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1.0 INTROOUCTION

By Tetter dated April 11, 1988, the Detroit Edison Company (DECo or the
licensee) requested an emergency Techrical Specification (TS) change to
make the Fermi-2 TSs consistent with an exemption that had been requested
in an earlier letter dated February 22, 1988.

2.0 EVALUATION

The February 22, 1988 letter from DECo to the Commission requested a one-time

exemption from 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J, for three inboard isolation valves

for the Residual Heat Removai System. This exemption was approved by the

Commission on April 15 | 1988. The iequested emergency change to 75 3/4.6.1.2

would make the Fermi-2 TSs consistent with the one-time schedular exemption

already approved by the Commission. The schedular exemption from 10 CFR Part 50, ‘
Appendix J, Section I11.0.3, concerning the Type C Local Leak Rate Testing |
discusses the safety of the exemption and is fully applicable to the

proposed change. Consequently, the staff finds that the requested change
15 acceptable,

3.0 EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES

In its Apri) 11, 1988 letter, the licensee requested that this amendment be |
treated as an emergency because insufficient time exists for the Commission's |
usual 30-day notice without extending the current outage.

Technical Specification 3/4.6.1.2 requires that the valves covered by the i
one-time exemption be tested once every two years. Without the T§ modification,
the TSs would not permit the plant to be restarted.

In accordance with 10 CFK 50.91(a)(5), the licensee could not have avoided
this emergency situation because of oversight on the part of the staff that a
TS amendment was required. The Commission has determined that eme ncy
circumstances exist in that swift action is necessary to avoid a delay in
startup not related to safety.
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FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DCTERMINATION

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state that the Commission may
make a final determination that a license amendment involves no significant
hazards considerations if cperation cf the facility, in accordance with the
amendment, would not:

(1) Involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated; or

(2) Create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
an accident previously evaluated; or

(3) Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The Commission has determined that the proposed TS change: (1) does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previnusiy evaluated as the change will make the TSs consistent
with an approved one-time exemption; (2) does not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated since the change is consistent with the approved exemption; and
(3) does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety since,

as stated in (1) and (2) above, the change is consistent with an approved
exemption.

Therefore, based on these considerations and the three criteria given above,
the Commission has made a final determination that the amendment request
involves no significant hazards consideration.

STATE _CONSULTATION

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, efforts were made to contact
the Michigan representative. The state representative was contacted and had
no comments.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

This amendment involves a change in surveillance requirements. We have deter-
mined that the awendment involves no significant increase in the amounts, and

no significant change in the types, of any effluents that mav he released
offsite and that there is no significant increase in individual or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure. The Commission has made a final no significant
hazards consideration finding with respect to this amendment. Accordingly, this
amendment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in
10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental impact
statement nor environmental assessment need be preparcd in connection with the
issuance of this amendment.




7.0 CONCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:

(1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public
will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, anc¢ (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations
and the issuance of this amenument will not be inimical to the common defense
and security or to the health and safety of the public.
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