flow path valves that are not testahle
during plant operation and 47114 b for
the inspection. re-racking and
replacement of degraded coupling
gaskets for fire hoses inside
containment, by extending their
associated surveillance intervals from at
least once every 18 months to at least
once per refueling interval (24 months)

The interval for these surveillances is
18 months which corresponds to the
current refueling cycle. The extension of
the surveillance interval to 24 months is
requested to facilitate a 24-month
operating cycle

The licensee evaluated the proposed
change against the standards in 10 CFR
5092 and has determined that the
amendmen! would not.

(i) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
acciden! previously evaluated

The proposal 1o modify TS
Surveillance Requirement 4 7.11.11.1.3
affects only two fire suppression waler
system valves inside containment. LCO
37111.c at all times requires an
operable fire suppression water system
flow path that takes a suction from the
water storage tanks and transfers the
water through the distribution system up
1o the first valve before the water Now
alarm device on each sprinkler, hose
slandpipe or spray system nser. All
valves in this flow path can be tested
dunng unit operation with the exception
of the two valves inside containment
(the motor operated containment
isolation valve and & manuel block
valve). TS Surveillance Requirement
4.7.11.1.1.1.3 requires these two valves to
be tested by cycling and verifying flow
The licensee s results from & review of
plant history indicate that there has
never been a failure of either valve to
perform adequately. The licensee further
states that there is no evidence that & 6
month extension in this surveillance
interval between valve cycles would
adversely impact valve operation
Hence. the probability or consequence
of previously evaluated accidents would
not be signuficantly increased by the
proposed 6-month extension of the
surveillance interval of TS47 111113

The proposed moditication of TS
Surveillance Requirement 47,114 b
would affect only the inspection and
reracking of fire hoses inside
containment A review of previously
conducted containment fire hase
inspections reveaied no faiiures of the
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fire hoses The licensee stales tha! these
resul's were expected as it has been a
licensee policy 1o replace all fire hoses
inside containment on a three-year
frequency. The licensee intends, for the
24-month operating cycle, to
hydrosietically test or replace a!l
containment fire hoses every two years

Furthermore, test results have shown
that the hose coupling gasket material
has not degraded significantly over the
three.year interval between hose
replacements. Finally, during hose
inspection. there has never been
evidence of hose mildew. rot or similar
damage due to chemicals, abrasion,
moisture or normal wear. Thus, it is
unlikely that the containment fire hoses
would expirience any significant
degredation over the proposed 8-month
surveillance interval extension. Hence,
the probability or consequences of the
proposed change to TS 4.7.11 4.b would
not significantly increase the probability
or consequences of any previously
evaliated accidents.

(i1) Create the possibility of a new or
different type of accident from any
accident previously evaluated...

These proposed changes do not create
the possibility of any new or different
accidents as no plant modifications or
changes in system operation or
surveillance testing. other than test
interval. shall be made

{it1) Involve o significant reduction in
a margin of safety...

Extending the surveillance inte val for
these two tests does not involve &
significant reduction in any margin of
safety Efforts were made to extend the
surveillance interval of only those tests
that could not be performed during unit
operation (i.e.. testing and inspecting fire
hoses and fire suppression water system
valves inside containment) These
containment fire protection components
are generally inaccessible during unit
operation. and 80, will be tested during
refueling outages. However, the
likelthood of e fire inside containment
during unit operation is much smaller
than during outage work periods. Thus,
the likelihood of s fire occurring inside
containment that would damage safety
and safety-related systems will not be
significantly increased by this proposed
8- month test interval extension.
Therefore. the margins of safety
provided by these safety and safety-
related systems will not be significantly
reduced

Based upon the above, the NRC staff
proposes 10 determ. ne that the proposed
changes tc TSSRe 471111 {3 and
47114 b involve no significant hazards
considerations

Change No. 4 proposes to renumber
the Units 1 and 2TS SR ¢.711.21113 as

471111g2and TSSR471111g4as
47111181 snd to modify the Units 1
and 2TSSRe 4711118 4711.2bAC
and 4.7.11.4.¢ by making administrative
or more restrictive changes (o the
curren! surveillance requirements. The
proposed restrictive changes to the
survelllance requirements are as
follows:

(1) the surveillance interval for performing
& fire suppression water system Now tes! In
sccordance with TS 4.7.11 1 g would be
changed to ‘at ieast once per refueling
interval” (24 months) from the currently
required al leas! once per 3 years.'

(2) the spray and sprinkier system ¢yciing
test of each flow path valve would be
conducted a! leas! every 12 months
Currently only testable valves are required
to be cycled at least every 12 months by TS
471125 whereas TS 4.7.11 2¢.1.b reguires
the cycling of those not testable during plant
operation at least every 18 months. All of
these valves however are testable during
plant cperation. making TS 47,11.2¢1b
superfiuvous Consequently. the licensee has
proposed deletion of TS 4.711.2c1band of
the word “testadle” from the phrase "by
cycling each testable vaive in TS 47112 b,

(3] fire hose station vave operability and
hose hydrostatic tests currently are required
by TS 4.7 11 4 c (o be performed a! leas! once
per 3 years. The Licensee has proposed that
these tests on fire hose stations inside
containmen! be reguired 10 be performed a!
less! once during refueling interval (24
months)

On March 6, 1986, the NPC published
guidance in the Federal Register (51 FR
7751) concerning examples of
amendments that are not likely to
involve a mgnificant hazard
consideration

Two of the examples were (i) A
purely administrative change to
technical specifications: for example. &
change to achieve consistency
throughout the technical specifications,
correction of an error. or a change in
nomenclature” and “(ii) A change that
constitutes an additional limitation,
reatriction, or control not presently
included in the technicai specifications,
e g . 8 more stringent surveillance
requirement.” These proposals are such
administrative and more restrictive
changes as they simplify the TS to better
reflect plant conditions and also, require
surveiliances to be performed more
frequently,

Based upon the above, the NRC staff
agrees with the licensee's evaluation
and proposes to determine that the
proposed changes to TS 4.7.1111.13
4711118 47112b. Acand 47114
involve no significant harards
considerations

Local Public Document Room
Calver! County Library, Prince
Frederick. Maryland

1OCQ U0

Attorney for licensee: |ay E. Silberg
Esq.. Shaw Pittman Po!ts and
Trowbridge. 2300 N Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Project Director. Robert A
Capra. Director

Commonwealth Edison Company.
Docket Nos. 50-254 and 50-265 Quad
Cities Nuclear Power Station. Units 1
and 2. Rock Island County, lllinois

Dote of application for emendmen:
November 6. 1887 as supplemented by
December 16, 1987

Description of omendment reques!
The proposed amendmen! would revise
Tables 3.2:1 and 4.2-1 of the Quad Cities
Units 1 and 2. Technical Specifications
(TS) for High Pressure Core Injection
(HPCI) and Reactor Core Isolation
Cooling (RCIC) Systems Steam Line
High Flow Indication Instrumentation
More specifically, a TS amendment was
requested that would. (1) revise the
number of operable or tripped HPC] and
RCIC steam line high flow indication
instrument channels from & minimum of
four (4) channels to two (2) channels
this will correct a discrepancy that has
existed since the original TS were
issued. by making the number of
channels consistent with the original
design basis and actual plant
configuration. “nd (2) revise the HPC,
and RCIC high steam flow time delay
setting of 3 < t € 10 seconds to @ more
conservative settingof 3¢ 1< @
seconds: this change was recommended
by the Commonwealth Edison Company
(CECo. the licensee) Engineering
Department based upon Genera! Electr.c
(GE) Company analysis

Additionally. the TS amendment
would correct 8 typographical error in
the associated surveillance requiremen!
bases Current TS for Units 1 and 2
identify the high steam flow instrumen's
8812389 A thru D and 2-2389 A thru D
while the correct designations are 1-
2352, 1-2353. 2-2352 and 2-2353. The low
pressure instruments are listed as 1-
2352. 1-2353. 2:2352 and 2-2353 in the
Unite 1 and 2 TS, while the correct
das'gnations are 1-2389 A thru D and 2
2386 A thru D Instrument numbers for
the high stean flow instrumentation
were actually the designations for the
low pressure instrumentation while the
instrument numbers for the low pressure
instrumentation. are actually the
designations for the HPC! high steam
flow instruments. Revising these
instrument designations is considered to
be an administrative change

The spplication for amendment was
originglly noticed in the Federal Register
(52 FR 45884) on December 2. 198~
CECo supplemented their initial
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submitta! on December 16, 1987 1o
incorporate the proposed time delay
sething into applicable surveillance
requirements of Table 4. 21 This revised
tume delay setting for TS table 421 had
been inadvertently omitted from the
November 6, 1987 apphcation for
amendment.

Basis for proposed no significan!
harurds considerotion determination.
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether &
significant hazards consideration exists
as stated i (10 CFR 50.92/c)). A
proposed amendmen! 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 & significant increase in
the probability or consequence of an
acciden! previously evaluated. or (2)
cteate the possibilily of & new or
different kind of acciden! from any
accident previously evaluated or (3)
invalve a significan! reduction in a
margin of safety In accordance with 10
CFR 50 91/a). the licensee has provided
the following analvsis in their
amendment application addressing
these three standards

CECo has analyzed this proposed
amegdment and determined that
operation of the facility, in accordance
with the proposed amendment. would
not

1 Invelve a significan! increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously e sluated because

& Previously evalusted accidents were
hased on two channels for the RCIC and
HPCE steam Line Row indications rather than
four this means thal the ~yvaluations were
based on conditions (hat actualiy exist i ths
plant not the number of channels found (0
the curren! Technical Specifications Plant
operations and accident analyses are not
thanged

b The proposed time delay sering is lower
than the setting which currently exists
Operating with & maximum t:me delay setting
of nine secands 1s more conservative that the
previously approved ten second value

¢ Chanmog instrument des gnation 10
correct typogeaphical errors are considered to
be an adounistrative change and has no
ellect upon previously evaluated acudent
sCenanos

2 Create the possibility of & new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated because

a The number of HPCY and RCIC
instrumen) channels are corrected to reflact
the number of channels thet actually exist
and upon which the enginal sysiem design
was based The manner in which the plan:
has been. or will be operated does no
change Addithonally operating with &
minimum number of two nipped or operabile
HPC) or RCIC high fow instrumen! channels
1 more congervative than with four channels

b The new tims delay setting is more
conservalive than the value that currently
exists in the Quad Cities TS

¢ Correction of typographical errors are
considered 10 be admimistrative in nature and
have no effect on plant operation

3 Invoive 8 significant reduction in the
margin of safety because

a The number of HPCI and RCIC
instrument channels are corrected 1o reflect
actual plant configuration and origina)
design There are no changes being made to
hardware The proposed amendmen! does
not reduce the margin of safety since the
minimum number of operable ot tripped
channels will be more conservative

b The new maximum time delay setting
will be more conservative than the value
currently in TS

¢ Correction of typographical errors
inv.ive the designation for HPC)
iny umentation only salely margins are
unaffected

The Commission has reviewed the
licensee’s TS amendment request and
concurs with their analysis for no
significant hazards consideration
determination. Accordingly, the
Commission proposes to determine the
aflorementioned amendment request
does not involve a significan! hazards
consideration

Local Pubiic Document Room
location: Dixon Public Library. 221
Hennephin Avenue Dixon. llinois
61021

Attorney to licensee: Michae! | Miller,
Esq of Isham. Lincoin. & Beale at Three
First National Plaza Suite 5200,
Chicago. lllinois 60602

NARC Project Director: Daniel R
Muljer

Commonwealth Edison Company.,
Docket Nos. 50-254 and 50-265, Quad
Cities “Juclear Power Station, Units 1
and 2, Rock Island County, Illinois

Date of applicaiion for amendment:
December 22, 1967

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
Technical Specifications (TS) 3.2D.3
(refueling floor radiation monitor
setpoint) and associated bases, and TS
6.2.C.1 (review responsibilities for
changes to proced res)

Current TS establish a trip setpoint of
100 mR/hr for refueling floor rad.ation
monitors. Commonwealth Edison
Company (CECo. the licensee} has
proposed revising this setpoint to “less
than or equal to 100mR/hr" in order to
prevent possible inadvertent trips during
instrument calibration. These rad.ation
monitors are calibrated to 100 mR'hr
which does not allow for normal
instrument setpoint drift if the TS trip
setpoint is also at 100 mR 'hr.

Instead of allowing review and
approval responsibilities to be split up
among various subject areas as required

by present TS, the proposed amendmin!
would prescribe that all proceduns
changes “shail be reviewed and
approved by the Technica! Stafl
Supervisor the Assistan!
Superintendent. and depattment
head..". Altering review and appros !
responsibilities for changes 1o
procedures (identified in TS Section 6 A
and 6.B). in th.s fashion, should increase
consistency and improve uniformity for
all areas of plant activities Furthermore
this proposed amendment wiil also
elevate review responsibility to a higher
leve! of management

Basis for proposed ne sign:ficent
hazards consideration determingiic
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether a
significant hazards consideration exis!s
as stated in {10 CFR 50.82(c/] A
proposed amendment 1o 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 consequence 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 In accordance with 10
CFR 50 91(a}, the Licensee has provided
the following analysis in their
amendmen! application addressing
these three standards

CECo has analyzed this proposed
amendment and aetermined that
operation of the facility. in accordance
with the proposed amendment. would
not;

1 Involve & significant increase in the
probabulity or consequences of an acoidern
previously evaluated beiause the proposed
amendmen! merely establshes an upper
bound himit for the refuel Noor radiation
monitors consistent with wha! currently
exists in the Tech Specs This is considersd
10 be @ change in the conservative direction
and will not effect system design or safery
function

The proposed amendment also raises the
level of reviews for procedure changes o the
Assistan! Supenntendent leve! for al'
procedures identified in Section 82 A and
628 of the TS This change resvi!s in &
higher level of approval for changes 1o
procedures than is currently provided in the
TS This change is considered 1o be
administrative in nature and should improye
the quality of piant procedures used ta
operete the station

2 Creats *he poss bility of a new or
different kind of acc dent from any acoiden!
previously evaluated because the proposed
amendment does nol exceed the existing
setpoint for refuel Roor rediation monitoes
bu! rather makes 100mR ' he the upper
bounding value There are ne hardware



chunges not are there any new modes of
cperation associated wilh this amendment

Kevised rev ew and approval
responsibilities for procedures changes would
be an admimisirative change No new
equipment of modes of operation have been
intro | zed a9 & result of this TS revision
Revis.ig the authonzation level for procedure
changes 10 & highet level does n~t introduce
any new eguipment of modes of operation st
Qued Cities Station

3 Involve & mignificant reduction in the
margin of salety because the setpoint of
100mR /hr (s not being changed to a different
value but rather is becoming an upper
bounding value for the refuel floor radiation
monitors. This will prevent inadvertent trips
which may occur because of normal
instrument drift and unnecessary sysiem
challenges Any deviation from the 100mR /hr
seipoint allowed by the proposed TS change
would result in an increased margin (i e
radiation leve! setpoint is only allowed to be
lowered)

Section 8 revisions are considered 1o be
administrative in nature This TS revision
being proposed does not result in hardware
modifications tha! would effect the way plant
syslems are being operaled

The Commission has reviewed the
licensee's TS amendment request and
concurs with their analysis for no
s:ignificant hazards consideration
determination. Accordingly. the
Commission proposes to determine the
aforementioned amendment request
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration

Local Public Document Room
location: Dixon Public Library, 221
Hennephin Avenue, Dixon. lllinois
61021

Atltorney to licensee: Michael 1. Miller,
Esq of lsham. Lincoln. & Beale 8t Three
Firs! National Plaza. Suite 5200,
Chicago. lllinois 80602

NRC Project Director. Daniel R,
Muller

Consumers Power Company, Docket No.
50-253, Palisades Plant, Van Buren
County. Michigan

Dcte of amendment request May 2¢
1987

Description of amendment request
The proposed change would revise the
license condition for the receipt,
possession and use of byproduct, source
and special nuclesr matenial in
accordance with & standard generalized
forma! that allows flexibility in amounts
of such material in support of reactor
operation

Basis for prop.osed no significant
hazards consigeration determination
The licensee has evaluated this
proposec amendment for determining
whether or not it involves a significant
hazards consideration as follovs

The control of byproduct. source or special
nuclear myterial sources exceed:ng 100
millicuries i by approved Radiological

—

Services Department procedures which
contain information described in Reguiatory
Guide 1 70

The ability 10 handle sources has been
demonstrated a! Palisedes aince the
Provisional Operating License was issued.
Personnel qualifications. facilities. and
equipment and procedures for handling have
also been established Surveillance leak
testing to determine source leakage was
incorporated into the Technical Specification
Section 821, approved in Amendment No 88

The amount of reactor fuel which can be
received. possessed. and used may vary from
the presen! license Limit but will be limited by
available storage and amounts required for
operation,

The changes do not involve & significant
hatards consideration a! Palisades as this
change would not

(1) Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated This change revises the
license conditions for the amount of special
nuclear matenal source matenal and
byproduct materisl in accordance with the
NRC o letter of January 24. 195, with some
mod fication Provisions to ensute reacior
fuel is limited to amounts compatible with the
present possession amounts are controlied by
the amount of storage space and fue!
necessary for reactor operation as descred
in the FSAR

The sources will be adequately leak tested
stored and used and records will be
maintained as required by the Technical
Specification. Section 6.21

[2) Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed Approprate controls for
rece pt. handling and storage of the special
nuclear material, byproduct riaterial and
source material are in place and remain
unchanged as a result of this reques! to
ensure no new or different accident will be
created

(3] Involve a significan! reduction in &
margin of safety The contmls over the
rece pt. handiing and storage remain
unchanged as & result of this reques! These
controls will ensure no salety marg:n s
reduced

The Palisades Plant Review
Committee has reviewed this Technical
Specification Change Reques! and has
determined that this change involves no
significant hazards consideration

The Commission's staff has reviewed
the licensee's evaluation and agrees
The staff therefore proposes to
determine that this propesed
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration

Local Public Document Room
location: Van Zoeren Library. Hope
College. Holland. Michigan 49423

Attorney for licensee Judd L. Bacon,
Esq. Consumers Power Company. 212
West Michigan Avenue. Jackson
Michigan 48201

NRC Prowect Director Marun |
Virgilio

General Public Utilities Nuclear
Corporaticn, Docke! No. 50-320. Three
Mile Island Nuclear Station Unit 2 (TM!-
2). Dauphin County, Pennsyhania

Daie of amendment reques! Aypril 23
1987, revised October 26, 1967
November 9, 108", and December 4
1087,

Description of amendment reg.ovs!
The proposec amendment wou!d reiss
TMI-2 Operating License No DPR-*3 by
modifying Appendix A Technica!
Specilications Sections 2 - Safe!y Limits
3 - Limiting Conditions for Ops tation 3
4 - Basis for Limiting Conditions fur
Operations and Surveillance
Requirements, and 6 - Admuinisirative
Controls. Additionally. the proposal
would amend the Index. The proposed
amendment would extensively revise
the TMI-2 Technical Specifications to
align license requitements appropria's
to current, as well as future, plant
conditions through the remainder of the
current cleanup operations At the end
of the current cleanup operations the
licensee plans to place the facility into s
post-defueling monitored storage
condition (PDMS). The proposed
amendmen! allows for the transition
from the current defuciing phase throug!
the completion of defueling and offsite
fuel shipment by the incorporation of
technical specifications that are
applicable during specific phases or
modes of the cleanup Certain techn
specifications are retained during the
entire transition period while others are
phased out or modified as the clean.;
progresses. Phase-out of specific
requirements would be dependent on
the status of the cleanup as defined by
the {acility mode Three cleanup maodes
are proposed.

Mode 1 - The current condition during
which defueling and other major tasks
are in progress

Mode 2 - The period subsequen! to
defueling of the reactor vessel and the
reaclor coolant system but prior to
completion of the core debris shipping
program The possibility of criticality i»
the Reactor Building (RB) is preciuded
and no canisters containing core
material are in the RB

Mode 3 - The period subseguent 1o
shipment of the remaining core maternal
offsite

Thirty days prior to an anticipaled
change in mode, the licensee proposes 1o
submit to the NRC a report which
provides the basiy for the transition

As noted above the licensee has
defined Mode 1 es the current cleanug
condition and Mode 2 would begin
following the completion of delue!ing
The licensee s Mode 1 defueling program
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is expected to result in the removal of
greater than 94 ¢ of the reactor fuel
During Mode 1 all technical
specification requirements, with one
exception, currently in the License would
be muimtained This exception involves
the licensee's proposal 1o immediately
delete the requirement for NRC approva!
prior to changes in their Rad:ation
Protection Plan

After the transition from Mode 1 to
Modte 2 the systems and requirements
for monitoring and protecting the reactor
cote are no longer needed and the
licensee proposes their deletion The
Borarted Water Injection Ca, ability.
Reuctor Coolant Svstem Water Control
Resctor Coolant System Temperature
Control and Neutron Monitoring are
examples of systems and monitoring
capability which would no longer be
needed Additionally. the requirement
for licensed operators would no longer
be needed once the core material is
removed Also. the licensee proposes 1o
delite the requirement for preapproval
of procedures by the NRC

It transition from Mode 2 10 Mode 3
wiuld lurther reduce the operability
reguirements for certain plant systems
For example. with the removal offsite of
ali of the defueled core material, the
requirements lo maintain a specific
witer level and boron concentration for
Spent Fuel Pool A’ would be deleted
Addionally. bmitations on crane
opcration inside the Fuel Handling
Buiiding would be deleted and the
requirement for the collection of
meicorological deta would be
eliminated from the Technical
Spectfications

The hicenses also proposes a number
of wdmimstrative changes 1o the
Terhnical Specifications. Sections that
have been deleted in previous license
amendments would be completely
temoved from the Technica)
Specifications and no mention of their
pastancorporation in the license would
appear in the amended Technical
Specification Section 2. Safety Limits
previously deleted, would be revised to
state that there are no safety Limits
applicable to TMI- 2. The licensee also
proposes to revise the Technical
Specification Index to be consistent with
the deletions No extensive renumbering
of the remaining technical specifications
Is proposed

The hcensee proposes to change the
applicability of Technical Specifications
3331, Radiation Manitoring
Instrumentation 3338 Fire Detection
Instrumentation 3614 Internal
Pressure 3631 Containment Purge
Exhaust System 3761, Flond
Protecticn 379 Sealed Sources
37101, Fire Suppression W ater System

Vol 53 No

37102 Deluge/Sprinkler Systems
37104 Fire Hose Stations. 3.7 11
Penetration Fire Barriers: 39,121, Fuel
Handling Building Air Cleanup Exhaus!
System: 3.9.12.2. Auxiliary Building Air
Cleanup Exhaust System and 3913,
Accident Generated Water from
“Recovery Mode." which is the current
term for the ongoing cleanup operations
to "Modes 1. 2, 3" which is the licensees’
proposed terminology for the remainder
of the current cleanup effort
Accordingly. there would be a change n
the terminology but not in the
applicability of the requirements. To
parallel this change the licensee
proposes to delete from section 1.3 the
definition of “Recovery Mode™ and
replace 1t with the three modes
discussed above.

A revised definition of “Containmen!
Integrity” (Section 1.7} is proposed. The
new definition is consistent with the
current definition but has been modifiéd
to define specific criteria under which
double valve 1solation external to
containment would be allowed due 10
the unigue circumstances of T™M1-2
These criteria are similar to those which
fall under the present provision of
allowing double valve isclation outaide
containment in accordance with NRC
approval

A new definition of "Containment
Isolation” (Section 1.21) has been added
to the Definitions Seclion. The Lcensee
proposes to add this definition to
support the addition of Technical
Specificaticn 381 2 Containment
isolation requirements have been added
for Modes 2 and 3 to provide provisions
for mainta'ning the containment as a
contamination barner during these two
facility modes

The licensee proposes to change the
phase "Recovery Mode" to “Facility
Mode" in Section 3.0 1. Limiting
Conditions for Operation. to reflect the
use of modes in the applicability of
certain Technical Specifications

Proposed changes to Technical
Specification 3111, Borated Cooling
Water Injection, incorporate a mintmum
lemperature requirement in the action
statement and applicability of this
specification only during Mode 1
Borated cooling water injection
capability to the Reactor Coolant
System (RCS) to eliminate the
possibility of an inadvertent criticality is
only apphcable if there is fue! in the
RCS Once Mode 1 defueling is
completed there 1s no requirement for
borated water injection The minimum
temperature requirement was added 1o
the action statement to be consisten!
with the minimum temperature
requitements elsewhere in the
specification

8 /| Wednesday, January
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The licensee proposes to make
Technical Specification 311 2, Boton
Concentration Reactor Coolant System
apphicable only during Mode 1. Boration
of the RCS is for the prevention of an
inadverten! criticality. Once Mode 1
defueling 1s completed the poss Lility of
an inadvertent criticality is eliminated.
therefore, boration of the RCS is
unnecessary

The licensee proposes to modify
Technical Specification 3.1.1.3 Fuel
Transfer Canal and Fuel Storage Pool A
Baron Concentration. which currently
specifies boration of the Fuel Transfer
Canal and the Spent Fuel Storage Pool
“A" by removing the requiremen! for
boration of the Spent Fue! Pool and
placing it in a new section 31.1 4, Boron
Concentration-Spent Fuel Pool “A", and
mahking the remainder of 3.1.1.3,
pertaining only 1o the fuel transfer
canal and applicable only during Mode
1. Once Mode 1 defueling is compieted
there is no further need for the fuel
transfer canal and thetelore. no boration
requirements are necessary to avert
criticabity. During Mode 2 there may st
be canisters containing core debiris in
the Spent Fuel Pool "A". Therefore,
there would be a continuing requirement
to maintain boration of the fuel paol
The proposed section 3.1.1.4, pertaining
only to Spent Fuel Poo! "A"” would be
apphicable during Modes 1 and 2

The licensee proposes to make
Technical Specificetion 3311,
Intermediate and Source Range Neutron
Flux Monitors, applicable only during
Maode 1. Once Mode 1 defueling is
completed. the shuldown status of the
core 1s assured and the basis for
maintaining these monitors no longer
exists. The licensee also proposes 1o
delete from the action statement the
requirement that a Special Report be
submitted if the monitors are
inoperative According to 10 CFR 50.73
& licensee 1s required 10 submit a
Licensee Event Report (LER) when a
Technica! Specification Action
Statement has not been satisfied. The
requirement for a special report is
redundant with the requirements under
10 CFR 50 73 The LER would contain
the same information as required by the
Special Report

Technica! Specifications 33.2.
Engineered Safety Feature Actuation
Svstem (ESFAS) Instrumentation. would
be deleted by the licensee The current
technical specification requires the
operability of one ESFAS channel
related to the automatic starting of the
diesel generators with loss of offsite
power Amendment 27 deleted the
operability requirements for the diese!
generators There is no longer a basis for
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maintaining the ESFAS Instrumentation
operable

The licensee proposes to change the
applicability of Technical Specification
3.334. Meteorological Instrumentation
from Recovery Mode to Modes 1 and 2
and the time clock in the action
staiement would be changed from eight
hours to seven days. The potential off.
sile consequences of the worst case
accident during Mode 3, & fire in the
reactor building, is bounded by the
numerical guidelines of 10 CFR 80
Appendix | Since the basis for requiring
meteorological data is to evaluate the
need for initiating protactive measures
to grolocl the health and safety of the
public and the wors! case release is less
than the releases permitted under
Appendix | no protective measures
would be necessary Therefore there
would be no requirement to maintain
meteorclogical instrumentation for T™MI-
2 Changing the action statement
requiring an inoperable meteorological
monitering channel to be restored within
a specified period of time from 8 hours
1o 7 days is consistent with the
requirements of the B&W Standard
Technical Specifications and the T™MI.2
pre-accident Technical Specification
The requirement for the eight hour
timeclock was incorporated in Technical
Specification 3.3.3.4 by the NRC
Amendment of Order dated February 11,
1880 At the time of this Order, the
Reactor Building contained high
concentration of radioactive Krypton-85
as well as many other radionuclides. In
the event of a leak from the facility it
would have been and has been
important to have operable
meteorological instrumentation to
assess the consequences of the release
As the cleanup progresses the
magnitude of potentially airbome
radionuclides in the facility that could
be released to the environment has been
substantially reduced. Therefore. the
licensee concludes that the oniginal need
for the rapid restoration of
meteorclogical data channels no longer
exisls

The licensee proposed 1o change
Technical Specification 3.3.3.5. Essential
Parameter Monitoring lnstrumentation
The specification currently requires the
monitoring of the following essential
parameters (1) reactor building
pressure. (2) reacinr vessel water level
(3) incore temperature, (4) reactor
butlding water level, (5) borated water
storage tank ievel (6) steam generstor
level (7) spent fuel storage ponl “A "
water level. and (8) fuel transfer canal
(deep end) water level

The licensee propased to make
parame'ers 3. ¢ 5 and 6 applicable only

to Mode 1. The requirements for reactor
building pressure (1 above) has been
transferred 1o Section 4.6.1.4.8 of the
Recovery Operations Plar. The
requiremen! for reactor vessel water
level (2 above) has been transferred to
technical specification 3.4.2 the
requirement for spent fuel storage pool
YA water level (7 above) hes been
transferred o technical specification
3.9.1 and the requirement for fuel
transfer canal (deep end) (8 above) has
been transferred to technical
specification 3.9.3. Once the reactor
vessel has been defueled there is no
requirement for monitoring incore
temperature. reactor building water
level, borated water storage tank leve!
or the steam generator level

Technical Specification 3.3.37,
Chlorine Detection Systems would be
modified by the licensee by making the
specification applicable only during
Mode 1 Chlorine detection is required
to protect the inhabitants of the control
room. An accidental chlorine release
would be detected promptly and the
Control Room Emergency Ventilation
System would automatically isclste the
control rPoom and initiate recirculation.
Manning the control room will only be
required during Mode 1 (see proposed
changes to Section 2.2 below). Once
the fuel has been removed from the RCS
the requirement for manning the control
room with licensed operators will be
deleted Therefore. the maintenance of
the Chlorine Detection System would be
unnecessary

The licensee proposes to change the
applicability of Technical Specification
342 Reartor Vessel Water Level
Monitoring from Recovery Mode to
Mode 1. The reactor vessel water level
monitor ersures that ndication is
availabie to monitor for changes in the
reactor vessel water jevel This device
provides warning of s leak in the RCS
inventory that could result in 8 boron
dilution event. Once defueling of the
reactor vessel is completed it is no
longer necessary to maintain water in
the reactor vessel. consequently, the
capability to monitor the water level is
no lunger required

The licensee proposes to change the
applicability of Technical Specification
349 Pressure /Temperature Limits from
Recovery Mode to Mode 1. The current
specification states that the RCS shall
remain open to the reactor building
a'mosphere and tha! repressurization
shall only be allowed following NRC
approval Temperature limits on the RCS
are specified to prevent precipitation of
the boron or boiling of the Reactor
coolant. Once Mode 1 defueling is
completed there would be ne

requirement to maintain a specific boron
concentration or a polential source of
heat to cause boiling Conseguently. the
capability to monitor the RCS water
tmg:mun and RCS pressure would
not be required

Technical Specification 3.51 Control
Room Communications present!y require
that direct communications between the
control room or the communication
center and personnel in the reactor
building be maintained. The licensee
propesed to make this requirement
applicable only during Mode 1 when
core alterations are being made The
current specification states that it is
applicable during core alterations Once
the licenzse completes Mode 1 defueling
there will no longer be any core,
therefore, core alterations would not be

ossible and this requirement would not
necessary.

The licensee proposes to change
Technical Specification 36.11,
Containment Integrity, the current
specification is applicable during the
Recovery Mode the licensee has
proposed making it applicable only
during Mode 1. Once Mode 1 defueling
is completed double containment
isclation would no longer be required
since the maximum possible release of
redionuclides due to the worst case
accident, a fire inside containment.
would be less than the 10 CFR 50
Appendix | numerical guidelines. The
licensee proposes to further modify the
specification by allowing modifications
1o containment penetrations provided
that @ singie isolation barrier is
maintained. If no isclation barriers are
provided the action statement requwes
the cessation of any activity inside the
reactor building that could resultin a
radiation release

Technical Specification 3613
Containment Air Locks (Mode 1) would
be modified by the licensee to be
applicable only during Mode 1 The
specification requires the operability of
each air lock and both air lock doors |f
an air lock is inoperable the requirement
is to mainiain at least one door closed
and repair the air lock to operable status
within 24 hours. Once Mode 1 defueling
is completed the source term for an
inadvertent release of radicactivity to
the environment is substentially
reduced. consequently the need 1o
restore the air lock to operable status
would not be required

The licensee proposes to add
Technical Specification 381.2,
Containment Isolat.cn The proposed
Technical Specification would require
primary containment isolation during
Modes 2 and 3. The specification would
provide an appropriate provision for
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abowatie time between rafuekngs 10 18
months mstesd of 15 months wold
require an adjustment 10 the actual tnp
Selpoints, but woukd oot affect the TS
allowable setpomts Thus this change
woud a0t WYY 3ive a signifwant i crease
10 the probabwity e comsequences of ar
accident previously evaluated Further
since the desegn fun.ons of the
clectnial and wsirument systems are
notaffecwd by s change. the change
WOL nod create die poss il ity of @ new
o different kind of scuaden! from any

cidenl previonsly evaluated Fonally,
r...uguuol salely are nod asauircantiv
reduied by Whe proposed change since
uie 15 allowalue selpoints are
unchanged

On the basis of the above the
Commission has deteraumed hai the
requesied amendmen! meels the Waree
criteng and therelore. hes made &
roposed determinatan tha! the
amendment applicalas does 80! iavalve
a significan! hazards consideralion

Loco! Py ‘ Documeat Room
location \, piing County Public Library
301 City Hall Drive. Bandey. Georpia
11513

Attorney for |
Churchill, Esq

and Trowhri
Washiagtan. DC 20037

NRC Proiect Director th'tf"!?
Crucker, Acting Proiest Direclor

GPU Nudear Coarpocatron, Dock 4 No.
50-289 Theee Mite tsdand N uclaar
Stauon Unu Neo 1, {havpinn County,
Pennsvivama

BRSEP Bm;e W
. Shaw. Pittman. Polts
Age .V)ﬂ\Q r(l NW.

Date of amandmea:n
November 9 198 (TSCR 179}

Descrngenn of amendment moo e
The exoposed arendmen! wodid
remove the Radolomioa! Environmental
Moasio: me Program (REMP) from the
Tedmical Sreafications in sddition
the REMS would be chansed 1o (4)
permi! mona o frequancies 1o be
changed (o calendar perods sych as
weeklv monthiv etc (b) increage the
time from 30 daws 10 @0 daye for
reporaee emoirommen Lal s rmbee
exceedme the regorting lewels gnd /1)
make typographwal and advmin straties
changes The REMP will continus 1 be
required by the Technicst Som afcations
even though 1 15 N0t i the Tachrcal
Spectheations Future changes wo the
REME that would reduor the

elfect veness of the REMYP are peouired
1o be reviewed aod approved ny NRC

P00 10 impdementston by the hoe e

Bas s for prososed o siparfan!
NOZANTS Cops MIs GaaOR GELE I N
Towe hxrnlee oo 2 Teoh meatl
Specification Changs Regue st (TSOR)
No 173 10 remove tie REMP from the
Techniou! Speoficanons el houeh the

T e

REMP wifl st be required by the
Technical Specifications 1 has
evuluated TRCR 173 1o determme if a
snificant hazards consideration exists
The results of this evalustion are given
betow in terms of the emteria in 10 CFR
5Na{eier
Rmnl of the Radinlogical Environmeata
Monitoreng Program (REVP from the
Technical Specifications reduces \he wrze of
the Techmea Specdicatwons withom
urpsctamg the oflectrowness of the REMP The
changes o the REME are adowssirative wath
One moked Gha nge & the reparting
roguirenwnis of the REMP The REMP will
Conlinee b be regmred by sechnrcal
specificaton even though 10 (FR 50 38a does
not cequire M REMP 10 be w the echinual
specifications The REMP is a relarmaled
version of the technical specificatien it
replaces The information and specific
requremer s of the program are essectially
(he socar &y Whe (ormer teetm cnl specifiration
wilh the oy exomphons
1 Mondoreg frogeenows il ame spec (e
in & speaahc musber of davs has hesr
G 40 8 CarenduT period soch ks wee ity
WOlluy tC s apprograie Ulber w nov
(NG RA Bav e Deen maDe (0 be rmore
nsistent wubk NUREL 0472 and the Hrunch
Techncal Posilon
2 Typographical errors have been
"'.,\..,t
3 A reporting requi
eomremmental samples exceethng e
reportiog Wvels as specrfie o Table 2 s
famped This vems changed from 9 a0
<ayvs 1o attow adeqoate tune jor laboratnry
analysis of samples
Sakety and sakety corirobs sl remais
wrallecten
Fulise chaages tha ! v duce the
effectvensss ol this wulwly epproved REMP
shall be reviewed and approved Ly rhe NR(
prior toimplemandation by GPUN This s
required by Technicad Specification 615
Future changes tha! 4o nad reduce the
sflec rvemess of the REMP sha™ Yo submined
Fo e NRC for spmmvew in the A mrgs!
Radiclogical Environmenta) Operatmg Repnrt
(o0 the period i atoch the of sng~s wees
made These changes wal be ful'y reviews d
Tapproved Uy GAUN manag - mer |
nsistent with rey e wad approvas
procedertes Ener G MoplemEMaloc i s
required by Technical Specification 65
GPUN has determined that th
techmical spetification change req:m\
poses no sgnificant hazards as define
b) the NRC m 30 CFR SD.92.
Since this change s administrative
A Operution of the facibity in
accordance with the proposed
amen dmerrt woeld not myotee 4
significant increase in the prabability of
occeryence or consequences of an
acciden! previonsty evaluated. The
techmeal specification changes are
admiatrative and do not a%ect plan!
euuw The resnits of this rh'*.g:
will not impatt the safety of the plant or

the WN- hoa"h

rement far

Therefare. the tachaxca) specification
change for the Radiolog cal
Enviroamental Mouloring Program does
not invelve a sgaificaal increase in the
probabulity of occurrence or
consequences of an accdeat ey ious|y
evalused

B Operatron of the facility in
accordame with Whe proposed
amendmen! would nol create the
possibudity of 2 aew o ddferent kind of
affect from any aoccudent previous!y
evaluated sinoe it does aot affect plant
equipment

Therefare, (1 16 concloded that the
techuical speciiicaton change for the
Radioiogwcal Environmental Monitoring
Program does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident
f- any accrdent previows!y evaluated

. Uperation of the facility in
aC r-rdanmwnh the proposed
amendaeat winild not mvolve a
swnuficant reduchan 1n @ margin of
safety. All safety critena as described in
the former tectmcal specification bases
are preserved m the Radologica
Environmental Monitonag Program

Therefore 11 15 concluded that the
techmcal specilication change for the
Kadiolomcal Environmental Monitaring
Program does wo! involve a significant
redaction in & margm of sufety

We agree with GPU s conclusion that
th's (ioense ameadment reguest involies
no sigificant hazards conswderntions in
that operation of TMI-1 m accordance
with the proposed amendment witl not

1 lnvolve & menificant morease in thy
probability or consequences of any
acckdent grevioosly evatunted or

2 Crente the possibility of a new or
differem ¥ind of acadent from any
accident prevyoushy evaluated or

3. Ivwolve a smignificam redoction in a
margm of safety

The REMP will remain as a functiona)
program and we can perceive at this
time no significant hazard from
removing the REMY from the Technica!
Specifications. Adjustments 1o
monitoring frequencies and one
reportmg requirement are minor and
instgnificant m terms of plant safely and
public health. Future changes (o the
REMP that wou'd reduce its
effectiveness are reg +red to be
approved by NRC prior o
implementation

The staff has reviewed the licensee's
no significant bazards cansideration
determination and agrees with the
"'P"*m’ s an 4',% s. Therefore, the stalf
proposes 1o delermine that the
ap: \a',ﬁn for amendmen! wvolves no
significant hazards considerauoa.

/nﬁ'l‘ blic Dacument Ruan

/

location: Government Publications
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Section. State Library of Pennsylvania,
Education Building. Commonwealth and
Walnut Streets, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania 17128

Attorney for licensee: Ernest L. Blake,
|r.. Shaw. Pittman, Potts, and
Trowbridge. 2300 N Street, NW
Wuhmg!on. L C 20037,

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

Louisiana Power and Light Company,
Dockel No. 50-382, Waterford Steam
Electric Station, Unit 3, St. Charles
Parish, Louisiana

Date of emendment request:
December 10, 1987.

Description of amendment request.
The proposed change would revise
Technical Specification 3.5.2. ECCS
Subsystems - Tavg Greater than 350" F
an Technical Specification 3.5.3, ECCS
Subsystems - Tavg Less than 350' F by
adding a note to the Applicability
section of both Technical Specifications
to indicate that two ECCS subsystems
are required to be operable when the
RCS average temperature is equal to or
greater than 500" F.

Technical Specification 3.5.2 currently
requires two independent emergency
core cooling system (ECCS) subsystems
to be operable when the reactor is in
Modes 1. 2 and 3. however. the
requirements of this Technical
Specification in Mode 3 are applicable
only if the pressurizer pressure is equel
to or greater ‘han 1750 psia. The
proposed char:. w~ill add a note to the
Mode 3 applice. y statement that will
require both ECCS subsystems to be
operable any time the RCS average
temperature is equal 1o or greater than
500° F. regardless of the pressurizer
pressure

Technical Specification 3.5.3 currently
requires one ECCS subsystem to be
operable if the reactor is in Modes 3 and
4 with a Mode 3 requirement that the
pressurizer pressure is less than 1750
psia. The proposed change to this
Technical Specification is similar to the
proposed change to Technical
Specification 3.5.2 in that a note will be
added to the Mode 3 applicability
statement that requires the RCS average
temperature to be less than 500' F before
itis acceptable to have only one ECCS
subsystem in service

The reason for the proposed change to
these Technical Speci‘ications is 1o
ensure that at least one train of high
pressure safety injection (HPSI] is
availab!: (everi if a single failure is
assumed) to mitigate the consequences
of a postulated steam line break (SLB)
accident initiated from an RCS average
temperature of 500" F or greater. The
Cycle 2 safety analysis has shown that
borated water from HPSI is required to

prevent the core from becoming critical
during the uncontrolled RCS cooldown
(associated with a SLB) from greater
than 500' F,

In addition. the proposed change will
also revise the title of the subject
Technical Specifications such that they
will be described in terms of modes of
operation rather than average coolant
temperature.

Basis for Proposed No Significant
Hazards Considerations Determination:
The NRC staff proposes that the
proposed change does not involve a
significant hazards consideration
because. as required by the criteria of 10
CFR 50.92(c), operation of the facility in
accordance with the proposed
amendment would not: (1) Involve a
significant increase in the probability ur
consequences of any accident
previously evaluated: or (2) Create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated: ot (3) Involve a li,m’f:cunl
reduction in the margin of safety. The
basis for this proposed finding is given
below

(1) The proposed change will require
that two ECCS subsystei..s are operable
whenever the sverage temperature of
the RCS s equal to or greater than 500"
F. This will ensure that. even if one
ECCS subsystem is assumed to fail, one
train of HPS! will be available to inject
borated water into the RCS during an
SLB. As described in the safe'y analysis
for Cycle 2. borated water (from HPSI) is
required to mitigate tha reactivity
transient associated with the RCS
cooldown and prevent the core from
returing to a critical condition. Below
500" F the RCS cooldown (and
associaled reactivity transient) during
the SLB 1s less severe and HPS! flow is
no! required to maintain the core
subcritical. Therefore, since the
proposed change reduces the
consequences of a SLB it will not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of any
accident previousiy evaluated.

(2] The proposed change does no!
involve any physical changes to plant
syslems, structures or components nor
will there be any significant changes to
plant operating procedures. The
proposed change will simply clarify the
RCS conditions which must exist prior
to taking one of the ECCS subsystems
out of service Thus. the proposed
change will not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated

(3] The intent of this Specification is
1o ensure there will be sufficient
emergency core cooling capability
available in the event of a LOCA and a
coincident single failure that results in

the complete loss of one ECCS
subsystem. The proposed change will
not affect the LOCA analysis since it
rerely adds a restriction that requires
both ECCS subsystems to be operable
whenever the RCS temperature is equal
to or greater than 500" F. This additiona!
restriction ensures that sufficient
borated weter can be added tu the RCS
to mitigate the reactivity transient
associated with the uncontrolled KCS
cooldown that occurs during a steam
line break. Since the proposed change
adds a restriction that was not already 4
part of the Technical Specifications and
since this restriction ensures that the
consequences of a broader range of
steam line breaks can be mitigated. the
proposed change will result in an
increase in the margin of safets

The Commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
standards for determining whether
significant hazards consideration exis's
by providing certam examples (52 FR
7751) of amendments that ae
censidered not likely to involve
significant hazards consideration
Example (ii) relates 10 a change tha!
constitutes an additional limitation
restriction, or control not present!s
included in the Technical Specific
(e.g.. @ more stringent surveillanc
requirement)

In this case. the proposed changs
similar to Example (ii) in that it
constitutes an additional restriction |1 e
RCS temperature) that mus! be satisfied
before it is acceptable to have only one
ECCS subsystem in service

The stafl has reviewed the licensee's
no significant hazards consideration
analysis. Based on the review and
above discussions, the staff proposes to
determine that the proposed change
does not involve a significant hazards
consideration

Local Public Document Room
Locotion: University of New Orleans
Library, Louisians Collection, Lakefront
New Orleans, Louisiana 70122

Attorney for licensee: Bruce W
Churchill, Esq.. Shaw, Pittman, Pot!s and
Trowbridge. 2300 N St NW
Washington, DC 20037

NRC Project Director: Jose A Calvo

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation.
Docket No. 50-410. Nine Mile Point
Nuclear Station, Unit No. 2. Scriba, New
York

Daote of cmendment request
November 18. 1987

Description of amendmen! reques!
The proposed amendment would revise
the allowable value and isolation trip
setpoints for the reactor core isolation
cooling (RCIC) high steam line flow. As
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noted in the Technical Specifroations.
he exssting values are prebmmany with
the actual valaes to be dmermined
dunng the startup test program The
proposi< changes are hased om system
testimg duning the startup Yest program
The proposad amendment is in
accordance with the |icensee's
application of November 15 1987

Hasis for propased no sigmificant
Forards considertron determination:
The Commission has provided
standards for determining whether &
sipnificant hazards consideration exists
as stated in %9 OFR 5092 A proposed
amendment to wn operating hoense for a
facility wvolves no significant hazarde
considerations if operation of the facility
inaccordance with 8 propossd
amendment would not (1) involve a
significant ancrease in the probabitity or
conssquences of an sockdent previous|y
evaluated or (2} create the possibiity of
@ new or diff srent kind of accident from
any scaden! previously evaliated or (3)
Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety

The proposed chaoges will not involve
a significan! mcresve an the probability
or consequences of an acodant
previously evaluated for the fallowing
reasons

The RCIC Steam Line break analy s
assumes that the system will isolate waen the
sleam Dow reaches J00% of rated sleam Now
This change w the Technical Speaficalion
assures that the as-buflt plant is in agreement
with the design basis Revising the setpoint o
the as-bath condrioms equivaient to the JDX
raved Dow value gswures thet @ ROIC srenm
bne breas will be detectad and 1sadated o
arcordance wah the requurersents of GC 54
withou! imupacing the guaklication or
operation of otber safety systems or safe
shutdown of the plant The new setpaint is
conservahve relative to the old setpoint In
summuaes tns change will not! myvolve 2
semlicant increase w the probebvility or
consequences of an accident prewiousty
evaluated

The proposed changes wall nol treate the
possihulity or a new or ok ffereal kind of
scciden! previously evaluated for the
following reasons

The reactor bufidmg response to previomsly
euaiuated soosdents temans witha
previously assessel Limity of tecperature and
pressure Further sl safety related systeas
403 COMPORER S mash withm Lhei
applirable design limits Thus. system and
comganes’ perisnnance w aol adverse!y
allecied by Cms chamge. 1hereby assermg that
he desgn cape i e of those sysiems and
components are not chalienged in & manaer
notpreviously assessed 8o as 1o create the
puss ity of @ mew or daffevert Xind of
accigent

7 widlitinm snce the desipr bs ws for ROIC
6y ble istlalion bas no! cheagnd. e
enviranmental quakficaton of plant
equipment is not adversely aflectad by this
proposed amendment, furtber assuring That

Vol 53 No 8 / Wednesday, Janvary 13, 1988 J Notioes

components are not challesged i 8 swner
not previoss |y asvessed In susmmary Uee
proposed change does 10! Creave the
possibility of a new or different kmd of
aocide s from eny preveowsiy ©velaniod

The propesed champes will oot nvolve &
signilicent meducuon w8 margin of salely for
the following neasons

The proposed change will not cause
existing Techmcal Specification operational
limits or system performance criteria to be
exceeded The proposed change envures tha!
[he sysinm Geswn rewuiromenty pre et
Allowances Sor mnswosest doifl ws ame st
accuray. »od cal ety capatoliiey beve
been mamarmed w sccontance with Beses
Sex s BL 442 of e Tochmecal
Specalicauans Theralore. the proposed
change does no! resul! o @ mgnificaat
reduction i & mazgin of salety

Based upon fhe above considerations,
the staff praposes to delermine that the
proposed changes do not constitute @
significard hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Roaia
locatica: Penfield Library, State
University College, Oswego, New York
13128

Attorney for !.censee: Mr. Mark
Wetterhahn, Fag. Conner &
Wetlerhahi Suite 1050 17¢7
Pennsylvaaia Avenue. NW .
Washinglon, DC 20006

NAC Project D rectoc: Robert A
Capra, Directar

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, &t
al., Docket No. 50-423, Millstone Nuclear
Power Statian, Unit No. 3, New London
County, Conpecticut

Date of amendment request.
Deceonber 4 19m7

Descrmison of amendmen ! reqgees!
The amendeven! would revise Technical
Specification Section 3/4.3 2 1o dedete
the chlorine detection system The
chlorination systems at Millstome Ut
Nos 1, 2 and 3 have been modified 1o
use sodium hypochiorite mstead of
gaseous clorme. Thes has rewotied in
the elimination of on-site butk storage of
liquid chlorine amd the possibility of an
on-site chlomme reiease

Basrs for proposed no significont
hazords considerotion dete mnination: In
accordance with 1D CFR 5092, the
licensee has reviewed the proposed
changes and has concluded that the
amendment does not iavolve a
significamt hazards consideration
because the change would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously analyzed. The
potential for a chioriae release afTecling
control room habitability no lenger
exists since the chlorine rail cars have
been rermoved from the Millstone site
Thus, removal of the reguirements on

tbe chlorine detection system will not
increase the consequences of any even!

2 Create the possibility of @ new or
diflerent kind of accident fram any
previously analyzed There are no
changes in the way the plant 1s
operated No new lallure modes are
introduced.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margm of salety. Comtro! eoom
habitability is not aMected because on-
site chiorme bulk storage has been
eliminated, the number of chlorme rail
truck, and barge shipments does no!
exceed he levels discussed in
Regalalory Gaude 178 &nd the credible
off-site chiarmne bulk storage {acilities
are at tsast 5 mutes distant (rom the site
The proposed chasges do nao! affect the
comsequences of any accident
previously analyzed

The staff has reviewed the heensec's
sabmitta) and concurs with ils mo
sigmafican! harards deterrmina hon

Laca! Public Documen! Room
location: Waterford Public Library 49
Rope Ferry Road. Waterfor!
Compecticut DR3BS

Altorney for licensee Gerald Garfield,
Esqumre, Day Berry and Howard One
Constitution Plaza, Hartford
Connecticat 061073-3909

NRC Prosect Director: John F. Stolz

NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY
OPERATING UUCENSE

During the perod smee publication of
the last biweekly notice the
Commission has 1ssuved 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 1. which are set forth in the
license amendment

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendment Yo Facility Operating
License and Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination
and Opportunity for Hearing in
connection with ‘nese actions was
published in the Federal Register as
indicated. No request for a hearing or
petition for leave to intervene was Tiled
following this notice

Unless otherwise indicated, the
Commissian has delermined that these
amendments satisfy the criteria for
categorical exchusion in accordance
with 10 CFR 51.22 Trerefore, pursuant
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to 10 CFR 81.22(b). no environments)
impact sla‘ement or envirormental
assessment need be prepared for these
amendments. If the Commission has
prepared an environmental assessment
under the special circumstances
provision in 10 CFR 81.12(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 Streel, NW,, Washington, DC,
and at the local public document rooms
for the particular facilities involved. A
copy of items (2) and (2) may be
obtained upon request addressed to the
U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20855, Attention:
Director. Division of Reactor Projects

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

Brunswick Sieam Electric Plant, Units 1
and 2, Brunswick County, North
Carolinag

Date of application for amendments
November 25 1985 and supplemented
October 18, 1887

Brief description of omendments: The
amendment relocates a footnote from
item 1.c.10f Table 3.3.2:1 to item 1.¢.1 of
Table 432:1 thereby ensuring that the
required survetllance testing of
mechanical pumps (s identified

Dalte of issvonce: December 30, 1087

Effective dote: December 30. 1987

Amendments Nos.- 118 and 142

Focility Operoting License Nos, DPR-
71 ond DPR-62 Amendment revises the
Technical Specifications

Date of inttiol notice in Federal
Register: |anuary 29, 1988 (51 FR 3710)
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated December 30, 1967,

No significant hezards considerotion
comments rece ved: No.

The October 15 1087 letier provided
correcied lechnical specification pages
tha!l did no! change the initial
determination of no significant bazards
consideration as published in the
Federal Register.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of North Carolina at
Wilmington, William Madison Randall
Library 801 § College Road,
Wilmington North Carolina 28403.32¢7

Carolina Power & Light Company. et sl .
Docket Nos. 50-3385 and 50-324,
Brunswick Steam Electric Plant, Unis 1
and 2, Brunswick County, North
Carolina

Date of application for amendments.
January 28, 1087

Description of emendments: These
amendments revise the Technical
Specifications to incorporate edditiona!
action steps describing steps operators
should take {f core low and power do
not meet the definition of recirculation
system operability and to change the
survelllance requirements to require that
baseline average power range monito:
and local power monitor neutron flux
notee levels be established after each
refueling outage.

Date of issuance: December 30. 1087

Effective date. December 30, 1967

Amendments Nos. 114 and 141

Fucility Operating Livense Nos. DPR.
71 ond DPR-62 Amendments revise the
Technical Speacifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Registar: June 17, 1087 (52 FR 230972 The
Commission's related evaluation of the
amendment s contained in a Salety
Evaluation dated December 30, 1087

No significant hazords consideration
commenis received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: University of North Carolina a!
Wilmington, Whliam Madison Randall
Library 601 8. College Road.
Wilmington. North Carolina 28403-3287.

Georgla Power Company. Oglethorpe
Power Corporstion, Municipa! Electric
Authority of Georgla, City of Dalton,
Georgla, Docket Nos. 50-321 and 50-366,
Edwin |. Hatch Nuclear Plant, Unlis 1
and 2, Appling County, Georgla

Date of applicotion for amendments:
October 8. 1987

Brief descriplion of amendments: The
emendments modify the Technical
Specifications defining fuel Average
Planar Linear Heat Generation Rate
limits and Emergency Core Cooling
System surveillance requirements.

Date of issuance: December 21, 1087

Effective dote: December 21, 1987

Amendment Nos.: 130 end 87

Facility Operating License Nos. DPR.
57 and NPF-8. Amendments revised the
Technical Specifications.

Date of inivial nouce in Feders)
Register: November 18, 1087 (52 FR
44244) The Commission's related
evalustion of the emandments (s
cuntained (n a Safety Evaluation dated
December 21, 1983

No aignificant horerds considerotion
comments recs/ved No

Locol Public Document Room
location: Appling County Public Library,

301 City Hall Drive. Baxley Georgla
31813

Indiana and Michigan Power Company
Docket Nos. 50-315 and 50-318. Donald
C. Cook Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and
2, Berrien County, Michigan

Date of application for amendments
January 9. 1687

Brief description of emandmeoenis The
amendments revised the Technicul
Specifications by tetesing the provision
that the auxiliary bullding crane main
hoist be deenergized and the load blocks
unloaded whenever the crane is moved
over the spent fuel sasemblies in the
spent fuel pool

Dote of issuance December 17, 1987

Effective date: December 17, 108~

Amendment Nos.: 113 and 06

Facility Operating License Nos DPK.
88 and DPR-74. Amendments revised the
Technical Specifications

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: january 28 1987 (52 FR 2883)
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendments is contained in a Safe!y
Evaluation dated December 17, 1687

No significant hazards considerotion
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
locotion Maude Preston Palenske
Memorial Librery. 500 Market Street, S
Joseph Michigan 46088

Indiana and Michigan Power Company.
Docket No. 50-318, Donald C. Cook
Nuclear Plant, Unit No. 2. Berrien
County, Michigan

Dote of cpplicotion for amendment
October 28 1087

Brief description of amendment. The
amendment revised the provisions in the
Technical Specifications to extend 18
month surveillances from December 31,
1887 1o the refueling outage currently
scheduled to begin in early 1688 for
r:rom-ume testing for resactor trip
and engineering salely features (ESF)
instrumentation; responase testing of
equipment to ESF signals: reactor vessc!
level indication calibration. auxiliary
feedwater system testing. including
channel functional testing of loss of
main feedwater pump signal; and diese
generator testing. including relief valve
testing and espential service waler valve
testing.

Date of issuonce: December 28 1667

Effect/ve dote December 28 1087

Amendment No.: 97

Focility Operoting License No. DPR-
74. Amendmen! revised the Technical
Specifications.

Date of initse! notice in Federsl
Rogister: November 27, 1987 (82 FR
45413) The Commission's related
evaluation of the amendments is
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contained i 8 Safety Evaluation dated
December 28, 1987

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No. The proposed
amendment was noticed with an
opportunity for prior hearing.

Local Public Document Room
location: Maude Preston Palenske
Memorial Library. 500 Market Street, St.
Joseph, Michigan 49085

Mississippi Power & Light Company,
System Energy Resources, Inc., South
Mississippi Electric Power Association,
Docket No. 50-416, Grand Gulf Nuclear
Station, Unit 1, Claiborne County,
Mississippi

Dates of applications for amendment
October 17, 1986 and Augus! 6, 1987, as
supplemented December 15, 1987.

Brief description of amendment: The
August 8, 1987 application for license
amendment requested changes to the
Technical Specifications (TS). Appendix
A to the operating license, in eight areas
(1) a clarification to the definition of
secondary containment integrity; (2) a
change in the name of a supporting
organization represented on th- Safety
Review Committee; (3) a nomenclature
change for a secondary containment
isolation valve; (4) deletion of the
manual initiation handswitch
calibration requirement for ECCS
pumps: (5) deletion of expired footnotes:
(6) a change to reflect new upper
containment pool gates; (7) a change to
add certain smoke detectors; and (8) a
modification to the setpoint for residual
heat removal (RHR)/reactor core
isolation cocling (RCIC) steam line high
flow. These changes are made in this
amendment. The October 17, 1986
application for license amendment
requested four changes to the TS. Three
of the changes were made in
Amendment 29 to the operating lizense,
issued March 31, 1987. The fourth
requested change, the addition of TS for
smoke detectors in the control rod drive
repair room. is made in this amendment.

Date of issuance: December 30, 1987

Effective dote: December 30, 1987

Amendment Nc. 42

Facility Operating License No. NPF.
29 This amendment revises the
Technical Specifications and the
Environmental Protection Plan.

Dates of initial notice in Federal
Register: September 23, 1987 (52 FR
35796) The December 15. 1987 letter
provided supplemental information
which did not change the initial
determination of no significant hazards
considerations as published in the
Federal Register. The Commission's
related evaluation of the amendme. t is
containec in a Safety Evaluation dated
December 30, 1987

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: Hinds Junior College,
McLendon Library. Raymond.
Mississippi 39154

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

Date of amendment request: October
20, 1987

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment changed the Technical
Specifications relating to design features
of the fuel storage facilities

Date of issuance: December 21, 1987

Effective date: December 21, 1887

Amendment No.: 113

Focility Operating License No. DPR-

, 46. Amendment revised the Technical

Specifications.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 18, 1887 (52 FR
44246). The Commission's related
evaluation of the amendment is
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated
December 21, 1987,

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al.. Dockei No. 50-245, Millstone Nuclear
Power Siation, Unit No. 1, New London
County, Connecticut

Date of application for amendment:
October 20, 1987

Brief description of amendment: To
reflect deletion of low reactor pressure
permissive switches from the emergency
core cooling system (core spray and low
pressure coolant injection) pump start
logic.

Date of issuance: December 17, 1887

Effective date: December 17, 1087

Amendrment No.: 13

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

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: November 13, 1987 (52 FR
43604). The Commission's related
evaluation of the amendment is
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated
December 17, 1987

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No.

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

Vermon! Yankee Nuclear Power
Corporation, Docket No. 50-271,
Vermon! Yankee Nuclear Power Station,
Vernon, Vermont

Date of application for amendment
January 16, 1987

Brief Description of amendment: The
amendment changes Technical
Specifications to clarify and enhance
limiting conditions of operation and
surveillance requirements pertaining to
the standby liquid control system

Date of issuance: December 30, 1987

Effective date: 30 days from date of
issuance

Amendment No.: 102

Facility Operating License No. DPR-
28 Amendment revised the Technical
Specif.:ations.

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: March 12, 1987 (52 FR 7700)
The Commission s related evaluation of
the amendment is contained in a Safety
Evaluation dated December 30. 1987.

No significant hazards considerction
comments received: No.

Local Public Document Room
location: Brooks Memorial Library, 224
Main Street. Brattleboro, Vermont 05301

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power
Corporation, Docket No. 50-271,
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station,
Vernon, Vermont

Date of application for amendment:
April 28, 1987 as clarified by letter dated
November 2. 1987.

Brief Description of amendment: This
amendment revises the Technical
Specifications to reflect administrative
changes to Section 8 of the Technical
Specifications.

Date of issuance: December 29, 1987

Effective date: December 29, 1987

Amendment No.: 101

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

Date of initial notice in Federal
Register: September 23, 1987 (52 FR
35808) and renoticed on November 18,
1987 (52 FR 44247). The Commission's
related evaluation of the amendment is
conlained ir a Safety Evaluation dated
December 29, 1987

No significant hazards consideration
comments received: No

Local Public Document Room
location: Brooks Memorial Library, 224
Main Street, Brattleboro, Vermont 05301
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NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF
AMENDMENT TO FACILITY
OPERATING LICENSE AND FINAL
DETERMINATION OF NO
SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS
CONSIDERATION AND
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING
(EXIGENT OR EMERGENCY
CIRCUMSTANCES)

During the period since publication of
the last biweekly notice. the
Commission has 1ssued the following
amendments. The Commission has
determined for each of these
amendments that the application for the
amendment 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 |, which are eet forth in the
license amendment.

Because of exigen! or emergency
circumstancee associated with the date
the amendment was needed, there was
not time for the Commission lo publish,
for public comment before issuance. its
usual 30-day Notice of Consideration of
Issuance of Amendment and Proposed
No Significant Hazards Consideration
Determination and Opportunity for
Hearing. For exigent circumstances, the
Commission has either 1ssued a Federal
Register notice providing opportunity for
public comment or has used local media
to provide notice to the public in the
area surrounding a licensee’s facility of
the licensee's application and of the
Commission’'s proposed determination
of no significant hazards consideration.
The Commission has provided a
reasonable opportunity for the public to
comment, using its best efforts to make
available to the public means of
communication for the public to respond
quickly. and in the case of telephone
comments, the comments have been
recorded or transcribed as appropriate
and the licensee has been informed of
the public comments

In circumstances where failure to act
in a timely way would have resulted, for
example, in derating or shutdown of a
nuclear power plant or in prevention of
either resumpticon of operation or of
increase in power output up to the
plant's licensed power level, the
Commission may no! have had an
opportunity to provide for public
commen! on its no significant hazards
determination. In such case, the license
amendmen! has been issued without
opportunity for comment. If there has
been some time for public comment but
less than 30 days. the Commission may
provide an opportunity for public

comment. f comments have been
requested, it is 80 stated. In either event,
the State has been consulted by
telephone whenever possiblie.

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 completian of any
required hearing, where it has
determined that no significant hazards
consideration is involved.

The Commission has applied the
standards of 10 CFR 50.82 and has made
a final determination that 2
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The basis for this
determination 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 tor these
amendments. If the Commission has
prepared an environmental assessment
under the special circumstances
provision in 10 CFR 51.12(b) and has
made a determination hased on that
assessment, it is 8o indicated.

For further details with respect to the
action see (1) the application for
amendment, (2) the amendmeri to
Facility Operating License, and (3) the
Commission's related letter, Safety
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,
DC, and at the local public document
room for the particular facility involved

A copy of items (2) and (3) may be
obtained upon request addressed to the
U.S. Nucleer Regulatory Commission,
Washington. DC 20555, Attention:
Director, Division of Reactor Projects

The Commission is also offering an
opportunity for a hearing with respect to
the issuance of the amendments. By
February 12, 1988, the hcensee 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 &
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 Licenzing
Board will issue a notice of hearing or
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714. a
petition for leave to intervene shall se!
forth with particulanty the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding and how
that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) the nature of the
petitioner's nght under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding: (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner's
property, financial. or other interest in
the proceeding: and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner's interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspeci(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to fifteen (15) days prior to the
first prehearing conference scheduled in
the proceeding, but such an amended
pelition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to
the first prehearing conference
scheduled in the proceeding. a petitionet
shall file a supplement to the petition to
intervene which must include a list of
the contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter, and the bases for
each contention set forth with
reasonable specificity. Contentions shall
be limited to 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.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the arder 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-examine
witnesses



834 Federal Register / Vol 53. No. 8 / Wednesday January 13, 1988 / Notices

Since the Commission has made a
final determination that the amendment
nvolves no significant hazards
consideration, if a hearing is requested
t will not stay the effectiveness of the

mend ‘ ment. Any hearing held would
'ﬂre place while the amendment is in
“”"‘L'

A request for a hearing or a pe"'.or.
fu,'Ieu\etomte'\ene must be filed

, U

th

with
S
.\u“oar Regue.or} Comr'.:,-s on
Washington, DC 20555, Attention
Docketing and Service Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission's Publi
Document Room. 1717 H Street, NW
Washington, DC, by the above date
Where petitions are .'.‘ec during the las
ten (10) days of the notice period. it is
requested that the petitioner promptly so
rm the Commission M .

2lephone call to Western Unic

25-6000 (in Missouri (800) 342-6700
The Western Union operator should be
given Datagram Identification Num

3737 and the following message
addressed to (Project Director
pelitioner's name and telephone
number; date petition was mailed; plant
me: and publication date and page

number of this Federal Register notice
A copy of the petition should also be
ent to the Office of the General

Bethesda, U.S. Nu

'rea'"'wu.r\tme ente
u‘vsv"' a determination by “‘p
Commission, the presiding off.cer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, that
the petitio
granted based up
factors !:e:!ed in
(v) and 2.714(d)

Mississippi Power & Light Company,
System Energy Resources. Inc., South
Mississippi Electric Power Association,
Docket No. 50-418, Grand Gulf Nuclear
Station, Unit 1, Cleiborne County
Mississippi

[7 2tes of opplication for an
August 13, 1987, as revised Om
November 25, December 22, and
December 27, 1987

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment provi ides interim changes t
the Technical Specifications for the
standby liquid control system and the
ATWS recirculation pump trip system to
reflect modifications made to m""‘"“ to
10 CFR 50.82 regarding anticipated
fransients without scram (ATWS

Do'e of issuance: December 30. 1987

an v‘n-P~a

ber 23

Effective date: December 30. 1887

Amendment No. 41

Focility Operating License No. NPF
2% This amendment revises the
Technical Specifications

Dote of in otice in Federal
Register: December 4, 1087 (52 FR 46138
The Commission's related evaluation of
the amendment, finding of emergency
circumstances, and final determination
of no significant hazards consideration
are contained in a Safety Evaluation
dated December 30, 1987

No significant hazards considerotion
comment received: No

ocel Public Document Roon
location: Hinds Junior College
MclLendon Librery, Raymond
Mississippl 39154

Nebraska Public Power District, Docket
No. 50-288, Cooper Nuclsar Station,
Nemaha County, Nebraska

Dote of amendment request
De'e"“‘er 21,1087

Brief description of amendment: The
amendment '*ergeu the Technical
Specifications to extend the secondary
containment isolation logic functional
test interval from six months to eighteen

ance De-"wr‘*e'ZZ 1987
ber 22, 1087

Focility Operoting License No. DPR-
46. Amendment revised the Technical
Specifications. Public comments
requested as to proposed no significant
hazards consideration: No

The Commission's related evaluation
of the amendment, finding of emergercw.

ircumstances, consultation with State
of Nebraska. and final determination of
no significant hazards consideration are
contained in a Safety Evaluation dated

December 22, 1987

At.orney for licensee: Mr. G. D
Watson, Nebraska Public Power
District, Post Office Box 4989, Columbus.
Nebraska 68601

Local Public Document Room
location: Auburn Public lerar) 118
15th Street, Auburn, Nebraska 68305

NRC Project Director: Jose A. Calvo

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland this 7th
day of January 1988

For the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Steven A. Varga,

Director Division of Reoctor Prjects-1/1]
Office of Nuclear Reacior Regulation

D 88-523 Filed 1-12-88. 8:45 am)
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