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should be granted based upon a
balancing of the factors specified in 10
CFR 2.714(a)(1)(1)~(v) and 2.714(d).

If a request for a hearing is received,
the Commission’s staff may issue the
amendment after it completes its
technical review and prior to the
completion of any required hearing if it
publishes a further notice for public
comment of its proposed finding of no
significant hazards consideration in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 and
50.92.

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment dated March 27, 1997,
which is available for public inspection
at the Commission’s Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC, and at the
local public document room located at
the University of Texas at Arlington
Library, Government Publications/
Maps, 702 College, P.O. Box 19497,
Arlington, TX 76019.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 21st day
of January 1999.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Timothy J. Polich,

Project Manager, Project Directorate 1V-1,
Division of Reactor Projects I11/1V, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

[FR Doc. 99-1847 Filed 1-26-99; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 7590-01-P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Biweekly Notice; Applications and
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses Involving No Significant
Hazards Considerations

l. Background

Pursuant to Pub. L. 97-415, the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the
Commission or NRC staff) is publishing
this regular biweekly notice. Pub. L. 97—
415 revised section 189 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the
Act), to require the Commission to
publish notice of any amendments
issued, or proposed to be issued, under
a new provision of section 189 of the
Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any
amendment to an operating license
upon a determination by the
Commission that such amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration, notwithstanding the
pendency before the Commission of a
request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from January 4,

1999, through January 14, 1999. The last
biweekly notice was published on
January 13, 1999.

Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses, Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination,
and Opportunity for a 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 50.92, this means that operation
of the facility in accordance with the
proposed 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 any
accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this
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 final
determination.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that
failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or
shutdown of the facility, the
Commission may issue the license
amendment 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 public
and State comments received before
action is taken. Should the Commission
take this action, it will publish in the
Federal Register a notice of issuance
and provide for opportunity for a
hearing after issuance. The Commission
expects that the need to take this action
will occur very infrequently.

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Chief, Rules and
Directives Branch, Division of
Administration Services, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555—
0001, and should cite the publication
date and page number of this Federal
Register notice. Written comments may
also be delivered to Room 6D22, Two
White Flint North, 11545 Rockville
Pike, Rockville, Maryland from 7:30

a.m. to 4:15 p.m. Federal workdays.
Copies of written comments received
may be examined at the NRC Public
Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC.
The filing of requests for a hearing and
petitions for leave to intervene is
discussed below.

By February 26, 1999, the licensee
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 request
for a hearing and a petition for leave to
intervene. Requests for a hearing and a
petition 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. Interested persons should
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714
which is available at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved. 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 Licensing
Board will issue a notice of a hearing or
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
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 the 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 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
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petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a 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. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert
opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with
the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one which, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. 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 opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a 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 held.

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 issuance of the amendment.

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

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001, Attention:

Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff, or
may be delivered to the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington DC, by the above date. A
copy of the petition should also be sent
to the Office of the General Counsel,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001, and to the
attorney for the licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for a hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board that
the petition and/or request should be
granted based upon a 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, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved.

Commonwealth Edison Company,
Docket Nos. 50-237 and 50-249,
Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2
and 3, Grundy County, Illinois

Docket Nos. 50—254 and 50-265,
Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station,
Units 1 and 2, Rock Island County,
Ilinois.

Docket Nos. 50-373 and 50-374,
LaSalle County Station, Units 1 and 2,
LaSalle County, Illinois.

Date of application for amendment
request: December 17, 1998.

Description of amendment request:
The amendments would revise the
respective facility Technical
Specifications (TS) by adding a new
Limiting Conditions for Operations
which provides an administrative
enhancement by allowing testing
required to return equipment to service
to be conducted under administrative
controls.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed change has no impact on the
design basis of the plant. The change has no
impact on the response of the plant during
normal or transient conditions. Incorporation
of ISTS [improved Standard Technical

Specification] 3.0.5 provides the necessary
administrative controls that allow the return
of equipment to service to complete testing
required to demonstrate operability. Without
this allowance, certain components could not
be restored to operable status and a plant
shutdown would ensue. It is not the intent
of the TS to preclude the return to service of
a component in order to confirm its
operability or the operability of other
equipment. This allowance is deemed to be
a safer operation than requiring a plant
shutdown to complete necessary testing. This
allowance is considered acceptable because
it: (1) is temporary; (2) accompanied by
appropriate administrative controls, and; (3)
provides a safety enhancement by restoring
the plant status to, or confirming the existing
plant status is in, a condition that is expected
to provide for safe operation.

ISTS 3.0.5 was adopted to address the
ambiguity that ACTION requirements do not
strictly allow the restoration of equipment to
its normal configuration to perform
functional testing required to demonstrate
operability. The components involved will
have completed maintenance and or testing
that will demonstrate, with reasonable
assurance, that the component can perform
its intended safety function.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not
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 accident
previously evaluated:

The proposed changes do not introduce
new features or modify plant structures,
systems or components that may impact
station operations under normal or abnormal
conditions. The proposed changes will allow
the necessary testing to ensure safety related
equipment will perform its design basis
safety function.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

3. Involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety for the following reasons:

The proposed changes have no impact on
any of the Safety Limits provided in the
Technical Specifications, nor does the
change impact the operation of structures,
systems and components import to plant
safety. The purpose of the proposed change
is to return equipment to service, under
administrative controls, to complete
operability testing. Therefore, allowing the
return of equipment to service will promote
timely restoration of, or confirmation of,
equipment operability thereby increasing the
margin of safety from that existing with this
equipment remaining out of service.
Temporarily returning inoperable equipment
to service for the purpose of confirming
operability places the plant in a condition
which has been previously evaluated and
determined to be acceptable for short
periods. Therefore, the proposed change does
not involve a significant reduction in safety.

Therefore, the proposed changes do not
involve a significant reduction in the margin
of safety.
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The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendments requested involve no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: for Dresden, Morris Area
Public Library District, 604 Liberty
Street, Morris, Illinois 60450; for Quad
Cities, Dixon Public Library, 221
Hennepin Avenue, Dixon, Illinois
61021; for LaSalle, Jacobs Memorial
Library, 815 North Orlando Smith
Avenue, Illinois Valley Community
College, Oglesby, Illinois 61348-9692.

Attorney for licensee: Ms. Pamela B.
Stroebel, Senior Vice President and
General Counsel, Commonwealth
Edison Company, P.O. Box 767,
Chicago, Illinois 60690-0767.

NRC Project Director: Stuart A.
Richards.

Duquesne Light Company, et al., Docket
Nos. 50-334 and 50-412, Beaver Valley
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request:
December 24, 1998.

Description of amendment request:
These amendment requests change the
Beaver Valley Power Station, Unit Nos.
1 and 2 (BVPS-1 and BVPS-2)
Technical Specifications (TSs) to ensure
that Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG)
requirements contained in Technical
Specification 3/4.8.1 for both units are
consistent with assumptions contained
in design analyses and requirements of
plant procedures. Revisions to TS 3/
4.8.1 “A.C. Sources,” contained in this
amendment provide more conservative
limiting conditions for operation (LCO)
and surveillance requirements that
affect EDG fuel oil storage volume, EDG
load rejection and overspeed testing,
and EDG operating frequency
requirements. The applicable bases for
each unit are also refined, as necessary,
to strengthen the explanations regarding
EDG fuel oil storage systems and
provide the EDG overspeed in terms of
frequency (Hertz) and speed
(Revolutions Per Minute).

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

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

The addition of the term ““‘usable” to LCO
3.8.1.1 and 3.8.1.2 for both Units will assure

that the required quantity of fuel oil will be
available to operate the diesel during
emergency conditions. This revision
including the discussion contained in the
Technical Specification Bases has no
physical impact on the diesels or their
setpoints. These revisions also do not delete
any function previously provided by the
diesels. There are no design bases accidents
for which failure of the diesel is considered
an initiating event. Therefore, the probability
of an accident previously evaluated in the
safety analysis is not increased by this
change. The proposed changes do not involve
an increase in the consequences of an
accident previously analyzed, as they make
the limiting condition for operation and
associated bases more conservative and
involve no physical changes to the diesels.

The revised EDG single largest load
rejection and overspeed criteria do not
involve an increase in the probability or the
consequences of accidents previously
analyzed. The surveillance tests impacted by
the proposed revision are performed only
during shutdown when the opposite train
EDG and its connected AC power system are
relied upon as the emergency AC power
source. Further, there are no design basis
accidents for which changes to EDG load
rejection test acceptance criteria can be an
initiating event. The proposed changes affect
the diesel testing requirements but do not
affect the operating or design parameters. The
changes also do not affect the diesels’ ability
to mitigate the consequences of an accident.
They serve to ensure the ability of the diesel
to reject the largest load. The overspeed
criteria ensures that diesel frequency does
not exceed a certain value subsequent to a
load rejection. This criteria also ensures
compliance with the guidance of Safety
Guide 9 for Unit 1 and Regulatory Guide 1.9
for Unit 2. It does not involve an increase in
the consequences of an accident previously
analyzed. The revision does not impact
accidents previously analyzed and would
not, therefore, affect the consequences of
accidents previously analyzed.

Revising the EDG operating frequency as
discussed in the proposed amendment
protects [engineered safety feature] ESF
pumps from runout conditions and motors
from operating in an unanalyzed condition.
The narrower frequency limits are more
restrictive and have no adverse effect on the
diesel generator operability. The proposed
revision to decrease the EDG operating
frequency limit does not involve an increase
in the probability of an accident as described
in the [Updated Final Safety Analysis Report]
UFSAR. There are no design basis accidents
for which failure of the diesel is considered
an initiating event. A narrower operating
frequency does not increase the probability of
a design basis accident; it ensures that
equipment performs their intended function.
This change is intended to prevent the diesel
from being loaded beyond analyzed loading
limits and protect ESF equipment. The more
conservative surveillance requirements being
applied to operating limits will provide
greater assurance that the diesels will be
operable and that greater performance
requirements are not imposed on ESF
equipment. This change, therefore, will not

result in an increase in the consequences of
an accident previously described.

2. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

The proposed revisions do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated. They also will have no adverse
impact on the design basis accidents
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. The
revisions contained in the proposed
amendment are more restrictive to assure that
diesel and ESF equipment are available and
fully operable to perform their intended
safety function following a design basis
accident and a loss of offsite power. The
proposed changes do not involve physical
changes to plant equipment or the AC power
system configuration. New failure modes are
not introduced as a result of the proposed
revisions. A revision of the diesel frequency
will prevent motors and pumps from being
subjected to over-frequency conditions which
could reduce the life of the equipment.
Increasing the load rejection criteria for Unit
1 and including overspeed criteria for both
units revises surveillance test criteria for
verifying load rejection capability. This does
not affect the probability of malfunction of a
diesel or its connected emergency AC power
system. Further, it does not create a new
failure mode. Revising diesel fuel oil storage
requirements to include the term “‘usable”
reduces the potential for misinterpretation of
this specification; it does not create a new
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The revisions contained in this license
amendment have the effect of making the
BVPS Technical Specifications more
conservative than previously. This license
amendment request will not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3. Does the change involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety?

The margin of safety is not reduced as a
result of the proposed revisions. The margin
of safety depends on the maintenance of
specific operating parameters within design
limits. The margin of safety derived from
limiting condition for operation 3.8.1.1 and
3.8.1.2 for both Units is enhanced by adding
“usable” in these requirements. This revision
reduces the possibility of misinterpreting
Technical Specification requirements. The
addition of diesel overspeed criteria (both
units) and increasing load rejection criteria
for Unit 1 does not reduce the margin of
safety. Diesel reliability and performance
during a loss of offsite power and a design
basis accident are enhanced by this more
conservative surveillance test requirement.
Revision of diesel operating frequency limits
protects engineered safety features
equipment from overfrequency conditions;
this would not be a significant reduction in
the margin of safety. Though the temporary
Unit 1 EDG loading limit of 2791.51 exceeds
the Safety Guide 9 value of 2745, it still is
below the EDG 2000 hour rating limit of 2850
kW contained in Surveillance Requirement
4.8.1.1.2.b.6. Further, the loading value of
2791.51 kW does not exceed the design
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loading capability of the EDG. Based on
engineering analyses, the revisions contained
in the proposed amendment will not
significantly reduce the margin of safety.
Engineered safety features equipment will
continue to function, as assumed in the
safety analysis, to ensure that fuel, reactor
coolant system and containment design
limits are not exceeded.

Therefore, this change will not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety
due to the continued availability and
reliability of the A.C. electrical power
sources.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: B.F. Jones Memorial Library,
663 Franklin Avenue, Aliquippa, PA
15001.

Attorney for Licensee: Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project Director: S. Singh Bajwa.

Duquesne Light Company, et al., Docket
Nos. 50-334 and 50-412, Beaver Valley
Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 and 2,
Shippingport, Pennsylvania

Date of amendment request:
December 24, 1998.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would
revise the Technical Specification (TS)
requirements for the axial flux
difference [AFD] monitor, quadrant
powver tilt ratio [QPTR] monitor, rod
position deviation monitor, and rod
insertion limit (RIL) monitor. The
changes would (1) relocate requirements
for the AFD monitor and the QPTR
monitor to the Licensing Requirements
Manual (LRM); (2) delete requirements
for the rod position deviation monitor
and RIL monitor from the TSs; (3)
modify Unit 1 surveillance requirements
(SR) 4.1.3.5 and 4.1.3.6 by incorporating
the Unit 2 wording to provide
surveillances more consistent with the
Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO);
(4) change Unit 1 SR 4.1.3.2.2, SR
4.1.3.5,SR4.1.3.6 and Unit2 SR 4.1.3.5
from 24 hour surveillance frequencies to
12 hour frequencies; and (5) delete Unit
1SR 4.1.3.2.3.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

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

The proposed amendment would modify
applicable Technical Specifications (TS) by
deleting requirements associated with the rod
position deviation monitor and rod insertion
limit (RIL) monitor and relocating the
requirements associated with the axial flux
difference (AFD) monitor and quadrant
powver tilt ratio (QPTR) monitor from the
following specifications and Bases:

Unit1:4.1.3.1.2,3.1.3.2,4.1.3.2.2,4.1.3.2.3,
4.1.36,4.2.11,4.2.4;

Unit2:4.1.3.1.2,4.1.3.2,4.1.3.6,4.2.1.1,
4.2.4.

The TS contains requirements where a
reduced surveillance interval is required in
the event the monitors referenced in the
above specifications, surveillance
requirements (SR) and associated Bases are
inoperable. Removing the requirements
associated with these monitors from the TS
will not affect the ability of any system to
perform its design function.

Nuclear Electric Institute (NEI) Technical
Specification Task Force (TSTF) 110
Revision 2 provides the basis for these
changes and recommends relocating the
requirements for these monitors to “plant
administrative practices.” The AFD monitor
and the QPTR monitor requirements will be
relocated to the LRM and changes to these
requirements will be controlled in
accordance with the 10 CFR 50.59 process
which will require NRC approval if the
change constitutes an unreviewed safety
question. However, based on the smaller
change in surveillance intervals, deletion and
not relocation of the rod position deviation
monitor and the RIL monitor requirements
can be justified and is proposed.

Although these monitors are being
removed from the TSs, they will continue to
be maintained as described in the [Updated
Final Safety Analysis Report] UFSAR (subject
to revisions via the 10 CFR 50.59 process).
Removing the rod deviation monitor
requirements from Unit 1 SR 4.1.3.2.3 makes
the remaining portion of SR 4.1.3.2.3
redundant to SR 4.1.3.2.2.a; therefore, SR
4.1.3.2.3 has been deleted. In addition, the
24-hour surveillance frequency in Unit 1 SR
4.1.3.2.2,4.1.3.5and 4.1.3.6 as well as in
Unit 2 SR 4.1.3.5 is being changed to 12
hours to assure the required parameters are
adequately monitored and to provide
consistency between the units and related
requirements as well as the Improved
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS).

Removing these monitors from the TS is
consistent with the NRC approved changes to
the ISTS identified in TSTF-110, Revision 2.
Verification that plant conditions are within
specified limits at the frequency specified in
the normal SR provides sufficient
information that allows the operator to detect
a parameter that is beginning to deviate from
its expected limits. The specified frequency
takes into account other information (i.e., rod
position indication system, rod bottom alarm
and excore neutron detectors) that is
continuously available to the operator in the
control room, so that during changes in plant
conditions, deviation from the limits can be
readily detected.

The proposed changes do not affect the
operation of the system or the accident
analyses and are consistent with the NRC
approved changes to the surveillances
identified for the ISTS of NUREG-1431
identified in TSTF-110, Revision 2. These
changes do not involve a change to plant
equipment and do not affect the performance
of plant equipment used to mitigate an
accident. Although the deletion of these
monitor requirements from the TS results in
elimination of the reduced surveillance
interval when the alarm is inoperable (for
those requirements not being relocated to the
LRM) the change in frequency is not
significant considering the indications
available to the operator and the relatively
slow changes in the parameters being
monitored during steady state operation.
Therefore, based on the above, these changes
do not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

Unit 1 SRs 4.1.3.5 and 4.1.3.6 have been
additionally modified by incorporating the
Unit 2 wording which more closely provides
a surveillance appropriate for the LCO. The
LCO requires the shutdown rods/control
banks to be within the insertion limits and
the revised SR requires a determination that
each shutdown rod/control bank is within
the insertion limits on a 12-hour frequency.
Therefore, the revised SRs are consistent
with the LCO requirements and more clearly
provide verification that the LCO is met. This
change does not affect the operation of the
rod position indication system or any other
system and is consistent with the Unit 2 and
ISTS wording. This change will not affect the
ability of any system to perform its design
function; therefore, this change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. Does the change create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated?

Changing the surveillance frequency from
24 to 12 hours is more conservative and
assures the affected parameters are
adequately monitored. In addition, the
change removes monitors from the TSs and
provides consistency between the SRs, the
units and the ISTS. Changing the
surveillance frequency, correcting the Unit 1
SRs and removing reference to the identified
monitors from the TS will not cause a
significant reduction in system reliability nor
affect the ability of any system to perform its
design function. There are no hardware
changes associated with this license
amendment nor are there any changes in the
method by which any safety-related plant
system performs its safety function. No new
accident scenarios, transient precursors,
failure mechanisms or limiting single failures
are introduced as a result of these changes.
These changes do not introduce any adverse
effects or challenges to any safety-related
systems. No change is required to any system
configurations, plant equipment or analyses.
Therefore, these changes will not create the
possibility of any new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3. Does the change involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety?
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The proposed changes do not affect the
acceptance criteria for any analyzed event
nor impact any plant safety analyses since
the assumptions used will remain
unchanged. The safety limits assumed in the
accident analyses and the design function of
the equipment required to mitigate the
consequences of any postulated accidents
will not be changed since the proposed
changes do not affect the accident analyses
assumptions or equipment required to
mitigate design basis accidents described in
the UFSAR. Although the deletion of these
monitor requirements from the TSs results in
elimination of the reduced surveillance
interval when the alarm is inoperable (for
those requirements not being relocated to the
LRM) the effect is not significant considering
the indications available to the operator and
the relatively slow changes in the parameters
being monitored during steady state
operation. The TSs continue to assure the
applicable operating parameters are
maintained within the required limits. Based
on engineering judgement, incorporating
these changes will not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.

The margin of safety depends upon
maintenance of specific operating parameters
within design limits. The TSs continue to
require that these limits be maintained and
provide appropriate remedial actions if a
limit is exceeded. The maintenance of these
limits continues to be assured through
performance of the normal surveillance at the
proposed frequency and the requirements for
increased monitoring that are relocated to the
LRM. Additional assurance that the required
parameters are adequately monitored is
provided through other information readily
available (i.e., rod position indication system,
rod bottom alarm and excore neutron
detectors) that allows the operator to detect
a parameter that is beginning to deviate from
its expected limits and through the proposed
changes which reduce the normal
surveillance interval from 24 hours to 12
hours to assure the affected parameters are
adequately monitored. Although these
monitors are being removed from the TSs,
they will continue to be maintained as
described in the UFSAR (subject to revisions
via the 10 CFR 50.59 process). Therefore, the
plant will be maintained within the analyzed
limits and the proposed changes will not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: B.F. Jones Memorial Library,
663 Franklin Avenue, Aliquippa, PA
15001.

Attorney for licensee: Jay E. Silberg,
Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW,
Washington, DC 20037.

NRC Project Director: S. Singh Bajwa.

Entergy Operations, Inc., Docket Nos.
50-313 and 50-368, Arkansas Nuclear
One, Units 1 and 2 (ANO-1&2), Pope
County, Arkansas.

Date of amendment request:
November 24, 1998.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed changes implement the
consolidated Entergy Operations
Quality Assurance Plan Manual
approved by the NRC on November 6,
1998. The proposed changes also clarify
the responsibilities of the shift technical
advisor position on shift, simplify the
contents of the monthly operating report
description in accordance with Generic
Letter (GL) 97-02, complete the
relocation of fire protection
requirements from the TS to the fire
protection program in accordance with
GL 88-12, and replace position titles
with descriptions of functional
responsibility in accordance with GL
88-06.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

Criterion 1—Does Not Involve a Significant
Increase in the Probability or
Consequences of an Accident Previously
Evaluated.

The proposed changes only affect the
administrative controls contained in Section
6.0 of the Arkansas Nuclear One—Unit 1
(ANO-1) and Unit 2 (ANO-2) Technical
Specifications (TSs). The proposed changes
either add additional administrative controls,
reduce regulatory duplication of
requirements consistent with NUREG-1430
“Standard Technical Specifications—
Babcock and Wilcox Plants™ dated April
1995, and NUREG-1432 *‘Standard Technical
Specifications—Combustion Engineering
Plants” dated April 1995, or revise or
relocate administrative controls in
accordance with NRC guidance. The
proposed changes do not affect the operation
of any structure, system, or component or the
assumptions of any accident analysis. The
details relocated from the ANO-1 and ANO—
2 TSs, and changes to these details, are
controlled under the ANO 10 CFR 50.59 or
10 CFR 50.54 processes as appropriate.

Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of any accident previously
evaluated.

Criterion 2—Does Not Create the Possibility
of a New or Different Kind of Accident
from any Previously Evaluated.

The proposed changes to the ANO-1 and
ANO-2 Section 6.0 administrative controls
do not involve a change in the plant design
or affect the configuration or operation of any
structure, system, or component.

Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

Criterion 3—Does Not Involve a Significant

Reduction in the Margin of Safety.

The proposed changes to the ANO-1 and
ANO-2 TSs affect only administrative
requirements and do not involve changes to
safety limits, limiting conditions for
operation, or surveillance requirements on
equipment required to operate the station.

Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Tomlinson Library, Arkansas
Tech University, Russellville, AR 72801.

Attorney for licensee: Nicholas S.
Reynolds, Esquire, Winston and Strawn,
1400 L Street, NW, Washington, DC
20005-3502.

NRC Project Director: John N.
Hannon.

Florida Power Corporation, et al.,
Docket No. 50-302, Crystal River
Nuclear Generating Plant, Unit No. 3
(CR-3), Citrus County, Florida

Date of amendment request:
November 30, 1998.

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would
change the CR-3 Improved Technical
Specifications (ITS) Section 3.9.3,
Containment Penetrations. The
proposed changes recognize the use of
an outage equipment hatch (OEH)
during refueling operations. The
proposed changes would also allow
both doors in the personnel air locks,
and the single door in the OEH, to be
open during core alterations or
movement of irradiated fuel assemblies
within containment provid