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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

By a letter dated March 26, 1999, as supplemented October 15, 1999, the Consolidated Edison 
Company of New York, Inc., the licensee for the Indian Point Unit 2, requested NRC's approval 
to amend its Operating License DPR-26 by revising the Technical Specifications (TSs). The 
proposed change would modify TSs to allow a one-time extension of surveillance intervals for 
the following functional tests: (a) leak test of systems outside of containment; (b) residual heat 
removal (RHR) pump system flow - control room annunciator logic check; (c) low turbine auto 
stop oil pressure; (d) acoustic monitors; (e) setting of pressurizer safety valves; (f) main steam 
safety valves setpoint determination; (g) safety injection system; (h) sensitive leak rate test-type 
"b"; (i) isolation valve seal water system functional test; (j) internal containment structural visual 
inspection; (k) leak rate determination; (I) hydrogen recombiners; (m) emergency diesel 
generator load test; (n) safety injection system electrical load test; (o) station batteries; and (p) 
snubbers. The increase in surveillance intervals is due to an outage during 1998, which 
extended the operating cycle of the core, so that the next refueling outage scheduled to 
commence no later than June 3, 2000. The October 15, 1999, letter provided clarifying 
information that did not change the initial proposed no significant hazards consideration.  

2.0 EVALUATION 

2.1 Leak Test of Systems Outside Containment 

The proposed change to License Condition 2.L is a one-time extension of the surveillance 
interval for the functional test of specified systems outside containment. License Condition 2.L 
specifies that a program be implemented to track and limit external leakage from systems 
outside the vapor containment, that would or could contain highly radioactive fluids during a 
serious transient or accident, to levels that are as low as is practicable. The overall program 
consists of six separate but complementary elements that collectively ensure compliance with 
the license requirement. Surveillance testing represents one of the elements used to monitor 
and maintain the leakage outside containment The surveillance test portion requires the 
licensee to perform testing of all potential highly radioactive flow paths for systems outside 
containment and maintain continuous monitoring of the total leakage against established 
criteria. PT-R95 Leak Test of Reuse Header, PT-R96 Leak Test of PACASS, and PT-R97 
Leak Test of the Gas Analyzer, are three of the surveillance tests that are performed to monitor 
leakage outside containment. Currently, these surveillance tests are perforried at a frequency 
of 24 months plus 25 percent. The proposed change is a one-time extension of 7 months. The
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acceptance criterion for all tests are "less that or equal to 150 cc/min." The engineering 
analysis for the 1989 and 1993 test results on PT-R96 concluded that although the test criteria 
were not met, the lack of external leakage demonstrated an acceptable implementation of the 
license condition. Neither of these conditions has been repeated over the last several tests.  
Although three tests were performed during 1989 through 1997 that did not meet the 
acceptable criteria, none of these resulted in external leakage. All anomalous conditions were 
corrected with no further unsatisfactory results in subsequent tests. No trends were noted in 
the test results that indicated the experienced anomalies were related to the time interval 
between test or could worsen with time. Therefore, a one-time extension of 7 months to 
perform the leakage test for selected systems outside containment is acceptable.  

2.2 RHR System Flow - CCR Annunciator Logic Check 

The proposed change to TS Table 4.1-1, Item 13, is a one-time extension of the surveillance 
interval for the functional test of the RHR System Flow - CCR (cental control room) Annunciator 
Logic Check. The licensee reviewed seven completed surveillance tests from March 1986 to 
the present. The logic check is a "go/no-go" logic check of the circuitry for the "Low Head 
Injection Line-Low Flow" annunciator on CCR panel SB-I. This annunciator logic requires the 
recirculation pump breaker to be closed and a low flow condition to be present at the required 
instruments before the annunciator logic is completed. The annunciator logic checked 
satisfactory for every test in the review period.  

The check consists of placing the recirculation pump breakers in the testing mode and cycling 
each breaker closed then open. The time for the annunciator to activate is checked to be less 
than 30 seconds and the annunciator is verified to bring up and clear the "Low Head Injection 
Line-Low Flow." Since there is no allowable outage time for the recirculation pumps, this test 
may only be performed when the unit is in a cold shutdown condition. Therefore, based on the 
analysis of earlier test results, the one-time extension of 7 months for the functional test of the 
RHR System Flow-CCR Annunciator Logic Check is acceptable.  

2.3 Low Turbine Auto Stop Oil Pressure 

The proposed change to TS Table 4.1-1, Item 27a, is a one-time extension of the surveillance 
test interval for the functional test of the low turbine auto stop oil pressure. The low turbine auto 
stop oil pressure system provides a reactor trip on turbine trip above 35 percent power and 
provides protection from a load rejection in excess of the capability of the stream dump system.  
A turbine trip signal energizes and opens the main turbine trip soleniods, 20 AST and 20 ASB.  
When these valves open, the turbine hydraulic oil system is dumped. Pressure switches 
63/AST2, 63AST3, and 63AST sense the sudden loss of hydraulic oil pressure and trip the 
turbine, which in turn trips the reactor. The switches are calibrated at every refueling outage.  

The licensee has reviewed the test results from the last six refueling cycles. In all but one of 
the tests, the trip point was more conservative than that specified in the test procedure. That is, 
the "as found" pressure trip point was higher than the specified level, which would have 
generated a trip signal sooner than the design requirements. Engineering analysis of the trip 
points indicated that the trip would have occurred approximately 0.01 second sooner than the 
design point. In one case, the trip point was in the less-conservative direction. Engineering 
review and analysis of this condition indicated that the turbine trip would have been delayed by 
approximately 0.01 second. It was concluded that this time delay would not result in any
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significant deviation of safety-related equipment. The pressure switches associated with the 
low turbine auto stop oil pressure system are reliable devices. Since these devices are a 
"16go/no-go" type of device rather than an analog sensor and they are not used in the safety 
analysis as a primary trip for accident mitigation, a one-time extension of 7 months for the 
surveillance test interval would not degrade the reliability of the system and is, therefore, 
acceptable.  

2.4 Acoustic Monitors 

The proposed change to TS Table 4.1-1, Item 34, Safety Valve Position Indicator (Acoustic 
Monitor), is a one-time extension of the surveillance interval for the functional test of the 
acoustic monitors, located inside the containment.  

Power operated relief valves and code safety valves are provided to protect against pressure 
that is beyond the pressure-limiting capacity of the pressurizer spray. Acoustic sensors 
installed on the code safety valves discharge lines provide indication in the control room of the 
"flow" or "no flow" condition of the safety valves. These detectors are static devices with proven 
reliability. The test data reviewed that was from more than six test cycles supported this 
conclusion. Also, if a detector were to fail, it would not affect the proper operation of the code 
safety valves. Therefore, the extension of 7 months for the test interval of the acoustic 
monitors is acceptable.  

2.5 PT-R5A Settinq of Pressurizer Safety Valves 

The proposed change to TS Table 4.1-3, Item 3, Pressurizer Safety Valves, is a one-time 
4-month extension of the surveillance interval for the functional test of two of the three 
pressurizer safety valves (PSV) (PCV-466 and PCV468). The American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (ASME Code) requires testing of Class 1 pressure 
relief devices every 5 years. The TSs require a test for each device at each refueling interval.  
The licensee has reviewed its test results of the two PSVs from the last eight refueling outages.  
These tests spanned a period in excess of 13 years. Accordingly, of the 16 tests performed, 
there were seven values outside the TS 1 percent range and two values outside the ASME 
Section XI 3 percent range. Of the values that were out of range it was determined that the 
values were within the acceptance range, statistically insignificant with respect to major setpoint 
errors, and not an impact on any previously evaluated accident.  

The licensee's proposed TS test frequency meets ASME Code test requirements. Compliance 
with the ASME Code test frequency provides an acceptable level of quality and safety and 
ensures operational readiness of the valves. Based on this and a review of the licensee's 
operating experience with the plant valves and general industry experience with similar valves, 
significant additional degradation of these components would not be expected during the 
proposed additional 4-month period. Therefore, the staff concludes that it is acceptable to 
revise TS Table 4.1-3, Item 3 to perform the testing of the installed plant PSVs with a maximum 
extension of 4 months and not beyond the refueling outage scheduled to commence no later 
than June 3, 2000.
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2.6 PT-R6 Main Steam Safety Valves Setpoint Determination 

The proposed change to TS Table 4.1-3, Item 4, Main Steam Safety Valve, is a one-time 
5-month extension of the surveillance test interval for the functiona, test of 9 of the 20 main 
steam safety valves. Reactor shutdown from power requires removal of core decay heat.  
Immediate decay heat removal requirements are normally satisfied by steam bypass to the 
condensers. Therefore, core decay heat can be continuously dissipated via the steam bypass 
to the condenser as feedwater in the steam generator is converted to steam by heat absorption.  
Normally, the capability to feed the steam generators is provided by operation of the turbine 
cycle feedwater system.  

If the condenser heat sink is not available during a turbine trip, excess steam, generated as a 
result of reactor coolant system sensible heat and core decay heat, is discharged to the 
atmosphere. One means of discharging the excess steam is through the main steam line code 
safety valves. There are five code safety valves located on each of the four main steam lines 
outside the reactor containment upstream of the isolation and non-return valves. Discharge 
from each of the twenty safety valves is carried to the atmosphere through individual vent 
stacks. Startup and/or power operation is allowed with main steam safety valves (MSSV) 
inoperable within the limitations of TSs. The maximum relieving capacity is associated with a 
turbine trip from 100 percent Rated Thermal Power coincident with an assumed loss of 
condenser heat sink (i.e., no steam bypass to the condenser). Operability of the safety valves 
is verified each refueling shutdown.  

The licensee has reviewed the 60 surveillance test results from the two 24-month refueling 
intervals. There were a total of eight failures. Three of the failures were in the conservative 
direction and can be considered not significant. The other five setpoints out of sixty tests were 
not conservative. Of these, two lifted at a pressure lower than the upper limit of the two highest 
set of values and all five were more than 200 psig below the normal hydrostatic test pressure 
for the steam generators. All valves, therefore, would have provided protection and allowed for 
removal of excess heat.  

The ASME Code requires testing of Class 2 pressure relief devices every 10 years. The 
licensee's proposed TS test frequency meets ASME Code test requirements. Compliance with 
the ASME Code test frequency provides an acceptable level of quality and safety and ensures 
operational readiness of the valves. Based on this and a review of the licensee's operating 
experience with the plant valves and general industry experience with similar valves, significant 
additional degradation of these components would not be expected during the proposed 
additional 5-month period. Therefore, the staff concludes that it is acceptable to revise TS 
Table 4.1-3, Item 4 to perform the testing of the installed plant MSSVs with a maximum 
extension of 5 months and not beyond the refueling outage scheduled to commence no later 
than June 3, 2000.  

2.7 Safety Iniection System 

The proposed change to TS Table 4.1-3, Item 5, Safety Injection System, is a one-time 
extension of the surveillance test interval for the functional tests specified in three sections: 
4.5.A.1, 4.5.B.1, and 4.5.E.4.b. TS 4.1 Table 4.1-3, Item 5 requires the performance of an 
automatic actuation of the containment isolation system each refueling interval. TS 4.5.A.1 
requires that the safety injection system test be performed at each reactor refueling interval.
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TS 4.5.B.1 requires that the containment spray system be tested at each refueling interval. TS 
4.5.E.4.b requires verification that the control room air filtration system automatically switches 
into recirculation mode of operation upon a safety injection test signal or a high radiation signal 
at least once every refueling interval. All of these requirements are demonstrated by 
performing surveillance PT-R13 for the safety injection system.  

The safety injection system tests involves several plant systems. All anomalies are 
documented and placed in three categories. The first category concerns indication; the second 
is equipment being unavailable for testing because it was out of service for maintenance; and 
the third was for all others. The results from the last three refueling outages were reviewed and 
a number of problem areas were documented in each test. However, the results did not impact 
the ability of the safety injection system to perform its intended safety functions. Further none 
of the anomalies were determined to be time dependent. Therefore, the staff concludes that it 
is acceptable to revise TS 4.1 Table 4.1-3, Item 5, 4.5.A.1, 4.5.8.1, and 4.5.E.4.b to extend the 
surveillance interval to perform PT-R1 3, Safety Injection System, by 7 months to coincide with 
the refueling outage scheduled to commence no later than June 3, 2000.  

2.8 Sensitive Leak Rate Test - Type "B" 

The proposed change would revise Section 4.4.B to allow a one-time extension of the 
surveillance interval for the functional test of the Sensitive Leak Rate Test - Type "B". TS 4.4.B 
requires the sensitive leakage rate test be conducted such that containment penetrations, weld 
channels, and certain double-gasketed seals and isolation valve interspaces are pressurized to 
a minimum of 52 psig. The containment is maintained at atmospheric pressure during the test.  
The test criterion is total leakage less than or equal to 0.2 percent of the containment free 
volume per day (15.2 SCFM).  

Surveillance test PT-R1 1, Sensitive Leak Rate Test - Type "B", is performed to evaluate 
leakage. The results from the last five refueling intervals tests were reviewed. All the test met 
the leakage requirements. The test was performed on an 18-month outage frequency prior to 
1993 and was subsequently changed to a 24-month frequency. The licensee's evaluation of 
the last five tests show no apparent leakage trend which would indicate a worsening condition 
over time. Therefore, the staff concludes that it is acceptable to revise TS 4.4.B to extend the 
surveillance interval to perform PT-R1 1, Sensitive Leak Rate Test - Type "B", by 6 months to 
coincide with the refueling outage scheduled to commence no later than June 3, 2000.  

2.9 Isolation Valve Seal Water System Functional Test 

The proposed change would revise Section 4.4.D.1 .c to allow a one-time extension of the 
surveillance interval for the functional test of the Isolation Valve Seal Water System (IVSW).  
The IVSW system helps to ensure the sealing effectiveness of containment isolation valves 
(CIV) that are located in lines connected to the reactor coolant system or that could be exposed 
to the containment atmosphere during any condition that requires containment isolation. This is 
accomplished by injection of a water or gas seal between valves or between the discs of 
double-disc gate valves.  

The results from PT-R26, Isolation Valve Seal Water System Functional test, were reviewed for 
the last five refueling intervals. The 1993 and 1995 tests failed to meet the requirement. The
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test performed in 1993 was not successful due to leakage from two of the 62 CIVs. These 
valves were subsequently repaired and did not contribute to any subsequent failure of PT-R26.  
The 1995 test was not successful because of leakage from five CIVs. These valves were also 
repaired and did not contribute to any subsequent failure of PT-R26. In 1997, PT-R26 was 
performed and the acceptance criteria was met.  

In evaluating the five tests, there was no trend established between test failure and a particular 
valve. The licensee's evaluation of the last five test provides no indication that the length of 
time between tests has any impact on the success or failure of PT-R26. Therefore, the staff 
concludes that it is acceptable to revise TS 4.4.D.1 .c to extend the surveillance interval to 
perform PT-R26, Isolation Valve Seal Water System Functional test, by 6 months to coincide 
with the refueling outage scheduled to commence no later than June 3, 2000.  

2.10 Internal Containment Structural Visual Inspection 

The proposed change would revise TS Section 4.4.G to allow a one-time extension of the 
surveillance interval for the Internal Containment Structural Visual Inspection. The reactor 
containment structure is a reinforced concrete vertical right cylinder with a flat base and a 
hemispherical dome. A welded steel liner with a minimum thickness of 0.25 inch is attached to 
the inside face of the concrete shell to ensure a high degree of leak tightness. The design 
objective of the containment is to contain all the radioactive material, which might be released 
from the core following a loss-of-coolant accident. The structure also serves as a biological 
shield and a pressure container.  

Visual inspection of the accessible interior surfaces of the containment and its components is 
performed at each refueling outage and prior to any integrated leak rate test. Surveillances are 
conducted to ensure that degradation is detected and repaired long before it becomes 
significant or affects the containment structural integrity or leak tightness. The licensee 
evaluated inspection results from the last six surveillance tests. The 1989 and 1992 inspections 
yielded no deficiencies, however, the 1991, 1993, 1995 and 1997 inspections revealed 
deficiencies in the containment insulation liner. The purpose of the insulation is to limit the 
temperature rise in the liner accident. Therefore, the licensee concluded that the observed 
deficiencies were not significant, and did not affect any components that could impact the long
term containment structural integrity. Further, there was no apparent trend in the observed 
conditions that would indicate a worsening condition over time. Therefore, the staff concludes 
that it is acceptable to revise TS 4.4.G to extend the surveillance interval to perform 
PI-R2,1nternal Containment Structural Visual Inspection, by 6 months to coincide with the 
refueling outage scheduled to commence no later than June 3, 2000.  

2.11 Leak Rate Determination 

The proposed change would revised TS Section 4.4.H.1 .a.(2) to allow a one-time extension of 
the surveillance interval for the functional test for the leak rate determination for the piping and 
components. TS 4.4.H.1.a.(2) spec;,, , . ueieits for performance of a hydrostatic test 
of a selected portion of the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) piping system. PT-R27A is the 
surveillance procedure used to hydrostatically test the RHR piping from the pump suctions to 
the containment isolation valves on the containment sump line. The licensee reviewed test date 
for PT-R27A from 1986 through 1997. There was no leakage detected. The licensee's test 
results have not indicated leakage during the past seven outages, therefore, the staff concludes



-7-

that revising TS 4.4.H.1 .a.(2) to extend the surveillance interval by 8 months should not result in 
increased leakage. Thus the proposed change is acceptable.  

2.12 Hydrogen Recombiners 

The proposed change would revise TS Section 4.5.C.1 to allow a one-time extension of the 
surveillance interval for the functional test of the Hydrogen Recombiners. The hydrogen 
recombiner system is located inside containment for post accident hydrogen control. Each 
recombiner is capable of maintaining the ambient hydrogen concentration at or below two 
volume percent. PT-R15, Hydrogen Recombiners, is the functional test performed to determine 
operability of the recombiners. The licensee reviewed the test data from the surveillance tests 
conducted in 1993, 1995, and 1997. In all instances the operability criteria were met. In 
addition to the complete recombiner system test being performed each refueling outage, a fan 
test is performed every two months and a control system test is performed quarterly to provide 
additional assurance of system operability. The licensee's review of surveillance test for the 
last year revealed no instances where the operability criteria was not met. Based on the past 
test results the staff concludes that extending the surveillance interval by 6 months should not 
have an affect on the test results. Therefore, the proposed change to TS 4.5.C.1 is acceptable.  

2.13 Emergency Diesel Generator Load Test 

The proposed change to revise TS Section 4.6.A.2 would allow a one-time extension of the 
surveillance interval for the functional test of the Emergency Diesel Generators. There are 
three emergency diesel generators (EDGs) in Indian Point 2. The purpose of this test is to 
demonstrate that the EDGs will carry full load rating in accordance with the TSs.  

Each EDG is tested for 1750 kW (continuous) for 21.5 hours, 2100 kW for 2 hours and 2300 
kW for 0.5 hour. The diesel performance tests are conducted while the unit is in the cold 
shutdown condition and cannot be done on line because the tests require an abnormal 
electrical system lineup (e.g., racking in 480 V ac-tiebreakers). A review of the historical EDG 
load tests data shows only two failures, however, none of these were due to EDG performance 
failure. Since this test cannot be done on line and no historical performance failures of EDGs 
were found during the tests, the proposed one-time extension TS 4.6.A.2 by 6 months is 
acceptable.  

2.14 Safety Iniection System Electrical Load Test 

The proposed change would revise TS Section 4.6.A.2 and 4.6.A.3 to allow a one-time 
extension of test surveillance interval for the functional test of the Safety Injection System 
Electrical Load Test. The purpose of the test is to assure that each diesel generator will 
automatically start and assume the required load within 60 seconds after the initial start signal.  
This is accomplished by simulating a loss of normal AC station service power supplies and 
simultaneously simulating a Safety Injection Signal, verifying that the EDGs auto start, shed the 
required bus load and restore operation of particular vital equipment.  

The diesel performance tests are conducted while the unit is in the cold shutdown condition and 
cannot be done on line because the test requires initiating a safety injection signal. A review of 
the historical EDG load tests data shows several anomalies in 1995, however, none of these 
were due to EDG performance failure, and they were not repeated during the 1997 test. Since
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this test cannot be done on line and no historical performance failures of EDGs were found 
during the tests, the proposed one-time extension TS 4.6.A.2 and 4.6.A.3 by 7 months is 
acceptable.  

2.15 Station Batteries 

The proposed change would revise TS section 4.6.C.4 to allow a one-time extension of the test 
interval for the functional test of the station batteries. The purpose of the test is to determine 
the capacity of battery banks and periodically cycle the cells (discharge/charge). During the 
test, the batteries are discharged through a load bank with test parameters controlled by 
computer. The discharge rate follows (envelopes) the load profile. This test is a modified 
performance capacity test that meets or exceeds the requirements of IEEE-450. The results 
are satisfactory if the capacity is greater than or equal to 90 percent and the voltage is 
adequate (average cell and total).  

The licensee evaluated the results of previous battery tests to review if the batteries would 
retain their capacity over an extended operating cycle of 36 months. There were no failures 
observed and no failure modes were found that are time dependent and that would preclude 
extending the operating cycle.  

Since this test cannot be done on line and no historical performance failures of batteries were 
found during the tests, the proposed one-time extension of TS 4.6.C.4 by 7 months is 
acceptable.  

2.16 Snubbers 

The proposed change would modify TS Section 4.12 to allow a one-time extension of the 
surveillance interval for the functional test of the Snubbers. The snubbers prevent unrestrained 
pipe motion under dynamic loads, such as those caused by earthquakes or severe dynamic 
transients, while allowing normal thermal motion. The periodic tests assure that the snubbers 
will function properly when needed. IP2 uses a 10 percent sample plan to test snubbers 
currently installed in the plant. If any of the snubbers removed for testing fails the acceptance 
criteria, the procedure specifies that an additional 10 percent sample must be removed and 
tested. Testing normally continues until no more failures are found or until all of the snubbers 
are tested. The nature of the test plan is independent of the test interval initiating the 
inspections and, accordingly, is not impacted by the extended interval.  

A review of the past test data indicated that snubber surveillance failure rates are low. Prior to 
1991, visual inspections were performed on a refueling outage basis. IP2 was shut down for 
extended periods of time during the current fuel cycle and the refueling outage schedules are 
no longer synchronous with the 24-month surveillance requirements for snubbers in the plant 
TS. On the basis of the evaluation performed by the licensee, which concluded that the 
proposed revision to the TS surveillance requirements does not involve a 10 CFR 50.59 
unreviewed safety question, the staff concludes that the expected snubber performance for the 
current operating cycle would be comparable to that which would be seen during the maximum 
currently allowed TS surveillance interval. Therefore, the proposed change to TS 4.12 to allow 
surveillance interval extension of 7 months is acceptable
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3.0 CONCLUSION 

The proposed amendment will allow a one-time extension of the functional tests described in 
Section 2.0 above. The method used by the licensee to evaluate the impact of the proposed 
functional test extension has been approved by the staff in the past. The proposed amendment 
does not make functional or physical changes to any equipment and does not adversely affect 
the plant's ALARA Program, Security and Fire Protection Program, Emergency Plan, Safety 
Evaluation Report (SER) or Updated SER conclusions and Overall Plant operations and 
environment. Also, the proposed amendment does not introduce any new failure modes nor 
does it involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. Therefore, the staff approves the 
proposed one-time functional test extensions.  

4.0 STATEMENT OF EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES 

The licensee states that exigent circumstances pursuant to 10 CFR 50.91 exist with respect to 
the need for consideration of the proposed amendment. The proposed increase in the 
surveillance intervals is requested due to an outage during 1998 which extended the operating 
cycle of the core, therefore, the next refueling outage is now scheduled to commence in June 
2000. Without the one-time extension, an otherwise unnecessary plant outage would be 
required to perform these surveillances.  

Based on the above, the NRC staff has determined that the licensee has used best efforts to 
make a timely application and that exigent circumstance are present which warrant processing 
the requested amendment pursuant to 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(6).  

5.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 

The Commission has provided standards for determining whether a significant hazards 
consideration exits (10 CFR 50.92(c)). A proposed amendment to an operating license for a 
facility involves no significant hazards consideration if operation of the facility in accordance 
with the proposed amendment does not: (1) involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated; (2) create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any previously evaluated; or (3) involve a significant reduction in 
a margin of safety.  

The following evaluation, by the licensee and with which we agree, demonstrates that the 
proposed amendment does not involve a significant hazards consideration.  

The proposed change has been evaluated against the standards in 10 CFR 50.92 and has 
been determined to not involve a significant hazards consideration, in that operation of the 
facility in accordance with the proposed amendments: 

1. Does the proposed license amendment involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated? 

(A) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The surveillance tests monitors the 
external leakage of selected systems outside containment that could contain highly radioactive 
fluids following an accident or serious transient. The results of 15 tests indicated that there was
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no external leakage. Since the past test data supports the integrity of the systems, there is 
reasonable expectation that the piping systems will continue to perform its intended safety 
function without external leakage.  

It is concluded that a one-time extension of seven months for the leak test surveillance interval 
will have minimal impact.  

(B) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The high reliability of the circuit logic, 
and the fact that this reliability appeared not to be time dependent, leads to the conclusion that 
an extension of the surveillance interval of seven months should not impact the ability of the 
circuit to perform its safety function.  

(C) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. No credit is taken for a reactor trip from 
a low turbine auto stop oil pressure signal resulting from a turbine trip. In addition, no credit is 
taken for this system for turbine missile protection. Therefore, increasing the surveillance 
interval for this parameter has no impact upon the probability or consequences of an accident.  

It is concluded, that a one-time extension of 7 months for the channel calibration surveillance 
interval for the Low Turbine Auto Stop Oil Pressure system will have minimal risk impact.  

(D) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The acoustic monitors are not required 
to operate in response to an accident but only provide indication in the CCR (central control 
room) that there is flow in the safety valve discharge lines. A failure of a detector would not 
affect the ability of the safety valves to perform their required safety function.  

(E) There is no significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident which can 
be attributed to a four month extension in testing two of the three safety valves. In no case was 
the bounding analysis exceeded for the "As Found" criteria and for all cases the maximum 
margin available is provided by requiring the valve setpoint meet the most conservative +/
1 percent criteria for the "As-Left" setpoint.  

(F) There is no significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident. The 
accident analysis conservatively assumes that neither the condenser nor the atmospheric 
steam dumps are operable. As noted previously, other means of steam dumping in addition to 
the steam generator safeties will most likely be available. In addition, of the sixty tests 
reviewed, only five "As Found" settings were high. A high setting does not mean loss of 
function as they would have provided protection, but at a higher setpoint.  

(G) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

An assessment has been performed of the test results from the last three refueling outages, 
covering a period in excess of six years. Significant anomalies were evaluated as discussed in 
the preceding test result section. After corrective action, these events were not repeated in 
subsequent system tests. In all instances, the problems were not identified to be time 
dependent. Thus, it is concluded that extending the surveillance interval by seven months will
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not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated.  

(H) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The accident analysis does not credit 
the operation of the WCP (weld channel penetration) system. The system has demonstrated 
reliability and performance such that there is confidence that the consequences of an accident 
will be limited.  

The one (out of five) test problems can be attributed to individual components within the 
population and the problems with these components were resolved and found not to be 
recurring. No link between the period of time between tests and test failures was established.  

(I) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated. As stated above in the evaluation of 
change for the isolation valve seal water system, the accident analysis does not take credit for 
the operation of the IVSW (isolation valve seal water) system. The system has demonstrated 
reliability and performance such that there is confidence that the consequences of an accident 
will be limited.  

The two (out of five) test failures can be traced to individual components within the population 
and the problems with these components were found not to be recurring. No link between the 
period of time between tests and test failures was established.  

(J) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. Minor observations were identified on 
some of the inspections reviewed and mostly concerned surface imperfections and minor 
cosmetic items. The engineering and operation review of the findings indicated that the 
deficiencies were not expected to impact any plant function. In many cases the deficiencies to 
the liner insulation and the flashing appeared to be a result of human performance or work 
practices. In no case was there any direct damage to the containment structure that could 
cause any structural degradation or affect the leak tightness. In no instances were the 
observations of a nature that, if left unattended, had the potential to compromise structural or 
leakage integrity. None of the observed deficiencies appeared to be time dependent and 
therefore an extension of the surveillance interval of six months should not impact the ability of 
the containment structure to perform its safety function.  

(K) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. Extending the surveillance interval for 
eight months will, in all likelihood, only extend the period that the RHR system is not in service.  
Mechanisms that may induce leakage are more likely to develop when the system is in 
operation rather that during an extended standby period. Since the past test data supports the 
integrity of the system and an extended standby period is not expected to affect any potential
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leak path, there is a reasonable expectation that the RHR system will continue to perform its 
intended safety function without excessive leakage.  

(L) The proposed license amendment does no involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated. Past test data indicate that the 
recombiners are highly reliable. Absent an emergency, the recombiners are in a standby 
condition, except for routine testing, with no operational stresses. Extension of the surveillance 
interval would only lengthen the time spent at standby. Based on reliability, minimal operating 
time and successful test results, an extension of six months should not impact of the system to 
perform its intended safety function.  

(M)The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The historical data demonstrates that 
the engines have consistently met the required performance criteria. The identified anomalies 
with valve and filter operation were evaluated and corrected and are not indicative of any 
inability of the machine to meet performance requirements.  

(N) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequence of an accident previously evaluated. The test procedure under consideration is 
one of the more complicated surveillance procedures accomplished at refueling intervals.  
Considering the vast number of components that are tested, it is highly improbable that some 
deficiencies will not occur. When such problems are encountered it is important to note 
whether the corrective maintenance implemented prevents recurrences in the future.  

In consideration of the evaluation of past test observations, it is important to note that the 
problems which occurred were not time dependent and that maintenance and testing practices 
have been effective in precluding future failures of the same type. Equally important is whether 
the emergency power system would have performed its intended safety function if the situation 
was not a test but represented an actual demand upon the system. Test acceptance criteria 
are always more stringent than required by accident scenarios to provide margin. As discussed 
previously, a condition existed where the manual start of the Train "A" and Train "B" 
containment spray pumps was precluded by a single malfunctioning relay. Capability of 
manually starting the pumps was still available but this manual capability required removing the 
containment spray signal from the breakers prior to operating the manual control switches. An 
automatic safety injection would have provided for a sequenced start of the pumps with a 
containment spray signal. However, a postulated single failure of an automatic safety injection 
relay could have precluded the starting of both pumps in a similar manner. Except for the Train 
"A" containment spray pump, the malfunctioning Train "B" relay only affected Train "B" 
components.  

In summary, it is concluded that extending the surveillance interval will not involve a significant 
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The problems 
encountered in the test conducted during the 1995 refueling outage were not time dependent 
and did no, r .,,, n 'h iebt done in the 1997 refueling outage.  

(0) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability 
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated. Review of data indicates no failures in 
discharge capacity. In addition, the Technical Specifications require on a monthly basis,
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measurement of the voltage of each battery. Similarly on a quarterly basis, additional testing 
on each battery is performed. Data comparisons are made to determine possible degradation.  

Successful past data indicates that the batteries have additional life. This factor, together with 
the existing monthly and quarterly testing, will provide assurance that there will be no increase 
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated by extending the 
surveillance interval.  

(P)The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated. The results of the visual inspection over 
the period from 1989 to 1998 indicate that all of the snubbers were found to be acceptable.  
Any discrepant conditions found during the inspection were remedied either by repair or 
replacement of the snubber.  

All snubbers passed an "As Left" visual inspection (including the replacement snubber installed 
in place for those removed for functional testing) that assures that the snubber meet the original 
design configuration prior to returning the snubber to service.  

The Technical Specification functional testing program requires a sampling program that 
provides a 95% confidence level that 90-100% of the snubbers operate within acceptance 
limits. For each snubber failing the functional test an additional sample lot must be selected 
and tested to assure that the required confidence level is maintained.  

Based upon the historical data, it is concluded that an extension of the visual inspection interval 
of four months and the functional test interval of seven months will have minimal risk impact.  

2. Does the proposed license amendment create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated.  

(A) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. The integrity of the specific systems associated with the tests 
should not be affected by an extended surveillance period for the reasons described in (A) 
above. The test results showed that there were no external leakage paths outside containment 
that would allow radioactive fluids to escape the systems.  

The three identified test failures were not related to external leakage and external leak 
probability would not be affected by an extended test interval. Therefore, it is anticipated that 
the portion of the piping system evaluated by the subject tests will continue to perform its 
intended function.  

(B) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or r d 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a -'ianner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Based on the analysis of the surveillance data, it is concluded 
that the logic for this circuit would continue to perform its intended safety function over long
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operating cycles and therefore, the possibility of a new or different accident has not been 
created.  

(C) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval will not add any new 
failure modes.  

Since no credit is taken in the safety analysis for this trip, the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident has not been created by extending the surveillance interval.  

(D) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. The devices are static and are in a standby condition during 
normal operation. Thus, the amount of service induced stress is minimized. Under these 
circumstances it is expected that the monitors would perform acceptably over an operating 
cycle extended by six months.  

(E) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, there is no evidence from the data that indicate that a one
time increase of the surveillance interval for two of the three safety valves will adversely affect 
the setpoint.  

(F) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluatc-d. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report.  

Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) will not adversely affect the Main Steam 
Safety Valve setpoint evidenced by the comparison of data from the two five year periods.  

(G) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) extension 
will not adversely affect the Safety Injection System as evidenced by the comparison of results 
from the past three surveillance tests.  

(H) The proposed license amendment does ot create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition of
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any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) will not 
adversely affect the results of the Sensitive Leak Rate test.  

(I) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition of 
any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) will not 
adversely affect the results of the overall Isolation Valve Seal Water System test as evaluated 
in the description of change.  

(J) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a. manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. It is concluded that the containment building would continue to 
perform its intended safety function over long operating cycles and therefore, the possibility of a 
new or different accident has not been created.  

(K) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. The integrity and performance of the RHR system is not 
expected to be influenced by an extended surveillance period for the reason addressed in item 
(1)(K) above. Therefore, it is anticipated that the portion of the RHR system reviewed herein 
will continue to perform its intended function and that leakage will not exceed levels previously 
analyzed for radiological releases.  

(L) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report.  

(M) The proposed license amendment does hot create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated.  

The proposed change does not involve the addition of any new or different type of equipment, 
nor does it involve operating equipment required for safe operation of the facility in a manner 
that is different from that addressed in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the 
increased surveillance interval (one-time only) will not adversely affect the emergency diesel 
generators.  

The functional test history indicates the two functional test failures were the result of actions 
independent of actual EDG (emergency diesel generator) load performance. Apart from these 
anomalous actions, the record does not indicate a potential for failure to meet performance
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criteria. In both cases, the functional test failures were thoroughly analyzed. Appropriate 
actions were taken to prevent recurrence. Subsequent testing resulted in the emergency diesel 
generator meeting its design requirements.  

(N) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) will not 
adversely affect the Safety Injection System and its emergency power supply to perform its 
intended safety function.  

The effectiveness of maintenance practices, both preventive and corrective and change in test 
technique has been proven in that deficiencies noted in one test were not repeated in the 
subsequent test. The last refueling surveillance test was successful and no new test failures 
were noted. Because past test deficiencies do not appear to be time dependent, extending the 
surveillance interval by seven months is not expected to create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

(0) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the 
addition of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment 
required for safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the 
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) 
will not adversely affect the safety function of the batteries.  

(P) The proposed license amendment does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously evaluated. The proposed change does not involve the addition 
of any new or different type of equipment, nor does it involve operating equipment required for 
safe operation of the facility in a manner that is different from that addressed in the Updated 
Final Safety Analysis Report. Also, the increased surveillance interval (one-time only) will not 
adversely affect the snubbers.  

The past visual and functional test history with no visual inspection failures and very few 
functional test failures (three) provides assurance that an extension in the surveillance will not 
rest It in increased snubber failures.
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3. Does the proposed amendment involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

(A) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. Review of historical test data provides assurance that the systems would continue to 
perform their intended safety function. The proposed change for a one-time extension of the 
test interval does not adversely affect the performance of any safety related system, component 
or structure and does not result in increased severity of any of the accidents considered in the 
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. There is minimal risk that a surveillance extension of 
seven months will increase external leakage from the piping system under review beyond the 
license requirements or that the system performance will be influenced. It is concluded that a 
surveillance extension of seven months should not impact the margin of safety.  

(B) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. There were no deficiencies noted for the surveillance tests reviewed. The proposed 
one-time extension of the surveillance test interval will not adversely affect the performance of 
any safety related system, component or structure and does not result in increased severity of 
any of the accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Based on past 
results, the one-time extension of seven months does not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.  

(C) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. The proposed change for a one-time extension of the test interval does not adversely 
affect the performance of any safety related system, component or structure and does not 
result in increased severity of any of the accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety 
Analysis Report. Based on past test results, the one-time extension of seven months does not 
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  

(D) The proposed license amendment does no involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. The monitors have demonstrated reliability and during normal operation do not function.  
Under these circumstances there is expected to be minimal impact upon safety by extending 
the operating cycle by six months. The proposed change for a one time extension of the test 
interval does not adversely affect the performance of any safety related system, component or 
structure and does not result in increased severity of any of the accidents considered in the 
Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Based on past test results, the one-time extension of six 
months does not involve significant reduction in a margin of safety.  

(E) A significant reduction in the margin of safety is not anticipated based on evaluation of the 
data. Historical data and the 1997 Justification of Past Operation provide assurance that the 
safety valves would perform their intended safety function. These facts, together with alternate 
means of over pressure protection (such as power operated relief valves), minimize any 
significant reduction in the margin of safety. The aggressive Technical Specification test 
frequency provides an added level of assurance with respect to setpoint maintenance. Based 
on analysis of the surveillance data, the one-time extension of four months for two of the three 
safety valves does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  

(F) A reduction in the margin of safety is no anticipated based on evaluation of the data.  
Historical data provides confidence that all of the safeties would continue to perform their 
intended function. Only nine of the twenty safety valves will be subject to the five-month
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extension. These facts, together with alternate means of heat rejection that will most likely 
remain available, minimize any potential reduction in the margin of safety.  

(G) The proposed amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  
The results of the previous three cycles of test data have been evaluated. None of the 
anomalies observed were sufficiently serious to impact the performance of the Safety Injection 
System or to weigh against a one-time extension of seven months to the current surveillance 
interval. The replacement of the Master Relays with those of a type that can be tested online 
has enhanced the confidence in system reliability. Therefore, it is concluded that this, one-time 
extension request will not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.  

(H) A reduction in the margin of safety is not anticipated based on evaluation of the data. The 
accident analysis does not credit the operation of the WCP (weld channel penetration) system.  
Historical data provides confidence that the system will perform as required and that root 
problems can be eliminated such that they do not cause repeat failures of the same 
components. The system will continue to be adequately monitored and tested; therefore, an 
extension of six months will have minimal impact on the margin of safety.  

(I) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. Historical data provides confidence that the system will perform as required and that 
root problems can be eliminated such that they do not cause repeat failures of the same 
components. The system will continue to be adequately monitored and tested; therefore, an 
extension of six months will have minimal impact on the margin of safety.  

(J) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. The nature of the deficiencies observed during the surveillances has not been significant 
with respect to the structural integrity and containment leakage. The proposed one-time 
extension of the surveillance test interval will not adversely affect the performance of any safety 
related system, component or structure and does not result in increase severity of any of the 
accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Based on past test results, 
the one-time extension of six months does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

(K) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of 
safety. There is minimal risk that a surveillance interval extension of eight months will increase 
leakage in the piping system under review bevond the Technical Specification limits or that the 
system performance will be influenced. Past test data indicates that there was no impact on the 
margin imposed by the Technical Specification.  

(L) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

The proposed change for a one-time extension of the test interval does not adversely affect the 
, of any safety related system, component or structure and does not result in 

increase severity of any of the accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety Analysis 
Report. Based on past test results, the one-time extension of six months does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety. Online testing is performed periodically on the fans 
and controls providing additional assurance that the Hydrogen Recombiner System will perform 
its intended safety function.
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(M) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. There is no reduction of margin indicated by the surveillance testing. The proposed 
change for a one-time extension of the test interval does not adversely affect the performance 
of any safety related system, component or structure and does not result in increase severity of 
any of the accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Surveillance test 
results indicate no trend toward margin reduction.  

Based on past rest results, the one-time extension of six months does not involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.  

(N) The proposed license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety. Because previous test indicate that the engineered safety features emergency power 
supply would have performed its intended safety function if called upon, it is concluded that the 
proposed change for a one-time extension of the test interval does not adversely affect the 
performance of any safety related system and does not result in increased severity of any of the 
accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report. Based on past test results, 
the one-time extension of seven months does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

(0) The proposed amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.  
Extension of the surveillance cycle will have minimal impact upon the margin of safety.  

Periodic surveillance tests will indicate deficiencies at a state where they are unlikely to 
influence battery capacity permitting corrective action prior to degradation to an unacceptable 
state.  

(P) The purpose of the functional test is to provide a 95% confidence level that 90-100% of the 
snubbers operate within the specified acceptance limits. The performance of visual 
examinations is a separate process that complements the functional testing program and 
provides additional confidence in snubber operability 

The review of past inspection and test history indicates that this objective was met at the time of 
the inspection and testing. There are no identified trends that would suggest that the same 
success rate would not be maintained over the requested extension period. The proposed 
license amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. The 
proposed change for a one-time extension of the test interval does not adversely affect the 
performance of any safety related system, component or structure and does not result in 
increased severity of any of the accidents considered in the Updated Final Safety Analysis 
Report. Based on past test results, the one-time extension of 4 months for the visual tests and 
seven months for the functional tests does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.  

6.0 STATE CONSULTATION 

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the New York State official was notified of the 
proposed issuance of the amendment. The State official had no comments.
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION 

The amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility 
component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20 and changes 
surveillance requirements. The NRC staff has determined that the amendment involves no 
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, of any effluents that 
may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase in individual or cumulative 
occupational radiation exposure. Accordingly, the 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 or environmental assessment need be prepared in connection 
with the issuance of the amendment. The commission has made a final no significant hazards 
finding with respect to this amendment.  

6.0 CONCLUSION 

The Commission has 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, (2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with the 
Commission's regulations, and (3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the 
common defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.  

Principal Contributors: D. Fischer, J. Harold, A. J. Lee, S. K. Mitra, S. Rhow
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