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SDM 
3.1.1

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM)

LCO 3.1.1 SDM shall be:

a. > 0.38% Ak/k, with the highest worth control rod 
analytically determined; or 

b. > 0.28% Ak/k, with the highest worth control rod 
determined by test.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. SDM not within limits A.1 Restore SDM to within 6 hours 
in MODE 1 or 2. limits.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A 
not met.  

C. SDM not within limits C.1 Initiate action to Immediately 
in MODE 3. fully insert all 

insertable control 
rods.  

D. SDM not within limits D.1 Initiate action to Immediately 
in MODE 4. fully insert all 

insertable control 
rods.  

AND 

(continued)
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SDM 
3.1.1

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

D. (continued) D.2 Initiate action to 1 hour 
restore secondary 
containment to 
OPERABLE status.  

AND 

D.3 Initiate action to 1 hour 
restore one standby 
gas treatment (SGT) 
subsystem to OPERABLE 
status.  

AND 

D.4 Initiate action to 1 hour 
restore isolation 

capability in each 
required secondary 
containment 
penetration flow path 
not isolated.  

E. SDM not within limits E.1 Suspend CORE Immediately 
in MODE 5. ALTERATIONS except 

for control rod 
insertion and fuel 
assembly removal.  

AND 

(continued)
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ACTIONS

CONDITION JREQUIRED ACTION I COMPLETION TIME

E. (continued) E.2

AND 

E.3

AND 

E.4

AND 

E.5

Initiate action to 
fully insert all 
insertable control 
rods in core cells 
containing one or 
more fuel assemblies.

Initiate action to 
restore secondary 
containment to 
OPERABLE status.

Initiate action to 
restore one SGT 
subsystem to OPERABLE 
status.

Initiate action to 
restore isolation 
capability in each 
required secondary 
containment 
penetration flow path 
not isolated.
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SDM 
3.1.1

Immediately 

1 hour 

1 hour 

1 hour
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SDM 
3.1.1

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.1.1.1 Verify SDM is:

a. > 0.38% Ak/k with the highest worth 
control rod analytically determined; 
or 

b. > 0.28% Ak/k with the highest worth 
control rod determined by test.

FREQUENCY

Prior to each 
in vessel fuel 
movement during 
fuel loading 
sequence 

AND 

Once within 
4 hours after 
criticality 
following fuel 
movement within 
the reactor 
pressure vessel 
or control rod 
replacement
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Reactivity Anomalies 
3.1.2

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.2 Reactivity Anomalies

LCO 3.1.2 

APPLICABILITY:

The reactivity difference between the monitored core keff and 
the predicted core keff shall be within ± 1% Ak/k.  

MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Core reactivity A.1 Restore core 72 hours 
difference not within reactivity difference 
limit, to within limit.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met.
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Reactivity Anomalies 
3.1.2

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.1.2.1 Verify core reactivity difference between 
the monitored core keff and the predicted 
core keff is within ± 1% Ak/k.

FREQUENCY

Once within 
24 hours after 
reaching 
equilibrium 
conditions 
following 
startup after 
fuel movement 
within the 
reactor 
pressure vessel 
or control rod 
replacement 

AND 

1000 MWD/T 
thereafter 
during 
operations in 
MODE 1

£ ____________________________
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.3 Control Rod OPERABILITY

LCO 3.1.3 

APPLICABILITY:

Each control rod shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS

-------------------------------------N O T E OTE-- ----------------------- -- ------
Separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod.  

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One withdrawn control -------------NOTE----------
rod stuck. Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM) may 

be bypassed as allowed by 
LCO 3.3.2.1, "Control Rod 
Block Instrumentation," if 
required to allow continued 
operation.  

A.1 Verify stuck control Immediately 
rod separation 
criteria are met.  

AND 

A.2 Disarm the associated 2 hours 
control rod drive 
(CRD).  

AND 

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. (continued) A.3 Perform SR 3.1.3.2 24 hours from 
and SR 3.1.3.3 for discovery of 
each withdrawn Condition A 
OPERABLE control rod. concurrent with 

THERMAL POWER 
greater than the 
low power 
setpoint (LPSP) 
of the RWM 

AND 

A.4 Perform SR 3.1.1.1. 72 hours 

B. Two or more withdrawn B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
control rods stuck.  

C. One or more control C.1 ---------NOTE------
rods inoperable for RWM may be bypassed 
reasons other than as allowed by 
Condition A or B. LCO 3.3.2.1, if 

required, to allow 
insertion of 
inoperable control 
rod and continued 
operation.  

Fully insert 3 hours 
inoperable control 
rod.  

AND 

C.2 Disarm the associated 4 hours 
CRD.  

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

D. ---------- NOTE--------- D.1 Restore compliance 4 hours 
Not applicable when with analyzed rod 
THERMAL POWER position sequence.  
> 10% RTP.  
----------------------. O R 

Two or more inoperable D.2 Restore control rod 4 hours 
control rods not in to OPERABLE status.  
compliance with 
analyzed rod position 
sequence and not 
separated by two or 
more OPERABLE control 
rods.  

E. Required Action and E.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time of Condition A, 
C, or D not met.  

OR 

Nine or more control 
rods inoperable.
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.3.1 Determine the position of each control rod. 24 hours 

SR 3.1.3.2 ------------------- NOTE -------------------
Not required to be performed until 7 days 
after the control rod is withdrawn and 
THERMAL POWER is greater than the LPSP of 
the RWM.  

Insert each fully withdrawn control rod at 7 days 
least one notch.  

SR 3.1.3.3 ------------------- NOTE -------------------
Not required to be performed until 31 days 
after the control rod is withdrawn and 
THERMAL POWER is greater than the LPSP of 
the RWM.  

Insert each partially withdrawn control rod 31 days 
at least one notch.  

SR 3.1.3.4 Verify each control rod scram time from In accordance 
fully withdrawn to notch position 05 is with 
< 7 seconds. SR 3.1.4.1, 

SR 3.1.4.2, 
SR 3.1.4.3, and 
SR 3.1.4.4 

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.1.3.5 Verify each control rod does not go to the 
withdrawn overtravel position.

FREQUENCY
I.

Each time the 
control rod is 
withdrawn to 
"full out" 
position 

AND 

Prior to 
declaring 
control rod 
OPERABLE after 
work on control 
rod or CRD 
System that 
could affect 
coupling

I ____________________________________________________________
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Control Rod Scram Times 
3.1.4

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.4 Control Rod Scram Times

LCO 3.1.4

APPLICABILITY:

a. No more than 12 OPERABLE control rods shall be "slow," 
in accordance with Table 3.1.4-1; and 

b. No more than 2 OPERABLE control rods that are "slow" 
shall occupy adjacent locations.

MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Requirements of the A.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
LCO not met.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

------------------------------------- NOTE ------------------------------------
During single control rod scram time Surveillances, the control rod drive 
(CRD) pumps shall be isolated from the associated scram accumulator.  
-------------------------------------------------------------------

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.4.1 Verify each control rod scram time is Prior to 
within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with exceeding 
reactor steam dome pressure > 800 psig. 40% RTP after 

each reactor 
shutdown > 120 
days 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
3.1.4

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.4.2 Verify, for a representative sample, each 120 days 
tested control rod scram time is within the cumulative 
limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with reactor steam operation in 
dome pressure > 800 psig. MODE 1 

SR 3.1.4.3 Verify each affected control rod scram time Prior to 
is within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with declaring 
any reactor steam dome pressure. control rod 

OPERABLE after 
work on control 
rod or CRD 
System that 
could affect 
scram time 

SR 3.1.4.4 Verify each affected control rod scram time Prior to 
is within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with exceeding 
reactor steam dome pressure > 800 psig. 40% RTP after 

fuel movement 
within the 
affected core 
cell 

AND 

Prior to 
exceeding 
40% RTP after 
work on control 
rod or CRD 

System that 
could affect 
scram time
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Control Rod Scram Times 
3.1.4 

Table 3.1.4-1 
Control Rod Scram Times 

------------------------------ ------- NOTES -----------------------------------
1. OPERABLE control rods with scram times not within the limits of this Table 

are considered "slow." 

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO 3.1.3, "Control 
Rod OPERABILITY," for control rods with scram times > 7 seconds to notch 
position 05. These control rods are inoperable, in accordance with 
SR 3.1.3.4, and are not considered "slow." 

.. . . .... .. . . .. . . .. . ..--------------------------------------------------------

SCRAM TIMES(a)(b)(seconds) 
when reactor steam dome 

NOTCH POSITION pressure > 800 psig 

45 0.41 

39 0.80 

25 1.77 

05 3.20 

(a) Maximum scram time from fully withdrawn position based on 
de-energization of scram pilot valve solenoids as time zero.

(b) Scram times as a function of reactor steam dome 
are within established limits.

pressure when < 800 psig
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
3.1.5

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.5 Control Rod Scram Accumulators

LCO 3.1.5 

APPLICABILITY:

Each control rod scram accumulator shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS

------------------------------------- NOTE ------------------------------------
Separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod scram accumulator.  .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . ...--------------------------------------------------------

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One control rod scram A.1 ----- NOTE---
accumulator inoperable Only applicable if 
with reactor steam the associated 
dome pressure control rod scram 
> 900 psig. time was within the 

limits of 
Table 3.1.4-1 during 
the last scram time 
Survei 1 lance.  

Declare the 8 hours 
associated control 
rod scram time 
"slow." 

OR 

A.2 Declare the 8 hours 
associated control 
rod inoperable.  

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
3.1.5

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

B. Two or more control 
rod scram accumulators 
inoperable with 
reactor steam dome 
pressure > 900 psig.

Restore charging 
water header pressure 
to > 940 psig.

AND 

B.2.1 --------- NOTE-------
Only applicable if 
the associated 
control rod scram 
time was within the 
limits of 
Table 3.1.4-1 during 
the last scram time 
Surveillance.  

Declare the 
associated control 
rod scram time 
"slow." 

OR 

B.2.2 Declare the 
associated control 
rod inoperable.

B.1

C. One or more control C.1 Verify all control Immediately upon 
rod scram accumulators rods associated with discovery of 
inoperable with inoperable charging water 
reactor steam dome accumulators are header pressure 
pressure < 900 psig. fully inserted. < 940 psig 

AND 

(continued)

LaSalle 1 and 2

ACTIONS

20 minutes from 
discovery of 
Condition B 
concurrent with 
charging water 
header pressure 
< 940 psig 

1 hour 

1 hour
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
3.1.5

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

C. (continued) C.2 Declare the 1 hour 
associated control 
rod inoperable.  

D. Required Action B.1 or D.1 -------- NOTE------
C.1 and associated Not applicable if all 
Completion Time not inoperable control 
met. rod scram 

accumulators are 
associated with fully 
inserted control 
rods.  

Place the reactor Immediately 
mode switch in the 
shutdown position.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.5.1 Verify each control rod scram accumulator 7 days 
pressure is > 940 psig.
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Rod Pattern Control 
3.1.6

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.6 Rod Pattern Control

LCO 3.1.6 

APPLICABILITY:

OPERABLE control rods shall comply with the requirements of 
the analyzed rod position sequence.  

MODES 1 and 2 with THERMAL POWER < 10% RTP.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One or more OPERABLE A.1 ---------NOTE------
control rods not in Rod Worth Minimizer 
compliance with the (RWM) may be bypassed 
analyzed rod position as allowed by 
sequence. LCO 3.3.2.1, "Control 

Rod Block 
Instrumentation." 

Move associated 8 hours 
control rod(s) to 
correct position.  

OR 

A.2 Declare associated 8 hours 
control rod(s) 
inoperable.  

(continued)
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Rod Pattern Control 
3.1.6

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

B. Nine or more OPERABLE B.1 ---------NOTE------
control rods not in RWM may be bypassed 
compliance with as allowed by 
analyzed rod position LCO 3.3.2.1.  
sequence.  

Suspend withdrawal of Immediately 
control rods.  

AND 

B.2 Place the reactor 1 hour 
mode switch in the 
shutdown position.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.6.1 Verify all OPERABLE control rods comply 24 hours 
with analyzed rod position sequence.
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SLC System 
3.1.7

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.7 Standby Liquid Control (SLC) System

LCO 3.1.7 

APPLICABILITY:

Two SLC subsystems shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One SLC subsystem A.1 Restore SLC subsystem 7 days 
inoperable, to OPERABLE status.  

B. Two SLC subsystems B.1 Restore one SLC 8 hours 
inoperable, subsystem to OPERABLE 

status.  

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.7.1 Verify available volume of sodium 24 hours 
pentaborate solution is within the limits 
of Figure 3.1.7-1.  

(continued)
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SLC System 
3.1.7

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.7.2 Verify temperature of sodium pentaborate 24 hours 
solution is within the limits of 
Figure 3.1.7-2.  

SR 3.1.7.3 Verify temperature of pump suction piping 24 hours 
up to the storage tank outlet valves is 
> 68 0 F.  

SR 3.1.7.4 Verify continuity of explosive charge. 31 days 

SR 3.1.7.5 Verify the concentration of sodium 31 days 
pentaborate in solution is within the 
limits of Figure 3.1.7-1. AND 

Once within 
24 hours after 

water or sodium 
pentaborate is 
added to 
solution 

AND 

Once within 
24 hours after 
solution 
temperature is 
restored within 
the limits of 
Figure 3.1.7-2 

(continued)
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SLC System 
3.1.7

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.7.6 Verify each SLC subsystem manual, power 31 days 
operated, and automatic valve in the flow 
path that is not locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in position is in the 
correct position, or can be aligned to the 
correct position.  

SR 3.1.7.7 Verify each pump develops a flow rate In accordance 
> 41.2 gpm at a discharge pressure with the 
> 1220 psig. Inservice 

Testing Program 

SR 3.1.7.8 Verify flow through one SLC subsystem from 24 months on a 
pump into reactor pressure vessel. STAGGERED TEST 

BASIS 

SR 3.1.7.9 Verify all heat traced piping between 24 months 
storage tank and storage tank outlet valves 
is unblocked. AND 

Once within 
24 hours after 
piping 
temperature is 
restored within 
the limits of 
Figure 3.1.7-2
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SLC System 
3.1.7
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SLC System 
3.1.7
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
3.1.8 

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.8 Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) Vent and Drain Valves

LCO 3.1.8 

APPLICABILITY:

Each SDV vent and drain valve shall be OPERABLE.  

MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS

-------------------------------------N O T E S OTES-- ---------------------- -- -----
1. Separate Condition entry is allowed for each SDV vent and drain line.  

2. An isolated line may be unisolated under administrative control to allow 
draining and venting of the SDV.  

.. . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. . ...--------------------------------------------------------

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. One or more SDV vent A.1 Isolate the 7 days 
or drain lines with associated line.  
one valve inoperable.  

B. One or more SDV vent B.1 Isolate the 8 hours 
or drain lines with associated line.  
both valves 
inoperable.  

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met.
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
3.1.8

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.8.1 ------------------- NOTE -------------------
Not required to be met on vent and drain 
valves closed during performance of 
SR 3.1.8.2.  

Verify each SDV vent and drain valve is 31 days 
open.  

SR 3.1.8.2 Cycle each SDV vent and drain valve to the 92 days 
fully closed and fully open position.  

SR 3.1.8.3 Verify each SDV vent and drain valve: 24 months 

a. Closes in < 30 seconds after receipt 
of an actual or simulated scram 
signal; and 

b. Opens when the actual or simulated 
scram signal is reset.
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SDM 
B 3.1.1

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM) 

BASES

BACKGROUND SDM requirements are specified to ensure:

a. The reactor can be made subcritical from all operating 
conditions and transients and Design Basis Events; 

b. The reactivity transients associated with postulated 
accident conditions are controllable within acceptable 
limits; and 

c. The reactor will be maintained sufficiently 
subcritical to preclude inadvertent criticality in the 
shutdown condition.  

These requirements are satisfied by the control rods, as 
described in GDC 26 (Ref. 1), which can compensate for the 
reactivity effects of the fuel and water temperature changes 
experienced during all operating conditions.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Having sufficient SDM assures that the reactor will become 
and remain subcritical after all design basis accidents and 
transients. For example, SDM is assumed as an initial 
condition for the control rod removal error during a 
refueling accident (Ref. 2). The analysis of this 
reactivity insertion event assumes the refueling interlocks 
are OPERABLE when the reactor is in the refueling mode of 
operation. These interlocks prevent the withdrawal of more 
than one control rod from the core during refueling.  
(Special consideration and requirements for multiple control 
rod withdrawal during refueling are covered in Special 
Operations LCO 3.10.5, "Multiple Control Rod 
Withdrawal -Refueling.") The analysis assumes this 
condition is acceptable since the core will be shut down 
with the highest worth control rod withdrawn, if adequate 
SDM has been demonstrated.

Prevention or mitigation of positive reactivity insertion 
events is necessary to limit the energy deposition in the 
fuel, thereby preventing significant fuel damage, which 

(continued)
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SDM 
B 3.1.1

BASES

APPLICABLE could result in undue release of radioactivity. Adequate 
SAFETY ANALYSES SDM ensures inadvertent criticalities do not cause 

significant fuel damage.  

SDM satisfies Criterion 2 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).  

LCO The specified SDM limit accounts for the uncertainty in the 
demonstration of SDM by testing. Separate SDM limits are 
provided for testing where the highest worth control rod is 
determined analytically or by measurement. This is due to 
the reduced uncertainty in the SDM test when the highest 
worth control rod is determined by measurement. When SDM is 
demonstrated by calculations not associated with a test 
(e.g., to confirm SDM during the fuel loading sequence), 
additional margin is included to account for uncertainties 
in the calculation. To ensure adequate SDM, a design margin 
is included to account for uncertainties in the design 
calculations (Ref. 3).  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, SDM must be provided to assure shutdown 
capability. In MODES 3 and 4, SDM is required to ensure the 
reactor will be held subcritical with margin for a single 
withdrawn control rod. SDM is required in MODE 5 to prevent 
an inadvertent criticality during the withdrawal of a single 
control rod from a core cell containing one or more fuel 
assemblies (Ref. 2).  

ACTIONS A.1 

With SDM not within the limits of the LCO in MODE 1 or 2, 
SDM must be restored within 6 hours. Failure to meet the 
specified SDM may be caused by a control rod that cannot be 
inserted. The 6 hour Completion time is acceptable, 
considering that the reactor can still be shut down, 
assuming no additional failures of control rods to insert, 
and the low probability of an event occurring during this 
interval.  

(continued)
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SDM 
B 3.1.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS B.1 
(continued) 

If the SDM cannot be restored, the plant must be brought to 
MODE 3 within 12 hours, to prevent the potential for further 
reductions in available SDM (e.g., additional stuck control 
rods). The allowed Completion Time of 12 hours is 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 
from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.  

C.1 

With SDM not within limits in MODE 3, the operator must 
immediately initiate action to fully insert all insertable 
control rods. Action must continue until all insertable 
control rods are fully inserted. This action results in the 
least reactive condition for the core.  

D.1, D.2, D.3, and D.4 

With SDM not within limits in MODE 4, the operator must 
immediately initiate action to fully insert all insertable 
control rods. Action must continue until all insertable 
control rods are fully inserted. This action results in the 
least reactive condition for the core. Actions must also be 
initiated within 1 hour to provide means for control of 
potential radioactive releases. This includes ensuring 
secondary containment is OPERABLE; at least one Standby Gas 
Treatment (SGT) subsystem is OPERABLE; and secondary 
containment isolation capability is available in each 
associated secondary containment penetration flow path not 
isolated that is assumed to be isolated to mitigate 
radioactivity releases (i.e., at least one secondary 
containment isolation valve and associated instrumentation 
are OPERABLE, or other acceptable administrative controls to 
assure isolation capability). These administrative controls 
consist of stationing a dedicated operator, who is in 
continuous communication with the control room, at the 
controls of the isolation device. In this way, the 
penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for 
secondary containment isolation is indicated. This 
(ensuring components are OPERABLE) may be performed as an 

(continued)
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SDM 
B 3.1.1 

BASES 

ACTIONS D.1, D.2, D.3, and D.4 (continued) 

administrative check, by examining logs or other 
information, to determine if the components are out of 
service for maintenance or other reasons. It is not 
necessary to perform the Surveillances needed to demonstrate 
the OPERABILITY of the components. If, however, any 
required component is inoperable, then it must be restored 
to OPERABLE status. In this case, SRs may need to be 
performed to restore the component to OPERABLE status.  
Actions must continue until all required components are 
OPERABLE.  

E.1, E.2, E.3, E.4, and E.5 

With SDM not within limits in MODE 5, the operator must 
immediately suspend CORE ALTERATIONS that could reduce SDM, 
e.g., insertion of fuel in the core or the withdrawal of 
control rods. Suspension of these activities shall not 
preclude completion of movement of a component to a safe 
condition. Inserting control rods or removing fuel from the 
core will reduce the total reactivity and are therefore 
excluded from the suspended actions.  

Action must also be immediately initiated to fully insert 
all insertable control rods in core cells containing one or 
more fuel assemblies. Action must continue until all 
insertable control rods in core cells containing one or more 
fuel assemblies have been fully inserted. Control rods in 
core cells containing no fuel assemblies do not affect the 
reactivity of the core and therefore do not have to be 
inserted.  

Action must also be initiated within 1 hour to provide means 
for control of potential radioactive releases. This 
includes ensuring secondary containment is OPERABLE; at 
least one SGT subsystem is OPERABLE; and secondary 
containment isolation capability is available in each 
associated secondary containment penetration flow path not 
isolated that is assumed to be isolated to mitigate 
radioactivity releases (i.e., at least one secondary 
containment isolation valve and associated instrumentation 
are OPERABLE, or other acceptable administrative controls to 

(continued)
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ACTIONS E.1, E.2, E.3, E.4, and E.5 (continued) 

assure isolation capability). These administrative controls 
consist of stationing a dedicated operator, who is in 
continuous communication with the control room, at the 
controls of the isolation device. In this way, the 
penetration can be rapidly isolated when a need for 
secondary containment isolation is indicated. This 
(ensuring components are OPERABLE) may be performed as an 
administrative check, by examining logs or other 
information, to determine if the components are out of 
service for maintenance or other reasons. It is not 
necessary to perform the Surveillances needed to demonstrate 
the OPERABILITY of the components. If, however, any 
required component is inoperable, then it must be restored 
to OPERABLE status. In this case, SRs may need to be 
performed to restore the component to OPERABLE status.  
Actions must continue until all required components are 
OPERABLE.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Adequate SDM must be verified to ensure the reactor can be 
made subcritical from any initial operating condition. This 
can be accomplished by a test, an evaluation, or a 
combination of the two. Adequate SDM is demonstrated by 
testing before or during the first startup after fuel 
movement, shuffling within the reactor pressure vessel, or 
control rod replacement. Control rod replacement refers to 
the decoupling and removal of a control rod from a core 
location, and subsequent replacement with a new control rod 
or a control rod from another core location. Since core 
reactivity will vary during the cycle as a function of fuel 
depletion and poison burnup, the beginning of cycle (BOC) 
test must also account for changes in core reactivity during 
the cycle. Therefore, to obtain the SDM, the initial 
measured value must be increased by an adder, "R", which is 
the difference between the calculated value of maximum core 
reactivity during the operating cycle and the calculated BOC 
core reactivity. If the value of R is negative (i.e., BOC 
is the most reactive point in the cycle), no correction to 
the BOC measured value is required (Ref. 4). For the SDM 
demonstrations that rely solely on calculation of the 
highest worth control rod, additional margin (0.10% Ak/k) 
must be added to the SDM limit of 0.28% Ak/k to account for 
uncertainties in the calculation.  

(continued)
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BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.1.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

The SDM may be demonstrated during an in-sequence control 
rod withdrawal, in which the highest worth control rod is 
analytically determined, or during local criticals, where 
the highest worth control rod is determined by testing.  
Local critical tests require the withdrawal of out of 
sequence control rods. This testing would therefore require 
bypassing of the Rod Worth Minimizer to allow the out of 
sequence withdrawal, and therefore additional requirements 
must be met (see LCO 3.10.6, "Control Rod 
Testing-Operating").  

The Frequency of 4 hours after reaching criticality is 
allowed to provide a reasonable amount of time to perform 
the required calculations and appropriate verification.  

During MODES 3 and 4, analytical calculation of SDM may be 
used to assure the requirements of SR 3.1.1.1 are met.  
During MODE 5, adequate SDM is also required to ensure the 
reactor does not reach criticality during control rod 
withdrawals. An evaluation of each in vessel fuel movement 
during fuel loading (including shuffling fuel within the 
core) is required to ensure adequate SDM is maintained 
during refueling. This evaluation ensures the intermediate 
loading patterns are bounded by the safety analyses for the 
final core loading pattern. For example, bounding analyses 
that demonstrate adequate SDM for the most reactive 
configurations during the refueling may be performed to 
demonstrate acceptability of the entire fuel movement 
sequence. These bounding analyses include additional 
margins to the associated uncertainties. Spiral offload or 
reload sequences inherently satisfy the SR, provided the 
fuel assemblies are reloaded in the same configuration 
analyzed for the new cycle. Removing fuel from the core 
will always result in an increase in SDM.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 26.  

2. UFSAR, Section 15.4.1.1.  

3. UFSAR, Section 4.3.2.4.1.  

4. NEDE-24011-P-A, "GE Standard Application for Reactor 
Fuel," (as specified in Technical Specification 
5.6.5).
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Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.2 Reactivity Anomalies 

BASES

BACKGROUND In accordance with GDC 26, GDC 28, and GDC 29 (Ref. 1), 
reactivity shall be controllable such that subcriticality is 
maintained under cold conditions and acceptable fuel design 
limits are not exceeded during normal operation and 
anticipated operational occurrences. Reactivity Anomalies 
is used as a measure of the predicted versus measured core 
reactivity during power operation. The continual 
confirmation of core reactivity is necessary to ensure that 
the Design Basis Accident (DBA) and transient safety 
analyses remain valid. A large reactivity anomaly could be 
the result of unanticipated changes in fuel reactivity, 
control rod worth, or operation at conditions not consistent 
with those assumed in the predictions of core reactivity, 
and could potentially result in a loss of SDM or violation 
of acceptable fuel design limits. Comparing predicted 
versus measured core reactivity validates the nuclear 
methods used in the safety analysis and supports the SDM 
demonstrations (LCO 3.1.1, "SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM)") in 
ensuring the reactor can be brought safely to cold, 
subcritical conditions.

When the reactor core is critical or in normal power 
operation, a reactivity balance exists and the net 
reactivity is zero. A comparison of predicted and measured 
reactivity is convenient under such a balance, since 
parameters are being maintained relatively stable under 
steady state power conditions. The positive reactivity 
inherent in the core design is balanced by the negative 
reactivity of the control components, thermal feedback, 
neutron leakage, and materials in the core that absorb 
neutrons, such as burnable absorbers, producing zero net 
reactivity.  

In order to achieve the required fuel cycle energy output, 
the uranium enrichment in the new fuel loading and the fuel 
loaded in the previous cycles provide excess positive 
reactivity beyond that required to sustain steady state 
operation at the beginning of cycle (BOC). When the reactor 
is critical at RTP and operating moderator temperature, the 

(continued)
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Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continued)

excess positive reactivity is compensated by burnable 
absorbers (e.g., gadolinia), control rods, and whatever 
neutron poisons (mainly xenon and samarium) are present in 
the fuel.

The predicted core reactivity, as represented by k effective 
(keff), is calculated by a 3D core simulator code as a 
function of cycle exposure. This calculation is performed 
for projected operating states and conditions throughout the 
cycle. The monitored keff is calculated by the core 
monitoring system for actual plant conditions and is then 
compared to the predicted value for the cycle exposure.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Accurate prediction of core reactivity is either an explicit 
or implicit assumption in the accident analysis evaluations 
(Ref. 2). In particular, SDM and reactivity transients, 
such as control rod withdrawal accidents or rod drop 
accidents, are very sensitive to accurate prediction of core 
reactivity. These accident analysis evaluations rely on 
computer codes that have been qualified against available 
test data, operating plant data, and analytical benchmarks.  
Monitoring reactivity anomaly provides additional assurance 
that the nuclear methods provide an accurate representation 
of the core reactivity.  

The comparison between measured and predicted initial core 
reactivity provides a normalization for the calculational 
models used to predict core reactivity. If the measured and 
predicted keff for identical core conditions at BOC do not 
reasonably agree, then the assumptions used in the reload 
cycle design analysis or the calculation models used to 
predict keff may not be accurate. If reasonable agreement 
between measured and predicted core reactivity exists at 
BOC, then the prediction may be normalized to the measured 
value. Thereafter, any significant deviations in the 
measured keff from the predicted keff that develop during fuel 
depletion may be an indication that the assumptions of the 
DBA and transient analyses are no longer valid, or that an 
unexpected change in core conditions has occurred.  

Reactivity Anomalies satisfy Criterion 2 of 
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).

(continued)

LaSalle 1 and 2 B 3.1.2-2 Revision No.



Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2

BASES (continued)

The reactivity anomaly limit is established to ensure plant 
operation is maintained within the assumptions of the safety 
analyses. Large differences between monitored and predicted 
core reactivity may indicate that the assumptions of the DBA 
and transient analyses are no longer valid, or that the 
uncertainties in the Nuclear Design Methodology are larger 
than expected. A limit on the difference between the 
monitored core keff and the predicted core keff of 1% Ak/k has 
been established based on engineering judgment. A > 1% 
deviation in reactivity from that predicted is larger than 
expected for normal operation and should therefore be 
evaluated.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODE 1, most of the control rods are withdrawn and steady 
state operation is typically achieved. Under these 
conditions, the comparison between predicted and monitored 
core reactivity provides an effective measure of the 
reactivity anomaly. In MODE 2, control rods are typically 
being withdrawn during a startup. In MODES 3 and 4, all 
control rods are fully inserted, and, therefore, the reactor 
is in the least reactive state, where monitoring core 
reactivity is not necessary. In MODE 5, fuel loading 
results in a continually changing core reactivity. SDM 
requirements (LCO 3.1.1) ensure that fuel movements are 
performed within the bounds of the safety analysis, and an 
SDM demonstration is required during the first startup 
following operations that could have altered core reactivity 
(e.g., fuel movement, control rod replacement, control rod 
shuffling). The SDM test, required by LCO 3.1.1, provides a 
direct comparison of the predicted and monitored core 
reactivity at cold conditions; therefore, Reactivity 
Anomalies is not required during these conditions.

A. 1

Should an anomaly develop between measured and predicted 
core reactivity, the core reactivity difference must be 
restored to within the limit to ensure continued operation 
is within the core design assumptions. Restoration to 
within the limit could be performed by an evaluation of the 
core design and safety analysis to determine the reason for 
the anomaly. This evaluation normally reviews the core 

(continued)
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Anomalies

Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 (continued) 

conditions to determine their consistency with input to 
design calculations. Measured core and process parameters 
are also normally evaluated to determine that they are 
within the bounds of the safety analysis, and safety 
analysis calculational models may be reviewed to verify that 
they are adequate for representation of the core conditions.  
The required Completion Time of 72 hours is based on the low 
probability of a DBA during this period, and allows 
sufficient time to assess the physical condition of the 
reactor and complete the evaluation of the core design and 
safety analysis.  

B.1 

If the core reactivity cannot be restored to within the 
1% Ak/k limit, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which 
the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant 
must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours. The 
allowed Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power 
conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging 
plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.2.1 
REOUIREMENTS 

Verifying the reactivity difference between the monitored 
and predicted core keff is within the limits of the LCO 
provides further assurance that plant operation is 
maintained within the assumptions of the DBA and transient 
analyses. The Core Monitoring System calculates the core 
keff for the reactor conditions obtained from plant 
instrumentation. A comparison of the monitored core keff to 
the predicted core keff at the same cycle exposure is used to 
calculate the reactivity difference. The comparison is 
required when the core reactivity has potentially changed by 
a significant amount. This may occur following a refueling 
in which new fuel assemblies are loaded, fuel assemblies are 
shuffled within the core, or control rods are replaced or 
shuffled. Control rod replacement refers to the decoupling 
and removal of a control rod from a core location, and 

(continued)
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BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.2.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

subsequent replacement with a new control rod or a control 
rod from another core location. Also, core reactivity 
changes during the cycle. The 24 hour interval after 
reaching equilibrium conditions following a startup is based 
on the need for equilibrium xenon concentrations in the 
core, such that an accurate comparison between the monitored 
and predicted core keff values can be made. For the purposes 
of this SR, the reactor is assumed to be at equilibrium 
conditions when steady state operations (no control rod 
movement or core flow changes) at z 75% RTP have been 
obtained. The 1000 MWD/T Frequency was developed, 
considering the relatively slow change in core reactivity 
with exposure and operating experience related to variations 
in core reactivity. This comparison requires the core to be 
operating at power levels which minimize the uncertainties 
and measurement errors, in order to obtain meaningful 
results. Therefore, the comparison is only done when in 
MODE 1. The core weight, tons (T) in MWD/T, reflects metric 
tons.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 26, GDC 28, and GDC 29.  

2. UFSAR, Chapter 15.
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B 3.1.3

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.3 Control Rod OPERABILITY 

BASES

BACKGROUND Control rods are components of the Control Rod Drive (CRD) 
System, which is the primary reactivity control system for 
the reactor. In conjunction with the Reactor Protection 
System, the CRD System provides the means for the reliable 
control of reactivity changes to ensure that under 
conditions of normal operation, including anticipated 
operational occurrences, specified acceptable fuel design 
limits are not exceeded. In addition, the control rods 
provide the capability to hold the reactor core subcritical 
under all conditions and to limit the potential amount and 
rate of reactivity increase caused by a malfunction in the 
CRD System. The CRD System is designed to satisfy the 
requirements of GDC 26, GDC 27, GDC 28, and GDC 29, 
(Ref. 1).  

The CRD System consists of 185 locking piston control rod 
drive mechanisms (CRDMs) and a hydraulic control unit for 
each drive mechanism. The locking piston type CRDM is a 
double acting hydraulic piston, which uses condensate water 
as the operating fluid. Accumulators provide additional 
energy for scram. An index tube and piston, coupled to the 
control rod, are locked at fixed increments by a collet 
mechanism. The collet fingers engage notches in the index 
tube to prevent unintentional withdrawal of the control rod, 
but without restricting insertion.  

This Specification, along with LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram 
Times," LCO 3.1.5, "Control Rod Scram Accumulators," and 
LCO 3.1.6, "Rod Pattern Control," ensure that the 
performance of the control rods in the event of a Design 
Basis Accident (DBA) or transient meets the assumptions used 
in the safety analyses of References 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

APPLICABLE The analytical methods and assumptions used in the 
SAFETY ANALYSES evaluations involving control rods are presented in 

References 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. The control rods provide the 
primary means for rapid reactivity control (reactor scram), 
for maintaining the reactor subcritical, and for limiting 
the potential effects of reactivity insertion events caused 
by malfunctions in the CRD System.  

(continued)
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APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

The capability of inserting the control rods provides 
assurance that the assumptions for scram reactivity in the 
DBA and transient analyses are not violated. Since the SDM 
ensures the reactor will be subcritical with the highest 
worth control rod withdrawn (assumed single failure), the 
additional failure of a second control rod to insert could 
invalidate the demonstrated SDM and potentially limit the 
ability of the CRD System to hold the reactor subcritical.  
If the control rod is stuck at an inserted position and 
becomes decoupled from the CRD, a control rod drop accident 
(CRDA) can possibly occur. Therefore, the requirement that 
all control rods be OPERABLE ensures the CRD System can 
perform its intended function.  

The control rods also protect the fuel from damage that 
results in release of radioactivity. The limits protected 
are the MCPR Safety Limit (SL) (see Bases for SL 2.1.1, 
"Reactor Core SLs," and LCO 3.2.2, "MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER 
RATIO (MCPR)"), the 1% cladding plastic strain fuel design 
limit (see Bases for LCO 3.2.1, "AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT 
GENERATION RATE (APLGHR)," and LCO 3.2.3, "LINEAR HEAT 
GENERATION RATE (LHGR)"), and the fuel design limit (see 
Bases for LCO 3.1.6, "Rod Pattern Control") during 
reactivity insertion events.  

The negative reactivity insertion (scram) provided by the 
CRD System provides the analytical basis for determination 
of plant thermal limits and provides protection against fuel 
design limits during a CRDA. Bases for LCO 3.1.4.  
LCO 3.1.5, and LCO 3.1.6 discuss in more detail how the SLs 
are protected by the CRD System.  

Control rod OPERABILITY satisfies Criterion 3 of 
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).

LCO OPERABILITY of an individual control rod is based on a 
combination of factors, primarily the scram insertion times, 
the control rod coupling integrity, and the ability to 
determine the control rod position. Accumulator OPERABILITY 
is addressed by LCO 3.1.5. The associated scram accumulator 
status for a control rod only affects the scram insertion 
times and therefore an inoperable accumulator does not 

(continued)
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BASES

LCO immediately require declaring a control rod inoperable.  
(continued) Although not all control rods are required to be OPERABLE to 

satisfy the intended reactivity control requirements, strict 
control over the number and distribution of inoperable 
control rods is required to satisfy the assumptions of the 
DBA and transient analyses.  

OPERABILITY requirements for control rods also includes 
correct assembly of the CRD housing supports.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, the control rods are assumed to function 
during a DBA or transient and are therefore required to be 
OPERABLE in these MODES. In MODES 3 and 4, control rods are 
not able to be withdrawn since the reactor mode switch is in 
shutdown and a control rod block is applied. This provides 
adequate requirements for control rod OPERABILITY during 
these conditions. Control rod requirements in MODE 5 are 
located in LCO 3.9.5, "Control Rod OPERABILITY-Refueling." 

ACTIONS The ACTIONS Table is modified by a Note indicating that a 
separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod.  
This is acceptable, since the Required Actions for each 
Condition provide appropriate compensatory actions for each 
inoperable control rod. Complying with the Required Actions 
may allow for continued operation, and subsequent inoperable 
control rods are governed by subsequent Condition entry and 
application of associated Required Actions.  

A.1, A.2, A.3, and A.4 

A control rod is considered stuck if it will not insert by 
either CRD drive water or scram pressure. The Required 
Actions are modified by a Note that allows the Rod Worth 
Minimizer (RWM) to be bypassed if required to allow 
continued operation. LCO 3.3.2.1, "Control Rod Block 
Instrumentation," provides additional requirements when the 
RWM is bypassed to ensure compliance with the CRDA analysis.  
With one withdrawn control rod stuck, the local scram 
reactivity rate assumptions may not be met if the stuck 

(continued)
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ACTIONS A.1, A.2. A.3, and A.4 (continued) 

control rod separation criteria are not met. Therefore, a 
verification that the separation criteria are met must be 
performed immediately. The separation criteria are not met 
if: a) the stuck control rod occupies a location adjacent to 
two "slow" control rods, b) the stuck control rod occupies a 
location adjacent to one "slow" control rod, and the one 
"slow" control rod is also adjacent to another "slow" 
control rod, or c) if the stuck control rod occupies a 
location adjacent to one "slow" control rod when there is 
another pair of "slow" control rods elsewhere in the core 
adjacent to one another. The description of "slow" control 
rods is provided in LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram Times." 
In addition, the associated control rod drive must be 
disarmed within 2 hours. The allowed Completion Time of 
2 hours is acceptable, considering the reactor can still be 
shut down, assuming no additional control rods fail to 
insert, and provides a reasonable amount of time to perform 
the Required Action in an orderly manner. The control rod 
must be isolated from both scram and normal insert and 
withdraw pressure. Isolating the control rod from scram and 
normal insert and withdraw pressure prevents damage to the 
CRDM or reactor internals. The control rod isolation method 
should also ensure cooling water to the CRD is maintained.  

Monitoring of the insertion capability for each withdrawn 
control rod must also be performed within 24 hours from 
discovery of Condition A concurrent with THERMAL POWER 
greater than the low power setpoint (LPSP) of the RWM.  
SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3 perform periodic tests of the 
control rod insertion capability of withdrawn control rods.  
Testing each withdrawn control rod ensures that a generic 
problem does not exist. This Completion Time also allows 
for an exception to the normal "time zero" for beginning the 
allowed outage time "clock." The Required Action A.3 
Completion Time only begins upon discovery of Condition A 
concurrent with THERMAL POWER greater than the actual LPSP 
of the RWM, since the notch insertions may not be compatible 
with the requirements of rod pattern control (LCO 3.1.6) and 
the RWM (LCO 3.3.2.1). The allowed Completion Time provides 
a reasonable time to test the control rods, considering the 
potential for a need to reduce power to perform the tests.  

(continued)
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ACTIONS A.1, A.2, A.3. and A.4 (continued) 

To allow continued operation with a withdrawn control rod 
stuck, an evaluation of adequate SDM is also required within 
72 hours. Should a DBA or transient require a shutdown, to 
preserve the single failure criterion an additional control 
rod would have to be assumed to have failed to insert when 
required. Therefore, the original SDM demonstration may not 
be valid. The SDM must therefore be evaluated (by 
measurement or analysis) with the stuck control rod at its 
stuck position and the highest worth OPERABLE control rod 
assumed to be fully withdrawn.  

The allowed Completion Time of 72 hours to verify SDM is 
adequate, considering that with a single control rod stuck 
in a withdrawn position, the remaining OPERABLE control rods 
are capable of providing the required scram and shutdown 
reactivity. Failure to reach MODE 4 is only likely if an 
additional control rod adjacent to the stuck control rod 
also fails to insert during a required scram. Even with the 
postulated additional single failure of an adjacent control 
rod to insert, sufficient reactivity control remains to 
reach MODE 3 conditions.  

B.1 

With two or more withdrawn control rods stuck, the plant 
must be brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. The occurrence of 
more than one control rod stuck at a withdrawn position 
increases the probability that the reactor cannot be shut 
down if required. Insertion of all insertable control rods 
eliminates the possibility of an additional failure of a 
control rod to insert. The allowed Completion Time of 
12 hours is reasonable, based on operating experience, to 
reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

C.1 and C.2 

With one or more control rods inoperable for reasons other 
than being stuck in the withdrawn position, operation may 
continue, provided the control rods are fully inserted 

(continued)
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ACTIONS C.1 and C.2 (continued) 

within 3 hours and disarmed (electrically or hydraulically) 
within 4 hours. Inserting a control rod ensures the 
shutdown and scram capabilities are not adversely affected.  
The control rod is disarmed to prevent inadvertent 
withdrawal during subsequent operations. The control rods 
can be hydraulically disarmed by closing the drive water and 
exhaust water isolation valves. Electrically, the control 
rods can be disarmed by disconnecting power from all four 
directional control valve solenoids. Required Action C.1 is 
modified by a Note that allows the RWM to be bypassed if 
required to allow insertion of the inoperable control rods 
and continued operation. LCO 3.3.2.1 provides additional 
requirements when the RWM is bypassed to ensure compliance 
with the CRDA analysis.  

The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, considering the 
small number of allowed inoperable control rods, and provide 
time to insert and disarm the control rods in an orderly 
manner and without challenging plant systems.  

D.1 and D.2 

Out of sequence control rods may increase the potential 
reactivity worth of a dropped control rod during a CRDA. At 
K 10% RTP, the analyzed rod position sequence analysis 
(Refs. 7 and 8) requires inserted control rods not in 
compliance with the analyzed rod position sequence to be 
separated by at least two OPERABLE control rods in all 
directions, including the diagonal (i.e., all other control 
rods in a five-by-five array centered on the inoperable 
control rod are OPERABLE). Therefore, if two or more 
inoperable control rods are not in compliance with the 
analyzed rod position sequence and not separated by at least 
two OPERABLE control rods in all directions, action must be 
taken to restore compliance with the analyzed rod position 
sequence or restore the control rods to OPERABLE status. A 
Note has been added to the Condition to clarify that the 
Condition is not applicable when > 10% RTP since the 
analyzed rod position sequence is not required to be 
followed under these conditions, as described in the Bases 
for LCO 3.1.6. The allowed Completion Time of 4 hours is 
acceptable, considering the low probability of a CRDA 
occurring.  

(continued)
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ACTIONS E.1 
(continued) 

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time of 
Condition A, C, or D are not met or nine or more inoperable 
control rods exist, the plant must be brought to a MODE in 
which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the 
plant must be brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. This 
ensures all insertable control rods are inserted and places 
the reactor in a condition that does not require the active 
function (i.e., scram) of the control rods. The number of 
control rods permitted to be inoperable when operating above 
10% RTP (i.e., no CRDA considerations) could be more than 
the value specified, but the occurrence of a large number of 
inoperable control rods could be indicative of a generic 
problem, and investigation and resolution of the potential 
problem should be undertaken. The allowed Completion Time 
of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating experience, to 
reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an orderly manner 
and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE S.R 3.1.3.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

The position of each control rod must be determined, to 
ensure adequate information on control rod position is 
available to the operator for determining control rod 
OPERABILITY and controlling rod patterns. Control rod 
position may be determined by the use of OPERABLE position 
indicators, by moving control rods to a position with an 
OPERABLE indicator (full-in, full-out, or numeric 
indicator), or by the use of other appropriate methods. The 
24 hour Frequency of this SR is based on operating 
experience related to expected changes in control rod 
position and the availability of control rod position 
indications in the control room.  

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
B 3.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued)

SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3

Control rod insertion capability is demonstrated by 
inserting each partially or fully withdrawn control rod at 
least one notch and observing that the control rod moves.  
The control rod may then be returned to its original 
position. This ensures the control rod is not stuck and is 
free to insert on a scram signal. These Surveillances are 
not required when THERMAL POWER is less than or equal to the 
actual LPSP of the RWM since the notch insertions may not be 
compatible with the requirements of the analyzed rod 
position sequence (LCO 3.1.6) and the RWM (LCO 3.3.2.1).  
The 7 day Frequency of SR 3.1.3.2 is based on operating 
experience related to the changes in CRD performance and the 
ease of performing notch testing for fully withdrawn control 
rods. Partially withdrawn control rods are tested at a 
31 day Frequency, based on the potential power reduction 
required to allow the control rod movement, and considering 
the large testing sample of SR 3.1.3.2. Furthermore, the 
31 day Frequency takes into account operating experience 
related to changes in CRD performance. At any time, if a 
control rod is immovable, a determination of that control 
rod's trippability (OPERABILITY) must be made and 
appropriate action taken.  

These SRs are modified by Notes that allow 7 days and 31 
days respectively, after withdrawal of the control rod and 
increasing power to above the LPSP, to perform the 
Surveillance. This acknowledges that the control rod must 
be first withdrawn and THERMAL POWER must be increased to 
above the LPSP before performance of the Surveillance, and 
therefore, the Notes avoid potential conflicts with SR 3.0.3 
and SR 3.0.4.

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
B 3.1.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued)

SR 3.1.3.4 

Verifying the scram time for each control rod to notch 
position 05 is < 7 seconds provides reasonable assurance 
that the control rod will insert when required during a DBA 
or transient, thereby completing its shutdown function.  
This SR is performed in conjunction with the control rod 
scram time testing of SR 3.1.4.1, SR 3.1.4.2, SR 3.1.4.3, 
and SR 3.1.4.4. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in 
LCO 3.3.1.1, "Reactor Protection System (RPS) 
Instrumentation," and the functional testing of SDV vent and 
drain valves in LCO 3.1.8, "Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) 
Vent and Drain Valves," overlap this Surveillance to provide 
complete testing of the assumed safety function. The 
associated Frequencies are acceptable, considering the more 
frequent testing performed to demonstrate other aspects of 
control rod OPERABILITY and operating experience, which 
shows scram times do not significantly change over an 
operating cycle.  

SR 3.1.3.5 

Coupling verification is performed to ensure the control rod 
is connected to the CRDM and will perform its intended 
function when necessary. The Surveillance requires 
verifying that a control rod does not go to the withdrawn 
overtravel position when it is fully withdrawn. The 
overtravel position feature provides a positive check on the 
coupling integrity, since only an uncoupled CRD can reach 
the overtravel position. The verification is required to be 
performed anytime a control rod is withdrawn to the "full 
out" position (notch position 48) or prior to declaring the 
control rod OPERABLE after work on the control rod or CRD 
System that could affect coupling. This includes control 
rods inserted one notch and then returned to the "full out" 
position during the performance of SR 3.1.3.2. This 
Frequency is acceptable, considering the low probability 
that a control rod will become uncoupled when it is not 
being moved and operating experience related to uncoupling 
events.

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
B 3.1.3

BASES (continued)

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 
GDC 29.

26, GDC 27, GDC 28, and

2. UFSAR, Section 4.3.2.5.  

3. UFSAR, Section 4.6.1.1.2.  

4. UFSAR, Section 5.2.2.2.  

5. UFSAR, Section 15.4.  

6. UFSAR, Section 15.4.9.  

7. NEDO-21231, "Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence," 
Section 7.2, January 1977.  

8. NFSR-0091, Commonwealth Edison Topical Report, 
Benchmark of CASMO/MICROBURN BWR Nuclear Design 
Methods, (as specified in Technical Specification 
5.6.5).
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.4 Control Rod Scram Times 

BASES

BACKGROUND The scram function of the Control Rod Drive (CRD) System 
controls reactivity changes during anticipated operational 
occurrences to ensure that specified acceptable fuel design 
limits are not exceeded (Ref. 1). The control rods are 
scrammed by positive means, using hydraulic pressure exerted 
on the CRD piston.

When a scram signal is initiated, control air is vented from 
the scram valves, allowing them to open by spring action.  
Opening the exhaust valves reduces the pressure above the 
main drive piston to atmospheric pressure, and opening the 
inlet valve applies the accumulator or reactor pressure to 
the.bottom of the piston. Since the notches in the index 
tube are tapered on the lower edge, the collet fingers are 
forced open by cam action, allowing the index tube to move 
upward without restriction because of the high differential 
pressure across the piston. As the drive moves upward and 
accumulator pressure drops below the reactor pressure, a 
ball check valve opens, letting the reactor pressure 
complete the scram action. If the reactor pressure is low, 
such as during startup, the accumulator will fully insert 
the control rod within the required time without assistance 
from reactor pressure.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
the control rod scram function are presented in References 
2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. The Design Basis Accident (DBA) and 
transient analyses assume that all of the control rods scram 
at a specified insertion rate. The resulting negative scram 
reactivity forms the basis for the determination of plant 
thermal limits (e.g., the MCPR). Other distributions of 
scram times (e.g., several control rods scramming slower 
than the average time, with several control rods scramming 
faster than the average time) can also provide sufficient 
scram reactivity. Surveillance of each individual control 
rod's scram time ensures the scram reactivity assumed in the 
DBA and transient analyses can be met.

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

The scram function of the CRD System protects the MCPR 
Safety Limit (SL) (see Bases for SL 2.1.1, "Reactor Core 
SLs," and LCO 3.2.2, "MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR)"), 
and the 1% cladding plastic strain fuel design limit (see 
Bases for LCO 3.2.1, "AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION 
RATE (APLHGR)," and LCO 3.2.3, "LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 
(LHGR)"), which ensure that no fuel damage will occur if 
these limits are not exceeded. Above 800 psig, the scram 
function is designed to insert negative reactivity at a rate 
fast enough to prevent the actual MCPR from becoming less 
than the MCPR SL during the analyzed limiting power 
transient. Below 800 psig, the scram function is assumed to 
perform during the control rod drop accident (Ref. 6) and, 
therefore, also provides protection against violating fuel 
design limits during reactivity insertion accidents (see 
Bases for LCO 3.1.6, "Rod Pattern Control"). For the 
reactor vessel overpressure protection analysis (Ref. 4), 
the scram function, along with the safety/relief valves, 
ensure that the peak vessel pressure is maintained within 
the applicable ASME Code limits.

Control rod scram times satisfy Criterion 3 of 
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).

LCO The scram times specified in Table 3.1.4-1 are required to 
ensure that the scram reactivity assumed in the DBA and 
transient analysis is met. To account for single failure 
and "slow" scramming control rods, the scram times specified 
in Table 3.1.4-1 are faster than those assumed in the design 
basis analysis. The scram times have a margin to allow up 
to 7.0% of the control rods (e.g., 185 x 7.0% z 12) to have 
scram times that exceed the specified limits (i.e., "slow" 
control rods) assuming a single stuck control rod (as 
allowed by LCO 3.1.3, "Control Rod OPERABILITY") and an 
additional control rod failing to scram per the single 
failure criterion. The scram times are specified as a 
function of reactor steam dome pressure to account for the 
pressure dependence of the scram times. The scram times are 
specified relative to measurements based on reed switch 
positions, which provide the control rod position 
indication. The reed switch closes ("pickup") when the 
index tube passes a specific location and then opens 
("dropout") as the index tube travels upward. Verification 
of the specified scram times in Table 3.1.4-1 is 
accomplished through measurement of the "dropout" times.

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4

BASES

LCO 
(continued)

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

To ensure that local scram reactivity rates are maintained 
within acceptable limits, no more than two of the allowed 
"slow" control rods may occupy adjacent (face or diagonal) 
locations.  

Table 3.1.4-1 is modified by two Notes, which state control 
rods with scram times not within the limits of the Table are 
considered "slow" and that control rods with scram times 
> 7 seconds are considered inoperable as required by 
SR 3.1.3.4.  

This LCO applies only to OPERABLE control rods since 
inoperable control rods will be inserted and disarmed ([CO 
3.1.3). Slow scramming control rods may be conservatively 
declared inoperable and not accounted for as "slow" control 
rods.

In MODES 1 and 2, a scram is assumed to function during 
transients and accidents analyzed for these plant 
conditions. These events are assumed to occur during 
startup and power operation; therefore, the scram function 
of the control rods is required during these MODES. In 
MODES 3 and 4, the control rods are not able to be withdrawn 
since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control 
rod block is applied. This provides adequate requirements 
for control rod scram capability during these conditions.  
Scram requirements in MODE 5 are contained in LCO 3.9.5, 
"Control Rod OPERABILITY-Refueling."

A.1

When the requirements of this LCO are not met, the rate of 
negative reactivity insertion during a scram may not be 
within the assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore, 
the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does 
not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Completion 
Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4

BASES (continued)

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

The four SRs of this LCO are modified by a Note stating that 
during a single control rod scram time surveillance, the CRD 
pumps shall be isolated from the associated scram 
accumulator. With the CRD pump isolated (i.e., charging 
valve closed), the influence of the CRD pump head does not 
affect the single control rod scram times. During a full 
core scram, the CRD pump head would be seen by all control 
rods and would have a negligible effect on the scram 
insertion times.

SR 3.1.4.1 

The scram reactivity used in DBA and transient analyses is 
based on assumed control rod scram time. Measurement of the 
scram times with reactor steam dome pressure > 800 psig 
demonstrates acceptable scram times for the transients 
analyzed in References 5 and 6.  

Maximum scram insertion times occur at a reactor pressure of 
approximately 800 psig because of the competing effects of 
reactor steam dome pressure and stored accumulator energy.  
Therefore, demonstration of adequate scram times at reactor 
steam dome pressure > 800 psig ensures that the scram times 
will be within the specified limits at higher pressures.  
Limits are specified as a function of reactor pressure to 
account for the sensitivity of the scram insertion times 
with pressure and to allow a range of pressures over which 
scram time testing can be performed. To ensure scram time 
testing is performed within a reasonable time following a 
shutdown > 120 days, control rods are required to be tested 
before exceeding 40% RTP. This Frequency is acceptable, 
considering the additional Surveillances performed for 
control rod OPERABILITY, the frequent verification of 
adequate accumulator pressure, and the required testing of 
control rods affected by fuel movement within the associated 
core cell and by work on control rods or the CRD System.  

SR 3.1.4.2 

Additional testing of a sample of control rods is required 
to verify the continued performance of the scram function 
during the cycle. A representative sample contains at least 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.4.2 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

10% of the control rods. The sample remains representative 
if no more than 20% of the control rods in the sample tested 
are determined to be "slow." If more than 20% of the sample 
is declared to be "slow" per the criteria in Table 3.1.4-1, 
additional control rods are tested until this 20% criterion 
(i.e., 20% of the entire sample size) is satisfied, or until 
the total number of "slow" control rods (throughout the 
core, from all Surveillances) exceeds the LCO limit. For 
planned testing, the control rods selected for the sample 
should be different for each test. Data from inadvertent 
scrams should be used whenever possible to avoid unnecessary 
testing at power, even if the control rods with data were 
previously tested in a sample. The 120 day Frequency is 
based on operating experience that has shown control rod 
scram times do not significantly change over an operating 
cycle. This Frequency is also reasonable, based on the 
additional Surveillances done on the CRDs at more frequent 
intervals in accordance with LCO 3.1.3 and LCO 3.1.5, 
"Control Rod Scram Accumulators." 

SR 3.1.4.3 

When work that could affect the scram insertion time is 
performed on a control rod or the CRD System, testing must 
be done to demonstrate that each affected control rod 
retains adequate scram performance over the range of 
applicable reactor pressures from zero to the maximum 
permissible pressure. The scram testing must be performed 
once before declaring the control rod OPERABLE. The 
required scram time testing must demonstrate that the 
affected control rod is still within acceptable limits. The 
scram time limits for reactor pressures < 800 psig are found 
in the Technical Requirements Manual (Ref. 7) and are 
established based on a high probability of meeting the 
acceptance criteria at reactor pressures > 800 psig. Limits 
for reactor pressures > 800 psig are found in Table 3.1.4-1.  
If testing demonstrates the affected control rod does not 
meet these limits, but is within 7-second limit of Table 
3.1.4-1, Note 2, the control rod can be declared OPERABLE 
and "slow." 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.4.3 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

Specific examples of work that could affect the scram times 
include (but are not limited to) the following: removal of 
any CRD for maintenance or modification; replacement of a 
control rod; and maintenance or modification of a scram 
solenoid pilot valve, scram valve, accumulator isolation 
valve, or check valves in the piping required for scram.  

The Frequency of once prior to declaring the affected 
control rod OPERABLE is acceptable because of the capability 
of testing the control rod over a range of operating 
conditions and the more frequent surveillances on other 
aspects of control rod OPERABILITY.  

SR 3.1.4.4 

When work that could affect the scram insertion time is 
performed on a control rod or CRD System, or when fuel 
movement within the reactor pressure vessel occurs, testing 
must be done to demonstrate each affected control rod is 
still within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with the reactor 
steam dome pressure > 800 psig. Where work has been 
performed at high reactor pressure, the requirements of 
SR 3.1.4.3 and SR 3.1.4.4 will be satisfied with one test.  
For a control rod affected by work performed while shut 
down, however, a zero pressure and a high pressure test may 
be required. This testing ensures that the control rod 
scram performance is acceptable for operating reactor 
pressure conditions prior to withdrawing the control rod for 
continued operation. Alternatively, a test during 
hydrostatic pressure testing could also satisfy both 
criteria. When fuel movement within the reactor pressure 
vessel occurs, only those control rods associated with the 
core cells affected by the fuel movement are required to be 
scram time tested. During a routine refueling outage, it is 
expected that all control rods will be affected.  

The Frequency of once prior to exceeding 40% RTP is 
acceptable because of the capability of testing the control 
rod at the different conditions and the more frequent 
surveillances on other aspects of control rod OPERABILITY.  

(continued)
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BASES (continued)

REFERENCES 1 , 

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.  

6.  

7.

10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 10.  

UFSAR, Section 4.3.2.5.  

UFSAR, Section 4.6.1.1.2.  

UFSAR, Section 5.2.2.  

UFSAR, Section 15.4.  

UFSAR, Section 15.4.9.  

Technical Requirements Manual.
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.5 Control Rod Scram Accumulators 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The control rod scram accumulators are part of the Control 
Rod Drive (CRD) System and are provided to ensure that the 
control rods scram under varying reactor conditions. The 
control rod scram accumulators store sufficient energy to 
fully insert a control rod at any reactor vessel pressure.  
The accumulator is a hydraulic cylinder with a free floating 
piston. The piston separates the water used to scram the 
control rods from the nitrogen, which provides the required 
energy. The scram accumulators are necessary to scram the 
control rods within the required insertion times of 
LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram Times."

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
the control rod scram function are presented in 
References 1, 2, 3, and 4. The Design Basis Accident (DBA) 
and transient analyses assume that all of the control rods 
scram at a specified insertion rate. OPERABILITY of each 
individual control rod scram accumulator, along with 
LCO 3.1.3, "Control Rod OPERABILITY," and LCO 3.1.4, ensures 
that the scram reactivity assumed in the DBA and transient 
analyses can be met. The existence of an inoperable 
accumulator may invalidate prior scram time measurements for 
the associated control rod.

The scram function of the CRD System, and, therefore, the 
OPERABILITY of the accumulators, protects the MCPR Safety 
Limit (see Bases for SL 2.1.1, "Reactor Core SLs," and 
LCO 3.2.2, "MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR)") and the 1% 
cladding plastic strain fuel design limit (see Bases for 
LCO 3.2.1, "AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 
(APLHGR)," and LCO 3.2.3, "LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 
(LHGR)"), which ensure that no fuel damage will occur if 
these limits are not exceeded (see Bases for LCO 3.1.4).  
Also, the scram function at low reactor vessel pressure 
(i.e., startup conditions) provides protection against 
violating fuel design limits during reactivity insertion 
accidents (see Bases for LCO 3.1.6, "Rod Pattern Control").  

(continued)
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B 3.1.5

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

LCO

APPLICABILITY

Control rod scram accumulators satisfy Criterion 3 of 
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).

The OPERABILITY of the control rod scram accumulators is 
required to ensure that adequate scram insertion capability 
exists when needed over the entire range of reactor 
pressures. The OPERABILITY of the scram accumulators is 
based on maintaining adequate accumulator pressure.

In MODES 1 and 2, the scram function is required for 
mitigation of DBAs and transients and, therefore, the scram 
accumulators must be OPERABLE to support the scram function.  
In MODES 3 and 4, control rods are not able to be withdrawn 
since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control 
rod block is applied. This provides adequate requirements 
for control rod scram accumulator OPERABILITY under these 
conditions. Requirements for scram accumulators in MODE 5 
are contained in LCO 3.9.5, "Control Rod 
OPERABILITY- Refueling."

The ACTIONS Table is modified by a Note indicating that a 
separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod 
scram accumulator. This is acceptable since the Required 
Actions for each Condition provide appropriate compensatory 
action for each inoperable accumulator. Complying with the 
Required Actions may allow for continued operation and 
subsequent inoperable accumulators governed by subsequent 
Condition entry and application of associated Required 
Actions.  

A.1 and A.2 

With one control rod scram accumulator inoperable and the 
reactor steam dome pressure 2 900 psig, the control rod may 
be declared "slow," since the control rod will still scram 
at the reactor operating pressure but may not satisfy the 
required scram times in Table 3.1.4-1. Required Action A.1 
is modified by a Note, which clarifies that declaring the 
control rod "slow" is only applicable if the associated 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 (continued) 

control rod scram time was within the limits of 
Table 3.1.4-1 during the last scram time Surveillance.  
Otherwise, the control rod may already be considered "slow" 
and the further degradation of scram performance with an 
inoperable accumulator could result in excessive scram 
times. In this event, the associated control rod is 
declared inoperable (Required Action A.2) and LCO 3.1.3 
entered. This would result in requiring the affected 
control rod to be fully inserted and disarmed, thereby 
satisfying its intended function in accordance with ACTIONS 
of LCO 3.1.3.  

The allowed Completion Time of 8 hours is considered 
reasonable, based on the large number of control rods 
available to provide the scram function and the ability of 
the affected control rod to scram only with reactor pressure 
at high reactor pressures.  

B.1, B.2.1, and B.2.2 

With two or more control rod scram accumulators inoperable 
and reactor steam dome pressure Ž 900 psig, adequate 
pressure must be supplied to the charging water header.  
With inadequate charging water pressure, all of the 
accumulators could become inoperable, resulting in a 
potentially severe degradation of the scram performance.  
Therefore, within 20 minutes from discovery of charging 
water header pressure < 940 psig concurrent with 
Condition B, adequate charging water header pressure must be 
restored. The allowed Completion Time of 20 minutes is 
considered a reasonable time to place a CRD pump into 
service to restore the charging header pressure, if 
required. This Completion Time also recognizes the ability 
of the reactor pressure alone to fully insert all control 
rods.  

The control rod may be declared "slow," since the control 
rod will still scram using only reactor pressure, but may 
not satisfy the times in Table 3.1.4-1. Required 
Action B.2.1 is modified by a Note indicating that declaring 
the control rod "slow" is only applicable if the associated 

(continued)
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B 3.1.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS B.1, B.2.1, AND B.2.2 (continued) 

control rod scram time was within the limits of 
Table 3.1.4-1 during the last scram time Surveillance.  
Otherwise, the control rod may already be considered "slow" 
and the further degradation of scram performance with an 
inoperable accumulator could result in excessive scram 
times. In this event, the associated control rod is 
declared inoperable (Required Action B.2.2) and LCO 3.1.3 
entered. This would result in requiring the affected 
control rod to be fully inserted and disarmed, thereby 
satisfying its intended function in accordance with ACTIONS 
of LCO 3.1.3.  

The allowed Completion Time of 1 hour is considered 
reasonable, based on the ability of only the reactor 
pressure to scram the control rods and the low probability 
of a DBA or transient occurring while the affected 
accumulators are inoperable.  

C.1 and C.2 

With one or more control rod scram accumulators inoperable 
and the reactor steam dome pressure < 900 psig, the pressure 
supplied to the charging water header must be adequate to 
ensure that accumulators remain charged. With the reactor 
steam dome pressure < 900 psig, the function of the 
accumulators in providing the scram force becomes much more 
important since the scram function could become severely 
degraded during a depressurization event or at low reactor 
pressures. Therefore, immediately upon discovery of 
charging water header pressure < 940 psig, concurrent with 
Condition C, all control rods associated with inoperable 
accumulators must be verified to be fully inserted.  
Withdrawn control rods with inoperable scram accumulators 
may fail to scram under these low pressure conditions. The 
associated control rods must also be declared inoperable 
within 1 hour. The allowed Completion Time of 1 hour is 
reasonable for Required Action C.2, considering the low 
probability of a DBA or transient occurring during the time 
the accumulator is inoperable.  

(continued)

LaSalle 1 and 2 B 3.1.5-4 Revision No.



Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS D.1 
(continued) 

The reactor mode switch must be immediately placed in the 
shutdown position if either Required Action and associated 
Completion Time associated with loss of the CRD pump 
(Required Actions B.1 and C.1) cannot be met. This ensures 
that all insertable control rods are inserted and that the 
reactor is in a condition that does not require the active 
function (i.e., scram) of the control rods. This Required 
Action is modified by a Note stating that the Required 
Action is not applicable if all control rods associated with 
the inoperable scram accumulators are fully inserted, since 
the function of the control rods has been performed.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.5.1 
REOUIREMENTS 

SR 3.1.5.1 requires that the accumulator pressure be checked 
every 7 days to ensure adequate accumulator pressure exists 
to provide sufficient scram force. The primary indicator of 
accumulator OPERABILITY is the accumulator pressure. A 
minimum accumulator pressure is specified, below which the 
capability of the accumulator to perform its intended 
function becomes degraded and the accumulator is considered 
inoperable. The minimum accumulator pressure of 940 psig is 
well below the expected pressure of 980 psig to 1200 psig.  
Declaring the accumulator inoperable when the minimum 
pressure is not maintained ensures that significant 
degradation in scram times does not occur. The 7 day 
Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through operating 
experience and takes into account indications available in 
the control room.  

REFERENCES 1. UFSAR, Section 4.3.2.5.3.  

2. UFSAR, Section 4.6.1.1.2.  

3. UFSAR, Section 5.2.2.2.2.3.  

4. UFSAR, Section 15.4.
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B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.6 Rod Pattern Control 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Control rod patterns during startup conditions are 
controlled by the operator and the Rod Worth Minimizer (RWM) 
(LCO 3.3.2.1, "Control Rod Block Instrumentation"), so that 
only specified control rod sequences and relative positions 
are allowed over the operating range of all control rods 
inserted to 10% RTP. The sequences effectively limit the 
potential amount of reactivity addition that could occur in 
the event of a control rod drop accident (CRDA).  

This Specification assures that the control rod patterns are 
consistent with the assumptions of the CRDA analyses of 
References 1, 2, and 3.

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
the CRDA are summarized in References 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  
CRDA analyses assume that the reactor operator follows 
prescribed withdrawal sequences. These sequences define the 
potential initial conditions for the CRDA analysis. The RWM 
(LCO 3.3.2.1) provides backup to operator control of the 
withdrawal sequences to ensure that the initial conditions 
of the CRDA analysis are not violated.

Prevention or mitigation of positive reactivity insertion 
events is necessary to limit the energy deposition in the 
fuel, thereby preventing significant fuel damage, which 
could result in undue release of radioactivity. Since the 
failure consequences for U02 have been shown to be 
insignificant below fuel energy depositions of 300 cal/gm 
(Ref. 6), the fuel design limit of 280 cal/gm provides a 
margin of safety from significant core damage, which would 
result in release of radioactivity (Ref. 7). Generic 
evaluations (Refs. 8 and 9) of a design basis CRDA (i.e., a 
CRDA resulting in a peak fuel energy deposition of 
280 cal/gm) have shown that if the peak fuel enthalpy 
remains below 280 cal/gm, then the maximum reactor pressure 
will be less than the required ASME Code limits (Ref. 10) 
and the calculated offsite doses will be well within the 

(continued)
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APPLICABLE required limits (Ref. 11). Cycle-specific CRDA analyses are 
SAFETY ANALYSES performed that assume eight inoperable control rods with at 

(continued) least two cell separation and confirm the fuel energy 
deposition is less that 280 cal/gm.  

Control rod patterns analyzed in the cycle specific analyses 
follow predetermined sequencing rules (analyzed rod position 
sequence). The analyzed rod position sequence is applicable 
from the condition of all control rods fully inserted to 
10% RTP (Ref. 5). The control rods are required to be moved 
in groups, with all control rods assigned to a specific 
group required to be within specified banked positions 
(e.g., between notches 08 and 12). The banked positions are 
defined to minimize the maximum incremental control rod 
worths without being overly restrictive during normal plant 
operation. Cycle specific analyses ensure that the 280 
cal/gm fuel design limit will not be violated during a CRDA 
under worst case scenarios. The cycle specific analyses 
(Refs. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) also evaluate the effect of fully 
inserted, inoperable control rods not in compliance with the 
sequence, to allow a limited number (i.e., eight) and 
distribution of fully inserted, inoperable control rods.  
Specific analyses may also be performed for atypical 
operating conditions (e.g., fuel leaker suppression).  

Rod pattern control satisfies the requirements of 
Criterion 3 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).  

LCO Compliance with the prescribed control rod sequences 
minimizes the potential consequences of a CRDA by limiting 
the initial conditions to those consistent with the analyzed 
rod position sequence. This LCO only applies to OPERABLE 
control rods. For inoperable control rods required to be 
inserted, separate requirements are specified in LCO 3.1.3, 
"Control Rod OPERABILITY," consistent with the allowances 
for inoperable control rods in the analyzed rod position 
sequence.  

(continued)
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BASES (continued)

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, when THERMAL POWER is < 10% RTP, the CRDA 
is a Design Basis Accident (DBA) and, therefore, compliance 
with the assumptions of the safety analysis is required.  
When THERMAL POWER is > 10% RTP, there is no credible 
control rod configuration that results in a control rod 
worth that could exceed the 280 cal/gm fuel design limit 
during a CRDA (Ref. 4 and 5). In MODES 3 and 4, the reactor 
is shutdown and the control rods are not able to be 
withdrawn since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a 
control rod block is applied, therefore a CRDA is not 
postulated to occur. In MODE 5, since the reactor is shut 
down and only a single control rod can be withdrawn from a 
core cell containing fuel assemblies, adequate SDM ensures 
that the consequences of a CRDA are acceptable, since the 
reactor will remain subcritical with a single control rod 
withdrawn.

A.1 and A.2 

With one or more OPERABLE control rods not in compliance 
with the prescribed control rod sequence, action may be 
taken to either correct the control rod pattern or declare 
the associated control rods inoperable within 8 hours.  
Noncompliance with the prescribed sequence may be the result 
of "double notching," drifting from a control rod drive 
cooling water transient, leaking scram valves, or a power 
reduction to < 10% RTP before establishing the correct 
control rod pattern. The number of OPERABLE control rods 
not in compliance with the prescribed sequence is limited to 
eight to prevent the operator from attempting to correct a 
control rod pattern that significantly deviates from the 
prescribed sequence.  

Required Action A.1 is modified by a Note, which allows the 
RWM to be bypassed to allow the affected control rods to be 
returned to their correct position. LCO 3.3.2.1 requires 
verification of control rod movement by a second licensed 
operator (Reactor Operator or Senior Reactor Operator) or by 
a task qualified member of the technical staff (e.g., a 
shift technical advisor or reactor engineer). This helps to 
ensure that the control rods will be moved to the correct 
position. A control rod not in compliance with the 
prescribed sequence is not considered inoperable except as 

(continued)
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ACTIONS A.1 and A.2 (continued) 

required by Required Action A.2. The allowed Completion 
Time of 8 hours is reasonable, considering the restrictions 
on the number of allowed out of sequence control rods and 
the low probability of a CRDA occurring during the time the 
control rods are out of sequence.  

B.1 and B.2 

If nine or more OPERABLE control rods are out of sequence, 
the control rod pattern significantly deviates from the 
prescribed sequence. Control rod withdrawal should be 
suspended immediately to prevent the potential for further 
deviation from the prescribed sequence. Control rod 
insertion to correct control rods withdrawn beyond their 
allowed position is allowed since, in general, insertion of 
control rods has less impact on control rod worth than 
withdrawals have. Required Action B.1 is modified by a Note 
that allows the RWM to be bypassed to allow the affected 
control rods to be returned to their correct position.  
LCO 3.3.2.1 requires verification of control rod movement by 
a second licensed operator (Reactor Operator or Senior 
Reactor Operator) or by a task qualified member of the 
technical staff (e.g., a shift technical advisor or reactor 
engineer).  

With nine or more OPERABLE control rods not in compliance 
with analyzed rod position sequence, the reactor mode switch 
must be placed in the shutdown position within 1 hour. With 
the reactor mode switch in shutdown, the reactor is shut 
down, and therefore does not meet the applicability 
requirements of this LCO. The allowed Completion Time of 
1 hour is reasonable to allow insertion of control rods to 
restore compliance, and is appropriate relative to the low 
probability of a CRDA occurring with the control rods out of 
sequence.  

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.6.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

The control rod pattern is verified to be in compliance with 
the analyzed rod position sequence at a 24 hour Frequency, 
ensuring the assumptions of the CRDA analyses are met. The 
24 hour Frequency of this Surveillance was developed 
considering that the primary check of the control rod 
pattern compliance with the analyzed rod position sequence 
is performed by the RWM (LCO 3.3.2.1). The RWM provides 
control rod blocks to enforce the required control rod 
sequence and is required to be OPERABLE when operating at 
< 10% RTP.  

REFERENCES 1. UFSAR, Section 15.4.10.  

2. XN-NF-80-19(P)(A), Volume 1, Supplement 2, Section 
7.1, Exxon Nuclear Methodology for Boiling Water 
Reactor-Neutronics Methods for Design and Analysis, 
(as specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

3. NEDE-24011-P-A, "GE Standard Application for Reactor 
Fuel," (as specified in Technical Specification 
5.6.5).  

4. Letter from T.A. Pickens (BWROG) to G.C. Lainas (NRC), 
"Amendment 17 to General Electric Licensing Topical 
Report NEDE-24011-P-A," BWROG-8644, August 15, 1986.  

5. NFSR-0091, Benchmark of CASMO/MICROBURN BWR Nuclear 
Design Methods, Commonwealth Edison Topical Report, 
(as specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

6. NUREG-0979, "NRC Safety Evaluation Report for 
GESSAR II BWR/6 Nuclear Island Design, Docket 
No. 50-447," Section 4.2.1.3.2, April 1983.  

7. NUREG-0800, "Standard Review Plan," Section 15.4.9, 
"Radiological Consequences of Control Rod Drop 
Accident (BWR)," Revision 2, July 1981.  

8. NEDO-21778-A, "Transient Pressure Rises Affected 
Fracture Toughness Requirements for Boiling Water 
Reactors," December 1978.  

(continued)
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REFERENCES 
(continued)

9. NEDO-10527, "Rod Drop Accident Analysis for Large 
BWRs," (including Supplements 1 and 2), March 1972.  

10. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code.  

11. 10 CFR 100.11, "Determination of Exclusion Area Low 
Population Zone and Population Center Distance." 

12. NEDO-21231, "Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence," 
January 1977.
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B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.7 Standby Liquid Control (SLC) System 

BASES

BACKGROUND The SLC System is designed to provide the capability of 
bringing the reactor, at any time in a fuel cycle, from full 
power and minimum control rod inventory (which is at the 
peak of the xenon transient) to a subcritical condition with 
the reactor in the most reactive xenon free state without 
taking credit for control rod movement. The SLC System 
satisfies the requirements of 10 CFR 50.62 (Ref. 1) on 
anticipated transient without scram (ATWS).  

The SLC System consists of a boron solution storage tank, 
two positive displacement pumps, two explosive valves, which 
are provided in parallel for redundancy, and associated 
piping and valves used to transfer borated water from the 
storage tank to the reactor pressure vessel (RPV). The 
borated solution is discharged near the bottom of the core 
shroud, where it then mixes with the cooling water rising 
through the core.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The SLC System is manually initiated from the main control 
room, as directed by the emergency operating procedures, if 
the operator determines the reactor cannot be shut down, or 
kept shut down, with the control rods. The SLC System is 
used in the event that not enough control rods can be 
inserted to accomplish shutdown and cooldown in the normal 
manner. The SLC System injects borated water into the 
reactor core to compensate for all of the various reactivity 
effects that could occur during plant operation. To meet 
this objective, it is necessary to inject a quantity of 
boron that produces a reactivity change equivalent to a 
concentration of 660 ppm of enriched boron in the reactor 
core at 68 0 F. To ensure this objective is met, a sodium 
pentaborate solution enriched with boron-lO is used. The 
shutdown analysis assumes a sodium pentaborate solution with 
enriched boron is used (Ref. 2). A 45% enriched sodium 
pentaborate solution is also used to satisfy the 
requirements of Reference 1. To allow for potential leakage 
and imperfect mixing in the reactor system, an additional 
amount of boron equal to 25% of the amount cited above is 
added (Ref. 2). An additional 250 ppm is provided to

(continued)
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APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

accommodate dilution in the RPV by the residual heat removal 
shutdown cooling piping. The volume versus concentration 
limits in Figure 3.1.7-1 are calculated such that the 
required concentration is achieved. This quantity of 
borated solution is the amount that is above the pump 
suction shutoff level in the boron solution storage tank.  
No credit is taken for the portion of the tank volume that 
cannot be injected.

The SLC System satisfies Criterion 4 of 
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).

LCO The OPERABILITY of the SLC System provides backup capability 
for reactivity control, independent of normal reactivity 
control provisions provided by the control rods. The 
OPERABILITY of the SLC System is based on the conditions of 
the borated solution in the storage tank and the 
availability of a flow path to the RPV, including the 
OPERABILITY of the pumps and valves. Two SLC subsystems are 
required to be OPERABLE, each containing an OPERABLE pump, 
an explosive valve and associated piping, valves, and 
instruments and controls to ensure an OPERABLE flow path.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, shutdown capability is required. In 
MODES 3 and 4, control rods are not able to be withdrawn 
since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control 
rod block is applied. This provides adequate controls to 
ensure the reactor remains subcritical. In MODE 5, only a 
single control rod can be withdrawn from a core cell 
containing fuel assemblies. Demonstration of adequate SDM 
(LCO 3.1.1, "SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM)") ensures that the 
reactor will not become critical. Therefore, the SLC System 
is not required to be OPERABLE during these conditions, when 
only a single control rod can be withdrawn.

ACTIONS A.1 

If one SLC System subsystem is inoperable, the inoperable 
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status within 7 days.  
In this condition, the remaining OPERABLE subsystem is 
adequate to perform the shutdown function. However, the 
overall reliability is reduced because a single failure in 

(continued)
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ACTIONS A.1 (continued) 

the remaining OPERABLE subsystem could result in reduced SLC 
System shutdown capability and inability to meet the 
requirements of Reference 1. The 7 day Completion Time is 
based on the availability of an OPERABLE subsystem capable 
of performing the unit shutdown function and the low 
probability of a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or severe 
transient occurring concurrent with the failure of the 
Control Rod Drive System to shut down the reactor.  

B.1 

If both SLC subsystems are inoperable, at least one 
subsystem must be restored to OPERABLE status within 
8 hours. The allowed Completion Time of 8 hours is 
considered acceptable, given the low probability of a DBA or 
transient occurring concurrent with the failure of the 
control rods to shut down the reactor.  

C.1 

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time is not 
met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Completion 
Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.7.1, SR 3.1.7.2, and SR 3.1.7.3 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.1.7.1 through SR 3.1.7.3 are 24 hour Surveillances, 
verifying certain characteristics of the SLC System (e.g., 
the volume and temperature of the borated solution in the 
storage tank), thereby ensuring the SLC System OPERABILITY 
without disturbing normal plant operation. These 
Surveillances ensure the proper borated solution and 
temperature, including the temperature (using the local 
indicator) of the pump suction piping up to the storage tank 
outlet valves, are maintained. Maintaining a minimum 
specified borated solution temperature is important in 

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.7.1, SR 3.1.7.2, and SR 3.1.7.3 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

ensuring that the boron remains in solution and does not 
precipitate out in the storage tank or in the pump suction 
piping. The 24 hour Frequency of these SRs is based on 
operating experience that has shown there are relatively 
slow variations in the measured parameters of volume and 
temperature.  

SR 3.1.7.4 and SR 3.1.7.6 

SR 3.1.7.4 verifies the continuity of the explosive charges 
in the injection valves to ensure proper operation will 
occur if required. Other administrative controls, such as 
those that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges, 
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on 
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability 
of the explosive charge continuity.  

SR 3.1.7.6 verifies each valve in the system is in its 
correct position, but does not apply to the squib (i.e., 
explosive) valves. Verifying the correct alignment for 
manual, power operated, and automatic valves in the SLC 
System flow path ensures that the proper flow paths will 
exist for system operation. A valve is also allowed to be 
in the nonaccident position, provided it can be aligned to 
the accident position from the control room, or locally by a 
dedicated operator at the valve control. This is acceptable 
since the SLC System is a manually initiated system. This 
Surveillance does not apply to valves that are locked, 
sealed, or otherwise secured in position, since they were 
verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, 
sealing, or securing. This verification of valve alignment 
does not apply to valves that cannot be inadvertently 
misaligned, such as check valves. This SR does not require 
any testing or valve manipulation; rather, it involves 
verification that those valves capable of being 
mispositioned are in the correct positions. The 31 day 
Frequency is based on engineering judgment and is consistent 
with the procedural controls governing valve operation that 
ensure correct valve positions.  

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued)

SR 3.1.7.5 

This Surveillance requires an examination of the sodium 
pentaborate solution by using chemical analysis to ensure 
the proper concentration of sodium pentaborate exists in the 
storage tank. SR 3.1.7.5 must be performed anytime boron or 
water is added to the storage tank solution to establish 
that the sodium pentaborate solution concentration is within 
the specified limits. This Surveillance must be performed 
anytime the temperature is restored to within the limits of 
Figure 3.1.7-1, to ensure no significant boron precipitation 
occurred. The 31 day Frequency of this Surveillance is 
appropriate because of the relatively slow variation of 
sodium pentaborate concentration between surveillances.  

SR 3.1.7.7 

Demonstrating each SLC System pump develops a flow rate 
2 41.2 gpm at a discharge pressure > 1220 psig ensures that 
pump performance has not degraded during the fuel cycle.  
This minimum pump flow rate requirement ensures that, when 
combined with the sodium pentaborate solution concentration 
requirements, the rate of negative reactivity insertion from 
the SLC System will adequately compensate for the positive 
reactivity effects encountered during power reduction, 
cooldown of the moderator, and xenon decay. This test 
confirms one point on the pump design curve, and is 
indicative of overall performance. Such inservice tests 
confirm component OPERABILITY and detect incipient failures 
by indicating abnormal performance. The Frequency of this 
Surveillance is in accordance with the Inservice Testing 
Program.  

SR 3.1.7.8 and SR 3.1.7.9

These Surveillances ensure that there is a functioning flow 
path from the boron solution storage tank to the RPV, 
including the firing of an explosive valve. The replacement 
charge for the explosive valve shall be from the same 
manufactured batch as the one fired or from another batch 
that has been certified by having one of that batch 
successfully fired. The pump and explosive valve tested 

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.7.8 and SR 3.1.7.9 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

should be alternated such that both complete flow paths are 
tested every 48 months, at alternating 24 month intervals.  
The Surveillance may be performed in separate steps to 
prevent injecting boron into the RPV. An acceptable method 
for verifying flow from the pump to the RPV is to pump 
demineralized water from a test tank through one SLC 
subsystem and into the RPV. The 24 month Frequency is based 
on the need to perform this Surveillance under the 
conditions that apply during a plant outage and the 
potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance 
were performed with the reactor at power. Operating 
experience has shown these components usually pass the 
Surveillance test when performed at the 24 month Frequency; 
therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.  

Demonstrating that all heat traced piping in the flow path 
between the boron solution storage tank and the storage tank 
outlet valves to the injection pumps is unblocked ensures 
that there is a functioning flow path for injecting the 
sodium pentaborate solution. An acceptable method for 
verifying that the suction piping up to the storage tank 
outlet valves is unblocked is to verify flow from the 
storage tank to the test tank. Upon completion of this 
verification, the pump suction piping between the storage 
tank outlet valve and pump suction must be drained and 
flushed with demineralized water, since the piping is not 
heat traced. The 24 month Frequency is acceptable since 
there is a low probability that the subject piping will be 
blocked due to precipitation of the boron from solution in 
the heat traced piping. This is especially true in light of 
the daily temperature verification of this piping required 
by SR 3.1.7.3. However, if, in performing SR 3.1.7.3, it is 
determined that the temperature of this piping has fallen 
below the specified minimum, SR 3.1.7.9 must be performed 
once within 24 hours after the piping temperature is 
restored within the limits of Figure 3.1.7-2.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50.62.  

2. UFSAR, Section 9.3.5.3.
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B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.8 Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) Vent and Drain Valves 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The SDV vent and drain valves are normally open and 
discharge any accumulated water in the SDV to ensure that 
sufficient volume is available at all times to allow a 
complete scram. During a scram, the SDV vent and drain 
valves close to contain reactor water. The SDV consists of 
header piping that connects to each hydraulic control unit 
(HCU) and drains into an instrument volume. There are two 
headers and two instrument volumes, each receiving 
approximately one half of the control rod drive (CRD) 
discharges. The two instrument volumes are connected to a 
common drain line with two valves in series. Each header is 
connected to a common vent line with two valves in series.  
The header piping is sized to receive and contain all the 
water discharged by the CRDs during a scram. The design and 
functions of the SDV are described in Reference 1.

The Design Basis Accident and transient analyses assume all 
the control rods are capable of scramming. The primary 
function of the SDV is to limit the amount of reactor 
coolant discharged during a scram. The acceptance criteria 
for the SDV vent and drain valves are that they operate 
automatically to:

a. Close during scram to limit the amount of reactor 
coolant discharged so that adequate core cooling is 
maintained and offsite doses remain within the limits 
of 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 2); and 

b. Open on scram reset to maintain the SDV vent and drain 
path open so there is sufficient volume to accept the 
reactor coolant discharged during a scram.  

Isolation of the SDV can also be accomplished by manual 
closure of the SDV valves. Additionally, the discharge of 
reactor coolant to the SDV can be terminated by scram reset 
or closure of the HCU manual isolation valves. For a 
bounding leakage case, the offsite doses are well within the 
limits of 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 2) and adequate core cooling is 
maintained (Ref. 3). The SDV vent and drain valves also 

(continued)
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(continued)

LCO

allow continuous drainage of the SDV during normal plant 
operation to ensure the SDV has sufficient capacity 
to contain the reactor coolant discharge during a full core 
scram. To automatically ensure this capacity, a reactor 
scram (LCO 3.3.1.1, "Reactor Protection System (RPS) 
Instrumentation") is initiated if the SDV water level 
exceeds a specified setpoint. The setpoint is chosen such 
that all control rods are inserted before the SDV has 
insufficient volume to accept a full scram.  

SDV vent and drain valves satisfy Criterion 3 of 
10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).

The OPERABILITY of all SDV vent and drain valves ensures 
that, during a scram, the SDV vent and drain valves will 
close to contain reactor water discharged to the SDV piping.  
Since the vent and drain lines are provided with two valves 
in series, the single failure of one valve in the open 
position will not impair the isolation function of the 
system. Additionally, the valves are required to be open to 
ensure that a path is available for the SDV piping to drain 
freely at other times.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, a scram may be required, and therefore, 
the SDV vent and drain valves must be OPERABLE. In MODES 3 
and 4, control rods are not able to be withdrawn since the 
reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control rod block 
is applied. Also, during MODE 5, only a single control rod 
can be withdrawn from a core cell containing fuel 
assemblies. Therefore, the SDV vent and drain valves are 
not required to be OPERABLE in these MODES since the reactor 
is subcritical and only one rod may be withdrawn and subject 
to scram.

ACTIONS The ACTIONS Table is modified by a Note indicating that a 
separate Condition entry is allowed for each SDV vent and 
drain line. This is acceptable, since the Required Actions 
for each Condition provide appropriate compensatory actions 
for each inoperable SDV line. Complying with the Required 
Actions may allow for continued operation, and subsequent 
inoperable SDV lines are governed by subsequent Condition 
entry and application of associated Required Actions.  

(continued)
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ACTIONS The ACTIONS Table is modified by a second Note stating that 
(continued) an isolated line may be unisolated under administrative 

control to allow draining and venting of the SDV.  

When a line is isolated, the potential for an inadvertent 
scram due to high SDV level is increased. During these 
periods, the line may be unisolated under administrative 
control. This allows any accumulated water in the line to 
be drained, to preclude a reactor scram on SDV high level.  
This is acceptable, since the administrative controls ensure 
the valve can be closed quickly, by a dedicated operator at 
the valve controls, if a scram occurs with the valve open.  

A.1 

When one SDV vent or drain valve is inoperable in one or 
more lines, the line must be isolated to contain the reactor 
coolant during a scram. The 7 day Completion Time is 
reasonable, given the level of redundancy in the lines and 
the low probability of a scram occurring during the time the 
valve(s) are inoperable and the line(s) not isolated. The 
SDV is still isolable since the redundant valve in the 
affected line is OPERABLE. During these periods, the single 
failure criterion may not be preserved, and a higher risk 
exists to allow reactor water out of the primary system 
during a scram.  

B.1 

If both valves in a line are inoperable, the line must be 
isolated to contain the reactor coolant during a scram. The 
8 hour Completion Time to isolate the line is based on the 
low probability of a scram occurring while the line is not 
isolated and unlikelihood of significant CRD seal leakage.  

C.1 

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time is not 
met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 

(continued)
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ACTIONS C.1 (continued) 

brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Completion 
Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.8.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

During normal operation, the SDV vent and drain valves 
should be in the open position (except when performing 
SR 3.1.8.2) to allow for drainage of the SDV piping.  
Verifying that each valve is in the open position ensures 
that the SDV vent and drain valves will perform their 
intended function during normal operation. This SR does not 
require any testing or valve manipulation; rather, it 
involves verification that the valves are in the correct 
position. The 31 day Frequency is based on engineering 
judgment and is consistent with the procedural controls 
governing valve operation, which ensure correct valve 
p-ositions. Improper valve position (closed) would not 
affect the isolation function.  

SR 3.1.8.2 

During a scram, the SDV vent and drain valves should close 
to contain the reactor water discharged to the SDV piping.  
Cycling each valve through its complete range of motion 
(closed and open) ensures that the valve will function 
properly during a scram. The 92 day Frequency is based on 
operating experience and takes into account the level of 
redundancy in the system design.  

SR 3.1.8.3 

SR 3.1.8.3 is an integrated test of the SDV vent and drain 
valves to verify total system performance. After receipt of 
a simulated or actual scram signal, the closure of the SDV 
vent and drain valves is verified. The closure time of 
30 seconds after a receipt of a scram signal is based on the 
bounding leakage case evaluated in the accident analysis.  
Similarly, after receipt of a simulated or actual scram 

(continued)
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
B 3.1.8

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.8.3 (continued)

reset signal, the opening of the SDV vent and drain valves 
is verified. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in 
LCO 3.3.1.1 and the scram time testing of control rods in 
LCO 3.1.3, "Control Rod OPERABILITY," overlap this 
Surveillance to provide complete testing of the assumed 
safety function. The 24 month Frequency is based on the 
need to perform this Surveillance under the conditions that 
apply during a plant outage and the potential for an 
unplanned transient if the Surveillance were performed with 
the reactor at power. Operating experience has shown these 
components usually pass the Surveillance when performed at 
the 24 month Frequency; therefore, the Frequency was 
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.  

REFERENCES 1. UFSAR, Section 4.6.1.1.2.  

2. 10 CFR 100.  

3. NUREG-0803, "Generic Safety Evaluation Report 
Regarding Integrity of BWR Scram System Piping," 
August 1981.
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1r75 3.1.j
3/4.1 REACTIVTY CONTROL SYSTEMS

3/4.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

LCI , u. 3.1 .1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be equal to or greater than: 

a. 0.38% delta k/k with the highest worth rod analytically determined, or 

b. 0.28% delta k/~k with the highest worth rod determined by test 

AEEL!CABIULTY OPERATIONAL. CONDITONS 1, 2. 3,4 and 5.  

ACTION: 

With the SHUTDOWN MARGIN less than specified: 

AC7aIbA) A a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1 or 2, reestablish the required SHUTDOWN 
tMRGN itin 6 hou r be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 

AcibxYj a (12 hours.

,4l6.Ja~d
tqcr#&tLD

4.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be determined to be equal to or greater than specified at any time during the fuel cycle:

a. By measurement, R no u efis after eachýfjj 
ymeasure 4 w~fthin 500 to 0woib re average exfure at whizm 

c. Wthin 12 hours after detection of a withdrawn control -rod that is immovable as rsuit Of excessive friction or mechanical Interference, or is untuippable, except e' + that the above required SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be verifed acceptable with LTS 3.1.  Ton increased allowance for the withdrawn worth Of the immovable or untrippable 
se'4ro rod.1 1 ~.~Il

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-1 Amendment No i i3,
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3/4.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3/4.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN 
S.... LIMIT Ng; CON•DITION FO R OPER TION 

, jr 

LCC•,/,/ 3.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be equal to or greater than: 

a. 0.38% delta k/k with the highest worth rod analytically determined, or 

b. 0.28% delta kJk with the highest worth rod determined by test.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1,2, 3,4. and 5.  

ACTION: 

"With the SHUTDOWN MARGIN less than specified: 

a. /In OPERATIONAL CONDITION I or 2, reestablish the required SHUTDOWN 
LMARGIN within 6 hoursr be In at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 

ACV/ZJ is (12 houmr.  

b. (In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 3 or 4. immedlatel _ all insertable control rods 
&vlo I.S c- D . t be Inca a suspend 1! activities Vhft I uca the S 

. In In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 4,sNend 

C. In OPERATIONALE C 5'-• r'--9 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 1 

4.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be determined to be equal to or greater than specified 
at any time during the fuel cycle: 

5Sk.i.i. I a. By measurement, .=irmrdm e ===t mr -fter ea 

(157. ,F-Nasurem -witlin -W 6rrr pnor tope core ave exposure wh1ic L.  J .e predicted SHUTMOWN PEARGI.N, including uncertairt* and calculj=on 
L / b ia s e s ia • . J l t h • e ~ f • _ l m~ 

Within 12 hours after detection of a withdrawn control rod that is immovable, as a• 
result of excessive friction or mechanical interference, or is untippable, eicept tha•t mov 4o 
the above required SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be verified acceptable with an a -t ' 
increased allowance for the withdrawn worth of the immovable or untnip able 
ccontrol rod.  

LA SALL.E - UNIT 2 34 1-1 Amendment No. 121 
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 In MODES 3 and 4, a single control rod may have been withdrawn under the 
provisions of the proposed LCO 3.10.2 and LCO 3.10.3, or some unanticipated 
event may have resulted in uninserted control rods. Therefore, rather than the 
passive CTS 3.1.1 Action b words of "verify... inserted, " the ITS 3.1.1 Required 
Actions C. 1 and D. 1 are active -- "Initiate action to insert..." This wording 
provides the same intent in the event all insertable control rods are inserted, and 
is therefore administrative.  

A. 3 CTS 3.1.1 Actions b and c require suspension of activities that could reduce the 
SDM, when the SDM is not within limits in MODES 3, 4, or 5. In MODES 3 
and 4, the vessel head is bolted in place, and the only activity that can 
significantly reduce SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM) is control rod withdrawal.  
Since a Required Action that ensures control rods remain inserted is provided, 
any additional action to suspend activities that can reduce the SDM is repetitive 
and unnecessary. Similarly, in MODE 5, the only activities that can affect SDM 
are CORE ALTERATIONS and control rod withdrawal. Since Required Actions 
are provided to suspend CORE ALTERATIONS and ensure control rods remain 
inserted, any additional action to suspend other activities is also repetitive and 
unnecessary. Therefore, these requirements in CTS 3.1.1 Actions b and c have 
been deleted.  

A.4 The CTS 3.1.1 Actions b and c to "establish SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 
INTEGRITY within 8 hours" appear to provide a period of time (8 hours) in 
which integrity could be violated even if capable of being maintained.  
Additionally, if the plant status is such that integrity is not capable of being 
established within 8 hours, the existing Actions results in "non-compliance with 
the Technical Specifications" and a requirement for an LER. The intent of the 
Actions is more appropriately presented in ITS 3.1.1 Required Actions D.2, 
D.3, D.4, E.3, E.4, and E.5, which require actions to be initiated within one 
hour to restore the secondary containment boundary. With the proposed 
Required Actions, a significantly more conservative requirement to establish and 
maintain the secondary containment boundary is imposed. No longer would the 
provision to violate the boundary for up to 8 hours exist. However, this 
conservatism comes from the understanding that if best efforts to establish the 
boundary exceeded 8 hours, no LER will be required.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A.4 This interpretation of the Actions intent is supported by the BWR ISTS, 
(cont'd) NUREG-1434, Revision 1. Because this is an enhanced presentation of existing 

intent, the proposed change is considered administrative.  

A.5 This proposed change replaces the use of the defined term SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY in CTS 3.1.1 Actions b and c with the essential 
elements of that definition. Refer also to the Discussion of Changes in the 
Definitions section (Chapter 1.0), which addresses deletion of the SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY definition. The change is editorial in that the 
requirements are specifically addressed by ITS 3.1.1 Required Actions D.2, D.3, 
D.4, E.3, E.4, and E.5. Therefore, the change is a presentation preference 
adopted by the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1, and is considered 
administrative only.  

A.6 Not used.  

A.7 The CTS 3.1.1 Action c to "insert.. .within 1 hour" (see Discussion of 
Change L.2 for the change to which control rods get inserted) is revised to 
"initiate action to fully insert... Immediately." This change is similar to that 
discussed in comment A.4. The existing requirement appears to provide an hour 
in which control rods can be left withdrawn, even if able to be inserted. If the 
control rod is incapable of being inserted in 1 hour, the existing Action results in 
"non-compliance with the Technical Specifications" and a requirement for an 
LER. The intent of the Action is more appropriately presented in ITS 3.1.1 
Required Action E.2. With the proposed Required Action, a significantly more 
conservative requirement to insert the control rod(s) and maintain insertion is 
imposed. No longer would the provision to withdraw or leave withdrawn one or 
more control rods for up to 1 hour exist. However, with this conservatism 
comes the understanding that if best efforts to insert the control rod(s) exceeds 1 
hour, no LER will be required.  

This interpretation of the Actions intent is supported by the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-1434, Revision 1. Because this is an enhanced presentation of existing 
intent, the proposed change is considered administrative.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

ADMINISTRATIVE (continued) 

A.8 A specific completion time for the SDM test required by CTS 4.1.1 .a is 
proposed to clarify when "prior to or during the first startup" applies. Most 
SDM tests are performed as an in-sequence critical and, therefore, 4 hours after 
reaching criticality is provided in proposed SR 3.1.1.1 as a reasonable time to 
perform the required calculations and have appropriate verification completed.  
Interpretations, both more and less conservative, can be made for the existing 
requirement; however, this interpretation of the Completion Time's intent is 
supported by the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1. Because this is an 
enhanced presentation of existing intent, the proposed change is considered 
administrative.  

A.9 More explicit wording is proposed to replace the activity referred to as 
"refueling" in CTS 4.1.1.a. The intent of the Surveillance Requirement is to 
perform the SDM test after in-vessel activities which could have altered SDM.  
These activities are explicitly stated in proposed SR 3.1.1.1 as "fuel movement 
within the reactor pressure vessel or control rod replacement." Because this is an 
enhanced presentation of the existing SR intent, the proposed change is 
considered administrative.  

A. 10 The CTS 4.1.1 .c requirement to perform an SDM test after finding a stuck 
control rod has been moved to ITS 3.1.3 in accordance with the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-1434, Rev. 1. Any technical changes to this requirement will be 
discussed in the Discussion of Changes for ITS: 3.1.3.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 An additional Surveillance Frequency for SDM verification is proposed to be 
added to CTS 4.1.1.a (proposed SR 3.1.1.1, first Frequency) to clarify the 
requirements necessary for assuring SDM during the refueling process. Because 
SDM is assumed in several refueling mode analyses in the UFSAR, assurance 
that intermediate fuel loading patterns have adequate SDM is necessary. This 
change imposes a requirement where none is explicitly provided in the existing 
Technical Specifications. As discussed in the Bases corresponding to this 
Surveillance Frequency, the SDM verification in these situations is best 
accomplished by analysis (rather than in-sequence criticals) because of the many 
changes in core loading during a typical refueling. Bounding analyses may be 
used to demonstrate adequate SDM for the most reactive configurations during 
refueling, thereby showing acceptability of the entire fuel movement sequence.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

None 

"Specific" 

L. 1 The CTS 3.1.1 Action c requirement to suspend all CORE ALTERATIONS 
precludes off-loading fuel and inserting control rods. However, the insertion of 
control rods is allowed as indicated in the action but limited to within one hour 
after entry into the Condition. The one hour limitation has been changed as 
discussed in Discussion of Change A.7. The ITS 3.1.1 ACTION E modifies the 
requirement to suspend CORE ALTERATIONS "except for control rod insertion 
and fuel assembly removal." This exception allows continuation of activities that 
have a potential to correct the problem and restore a margin of safety to an 
inadvertent or uncontrolled core criticality. This additional operational flexibility 
does not require new or different actions, but allows corrective actions which 
would have otherwise been precluded (except under the provisions of 10 CFR 
50.54(x)). The corrective actions would only be pursued in accordance with 
approved procedures.  

L.2 The CTS 3.1.1 Action c requirement to insert all insertable control rods in 
MODE 5 has been modified, ITS 3.1.1 Required Action E.2, to only require 
those control rods in core cells containing one or more fuel assemblies to be fully 
inserted. If all fuel assemblies are removed from a core cell, inserting the 
associated control rod has a negligible impact on core reactivity. During MODE 
5, refueling procedures could have cells emptied and the control rod withdrawn, 
but "insertable." However, due to a variety of considerations (i.e., location of 
blade guides, ongoing instrumentation maintenance, water clarity), insertion of 
these control rods may not be desirable. Since there is negligible impact on 
SDM should the control rod be inserted with no fuel in the cell, it is acceptable 
to provide this flexibility.  

L.3 CTS 4.1.1 .b has been deleted. The SDM limits adequately account for 
uncertainties and biases, and for fuel cycle changes. As long as the required 
margin is met, as determined by the initial startup test and corroborated by the 
periodic reactivity anomaly Surveillance (CTS 4.1.2, proposed SR 3.1.2.1), 
there should be no need for additional Surveillance Requirements. Furthermore, 
the requirement to perform an additional demonstration just prior to when the 
predicted SDM equals the limit, would require a shutdown of the plant. This 
shutdown to perform the test would be in addition to the shutdown that is
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L.3 required a short time later when the SDM requirement is no longer met. The 
(cont'd) acceptability of the proposed Surveillances, which do not include an additional 

test just prior to the SDM limit not being met, is further supported in the BWR 
ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1 presentation of these requirements.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

3/4.1.2 REACTIVITY ANOMALIES

ACTION:
With the reactivity diff t by more than 1% delta k/k: 

a. Within h-urs h pelrf m" an alysis t determ, ne andAxplainh•e (cau_ O tJ reat~t• dJ•Frence:/ operation may continue if the 

"ference is explained and corrected.  

b. Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.

SURVEILLANEF RMOUTRFMFUTt

LA SALLE - UNIT I 3/4 1-2 Amendment No. 116

LC 0 
�<2.  

A-c-n o�J

I J -2-



=-T,5 3, %, ..

REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

31/4.1.2 REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

LIMITING COMMITION FOR OPERATION 

Vith the reactIvtty~dt~erent by more than IS delta k/k: ' ;.Ia. T orsprom l an analysis •_der mine and oxtlaen th.e-• 

iferenc lS exp ann anc corrected.  
•D,• • b. Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTD)OV within the next 12 hours.  

riialtonr c and the predicted I 
(Go ifalt nshal e verieed tbless than oe o dt : 

SAPPLICABILITY:nOPtERTOA CONDTION Itrup alnd 2.OR Core-AI • 1A.d 

b. At least once per 31 Ct le fu• p v days during POWER OPERATION.  

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-2 Amendment No. 101
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The wording "reactivity equivalence of the difference" in CTS 3.1.2 and 
CTS 4.1.2 has been changed to "reactivity difference" to be consistent with 
NUREG-1434, Revision 1. This change does not affect the method utilized to 
verify this LCO, and therefore, the change is considered administrative.  

A.3 A specific time for completing the reactivity anomaly surveillance CTS 4.1.2.a is 
proposed to clarify when "during the first startup" the test must be performed.  
This test is performed by comparing the difference between the actual critical 
control rod configuration to the predicted critical control rod configuration as a 
function of cycle exposure while at steady state reactor power conditions.  
Therefore, "24 hours after reaching these conditions" is provided as a reasonable 
time to perform the required calculations and complete the appropriate 
verification. Interpretations, both more and less conservative, can be made for 
the existing requirement; however this interpretation of the intent is supported by 
the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1. Because this is an enhanced 
presentation of existing intent, the proposed change is considered administrative.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 CTS 3/4.1.2 requires the reactivity difference between the actual critical control 
rod configuration and the predicted critical control rod configuration to be within 
limits. The CTS Bases clarifies that this verification can be performed by one of 
two methods: by comparison of the critical rod pattern selected base states to the 
predicted rod inventory at that state (i.e., rod density comparison) or by 
comparison of the monitored keff with the predicted keff as calculated by an 
approved 3-D core simulator code. These two methods to meet CTS 3/4.1.2
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 were previously approved by the NRC in the SER for Amendment Nos. 116 and 
(cont'd) 101, dated October 29, 1996. Since LaSalle 1 and 2 predicts the core reactivity 

using a 3-D simulator code and compares predicted keff with monitored keff, the 
alternate approach (i.e., the control rod density comparison) is not necessary.  
Therefore, ITS 3.1.2 will explicitly require the comparison between monitored 
and predicted keff. Since the alternate approach has been deleted, this change is 
considered more restrictive on plant operation. However, the proposed 
requirement in ITS 3.1.2 continues to be adequate to ensure the safety analysis is 
met.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. 1 The requirement of CTS 3.1.2 Action a to perform an analysis to determine and 
explain the cause of the reactivity difference is proposed to be relocated to the 
Bases. This requirement involves re-evaluating predicted core reactivity 
conditions in an effort to explain and correct the difference such that, based on 
the new evaluation, the reactivity difference is returned to acceptable limits. The 
action to restore compliance with the limit is maintained in Required Action A. 1.  
As a result, these details associated with the method of restoring compliance with 
the limit are not necessary to ensure restoration is accomplished in a timely 
manner. Therefore, the relocated requirement is not required to be in the ITS to 
provide adequate protection of the public health and safety. Changes to the 
Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the Proposed Bases Control 
Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

"Specific" 

L. 1 The time allowed to restore the core reactivity difference to within limits in CTS 
3.1.2 Action a (i.e., to "perform an analysis to determine and explain the cause 
of the reactivity difference") has been increased from 12 hours to 72 hours.  
Typically, a reactivity anomaly would be indicative of incorrect analysis inputs 
or assumptions of fuel reactivity used in the analysis. A determination and 
explanation of the cause of the anomaly would normally involve a fuel analysis 
department and the fuel vendor. Contacting and obtaining the necessary input 
may require a time period much longer than one shift (particularly on weekends 
and holidays). Since SHUTDOWN MARGIN has typically been demonstrated 
by test prior to reaching the conditions at which this Surveillance is performed, 
the safety impact of the extended time for evaluation is negligible. Given these
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

TECHANICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L. 1 considerations, the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1 allows this time to be 
(cont'd) extended to 72 hours.  

L.2 The term "CORE ALTERATIONS" in CTS 4.1.2.a is proposed to be replaced 
with "fuel movement within the reactor pressure vessel or control rod 
replacement." The intent of this Surveillance is to verify the core reactivity after 
in-vessel operations which could have significantly altered the core reactivity.  
Certain CORE ALTERATIONS have a known effect which is reversible and, are 
consistent with the activities assumed to occur during routine operations.  
Normal control rod movement is such an activity. Since this activity does not 
require reverification of core reactivity during normal operations with the vessel 
head on (i.e., not defined as a CORE ALTERATION), it should also be allowed 
without a requirement to reverify core reactivity, with the reactor vessel head 
removed (i.e., defined as a CORE ALTERATION). The proposed wording 
provides a specific list of those CORE ALTERATIONS which constitute a core 
reactivity change not expected to occur during normal operations, specifically 
excluding normal control rod movement.  

L.3 The frequency in CTS 4.1.2.b "31 effective full power days" (approximately 734 
MWD/T) is proposed to be replaced with "1000 MWD/T." Both Frequencies 
consider the relatively slow change in core reactivity with exposure and 
operating experience related to variations in core reactivity. The proposed 
change is consistent with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

3/4.1.3 CONTROL RODS 

CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY / 3e&'exc� I (90 r�QM ;�kCh�M)

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

LWo t 133.1.3.1 All control rods shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: 

ACTION

ArI^-J- A a. i th

witnin Wnour: I 

,b a) Verify that the inoperable control rod, 00fl is 
separated from all other inoperable control rods by at 
least two control-calls in all directions. .

K -'Tj" F_- 2.

,:.Tlo,,C b.

b) Disarm(the associated ire lonal control valv either: 

)• •Hydrau a ~ly by closing t ~drive water andd eexx ust wwaterjlT:
• isolation Ives. -f;.• ._ 

( Comply with Surveillance Requirement 4.1.1.c. h'-4?&Z ki 

Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next.12 hours.

kL 48 flurs or be in at l~gst HOT SHUTDOWN 
With one or more control rods trippable but ir 
other than addressed in ACTION a, above:

1. If the ii rod(s) is withdrawn:

49m-midlatel iverify: 
1) That the inoperable4ýr ontrol rod(s) is separat4 

from all other Inoperable•M8E•-r-control rodfs) by 
least two control cells in all directions, and 

•2) The insertion capability of the inoperable withdrawn 
control rod(s) by inserting the control rod(s) at least 
one notch by drive water pressure within the normal 
operating range**.

ZD



REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 
LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (Continued) 

ACTION (Continued) 
ALTI o, c- 2. ?the inoperable c rod(s) -At s- Ln--cotrl s nsert•eý ý 

"a) Within hour disarm the associated rec iona control 

1) Elctricllyor 

2I) fly ulically by closing th ive water adM 
exhau water isolation y e 

A-T/ E .b) Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

cT(O•j F c. With more than 8 control rods inoperable, be in at least HOT 
SHUTDOWN within 12 hours.  

'4, q d*. With one or more SDV vent or drain lines with one valve inoperable, "sv'ej 

1. Isolate the associated line within 7 days. Le_;Js 
2. Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

e . With one or more SDV vent or drain lines with both valves inoperable,\ 
1. Isolate the associated line within 8 hours.  
2. Otherwise be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 ho 

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS 

4.1.3.1.1 The scram discharge volume drain and vent valves shall be 7 -
demonstrated OPERABLE by: 

a. At least once per 31 days verifying each valve to be open", and 

b. At least once per 92 days cycling each valve through at least one 
o mplete cycle of full trawl 

!roe 3,, 4.1.3.1.2 When above the low power setpoint of the RWM, all withdra control rods o eq Ird i on , ,a tIcal -R4 
shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by •vin each control rod at 

least one notch: 

a. At least once per(cdays, and 
dE5;Wc(t(X tD ..."..b ....... on24 hours when any control rod is immovable as 

ti re b. result of excessive friction or mechanical interference.  

"-May be earmed intermittently, •er administrative control,%~ permit tes~ti~n•g 
ja sci~d with restoring t- •Opkn •r4tn (IF•n •_•+,.  

cotroevlve?-may be Mlse-o intermttentny-Tor t•esting under affifnfiTstratlve A 

*Separate Action statement entry is allowed for each SDV vent and drain l ine. e-1 
LAn isolated line may be unisolated under administrative control to allow Ldraining and venting of the SDV

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-4 Amendment No. 94
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

4.1.3.1.4 The scram discharge volume shall be determined OPERABLE by demonstrating the scram discharge volume drain and vent valves OPERABLE 4q at least once per 18 months by verifying that the drain and vent valves: 
a. Close within 30 seconds after receipt of a signal for control 4 

rods to scram, and 

b. Open after the scram signal is reset.

LA SALLE - UNIT I 3/4 1-5 Amendment No. 89
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3/4.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

3/4.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

4.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be determined to be equal to or greater than specified at 
any time during the fuel cycle: r. _ _>

L
a. By measurement, prior to or during the first startup after each refueling.  

b. By measurement, within 500 MWD/T prior to the core average exposure at which 
the predicted SHUTDOWN MARGIN, including uncertainties and calculation 
biases, is eaual to the specified limit, 

C. Within (Q"t•ouours after detection of a withdrawn control rod that is immovabe Was/Jli"I__'" 

(result of excessive friction or mechanical interference, or is untrippabl AS 
that the above required SHusIRwN MAKUIN Sa ye ventle acceptableewith 
an increased alowance for the withdrawn worth of the immovable or untri pable AA

LA SALLE - UNIT 1

r3.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be equal to or greater than: 

a. 0.38% delta k/k with the highest worth rod analytically determined, or 

b. 0.28% delta k/k with the highest worth rod determined by test.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2, 3,4 and 5.  

ACTION: 

With the SHUTDOWN MARGIN less than specified: 

a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION I or 2, reestablish the required SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN within 6 hours or be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

b. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 3 or 4, immediately verify all insertable control 
rods to be inserted and suspend all activities that could reduce the SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 4, establish SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY within 8 hours.  

c. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5, suspend CORE ALTERATIONS and other 
activities that could reduce the SHUTDOWN MARGIN, and insert all insertable 
control rods within 1 hour. Establish SECONDARY CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY 
within 8 hours.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

ihbn A.4 

tdan 4

1ý- J. /. 3
[A-, (I

I

1,

MW.9,4 4-0 

C6pief I D>

I
3/4 1-1 Amendment No. 136
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD MAXIMUM SCRAM INSERTION TIME•S 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION , 3 ,•',> --- E Z I 
SRJ.L3.q4 3.1.3.2 The maximum scram insertion time of each control rod from the fully withdrawn position to 

notch position 05, b aianf t 0o valvd solenog as time zero, shall 
not exceed 7.0 seconds.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS I and 2.  

ACTION: 

ALJ•Mxjf With the maximum scram insertion time of one or more control rods exceeding 7.0 seconds: 

1. Declare the control rod(s) with the slow insertion time inoperable, and 

2. Perform the Su Ilance Require nts of Sp tion 4.1.3.2.c t least once pe __ 

60 days whenoration is contued with three r more control ds with maxin m•L
scramr insre /Sn times in of 7.0 secon 

tnise, be in at lea HOT SHUTDCW within 12h 7rs.  

E V ,LACE REQUIREMENTS 

m41..2Twinaxmurnm scram insertion time of the control rods shall be demonstratedl through 
measurement with reactor coolant presure greater than or equal to 950 psig and, during single 
control rod scram time tests, the control rod drive pumps isolated from the accumulators; 

a. For all control rods prior to THERMAL POWER exceeding 40% of RATED 
THERMAL POWER following CORE ALTERATIONS* or after a reactor shutdown 
that is greater than 120 days, /-5ee I'S 

b. For specifically affected individual control rods following maintenance on or 
modification to the control rod or control rod drive system which could affect the 
scram Insertion time of those specific control rods, and 

r- For at least 10% of the control rods, on a rotating basis, at least once per 120 days 
L• of operation.  

tExce t normal control rod m.  

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3141-6 Amendment No 136
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD DRIVE COUPLING 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

A 3,#,,53.1.3.6 control rods shall be coupled to their drive mechanis 

AE•kJAB.1J..•: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2, n 
ACTION:

ACTItoJ p 

f4LTc

a. n OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS ) and 2 with one control tLo-its associated drive mechanism: .  

.. ,ete )Within 2 hoursLim

b) if oupling is not adomplshe on the fikt attempt I L•), •,o~t jp•tdh' h g i4 hn until ne itdbv 

qhe t ec are the control rod inoperable and insert 
the trol and disarm the associated Ir iona he cntro l rod ve e We 

2 ) H y d r a 'li c a l l y b y c l o s i n g ee d r i v e e a e n 

-7 huMwtr, isolati~onv Iaes 

2 £ 2. Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

b. n OPERATIONL CONDITION 5w~h a withdrawn control rod n t coupled 
itsits associated drive mecant , within 2 hours, either: 

1. -Insert the control rod to complish recoupling and ve ify 
recoupling by withdrawing t control rod and demonstra ing hhat the control rod will no go to the overtravel posi .oon, 

2. If •coupling is not accomlish d, insert the controldrod 

a) ~ctrialo 

and Ca•th so citddrc'a 
control vaveo e Thr 

ab) Hydulically by closing the dt ve water and exhaust Swaten isolation valves.

*At each withdrawn cont) 1 rod. Not applicable to co ol rods removed L-,.  

N-s s o i a t e d w i t h r e s t o - t h e c o n t r o l r o d t o U P E O L E s t a u s.t , A -(

Amendment No. 94

I
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

SURVEI LLANCE REQUIREMENTS

5gz 3.1,t3,5- 4.1.3.6 A control rod shall be demonstrated to be coupled to its drive mehniim se-vln Any -nla~arespons-e 0r the nuclql Instrueientaltion•-]_r_ 
•11 l Wthr~ha hm•n~l d€ to•-- iul t ;•n~ on and the2 ) ý 

verifying that the control rod drtve does not go to the overtravel position: 

b. Anytime the control rod is withdrawn to the NFull out" position in subsequent operation, and 

c. Following maintenance on or modification to the control rod or control rod drive system which could have affected the control rod drive coupling integrity.

LA SALLE - UNiT I
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4/4 1-12



315 3JS

REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD POSITION INDICATION

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

5IZ3.1.3w 3.1.3.7 the conto rod ositi tlon diysti shal be OPERABI1 .  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2 

ACTION:

A ro a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1 or 2 with one or more control rod position 
indicators inoperable, within one hour: 
1. Determine the position of the control rody 

Mvinryg no control rod ritgla t lea o nem per 12 

. he Ror 

•_ ]nfa~hr or 

3. . When THERMAL POWER is:

R- (a) 
Ad1." C-1

k 1A E 4.

.Within the low power setpoint of the RWM:

Sthecotrord inoperable 
2) Verify the position and bypassing of control rods with 

inoperable "Full in* and/or "Fu out" position indi

cators by a second licensed operator or other techni
call qualified member of the unit technical staff.

(b) Greater than the low power setpolnt of the RWM, declare the 
control rod inoperable insert the control rod and disarm the 
associated re cional contro Cas- eCther: A 

1) Electrica or 
2) Hydraulically closing the drive ter and exhaust 

water isolation Ives.  

Othenrise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.

"XAt least eachl withdrawn control- rod. No-tapplicable to control rods re-mov~ed ••' 
De oe ~ ~ c t on 3 .9 .10 .1 or 3 .9 .10 .2•. J s- e, .q 

'l~ Ie~ea a n~e]•nty,•dr aduinistrat:ive contrl pr: stin•_ 
assoc wia vth -res oina the con~rl rod to OPERABLE STATUS.

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-13 Amendment No. 88
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (Continued) 

ACTION: (Continued) 
b. In O1PERATIONAL CONDITION 5* with a withdrawn control rod position _-L 

=indicator inoperable, move the control rod to a position wwith an" ' -~ 
SOPERABLE position, indicator or insert the control rod. X~~srq5( 

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS 

•3.1.3I) 4.1.3.7 The control rod position indication system shall be determined OPERABLE 
by verifying: 

a. At least once per 24 hours that the position of each control rod is 
indicated, 

b. That the indicated control rod osition changes during t• move-ment 

of the control rod drive when p forming Surveillance Requ ement 

C. Ta~t the control rod position Indicator corresponds to the control 
r~o kposition indicated by the "Full •ut" position indicator when• 
per ing Surveillance Requirement 41.3.6b.  

d. That th control rod position indicator orresponds to the control 
rod posit n indicated by the "FWl in* sition indicator: 

1. Prior each reactor startup, and 

2. Each time a ontrol rod is fully inser d.  

At least each withdrawn control rod not applicable to control rods remove •per Specifications 3.9.10.1 or 3.9.10.2. •~•J 

LA-5 3S.NILA SALLE -UNIT 1 3/4 1-14 Amendment No. 94 c•



REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 
3/4.1.3 CONTROL RODS 

CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION
re �

Lco13.1.1.1.1 AlJ I control rods shall be OPERABLE.

.s nyara ilca~ly by closing th drive water and ( isolat valves. 
c) Comply with Surveillance Requirement 4.1.1.c.  

Abt%&)'C-2. Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
re thinoperable rol ro to a 

-, 4 h or be in at least NlT SHUTDOWN within ene; 
S, b. With one or more control roas trippable but inoperable fori .other than addressed in ACTION a, above:

1.

A 
C,1 
2-

If the ino erable control rod(s) is withdrawn: 

-1) That the inoperable I trol rod s) is separated from all ot er inoperab e i w_ control 
rod(s) by at least two control cells in a directions, 
and 

Z The insertion capability of the inoperable withdrawn control rod(s) by inserting the control rod(s) at least one notch by drive water pressure within the normal operating range**.

or the associatedluy" by c 

'i.1ically by closing

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-3 Amendment No. 53
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SF 5 3,1.3

REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (Continued)

CTON (Conti 
A -g~o,) C 2.

Ati, 

• e3. 1.3.2 
'W 34.33

R-'e "

w ter i~mation valves. \ 

A c b) Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

>.J E c. With more than 8 control rods Inoperable, fe in at least HOT SHUTDOWN 
within 12 hours.  

e. With one or more SDV vent or drain lines with one valve Inoperable, 4,7 
I. Isolate" the associated line within 7 days. ' -4"40 .e A 

2. Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

e*. With one or more SOV vent or drain lines with both valves inoperable, 

I. Isolatem the associated line within 8 hours.  
2. Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

SURVEILLANC[ REQUIJR M NS 
4.... The scram dicharge vo,,me dr-,n and en valv'es shall be demons rated 4, 

a. At least once per 31 days verifying each valve to be open*, and " TT3.,B 
V-. At ]least once per 92 days cycling each valve through at least one 

complete cycle of full travel.  
4.13..2Whe aov the low no er setpotnt of the Rk91. all withdrawn A 

control r s T required to have t control valves ar-(•lectral -o'• ul iail yrs-ha11 be demonstrated OPERABLE by-NWH~ ach
control rod at least one notch: 

a. At least once per days, and - , 

ofb. - t an 24 hours when any control rod is iumovable as a re result of excessive friction or mechanical interference.

erarmed intermittently,• der administrative control, •permit testing• 
ds Athr~nic hLý U= 01 rod to OPERAI•LF !tatur_ 

[ These va ves may ve-r-Fusea In~ermitently Tor TesTing under- oM nistra e
l control. • 'i•• 
* Separate Action statement entry is-allowed for each SMY vent and drain lie.  

=•An isolated line may be unlsolated under administrative control to allow 7dirnaiig i- , 
a.nd venti ng of the SD V.- ". .  

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-4 Amendment No. 78
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

SURVEILLANCE RFOUIREMENTS (Mnntyanmrd)

(4.1 .. Alcontro •ro s shal Iedemonstrated OPERABLE by pkformance =0 
L~ur~i]'•= 7- ......... ] •=4. .4, 4.1.3.5, 4.1.3.6 and 4*ýa..7 

4.1.3.1.4 The scram discharge volume shall be determined OPERABLE by VZ 
demonstrating the scram discharge volume drain and vent valves OPERABLE 
at least once per 18 months by verifying that the drain and vent valves: 

a. Close within 30 seconds after receipt of a signal for control / Cco_.,.  
rods to scram, and 

b. Open after the scram signal is reset.

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-5 Amendment No. 74 
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3/4.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3/4.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

'3.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be equal to or greater than: 

a. 0.38% delta k/k with the highest worth rod analytically determined, or 

b. 0.28% delta k/k with the highest worth rod determined by test.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2, 3, 4. and 5.  

,ACTION: 

With the SHUTDOWN MARGIN less than specified: 

a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION I or 2, reestablish the required SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN within 6 hours or be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

b. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 3 or 4, immediately verify all insertable control rods 
to be inserted and suspend all activities that could reduce the SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 4. establish SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY within 8 hours.  

c. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5, suspend CORE ALTERATIONS and other 
activities that could reduce the SHUTDOWN MARGIN, and insert all insertable 
control rods within 1 hour. Establish SECONDARY CONTAINMENT INTEGRITY 
within 8 hours.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

4.1.1 The SHUTDOWN MARGIN shall be determined to be equal to or greater than specified 

AAo/n..,/•' A4 a. By measurement, prior to or during the first startup after each refueling. "'ed 

S ,A~r~ j at any time during the fuel cycle:.' 
i / 44 

|b. By measurement, within 500 MWD/T prior to the core average exposure at which• 
the predicted SHUTDOWN MARGIN, including uncertainties and calculation 

biases, is equal to the specified limit.  

c. Within doud after detection of a withdrawn control rod that i eas a 157s l ofe ce sv e fricti on i°r m ech ani ca•l int erfe rence - or is untri p°ph =[/ pxcept that 

fthe above required SHUTDO shall be ventied acceptalle m th an 
inra e onwan ce for the withdrawn worth of the immovable or untrippable 

L-3edntN.1 
LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-1 Amnment No. 121
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM F Ai1
CONTROL ROD MAXIMUM SCRAM INSERTION TIMES

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION " . . ..  

3.1.3.2 The maximum scram insertion time of each control rod from the fully withdrawn position to 
notch position 05. sed a nrrdinn, tArV me s2r=ilot valve solenoi s e shall 
not exceed 7.0 seconds.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1 and 2.  

ACTION: 

With the maximum scram insertion time of one or more control rods exceeding 7.0 seconds: 

1. Declare the control rod(s) with the slow insertion time inoperable, and

F 4.1.3.2 The maximum scram Insertion time of t•e contro u ros shall be demonstrated through measurement with reactor coolant pressure greater than or equal to 950 paig and. during single 
control rod scram time tests, the control rod drive pumps isolated from the accumulators: 

a. For all control rods prior to THERMAL POWER exceeding 40% of RATED THERMAL 
POWFR fnllnoainn ,&'--~ Al Ar~tlM•" . -.... . .. .

•than 120 di

b. For specific 
modificatior 
insertion ti! 

c. For at least 
nPOr2tion.

L --SAL -n r 1r 

LA SALLE - UNIT 2

.ays, I 'V. a wo- .4 :==u mat is greater •5-ef.  

ally affected individual control rods following maintenance on or 
n to the control rod or control rod drive system which could affect the scram 
ne of those specific control rods, and 

10% of the control rods, on a rotating basis, at least once per 120 days of 

3/4 1-6 Amendment No. 121
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD DRIVE COUPLING 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

3.1.3.6 Al control rods shall be coupled to their drive mechanisms.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2, 

AMO TN:

/cT( oA)
a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS I and 2 with one control rod not coupled to iiits associate drive mechanism 

a) 1. Within 2 hoursn.taot r 

i) ng' any inatcaze r-sp-yo Dnse =o T the Stu lj •aý ,Iý 

• )~ leltnstrating that the -tekntrol rod will o g t th~e -j 

, rb) 

'K -:up1n Csn 

t a c i 1 s e~ n t e~ i s ,a . p . r t f -

Avr-T(bo F- 2. Otherwise, be in at least HOT.S"HUTDOWN within the next 12 hours. L
hours.  

b. n OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5* wit a withdrawn control rod ot coupled to 

i s 
tr 

v 
, 

I 

associated drive mechanism, fthin 2 hours, either: 

C 
g 

n 2 

oupled 

to 
nd0 0e 

r 
ewn 
r u P' rram 

1. Insert the control rod to acco lish recoupling and ve Hy 'u 'ayn 
coupling by withdrawing the c trol rod and demonstra *ng 

t 
hc at 
0n \h e el 

the control rod will not go o the overtravel posit n, or 
ons 

i 
t 

f 
j 

2. If re upling is not accomplished, nsert the control rod 

t r 

,p 
shed 

n e 

n rol 

and dis the associated directiona control valves** eith 

t 

c a Elect 'cally, or 
V r 0 rt t' t pos b) Hydrauli Ily by closing the drive w er and exhaust water 

isolation lves.

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-11 Amendment No. 78 
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

SURVEI LLANCE REQUIREMENTS

4.1.3.6 A control rod shall be demonstrated to be-coupled to its drive meAa ý serving any -naUcaR" response of the-nuc s~r instrumentation•-•~•_ 

ýWhile withdraXMn0 the control rod tol,,h@ fully w(thd -rawaad he 
ri ying that the control rod drive does not go to the overtravel position: 

a. ror to reactor arfter comp leting CORE ALTh T :D-G]t 
c have affected the cont • rod drive coupling integkty t 

b. Anytime the control rod is withdrawn to the "Full out" position in 
subsequent operation, and 

c. Following maintenance on or modification to the control rod or 
control rod drive system which could have affected the control rod 
drive coupling integrity.

3/4 1-12 i bI S
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD POSITION INDICATION 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

•P-;.i3•, 3.1.3.7 he control rod ition indication svstem shall be OPERABLE.A 
APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2 and 5** 

ACTION: ITS 3

hmo--(# C- a. in OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1 or 2 with one or more control rod position indicators inoperable within one hour: 

1. Determine the position of the cont 
-a) ' NoviT the contro rod, byft ngle notch movement, 1 aPositn ro A ion wn OP L pindicator, cii2i •b) Re turtni the..control rod, by "Sngle notch movement, it ts 

• orlglfl I itSl iOn, and 

,krs . or 

ýin r, or 

3. When THERMAL POWER is:

(a) 
" C 

t%-l•=, b i

Within the low power setpoint of the RWN: (1)De~clare the control rrood 1nop era~ 

(2) -Verif the position and bessin of control rod with 
inoperable "Full in" and/or "Fu out" position indi

cators by a second licensed operator or other techni'cally oualified m-eer of the unttechnical staff.
b)- Greater than the low power setpoint of the RWI, declare the control rod inoperable, insert the control rod and disarm the associated ire o nro vaaI ett 

(1) Ele cally, or 

(2) Hydrauli lly by closing th ve water and 
exhaust wa r isolation valves.

•fcTr) F 4. Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.

l le-ast each withdrawn control rod. N 
aSpecficPation 3..101 or 3.9.10.2.

otaplicable ocontrol rods remove %
'.7

LA SALLE - UNIT 2
Amendment No. 73 '

I

•-que u ,, tinTemit enLiy, ouder 3aministrative cont 1, to permit testing AassociateI ~th restoring the con I rod to OPERABLE stat

m
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (Continuedi 

ACTION: (Continued) 

lb. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5with aa withdrawn control rod position 
indicator inoperable, move the control rod to a position with an 0 Ve 
OPERABLE position indicator or insert the control rod. ITS 

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS 

:.j •,14.1.3.7 The control rod position indication system shall be determined OPERABLE 
by verifying: 

a. At least once per 24 hours that the position of each control rod is 
indicated, 

b. That the indicated control rod sition changes during the vement of .t 
e control rod drive when perfo ing Surveillance Requiremen413b " 4. .3.1.2, and ) 

C. That the control rod position indicator corresponds to the control rod posit n indicated by the *Full otposition indicator when per omig 
Survei ance Requirement 4.1.3.6b.\ 

d. That the ntrol rod position osondas to the control od 

1. Prior to each reactor startup, and 

2. Each time control rod is fully inse ed.  

At least each withdrawn control rod not applicable to control rods remove 
per Specifications 3.9.10.12or 3.9.10.2. Ae n N. 7 

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-14 Amendment No. 78



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The organization of the Control Rod OPERABILITY Specification (ITS 3.1.3) is 
proposed to include all conditions that can affect the ability of the control rods to 
provide the necessary reactivity insertion. The proposed Specification is also 
simplified as follows: 

1) A control rod is considered "inoperable" only when it is degraded to the 
point that it cannot provide its scram functions (i.e., scram insertion 
times, coupling integrity, and ability to determine position). All 
inoperable control rods (except stuck rods) are required to be fully 
inserted and disarmed.  

2) A control rod is considered "inoperable" and "stuck" if it is incapable of 
being inserted. Requirements are retained to preserve SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN for this situation.  

3) Special considerations are provided for nonconformance to the analyzed 
rod position sequence, due to inoperable control rods, at < 10% of 
RATED THERMAL POWER.  

A.3 A proposed ACTIONS Note, "Separate Condition entry is allowed for each 
control rod," has been added to CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions (ITS 3.1.3 ACTIONS) and 
provides more explicit instructions for proper application of the ACTIONS for 
Technical Specification compliance. In conjunction with the proposed 
Specification 1.3, "Completion Times," this Note provides direction consistent 
with the intent of the existing ACTIONS for inoperable control rods. It is 
intended that each inoperable control rod is allowed a specified period of time in 
which compliance with certain limits is verified and, when necessary, the control 
rod is fully inserted and disarmed.  

A.4 A Note is added to CTS 3.1.3.1, Actions a and b (ITS Required Actions 
Notes A. 1 and C. 1) that allows for bypassing the RWM, if needed for continued 
operations. This note is informative in that the RWM may be bypassed at any 
time, provided the proper ACTIONS of CTS 3.1.4.1 (ITS 3.3.2.1), the RWM 
Specification, are taken. This is a human factors consideration to assure clarity 
of the requirement and allowance.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

ADMINISTRATIVE (continued) 

A.5 The existing phrase of "being immovable, as a result of excessive friction or 
mechanical interference, or known to be untrippable" in CTS 3.1.3.1 Action a 
has been replaced with the term "stuck" in proposed Condition A of ITS 3.1.3.  
The intent of the existing wording is consistent with the proposed simplification.  
Details of potential mechanisms by which control rods may be stuck are not 
necessary for inclusion within the Condition. A similar phrase in CTS 4.1.1 .c 
has also been changed to "stuck." 

A.6 CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions a.1.b), b.1.b), and b.2.a), footnote *, CTS 3.1.3.6 Action 
a. 1.b) footnote **, and CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a.3.b) footnote **, which permit the 
directional control valves to be rearmed intermittently, have been deleted since 
proposed LCO 3.0.5 provides this allowance (i.e., this allowance has been 
moved to LCO 3.0.5). Therefore, deletion of this allowance is administrative.  

A.7 The SDV vent and drain valves requirements in CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions d and e, 
CTS 4.1.3.1.1, and CTS 4.1.3.1.4 are being moved to ITS 3.1.8 in accordance 
with the format of the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1. Any technical 
changes to these requirements will be discussed in the Discussion of Changes for 
ITS: 3.1.8.  

A.8 CTS 4.1.3.1.2 pertains to control rods "not required to have their directional 
control valves disarmed electrically or hydraulically." This phrase thus exempts 
this surveillance for inoperable control rods. Currently, inoperable control rods 
are already not required to meet this Surveillance (per CTS 4.0.3), and 
therefore, CTS 4.1.3.1.2 only applies to OPERABLE control rods. Therefore, 
this phrase is proposed to be deleted since it is not needed.  

A.9 These listed Surveillances in CTS 4.1.3.1.3 are required by other Specifications.  
Repeating a requirement to perform these Surveillances is not necessary.  
Elimination of this "cross-reference" is therefore administrative.  

A. 10 The SDM allowance in CTS 4.1.1.c is being moved to the definition of SDM in 
proposed Section 1.1, in accordance with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, 
Revision 1. Any technical changes to these requirements will be discussed in the 
Discussion of Changes for ITS Chapter 1.0.  

A. 11 The CTS 3.1.3.2 requirement that maximum control rod scram insertion time be 
• 7 seconds is presented in proposed SR 3.1.3.4, making it a requirement for 
control rods to be considered OPERABLE. Eliminating the separate 
Specification for excessive scram time by moving the requirement to a 
Surveillance Requirement does not eliminate any of the requirements, or impose
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A. 11 a new or different treatment of the requirements (other than those proposed in 
(cont'd) Discussion of Change L.8 below). Therefore, this proposed change is 

administrative.  

A. 12 The definition of time zero in CTS 3.1.3.2 (i.e., "based on de-energization of 
the scram pilot valve solenoids as time zero") has been deleted since it is 
duplicative of the definition of time zero in CTS 3.1.3.3 and 3.1.3.4, which is 
maintained in proposed footnote (a) to ITS Table 3.1.4-1. No change has been 
made to the defined time zero, therefore, this deletion is administrative.  

A. 13 CTS 4.1.3.2, which provides the scram time testing requirements, is addressed 
in ITS 3.1.4. Therefore, proposed SR 3.1.3.4 has been added to require the SRs 
in ITS 3.1.4 to be performed. Changes to the testing requirements located in 
LCO 3.1.4 as SRs 3.1.4.1, 3.1.4.2, 3.1.4.3, and 3.1.4.4 are addressed in the 
Discussion of Changes for ITS: 3.1.4.  

A. 14 The CTS 3.1.3.6 requirement that control rods be coupled to their drive 
mechanism is presented in proposed SR 3.1.3.5. As a Surveillance in the 
Control Rod OPERABILITY LCO, it is a requirement for control rods to be 
considered OPERABLE. The actions for uncoupled control rods continue to be 
required (see Discussion of Changes L.4, L.9, L. 10, L. 11, and L. 12 below).  
Eliminating the separate LCO for control rod coupling, by moving the 
Surveillance and ACTIONS to another Specification, does not eliminate any 
requirements or impose a new or different treatment of the requirements (other 
than those separately proposed). Therefore, this proposed change is 
administrative.  

A. 15 CTS 3.1.3.6 Action a. 1.a) contains the method of restoring coupling integrity to 
an uncoupled control rod (insert the control rod drive mechanism to accomplish 
recoupling). The revised presentation of actions (based on the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-1434, Revision 1) is proposed to not explicitly detail options to 
"restore...to OPERABLE." This action is always an option, and is implied in all 
ACTIONS. Omitting this action is purely editorial.  

A. 16 CTS 4.1.3.6.c addresses the requirement to perform coupling checks after 
performing activities which could have affected coupling integrity. This 
Surveillance must be completed prior to allowing the control rod to be 
considered OPERABLE. (The consideration of OPERABILITY is more clearly 
presented in the proposed editorial rewrite of CTS 4.1.3.6.c into the Frequency 
for proposed SR 3.1.3.5.) Therefore, CTS 4.1.3.6.a is redundant. "CORE 
ALTERATIONS that could have affected the control rod drive coupling 
integrity" is a subset the CTS 4.1.3.6.c requirement, "maintenance.. .which
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A. 16 could have affected the control rod drive coupling integrity." Performance of 
(cont'd) the integrity verification prior to control rod OPERABILITY (which is the 

understanding of CTS 4.1.3.6.c as presented in the proposed SR 3.1.3.5) bounds 
"prior to reactor criticality." Therefore, elimination of CTS 4.1.3.6.a is 
administrative and represents no change in requirements.  

A. 17 The intent of the CTS 3.1.3.7 requirement is understood to be related to each 
control rod. The Applicability footnote "*", each specific action within 
Action a, Action b, and each Surveillance Requirement all refer to individual 
control rods. Therefore, the interpretation of this LCO is that each control rod 
shall have "at least one control rod position indication." 

The essence of the requirement that each control rod have at least one control rod 
position indication is presented in SR 3.1.3.1 of ITS 3.1.3, "Control Rod 
OPERABILITY." The effect of relocating the requirement for control rod 
position indication is to make it a requirement for control rods to be considered 
OPERABLE. Eliminating the separate LCO for control rod position indication 
(by moving the Surveillance and ACTIONS to another Specification) does not 
eliminate any requirements or impose a new or different treatment of the 
requirements (other than those separately proposed). Similarly, CTS 3.1.3.7 
Actions a. 1 and a.2 address this intent. The proposed SR 3.1.3.1 has combined 
the CTS 3.1.3.7 intent with the CTS 3.1.3.7 Actions a. 1 and a.2 intent to 
require the position of the control rod be determined. If the position can be 
determined, the control rod may be considered OPERABLE, and continued 
operation allowed. This outcome is identical, whether complying with 
CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a. 1 or a.2, or meeting proposed SR 3.1.3.1.  

A. 18 The CTS 3.1.3.7 requirements, including Action b, for control rod position 
indication during refueling (OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5) are being moved 
to Section 3.9 in accordance with the format of the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, 
Revision 1. Any technical changes to these requirements will be discussed in the 
Discussion of Changes for ITS: 3.9.4.  

A. 19 The requirements of CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a.3.(a)2) are now covered by the Note 
to ITS 3.1.3 Required Action C. 1, which states, in part, that RWM may be 
bypassed as allowed by proposed LCO 3.3.2.1. LCO 3.3.2.1 provides the 
requirements of CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a.3.(a)2). Therefore, an explicit ACTION 
in this Specification to verify the position and bypassing of RWM is not needed.
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TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions a. 1.a) and b. 1.a)1) require the separation criteria to be met 
only for withdrawn control rods. Condition D of the ITS 3.1.3 applies to all 
inoperable control rods (when • 10% RTP, see Discussion of Change L. 1 below) 
whether inserted or withdrawn, and is therefore, more restrictive. This revised 
separation criteria requirement is necessary to ensure the safety analysis 
assumptions are met.  

M.2 The CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions require LCO 3.0.3 entry if more than one control rod 
is stuck. The proposed ITS 3.1.3 ACTION B maintains the equivalent shutdown 
action as LCO 3.0.3, but also contains an additional requirement to disarm the 
stuck control rod (ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A.2). The Bases for this Required 
Action requires the disarming to be performed hydraulically. This additional 
requirement provides a necessary level of protection to the control rod drive 
should a scram signal occur. If mechanically bound, the stuck control rod could 
cause further damage if not hydraulically disarmed. Disarming normally would 
preclude control rod insertion on a scram signal; however, since this control rod 
is stuck, this effect of disarming is moot. In addition, CTS 3.1.3.1 Action 
a. 1.b) allows a stuck control rod to be disarmed electrically. This allowance has 
been deleted. The stuck control rod can only be disarmed hydraulically. This 
will also prevent potential damage if a scram signal occurs, since the means by 
which hydraulic disarming is performed will preclude scram pressure from being 
applied.  

M.3 The proposed changes to CTS 3.1.3.1 Action b. 1.a)2) including footnote **, for 
non-stuck inoperable control rods eliminates the check of insertion capability; 
replacing it with a requirement to fully insert and disarm all inoperable control 
rods. CTS 3.1.3.1 Action b. 1.a)2), requiring the insertion capability to be 
verified and allowing the control rod to remain withdrawn, is applicable to 
conditions such as: 1) one inoperable CRD accumulator, and 2) loss of position 
indication while below the low power setpoint. The first condition is addressed 
in the Discussion of Changes for ITS: 3.1.5. The latter condition would no 
longer allow the affected control rod to remain withdrawn and not disarmed.  
This added restriction on control rod(s) with loss of position indication is 
conservative with respect to scram time and SDM since an inoperable (but not 
stuck) control rod is not disarmed while it is withdrawn. ACTIONS for 
inoperable control rods not complying with analyzed rod position sequence (ITS 
3.1.3 ACTION D) assure that insertion of these control rods remain 
appropriately controlled.  

M.4 Not used.
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TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE (continued) 

M.5 Proposed SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3 require control rods to be inserted in lieu of 
the CTS 4.1.3.1.2 requirement for "moving." The existing requirement can be 
met by control rod withdrawal. It is conceivable that a mechanism causing 
binding of the control rod that prevents insertion can exist such that a withdrawal 
test will not detect the problem. Since the purpose of the test is to assure scram 
insertion capability, restricting the test to only allow control rod insertion 
provides an increased likelihood of this test detecting a problem that impacts this 
capability.  

M.6 CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a.3.(a)l) requires a control rod to be declared inoperable 
when THERMAL POWER is within the low power setpoint and one or more 
control rod position indicators is inoperable and control rod position is unknown.  
CTS 3.1.3.1 Action b for inoperable rods provides the option to verify the 
insertion capability, and then allows the control rod to remain withdrawn. The 
proposed changes to the ACTIONS for non-stuck inoperable control rods (ITS 
3.1.3 ACTION C) eliminates the check of insertion capability; replacing it with 
a requirement to fully insert and disarm all inoperable control rods. The effect 
on the CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a.3.(a)l) for control rods with position unknown, 
when below the low power setpoint, is to eliminate the option to leave the 
control rod withdrawn and continue to operate. The control rod will be required 
to be inserted and disarmed, regardless of the power level (which is currently the 
requirement if power is greater than the low power setpoint). This added 
restriction on control rod(s) with loss of position indication is conservative with 
respect to scram time and SDM since an inoperable (but not stuck) control rod is 
not disarmed while it is withdrawn.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. 1 The details of the recommended procedures for disarming control rod drives 
(CRDs) specified in CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions a. 1.b) (with the exception of electrical 
disarming, see Discussion of Change M.2 above), b. 1.b), and b.2.a), CTS 
3.1.3.6 Action a. 1.b), and CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a.3.(b) are proposed to be 
relocated to the Bases. These details are not necessary to ensure the associated 
CRDs of inoperable control rods are disarmed. ITS 3.1.3 Required Actions A.2 
and C.2, which require disarming the associated CRDs of inoperable control 
rods, are adequate for ensuring associated CRDs and inoperable control rods are 
disarmed. Therefore, the relocated details are not required to be in the ITS to 
provide adequate protection of the public health and safety. Changes to the 
Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the proposed Bases Control 
Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.
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LA.2 CTS 3.1.3.7 Actions a. 1 and a.2, which determine the position of the control 
rod (now proposed to be a Surveillance for control rod OPERABILITY - refer to 
Discussion of Change A. 17 above) can be met a number of ways. Three ways 
are presented: by moving the control rod, by single notch movement, to a 
position with an OPERABLE position indicator, then returning it, by single 
notch movement, to its original position and periodically verifying no control rod 
drift alarm, and by moving the control rod to a position with an OPERABLE 
position indicator. These details of methods for determining the position of a 
control rod are proposed to be relocated to the Bases (with the exception of the 
control rod drift alarm check, see Discussion of Change L. 13 below) for the 
proposed Surveillance (SR 3.1.3.1). SR 3.1.3.1, which requires the position of 
each control rod to be determined every 24 hours, is adequate for ensuring the 
position of the control rods is determined. Therefore, the relocated details are 
not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health 
and safety. Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the 
proposed Bases Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

"Specific" 

L.1 CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions a.1 and b.1.a)1) are presented in ITS 3.1.3 ACTION D to 
provide the requirements and actions for the local distribution of inoperable 
control rods. Three distinct changes are addressed: 

1) ITS 3.1.3 ACTION D is modified by a Note excluding its applicability 
above 10% power. The existing separation requirements for a stuck 
control rod, in part, account for allowing withdrawn inoperable control 
rods. (Refer to Discussion of Change M.3 above.) To preserve scram 
reactivity, a stuck rod must be separated from other withdrawn 
inoperable control rods which may also not scram. In the ITS, all 
inoperable control rods which will not scram or cannot be verified to 
scram (e.g., loss of position indication) are required to be fully inserted, 
and therefore, cannot impact scram reactivity. Therefore, scram 
reactivity remains preserved at all power levels and is unaffected by this 
proposed change.  

Separation requirements are required when below 10% power because of 
Control Rod Drop Accident (CRDA) concerns related to control rod 
worth. Above 10% power, control rod worths that are of concern for 
the CRDA are not possible.
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L. 1 2) ITS 3.1.3 ACTION D also does not require actions for inoperable 
(cont'd) control rods whose position is in conformance with the analyzed rod 

position sequence constraints, even if the inoperable control rods are 
within two cells of each other. As discussed above in the first item of 
this change, adequate limits to control core reactivity and power 
distribution above 10% power remain with this proposed change. Below 
10% power, the appropriate core reactivity and power distribution limits 
are controlled by maintaining control rod positions within the limits of 
the analyzed rod position sequence and maintaining scram times within 
the limits of CTS 3.1.3.2, CTS 3.1.3.3, and 3.1.3.4 (as modified to 
reflect ITS 3.1.4). If the two inoperable control rods were both "stuck," 
Required Actions require an immediate shutdown, regardless of their 
proximity. Therefore, the limitation on the local distribution of 
inoperable control rods that comply with the analyzed rod position 
sequence is overly restrictive.  

3) Finally, the Required Actions for ITS 3.1.3 ACTION D allow 4 hours to 
correct the situation prior to commencing a required shutdown, while 
CTS 3.1.3.1 Action a. 1 allows 1 hour and Action b. 1.a) requires 
immediate action. This increase is proposed in recognition of the actual 
operational steps involved on discovery of inoperable control rod(s).  
Time is first required to attempt identification and correction of the 
problem. Additional time is necessary to fully insert (some operational 
considerations may be necessary to adjust control rod patterns and/or 
power levels), and then disarm the affected control rod(s). After these 
high priority steps are accomplished, attention can be turned to 
correcting localized distribution of inoperable control rods that deviate 
from the analyzed rod position sequence. Given the low probability of a 
CRDA during this brief proposed time extension, and the desire not to 
impose excessive time constraints on operator actions that could lead to 
hasty corrective actions, the proposed extension to this action does not 
represent a significant safety concern.  

L.2 Disarming a control rod as required by CTS 3.1.3.1 Action a. 1.b) involves 
personnel actions by other than control room operating personnel. These 
processes require coordination of personnel and preparation of equipment, and 
potentially require anti-contamination "dress-out," in addition to the actual 
procedure of disarming the control rod. Currently, all these activities must be 
completed and the control room personnel must confirm completion within the 
same 1 hour allowed to insert the control rod. This is proposed to be extended 
to 2 hours in ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A.2 (consistent with the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-1434) in recognition of the potential for excessive haste required to
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L.2 complete this task. The proposed 2 hour time does not represent a significant 
(cont'd) safety concern as the control rod is already in an acceptable position (in 

accordance with other ACTIONS), and the ACTION to disarm is solely a 
mechanism for precluding the potential for damage to the CRD mechanism.  

L.3 CTS 3.1.3.1 Action a.3, which requires restoration of a stuck control rod within 
48 hours, is being deleted. In addition, a new Required Action is being added 
(ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A. 1), since the proposed Specification now allows 
continued operation with a stuck control rod. With a single withdrawn control 
rod stuck, the remaining OPERABLE control rods are capable of providing the 
required scram and shutdown reactivity. During a transient, a single stuck 
control rod in addition to an assumed single failure will have no significant 
impact on the established operating limits. SHUTDOWN MARGIN must still be 
met, accounting for the loss of negative reactivity due to the stuck control rod 
(refer to the proposed definition of SDM and ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A.4).  
The stuck rod must also meet certain separation criteria (ITS 3.1.3 Required 
Action A. 1). Prompt action is required to confirm no additional stuck control 
rods exist (ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A.3). Therefore, continued operation is 
proposed to be allowed, as are MODE changes in accordance with SR 3.0.4.  

L.4 All inoperable non-stuck control rods are required to be fully inserted and 
disarmed (refer to Discussion of Change M.3 above). The time allowed to 
complete the insertion is proposed to be extended to 3 hours for all cases. In the 
existing ACTIONS for an uncoupled control rod (CTS 3.1.3.6 Action a. 1.b)), 
time is provided to recouple and, if unsuccessful, insert the control rod before 
entering CTS 3.1.3.1 Action b. 1. Two hours are currently allowed to perform 
these ACTIONS. CTS 3.1.3.1 Action b. 1.b) provides no additional time to 
disarm the control rod (total of 2 hours to insert and an immediate time to 
disarm). Uncoupled control rod actions are proposed to be addressed by ITS 
3.1.3 ACTION C, as are other non-stuck inoperable control rods. This existing 
3 hour allowance, before requiring an inoperable (uncoupled) control rod to be 
inserted, is the time found in the ITS 3.1.3 Required Action C. 1 for control rod 
insertion. For consistency of presentation, this 3 hour limitation is also proposed 
for all other instances of inoperable control rods. These other instances (loss of 
position indication, excessive scram speed, certain combinations of conditions 
with a low pressure on a control rod scram accumulator) also warrant a minimal 
time to attempt restoration prior to inserting and disarming. It is for these other 
instances that the extended time to insert are proposed. Since these instances do 
not represent loss of SDM, and are limited to a total of no more than 8 
inoperable control rods, the extended time does not represent a significant safety 
concern.
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L.4 Disarming a control rod can involve personnel actions by other than control 
(cont'd) room operating personnel. This process requires coordination of personnel and 

preparation of equipment, and potentially requires anti-contamination "dress
out," in addition to the actual procedure of disarming the control rod. Currently, 
all these activities must be completed and the control room personnel must 
confirm completion within the same 1 hour allowed to insert the control rod.  
The disarming is proposed to be extended to 4 hours in ITS 3.1.3 Required 
Action C.2 -- 1 hour beyond that allowed to insert (consistent with the BWR 
ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 1) in recognition of the potential for excessive 
haste required to complete this task. The proposed 4 hour time does not 
represent a significant safety concern since the control rod is already in its 
required position (in accordance with other actions), and the action to disarm is 
solely a mechanism for precluding the potential for future misoperation.  

L.5 CTS 4.1.3.1.2.a, which verifies control rods to be non-stuck, is proposed to be 
extended from 7 days to 31 days for control rods that are not fully withdrawn 
(proposed SR 3.1.3.3). This is acceptable given the following: 

1) At full power, a large percentage of control rods (typically 80% to 90%) 
are fully withdrawn and would continue to be exercised each week. This 
represents a significant sample size when looking for an unexpected 
random event (i.e., a stuck control rod).  

2) Operating experience has shown "stuck" control rods to be an extremely 
rare event while operating.  

3) Should a stuck rod be discovered, 100% of the remaining control rods 
(even partially withdrawn) must be tested within 24 hours (ITS 3.1.3 
Required Action A.3).  

L.6 CTS 4.1.3.1.2.b requires a daily notch test in the event power operation is 
continuing with an immovable control rod and the plant is operating at greater 
than the low power setpoint of the rod worth minimizer. The ITS requires the 
control rod notch test only once within 24 hours after the plant is operating at 
greater than the low power setpoint of the rod worth minimizer (ITS 3.1.3 
Required Action A.3). The purpose of the control rod notch test on each 
withdrawn OPERABLE control rod is to ensure that a generic problem does not 
exist and that control rod insertion capability remains. The single performance 
of the control rod notch test satisfies the same function as the daily notch test of 
the CTS without requiring the additional testing.
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L.7 With a single control rod stuck in a withdrawn position, the remaining 
OPERABLE control rods are capable of providing the required scram and 
shutdown reactivity. Failure to reach COLD SHUTDOWN is only likely if an 
additional control rod adjacent to the stuck control rod also fails to insert during 
a required scram. Even with this postulated additional single failure, sufficient 
reactivity control remains to reach and maintain HOT SHUTDOWN conditions.  
Also, a notch test is required by ITS 3.1.3 Required Action A.3 for each 
remaining withdrawn control rod to ensure that no additional control rods are 
stuck. Given these considerations, the time to demonstrate SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN in CTS 4.1.1 .c has been extended from 12 hours to 72 hours, and 
provides a reasonable time to perform the analysis or test.  

L.8 The CTS 3.1.3.2 Action 2 requirement for additional scram time surveillance 
testing when three or more control rods exceed the maximum scram time is 
deleted. During normal power operating conditions, scram testing is a signifi
cant perturbation to steady state operation, involving significant power 
reductions, abnormal control rod patterns and abnormal control rod drive 
hydraulic system configurations. Requiring more frequent scram time surveil
lance tests is therefore not desirable. Because of the frequent testing of control 
rod insertion capability (proposed SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3) and accumulator 
OPERABILITY (proposed SR 3.1.5.1), and the operating history demonstrating 
a high degree of reliability, the more frequent scram time testing is not necessary 
to assure safe plant operations. In addition, since the shutdown requirement 
("Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within 12 hours") could have 
only applied to CTS 3.1.3.2 Action 2 (since a control rod can always be declared 
inoperable), this part of the CTS 3.1.3.2 Action has also been deleted.  

L. 9 Coupling requirements during refueling (OPERATIONAL CONDITION 5) 
specified by CTS 3/4.1.3.6 are not necessary since only one control rod can be 
withdrawn from core cells containing fuel assemblies. The probability and 
consequences of a single control rod dropping from its fully inserted position to 
the withdrawn position of the control rod drive are negligible (i.e., reactor will 
remain subcritical and within the limits of the CRDA assumptions). However, 
these requirements are retained for the proposed SDM testing in MODE 5 
(ITS 3.10.7).  

L. 10 If an uncoupled control rod is not allowed by the RWM to be inserted to 
accomplish recoupling, CTS 3.1.3.6 Action a. 1.b) requires the control rod be 
inserted. This will require bypassing the RWM and operation with an out-of
sequence control rod. Therefore, coupling attempts are allowed regardless of the 
RWM allowance because of the short time allowed. If coupling is not
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L. 10 established within 3 hours, the control rod must be fully inserted and disarmed 
(cont'd) (ITS 3.1.3 Required Actions C. 1 and C.2). Also, because of the limited time 

allowed to recouple, the number of attempts (currently limited to one by 
CTS 3.1.3.6 Action a. 1.b) does not need to be restricted. The number of 
attempts to recouple a control rod may be restricted by plant procedures, which 
consider the potential for equipment damage during successive recoupling 
attempts.  

L. 11 Proposed SR 3.1.3.5 verifies a control rod does not go to the withdrawn 
overtravel position. An uncoupled control rod would fail to meet SR 3.1.3.5.  
After restoration of a component that caused a required SR to be failed, SR 3.0.1 
requires the appropriate SRs (in this case SR 3.1.3.5) to be performed to 
demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the affected components. The requirement to 
verify control rod coupling by observation of nuclear instrumentation response is 
addressed in Discussion of Change L. 12 below. As a result, CTS 3.1.3.6 Action 
a. 1.a.2) requirements are proposed to be deleted since they are not necessary for 
ensuring recoupling of the control rod.  

L. 12 The CTS 3.1.3.6 Action a. 1.a)1) and CTS 4.1.3.6 requirements to verify control 
rod coupling by observing any indicated response of the nuclear instrumentation 
during withdrawal of a control rod are proposed to be deleted. A response to 
control rod motion on nuclear instrumentation is indicative that a control rod is 
following its drive, but gives no indication as to whether or not a control rod is 
coupled. Likewise, failure to have a response to control rod motion on nuclear 
instrumentation does not indicate that a rod is uncoupled. Thus, the results from 
monitoring nuclear instrumentation are inconclusive to use as a verification that 
the control rod is coupled. Proposed SR 3.1.3.5 requires verification that a 
control rod does not go to the withdrawn overtravel position. The overtravel 
feature provides a positive check of coupling integrity since only an uncoupled 
control rod can go to the overtravel position. This verification is required to be 
performed any time a control rod is withdrawn to the full out position and prior 
to declaring a control rod operable after work on the control rod or Control Rod 
Drive System that could affect coupling. As a result, SR 3.1.3.5 provides 
adequate assurance that the control rods are coupled.  

L. 13 CTS 3.1.3.7 Action a. 1 provides methods for determining the position of a 
control rod whose position indicator is inoperable. These methods require 
determining position of the control rod by moving the control rod, by single 
notch movement, to a position with an OPERABLE position indicator, then 
returning the control rod, by single notch movement, to its original position, and 
verifying no rod drift alarm is annunciated every 12 hours. The 12 hour

LaSalle 1 and 2 12



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L. 13 requirement to verify no rod drift alarm is being deleted. The ITS will require 
(cont'd) the rod position to be determined every 24 hours (proposed SR 3.1.3.1). Thus, 

if the method of CTS 3.1.3.7 Actions a. 1.(a) and (b) is being used to determine 
the position of a control rod, it will have to be performed every 24 hours.  
Currently, it has to be performed only once, then the rod drift alarm is used to 
verify the rod has not moved. In addition, the alarm provides annunciation in 
the control room and will alarm if any control rod moves; the alarm is not 
associated with any one single control rod. The probability of a control rod with 
an inoperable indicator moving is no different than the probability of a control 
rod with Operable indicators moving. There are numerous controls/indicators 
available, that would make a mispositioned control rod readily apparent to the 
operator, such that appropriate actions could be taken, even without the 
verification of the alarm. This deletion is also consistent with NUREG-1434, 
Rev. 1, which, while not listing this specific method in the Bases of SR 3.1.3.1, 
does specify that other appropriate methods to determine rod position can be 
used (the NUREG allows the utility to determine other appropriate methods, of 
which CTS 3.1.3.7 Actions a. 1.(a) and (b) could be one).  

L. 14 Current Surveillance Requirements for the control rod position indication system 
(CTS 4.1.3.7.b, 4.1.3.7.c, and 4.1.3.7.d) require that the control rod position 
indication system be determined OPERABLE during the performance of the 
control rod movement tests (CTS 4.1.3.1.2) and the control rod coupling 
verifications (CTS 4.1.3.6.b) prior to startup, and each time a control rod is 
fully inserted. To perform control rod movement tests required by 
CTS 4.1.3.1.a (proposed SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3) and control rod coupling 
verifications required by CTS 4.1.3.6.b (proposed SR 3.1.3.5), position 
indication must be available. If position indication is not available, these tests 
cannot be satisfied and appropriate actions will be taken for inoperable control 
rods in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.3. As a result, the 
requirements for the control rod position indication system are adequately 
addressed by the requirements of ITS 3.1.3 and associated SR 3.1.3.2, 
SR 3.1.3.3, and SR 3.1.3.5 and are proposed to be deleted.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

CONTROL ROD MAXIMUM SCRAM INSERTION TIMES 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATIONf3.1.3.2 The maximum scram insertion time of each control rod from the fully withdrawn position to 
notch position 05, based on de-energization of the scram pilot valve solenoids as time zero, shall 
not exceed 7.0 seconds.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1 and 2.

ACTION: 

With the maximum scram insertion time of one or more control rods exceeding 7.0 seconds: 

1. Declare the control rod(s) with the slow insertion time inoperable, and 

2. Perform the Surveillance Requirements of Specification 4.1.3.2.c at least once per 
60 days when operation is continued with three or more control rods with maximum 
scram insertion times in excess of 7.0 seconds.  

Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within 12 hours.

�l IP�JII I AMt� �AI IID�IA�MTe

',Q$,jo2 4.1.3.2 The maximum scram insertion time of the control rods shall be demonstrated through 
6g9-,L. ,4 measurement with reactor coolant pressure greater than or equal to psig and during single •-control rod scram time tests, the control rod drive pumps isolated from the accumulators: 

•/z J (•a. For all control rods prior to THERMAL POWER exceeding 40% of RATED 

A THERMAL POWER followin or after a reactor shutdown 

(that is greater than 120 days, " 
IT,&E :j b. For specifically affected individual control rodsvtollowing maint nance on or 
SU. my modification to the control rod or control rod drive system which could affect the 

scram insertion time of those specific control rods, and 

FR3A ý Y• ,JC. Forf least, oc/ nf thPA-nntrnl r5 btohiZ at least once per 120 dao X-A, of operation. -

I-
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EDi
REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD AVERAGE SCRAM INSERTION TIMES

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

/.1.3.3 heaver~age scram inseE n ipofAlOE B entrn rads from 
fl idan oito bae on de-energization of the scram pilot 

•Positi-on InsetdFo vrg rmIisr 
T'(eFlyWtdw tion Time cns 

-•(. -145 0.43 
39 0. 86 
25 1.93 
05 \3.49

APPLICABILITY:

ACTION:

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS I and 2.

k%,With the average scram insertion time exceeding any of the above limits, be in 
Sat least.HOT SHUTDOWN within 12 hours.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.1.3.3 All control rods shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by scram time testing 
•from the fully withdrawn position as required by Surveillance Requirement 4.1.3.2.

I
LA SALLE - UNIT I 3/4 2-7 Amendment No. 58 
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

FOUR CONTROL ROD GROUP SCRAM INSERTION TIMFS

APPLICABILMY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1 and 2.

A-'toWith the average scram insertion times 
f• limits:

of control rods exceeding the above

Declare the control rods wit the sl.ower than average s am 
insertion times inoperable un 'I an analysis is performe to determine that required scram r activity remains for the s w foul 

nntrol rod group, andhe 
s ,w 

s a 
Peer the Surveillance Requiremen of Specification 4.1.3. c .i least ce per 60 days when operatio is continued with an ave gi 
scram in rtion time(s) in excess of e average scram insertion 
time limi

be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.1.3.4 All control rods shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by scram time testing 
'from the fully withdrawn position as required by Surveillance Requirement 
4.1.3.2.

Amendment No 94
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD MAXIMUM SCRAM INSERTION TIMES [A 
LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION

�i IPVFII I AN��F �FOi iaD���.rrQ

4 :ee 
-115 3, 1-3/

5•,.3. J,' 80"0oid 
.•,I.'L Z" 4.1.3.2 The maximum scram insertion time of the control rods shall be demonstrated through 
.X3,i,,j measurement with reactor coolant pressure greater than or egual t si nd, during single 

control rod scram time tests, the control rod drive pumps isolated from the accumulators: 

a. For all control rods prior to THERMAL PQWER exceeding 40% of RATED THERMAL 
POWERgoliowing CORE A' R jrr after a reactor shutdown that is greater 
than 120 days, 

b. For specifically affected individual control rodffollowing maintenance on or 
modification to the control rod or control rod drive system which could affect the scram 

S3, , insertion time of those specific control rods, and 

" c. For(at least 10% of the contr rods on a odtating bass) at least once per 120 days of jr.a-42)-ý L operation. I
rMI

IR l '.1
SR. . . .e.le* W I_,UUI I;•i•1 IV~lllI~ Ia.

1 iI�

Amendment No. 121

33.1.3.2 The maximum scram insertion time of each control rod from the fully withdrawn position to 
notch position 05, based on de-energization of the scram pilot valve solenoids as time zero, shall 
not exceed 7.0 seconds.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1 and 2.  

ACTION: 

With the maximum scram insertion time of one or more control rods exceeding 7.0 seconds: 

1. Declare the control rod(s) with the slow insertion time inoperable, and 

2. Perform the Surveillance Requirements of Specification 4.1.3.2.c at least once per 60 days 
when operation is continued with three or more control rods with maximum scram insertion 
times in excess of 7.0 seconds.  

Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within 12 hours.

. 4 41070e
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 
CONTROL ROD AVERAGE TCRA INSERTION TIMES

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION G sedL

•3.1.3.3 T average scram insei oo "ian-alO I ArlCA U: ~ ~ ~~d-enegi zatio oftesrmul irwl2s ton . 1s odeiot 

(-( e oleois s tmezeo- al no xe dn OT of he folloing: 

Position Inserted rom Average Scr Inser

Full Withdra tion Time econds 

S45 0.43 

0 3 49

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1 and 2.

ACTION: 

ArTf•With the average scram insertion time exceeding any of the above limits, be in A at least HOT SHUTDOWN within 12 hours.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.1.3.3 All control rods shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by scram time testing from the fully withdrawn position as required by Surveillance Requirement 4.1.3.2.

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 Amendment No. 53
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

FOUR CONTROL ROD GROUP SCRAM INSERTION TINES 

APPLI CILI TT: ORAONA•RT CONDI FOR OPERA TION S 1fand2 

.1.3 The average scram insert ion time, from rods e ithen o io f the thr fastest e n rnl •tic in Aa.b•k r. , 4•ql.e con- mn ratit acc - gel in a / 
•wo-by-two ar a h-ased on deenergtzation-of the scram-pilot vai-ve solenoids a~s

•time zl- no, exceeo any of Mhe 1lo1 n:50z1o 

osi n Isertd Frm rae Scram Inser
•Tao•(Ful WPstninethd Frawn A iea (Secnds 

39 0 

APLICABIL.ITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS I and 2.  

ACTION: 

(•TJWith the average scram insertion times of control rods exceeding the 
A above 1limits: Al,_

Declare the control rods vi' the slower naavrage scram isertion times 
inoperable until an analysis i performed to determine that re euired scram 
eactivity remains for the slfo~ur control rod group, and• 

Perfm the Surveillance Requireme ls of Specification 4.1.3.2.c a least | 
once P••60 days when operation is c stinued with an average scram •sertionl 
time(s)• 'excess-of &he average scra *nsertion time limit. • 

"b ein at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS I4.1.3.4 All control rods shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by scram time testing 
from the fully withdrawn position as required by Surveillance Requirement 
4.1.3.2.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 The pressure at which the control rods must be tested in CTS 4.1.3.2 (proposed 
SRs 3.1.4.1, 3.1.4.2, and 3.1.4.4) has been changed from _> 950 to Ž 800 psig.  
This pressure corresponds to the limiting pressure for CRD scram testing for the 
LaSalle 1 and 2 CRD System. "Limiting" refers to the maximum scram times 
experienced at or below this pressure because of the competing effects of the 
reactor vessel pressure and the accumulator pressure scram forces. The scram 
time requirements are related to transients analyzed at rated reactor pressure 
(assumed to be Ž 950 psig); however, if the scram times are demonstrated at 
pressures above 800 psig, the measured times are conservative with respect to the 
conditions assumed in the design basis transient and accident analyses.  

M.2 In the CTS 4.1.3.2.b Surveillance Requirement "for specifically affected" 
control rods, deleting the flexibility provided in CTS 4.1.3.2 to delay post
maintenance testing until reactor pressure is Ž950 psig is proposed, to ensure 
adequate testing is performed prior to declaring the control rod operable (which 
could include prior to entering MODE 2). In support of the proposed restriction, 
an additional Surveillance Requirement, SR 3.1.4.3, is proposed. This new 
Surveillance Requirement will require a scram time test, which may be done at 
any reactor pressure, prior to declaring the control rod operable (and thus, 
enabling its withdrawal during a startup). To allow testing at less than normal 
operating pressures, a requirement for scram time limits at < 800 psig is 
included. These limits appear less restrictive than the operating limits; however, 
due to reactor pressure not being available to assist the scram speed, the limits 
are reasonable for application as a test of operability at these conditions. This 
ensures the affected control rod retains adequate scram performance over the 
range of applicable reactor pressure. Since this test, and therefore any limits, are 
not applied in the existing Specification, this is an added restriction.  
Furthermore, the CTS 4.1.3.2.b scram time test requirement (proposed SR 
3.1.4.4) performed at normal operating reactor pressure, is additionally required 
to be performed prior to exceeding 40% RTP. This places a finite time on the
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M.2 test if maintenance was performed on the control rod in MODE 1 or 2, and 
(cont'd) ensures the control rod scram times are within the analyzed limits prior to full 

power operation). It is noted that if the control rod remains inoperable (which 
requires it to be inserted and disarmed) until normal operating pressures, a single 
scram time test will satisfy both Surveillance Requirements (i.e., SR 3.1.4.3 and 
SR 3.1.4.4).  

M.3 The purpose of the control rod scram time LCOs is to ensure the negative scram 
reactivity corresponding to that used in licensing basis calculations is supported 
by individual control rod drive scram performance distributions allowed by the 
Technical Specifications. CTS 3.1.3.2, 3.1.3.3, and 3.1.3.4 accomplish the 
above purpose by placing requirements on maximum individual control rod drive 
scram times (7 second requirement), average scram times, and local scram times 
(four control rod group).  

Because of the methodology used in the design basis transient analysis (one
dimensional neutronics), all control rods are assumed to scram at the same speed, 
which is the analytical scram time requirement. Performing an evaluation 
assuming all control rods scram at the analytical limit results in the generation of 
a scram reactivity versus time curve, the analytical scram reactivity curve. The 
purpose of the scram time LCO is to ensure that, under allowed plant conditions, 
this analytical scram reactivity will be met. Since scram reactivity cannot be 
readily measured at the plant, the safety analyses use appropriately conservative 
scram reactivity versus insertion fraction curves to account for the variation in 
scram reactivity during a cycle. Therefore, the Technical Specifications must 
only ensure the scram times are satisfied.  

The first obvious result is that, if all control rods scram at least as fast as the 
analytical limit, the analytical scram reactivity curve will be met. However, a 
distribution of scram times (some slower and some faster than the analytical 
limit) can also provide adequate scram reactivity. By definition, for a situation 
where all control rods do not satisfy the analytical scram time limits, the 
condition is acceptable if the resulting scram reactivity meets or exceeds the 
analytical scram reactivity curve. This can be evaluated using models which 
allow for a distribution of scram speeds. It follows that the more control rods 
that scram slower than the analytical limit, the faster the remaining control rods 
must scram to compensate for the reduced scram reactivity rate of the slower 
control rods. ITS 3.1.4 incorporates this philosophy by specifying scram time 
limits for each individual control rod instead of limits on the average of all 
control rods and the average of three fastest rods in all four control rod groups.  
This philosophy has been endorsed by the BWR Owners' Group and described in
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M.3 EAS-46-0487, "Revised Reactivity Control Systems Technical Specifications." 
(cont'd) The scram time limits listed in ITS Table 3.1.4-1 have margin to the analytical 

scram time limits listed in EAS-46-0487, Table 3-4 to allow for a specified 
number and distribution of slow control rods, a single stuck control rod and an 
assumed single failure. Therefore, if all control rods met the scram time limits 
found in ITS Table 3.1.4-1, the analytical scram reactivity assumptions are 
satisfied. If any control rods do not meet the scram time limits, ITS 3.1.4 
specifies the number and distribution of these "slow" control rods to ensure the 
analytical scram reactivity assumptions are still satisfied.  

If the number of slow rods is more than 12 or the rods do not meet the 
separation requirements, the unit must be shutdown within 12 hours. This 
change is considered more restrictive on plant operation since the proposed 
individual times are more restrictive than the average times. That is, currently, 
the "average time" of all rods or a group can be improved by a few fast 
scramming rods, even when there may be more than 12 slow rods, as defined in 
the proposed Specification. Therefore, ITS 3.1.4 limits the number of slow rods 
to 12 and ensures no more than 2 slow rods occupy adjacent locations.  

The maximum scram time requirement in CTS 3.1.3.2 has been retained in 
ITS 3.1.3 for the purpose of defining the threshold between a slow control rod 
and an inoperable control rod even though the analyses to determine the LCO 
scram time limits assumed slow control rods did not scram. Note 2 to ITS Table 
3.1.4-1 ensures that a control rod is not inadvertently considered "slow" when 
the scram time exceeds 7 seconds.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. 1 Proposed SR 3.1.4.2 will test a "representative sample" of control rods each 120 
days of power operation instead of the CTS 4.1.3.2.c Surveillance Requirement 
of "10% of the control rods on a rotating basis". The details of what constitutes 
a representative sample are proposed to be relocated to the Bases. ITS 3.1.4 and 
SR 3.1.4.2 are adequate to ensure scram time testing is performed. Therefore, 
the relocated details of what constitutes a representative sample are not required 
to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and safety.  
Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the proposed Bases 
Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (continued) 

"Specific" 

L. 1 CTS 4.1.3.2.a requires control rod scram time testing for all control rods prior 
to exceeding 40% RTP following CORE ALTERATIONS, except for normal 
control rod movement (footnote *). This effectively means that even if only one 
bundle is moved (e.g., replacing a leaking fuel bundle mid-cycle), all the control 
rods are required to be tested. Proposed SR 3.1.4.4 requires control rod scram 
time testing for only affected control rods following any fuel movement within 
the affected core cell. This change is acceptable since the intent of testing all of 
the control rods following CORE ALTERATIONS (except for normal control 
rod movement) ensures the overall negative reactivity insertion rate is maintained 
following refueling activities that may impact a significant number of control 
rods (e.g., CRD replacement, CRDM overhaul, or movement of fuel in the core 
cell). When only a few control rods have been impacted by fuel movement, the 
effect on the overall negative reactivity insertion rate is insignificant. Therefore, 
it is not necessary to perform scram time testing for all control rods when only a 
few control rods have been impacted by fuel movement in the reactor pressure 
vessel. During a routine refueling outage, it is expected that all core cells will 
be impacted, thus all control rods will be tested, consistent with current 
requirements. This fact is stated in the Bases for SR 3.1.4.4. The Surveillances 
of ITS 3.1.4 are adequate to ensure that the negative reactivity insertion rate 
assumed in the safety analyses is maintained. Additionally, the reliability of the 
control rods is increased since this change eliminates unnecessary testing for the 
control rods.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 
3.1.3.5 All control rod scram accumulators shall be OPERABLE. A,4 
APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2 nd 5* 

ACTION: .......... AcTf-- ,To

r-T a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1 or 2: 

1. With one control rod scram accumulator inoperabl m4 (e4, 

a) Within 8 hours, either: ZZ,,.  

2) Declare the control rod a 
inoperable accumulator o era 

S) :erwise, be in aat 1 it HOT SHUTDOWN wit t e nex 

C t3 2. With n on control rod scram ccumu ator o era e, A 

decar the con r o nto o r d 
i~e~v~r(OL ac u u a or is i S-"em s." 

accumulatoa is withdrawn, eat one CRD pump is oeatn RP ? ast• I=-

b ,oeone wi ro at east one notcb 

Aco- J o b --.Cplace he reactor mode switch in t e Shut own Position.  

accmuatrt h inoper abl control rods and disV*m the 
d tassociated di rection a control valves eithe i _ 1 c 7 

a) Electrically, or the0.  

2) Hydraulically by c o sing the drive water and 
- aust water isolatoon valves.  

Otherwise, be i ~at least HOT SHUT _ WN within 12 hours./ 

F b. ' In OPA ON I I N -S -i h 

2. One withdrawn control rod with its associated scramam 
accumulator inoperable, insert the affecterol rod drov pand 
Aisarm the associated directional control valves within 
a hour, either: 
a) Electrically, 

or 

n 

IAb) Hydraulically by closing the drive water 7 and exhaust 

~water isolation valves.  

2. More than one withdrawn control rod wit h the associated scram 

~accumulator inoperable or with no control rod drive pump 

operating, immediately place the reactor mode switch in the 

~Shutdown posit ion.  

At least the accumulator associated with each withdrawn control rod. Not 

applicable to control rods removed per Specification 3.9.10.1 or 3.9.10.ý2.

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-9 Amendment No. 94 
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTS 

4.1.3.5 Each control rod scram accumulator shall be determined OPERABLE: 

a. At least once per 7 days by verifying that the indicated pressure is 
fidreater-than or-eqalato 9to 40•.sunless the orol rod Is insere 
Cand d~~mdn crammed . N. -

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-10 Amendment No. 118 

Pd 2 W

IK3



kEACTiVITY CUNTROL SYSTEM 

CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUJMULATORS 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION_ 

LL0,co ,,,3.1.3.5 All control rod scram accumulators shall OPERABLE.  
APPIC..ABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1, 2 nd 5* 

a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION I or 2:3 

c r (0 . With one control rod scram accumulator inoperabl --J. ec+rfTr 
a) Within 8 hours, either: 

1) ore the ino e ccmlto o0 B s a A 

accumul ator er 

& declare t rd amer and: Lj*h.0I t I 
a) ýIf the control rod ssociatea wit- any ina b~kle scra 

oneumulaor is withdrawn, mine yeni! that aff effr ýýone CDurn is o eratin Hwrn M 

n e u 0own 

b)0 Hyrui all by cls ng t th drive water andexastr water -ý 

operaig iommediately pl ace the reactor mode switch in th 
Sutd-*b -own poesit3own.  

At leassert the acuultrs oirated wit each wtdand control rod. Noct 
appliableto cntro rodsi reoved per Seiiain391. r391.  
LArctoa SALLEo -a UNITer 2A/,-7Aedet o 0
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

SURVEILLANCE REOUTREMENTS 

4.1.3.5 Each control rod scram accumulator shall be determined OPERABLE: 
a. At least once per 7 days by verifyin that the indicated ressurl is

greater than or equal to 940 psi. e e Fon rol ro S inser eb n( iannea lor scramne•
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The CTS 3.1.3.5 requirements, including Action b, for control rod scram 
accumulator OPERABILITY in MODE 5 are being moved to Sections 3.9 and 
3.10 in accordance with the format of the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Revision 
1. Any technical changes to these requirements will be discussed in the 
Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.9.5 and 3.10.7.  

A.3 A proposed ACTIONS Note, "Separate Condition entry is allowed for each 
control rod scram accumulator," has been added to CTS 3.1.3.5 Actions 
(ITS 3.1.5 ACTIONS) and provides more explicit instructions for proper 
application of the ACTIONS for Technical Specifications compliance. In 
conjunction with proposed Specification 1.3, "Completion Times," this Note 
provides direction consistent with the intent of the existing ACTIONS for 
inoperable control rod accumulators. Upon discovery of each inoperable 
accumulator, each specified ACTION is applied, regardless of previous 
application to other inoperable accumulators.  

A.4 The revised presentation of CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a. 1.a)1) (based on the BWR 
ISTS, NUREG-1434) does not explicitly detail options to "restore.. .to 
OPERABLE status." This action is always an option, and is implied in all 
Actions. Omitting this action from the ITS is purely editorial.  

A.5 ITS 3.1.5 does not contain the equivalent "default" action ("Otherwise, be in at 
least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours") for failure to perform the 
CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a. 1. a)2) to declare the associated control rod inoperable.  
There are no circumstances which preclude the possibility of compliance with an 
ACTION to "Declare the control rod...inoperable." Therefore, deletion of this 
"default" action (CTS Action a. 1.b)) is inconsequential and considered 
administrative.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

ADMINISTRATIVE (continued) 

A.6 The CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2.a) requirement to verify that a control rod drive 
pump is operating has been maintained, but the method for verifying this has 
been changed from inserting one control rod one notch by drive water pressure 
within the normal operating range to verifying that charging water header 
pressure is at least 940 psig. These methods both assure that sufficient control 
rod drive pressure exists to insert the control rods. The proposed method for 
determining charging water header pressure provides added assurance that the 
charging water pressure is sufficient to insert all control rods, whereas the 
existing method only assures that one rod can be inserted. Since the change is 
merely exchanging one test method for another equivalent (or better) test 
method, this change is considered administrative.  

A.7 CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2 requires the affected control rod to be declared 
inoperable. Once declared inoperable, the CTS 3.1.3.1 Actions for an 
inoperable control rod are required to be taken. The CTS 3.1.3.1 and ITS 3.1.3 
ACTIONS for an inoperable control rod contain the requirements to insert and 
disarm, as well as a shutdown requirement if the Actions are not performed.  
The ITS 3.1.5 ACTIONS for inoperable accumulators do not need to repeat the 
ITS 3.1.3 ACTIONS to insert and disarm, or shutdown the unit if the inoperable 
control rod is not inserted and disarmed. Therefore, CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2.b) 
has been deleted. Since this change is a presentation preference only, it is 
considered administrative.  

A.8 These conditions of CTS 4.1.3.5.a, which specify when the accumulator 
Surveillance does not have to be performed (i.e., when the associated control rod 
is inserted and disarmed or scrammed), are duplicative of the allowance currently 
provided by Specification 4.0.3 and proposed LCO 3.0.1. Therefore, the stated 
exception has been deleted.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 The ITS 3.1.5 ACTION A for an inoperable control rod accumulator only 
provides an 8 hour allowance to essentially restore the inoperable accumulator if 
the reactor pressure is sufficiently high to support control rod insertion. CTS 
3.1.3.5 Action a. 1.a) allows 8 hours to restore the inoperable accumulator 
regardless of the reactor pressure. At reduced reactor pressures, control rods 
may not insert on a scram signal unless the associated accumulator is 
OPERABLE. Given the allowances in ITS 3.1.3 and ITS 3.1.4 for number and 
distribution of inoperable and slow control rods, an additional control rod failing 
to scram (due to inoperable accumulator and low reactor pressure) for up to 8 
hours without compensatory action is not justified. Therefore, ITS 3.1.5 
ACTION A applies to one inoperable accumulator at sufficiently high reactor
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 pressures. ITS 3.1.5 ACTION C applies to one or more inoperable 
(cont'd) accumulators at lower reactor pressures. At low reactor pressures, only 1 hour 

will be provided to restore the inoperable accumulator(s) prior to requiring the 
associated control rod(s) to be declared inoperable. In addition, charging water 
header pressure must be _> 940 psig during this 1 hour, or a reactor scram will be 
required (ITS 3.1.5 ACTION D).  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

None 

"Specific" 

L. 1 CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a. 1.a)2) requires a control rod to be declared inoperable 
within 8 hours when its associated accumulator is inoperable. An inoperable 
control rod accumulator affects the associated control rod scram time. However, 
at sufficiently high reactor pressure, the accumulators only provide a portion of 
the scram force. With this reactor pressure, the control rod will scram even 
without the associated accumulator, although probably not within the required 
scram times. Therefore, the option to declare a control rod with an inoperable 
accumulator "slow" when reactor pressure is sufficient is proposed (ITS 3.1.5 
Required Action A. 1) in lieu of declaring the control rod inoperable. Since CTS 
3.1.3.5 Action a. 1.a)2) to declare the control rod inoperable allows the control 
rod to remain withdrawn and not disarmed, ITS 3.1.5 Required Action A. 1 to 
declare the control rod "slow" is essentially equivalent. The proposed limits and 
allowances for numbers and distribution of inoperable and slow control rods 
(found in ITS 3.1.3 and ITS 3.1.4, respectively) are appropriately applied to 
control rods with inoperable accumulators whether declared inoperable or slow.  
The option for declaring the control rod with an inoperable accumulator "slow" 
is restricted (by a Note to ITS 3.1.5 Required Actions A. 1 and B.2. 1) to control 
rods not previously known to be slow. This restriction limits the flexibility to 
control rods not otherwise known to have an impaired scram capability.  

Additionally, with more than one accumulator inoperable, ITS 3.1.5 
ACTIONS B and C provide actions similar to ITS 3.1.5 ACTION A, instead of 
the CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2 requirement to declare the associated control rod 
inoperable immediately. The requirement to declare the associated control rod

LaSalle 1 and 2 3



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L. 1 inoperable (CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2) is maintained (ITS 3.1.5 Required 
(cont'd) Actions B.2.2 and C.2), as well as an option to declare the associated control rod 

"slow" (ITS 3.1.5 Required Action B.2. 1). This added option is only allowed 
however, when a sufficiently high reactor pressure exists, since at high reactor 
pressure there is adequate pressure to scram the rods, even with the accumulator 
inoperable. The requirement for declaration of control rods as slow, as 
described in the paragraph above, or inoperable, is limited to 1 hour in ITS 3.1.5 
Required Actions B.2. 1, B.2.2, and C.2, as opposed to the current immediate 
declaration of inoperability in CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2. This provides a 
reasonable time to attempt investigation and restoration of the inoperable 
accumulator and is sufficiently short such that it does not increase the risk 
significance of an ATWS event. Furthermore, the 1 hour will only be allowed 
provided the control rod drive header pressure alone is sufficient to insert control 
rods if a scram is required (ITS 3.1.5 Required Actions B. 1 and C. 1).  

L.2 CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2.a) for inoperable scram accumulators applies to all 
reactor pressure situations, whether normal operating pressure or zero pressure.  
These two extremes represent significant differences in whether or not a control 
rod with an inoperable accumulator will scram. ITS 3.1.5 acknowledges this 
difference and present ACTIONS more appropriate to the actual plant conditions 
(in one instance, proposing more restrictive ACTIONS - refer to Discussion of 
Change M. 1 above).  

CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2.a) is intended to identify the situation where additional 
scram accumulators (eventually all accumulators) would be expected to become 
inoperable. Identification of this sort of common cause is significant in ensuring 
continued plant safety. In the event reactor pressure is too low, such that the 
control rod with an inoperable accumulator may not scram, it is imperative that 
immediate action be taken if the charging pressure to all accumulators is lost.  
This requirement is maintained essentially consistent in ITS 3.1.5 Required 
Action C. 1.  

However, in the event reactor pressure is sufficiently high (where the control rod 
will scram even without the associated accumulator), 20 minutes is proposed in 
ITS 3.1.5 Required Action B. I to ensure control rod accumulator charging water 
pressure is adequate to support maintaining the remaining accumulators 
OPERABLE. This 20 minutes allows an appropriate time to attempt restoration 
of charging pressure if it should be lost. This proposed action is deemed more 
appropriate than the CTS 3.1.3.5 Action a.2.a) requirement to initiate an 
immediate reactor scram (by placing the reactor mode switch in the shutdown 
position). The most likely cause of the loss of charging pressure is a trip of the
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L.2 operating CRD pump. Restart of this pump or of the spare CRD pump would 
(cont'd) restore charging water pressure and avoid the plant transient caused by the 

immediate scram - a scram initiated while withdrawn control rods with 
inoperable accumulators are known to exist, and the system necessary for manual 
control rod insertion is not available. Since control rod scram capability remains 
viable solely from the operating reactor pressure, and the most likely result of 
the 20 minute allowance of ITS 3.1.5 Required Action B. 1 is expected to be 
restoration of charging water pressure (upon which time inoperable control rods 
could be manually inserted and disarmed, operation returned to normal, and a 
scram transient avoided), the proposed change is deemed acceptable.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None
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INSERT NEW SPECIFICATION 3.1.6 

Insert new Specification 3.1.6, "Rod Pattern Control," as shown in ITS 3.1.6.
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INSERT NEW SPECIFICATION 3.1.6 

Insert new Specification 3.1.6. "Rod Pattern Control," as shown in ITS 3.1.6.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.6 - ROD PATTERN CONTROL 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE

M. 1 A new Specification requiring the control rod pattern to be in compliance with 
the analyzed rod position sequence when THERMAL POWER is _ 10% RTP in 
MODES 1 and 2 is being added. Appropriate ACTIONS and Surveillance 
Requirements are also added, consistent with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, 
Revision 1. This change represents an additional restriction on plant operation 
necessary to ensure the analysis assumptions relative to the Control Rod Drop 
Accident are maintained.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

None 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

None
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

3/4.1.5 STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

LL -3.1.7 3.1.5 The standby liquid control system shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 1. 2, 

ACTION: 

a. In OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1 or 2: 

Acn r-O 1. Witth one motor operated suction valve, one pump and/or one 
explosive valve inoperable, restore the inoperable suction valve, 
•mm-and/or xplosive valve OPERABLE status within 7 day or 

Ac/rlON d be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

2." With the standby liquid control system inoperable, restore the 
system to OPERABLE status within 8 hours or be in at least NOT 

A vnotI C. IHUllDOW within the next 12 hours.  
b In OPERATI L 'CONDITION -. _ 

S1. o,,e motor o raetd sucti valve, pupa or oe 
S•~~explosive valv i'noperable estore t~e inoperab• sucltion valvejl_." 

{/ ~pump andt/or eclosive ve e to OPERBE status/ ithin 30 dlays j 
itnsert a/llnsertable Gntrol rod/s /thin • next hour.  

12. ih sanb ud contra1/system ti6perable, inser/ 
all nsertable ntrol rods thi n 1I 

SUREILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.1.5 The standby liquid control system shall be demonstrated OPERABLE: 

a. At least once per 24 hours by verifying 'that; 
{'.5,Idl~ 1. The available volume and temperature of the sodium pentaborate 

solution are within the limits of Figures 3.1.5-1 and 3.1.-5-2, and 

"2. (The hea acing ciut-c s OP by erifying the~tnd.eg•ed)
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

b. At least once per 31 days by; 
2 Viyg�� pheoirculatinheexoineralized regr 

"E ýto ýktest, tapnuk.F-

2. verifying the continuity of the explosive charge.

3. Determining that the concentration of boron in solution is 
within the limits of Figure 3.1.5-2 by chemical analysis.* 

•Q 3.1,-.4. 4. Verifying that: each valve in the flow path that is not locked, 
sealed or otherwise secured in position, is in its correct 
"position: or Ca, 6e. , *0e ,o ý\e.  

c.,e d- T-&+ ? -OO 

c. At least once per months by; 

1. Initiating one of the standby liquid control sy-sem loops, 
- -; LnclIqo an exOWv e !? va and verifying that a flow path from the pumps to the reactor pressure vessel is available 

(pMump-ing demntp~ralized~w~ter into ;ýK reac-tor,*Mrt-sel}Jlk.  
V. ý•meC" ý harge for Jil =A aVC vCv 1 n-W be--from te_, --

•same •anufactured •htch steoefrdorfmanhrbaCh--• k.  

Lwhich a been cerli yon of 
i ----•T fired. Both injection loops shall be tested in ths.  

2. Demonstrating that when tested pursuant to Specification 4.0.5, 
, 3.-7.- the minimum flow requirement of 41.2 gpm at a pressure of greater 

than or equal to 1220 psig is met.  

'3. De nstrating tho the pump re ef valve se oint is less/than'fi 
o equal to 140 psig and ve fying thatt relief val does 
ot actte d in recircul ion to the t st tank.  

4. WDemonstratin that all heat traced pipir between the storage AS /-~~tankan elrector• veslel JG)unblo..xed~by verý'fying flow •m) 

slbM6 .ta.k the forage tank. t tef valv and th n oSL-+q VLv#Sv) rn•nIaind fl1ushn the pipirwA withlroem, neralized water. T 

.5.. Demonstrat ng that te orage tank.eaters are PERABLE by • ei-4It 
"-'-verifying t)• expected tm.peature ri e for the s ldium ( •• 

entaborate olution in t'e storage t k after the heaters AL.  
• Laf~~~e ener ized)•r- -

*This test shall also be performed anyt'me water or boron is added to the 
.1,• solution or wl-.-n t*e "=eo"-tzcn te-ze"at.,e dr:.•s ).&3w te limit ire 3.l.5-.  
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REACTTIVMt CONTROL SYSTEM 

3/4.1.5 STANDBY' LiQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

UNITG CONOITION FOR OPERATION 

Le~o ,~71 3.3.5 The stwafl liquid control system shall be OPERABLE.  

APPLICASlLfrY: OPERATIONAL CONMTIONS 1. 2, 

ACTION: 

a. In OPERATIONAL. CONDITION 1 or 2: 

L Wiith oam motor operated suction valve, one pump and/or one 
explosive valve inoperable, restore the inoperable suction valve, 

-- 4M6-n'at least NOT SHUMDM within the next 12 hours.  

Af-TI,.M, 7-, Withthe standby liquid control systm inoperable, restore the 
.b be in at least HOT SW•thn the naxt 1222n• 

2i./ i Wt ois operated on..valve,. pump &Warjr 
I/. 0108l11ve- Iva inoperab r r rao U Inoperable su aln val ve,-' 
V I~PMMP Wn*/•sr exl v• vlve to OPERASI status wititf 30 days or -l 

MUM!ELLANCE REOUIWMENTS 

4.15 The Stany liquidr control system shall be demonstrated OPERABLE: 

a.; At least once per 24 hours by verifying that; 
1. The avaflable volume and temperature of the sodium pentaborate 

L,...... .,solutlomn ae within the limits. of Figures 3.i5--1 and 3.LS-Z, and 

A -t-73L a dfngthe
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REACTIV"T CONTROL SYSTEM 

"SURVEILLANC REQUIREENWS (Continued)

b. At leust onc per 31 dsys by; 

I. Verifying the Continuity of the explosive Charge.  

3. DItermintng that the Concentration of boron in solution is 
within the limits of Figure 3.1.5-2 by chemical analysis.* 

4,4. Verifying. that. each valve in the flow path that is not locked, 
sealed or othemrse secured In position, is in its correc 
postionf I 6r £ AV b e - .L I 

C. At loops one e 023f, y

re-in 

Z. inoasrtnj that when tested pursuant to SpOcificai.Tn 4.0.5, 
the irnfin flow requirement of 41.2 WN at a pressure of gr"eter 
then or eual to 1229 psig Is met.

"-Ths test aMl a so be performed anytim water or boron is added to the 
6p,• solution or vmn the solution teoperature drops below the limit of Figure 3.1.5-1.  

**Tis test shall also be perfred whenevert

'o, 3-1.7,-
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 CTS 4.1.5.a.2 requires the heat tracing to be determined OPERABLE by 
verifying the temperature to be > 60'F. This has been clarified in proposed SR 
to require the temperature of "the suction piping up to the tank outlet valve" to 
be Ž 68°F (see Discussion of Change M. 1 for the change to the lower 
temperature limit), consistent with the current manner in which CTS 4.1.5.a.2 is 
performed. The storage tank outlet valve is a normally closed valve and the 
piping is only heat traced up to this valve. Also, since heat tracing is the system 
that provides heat to the piping, it is not necessary to mention in the SR. In 
addition, due to this design, CTS 4.1.5.c.4 requires the piping to be flushed after 
the SLC pump is used to pump boron from the storage tank to preclude boron 
precipitation in the non-heat traced piping. Therefore, this addition is considered 
administrative.  

A.3 CTS 4.1.5.b.4 requires a verification that each valve in the flow path that is not 
locked, sealed, or otherwise secured in position, is in its correct position. The 
SLC system is required to be capable of being manually activated by 
10 CFR 50.62. In current Technical Specifications, it is recognized and 
interpreted that "in the correct position" allows the valves to be in a non-accident 
position provided they can be realigned to the correct position. In the ITS, the 
words "in the correct position" mean that the valves must be in the accident 
position, unless they can be automatically aligned on an accident signal. If so, 
then they can be in the non-accident position. Thus, for the SLC System the 
additional words "or can be aligned to the correct position" have been added in 
SR 3.1.7.6 to clarify that it is permissible for this systems' valves to be in the 
non-accident position and still be considered OPERABLE. Since this is the 
current requirement, this change is considered administrative.  

A.4 CTS 4.1.5.c.4 (proposed SR 3.1.7.9) verifies that all heat traced piping between 
the storage tank and the reactor vessel is unblocked. Since heat traced piping 
exists only between the storage tank and the pump suction (storage tank outlet) 
valve in the SLC System, and the second part of the sentence requires pumping 
only to the test tank, the Surveillance has been reworded, for clarity, to identify 
the extent of the system heat traced piping. This is consistent with the current 
requirement, and as such, is considered an administrative change only.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

ADMINISTRATIVE (continued) 

A.5 CTS 4.1.5.c.4 footnote ** requires the heat traced piping to be demonstrated 
unblocked whenever the heat tracing circuit has been found to be inoperable.  
The Frequency of CTS 4.1.5.c.4 footnote ** has been changed such that the 
Surveillance is required if the piping temperature drops below the lower limit, 
similar to footnote * to CTS 4.1.5.b.3. Since the intent is to ensure no piping is 
blocked, and the temperature is the best indicator of a condition in which the 
piping can become blocked, this change is considered administrative in nature.  

A.6 CTS 4.1.5.c.4 requires a demonstration that the heat traced piping is unblocked 
by pumping from the storage tank to the test tank. Footnote ** to this 
Surveillance states that it can be performed by any series of sequential, 
overlapping or total flow path steps such that the entire flow path is included.  
The allowance is unnecessary since the test can only be performed in one step; 
by pumping from the storage tank to the test tank. Therefore, this allowance has 
been deleted and its deletion is considered administrative.  

A.7 CTS Surveillance Requirement 4.1.5.c.4 requires demonstration that "all heat 
traced piping between the storage tank and the reactor vessel is unblocked by 
verifying flow from the storage tank to the motor operated suction valve and then 
draining and flushing the piping with demineralized water." The Standby Liquid 
Control system piping is heat traced from the point where it exits the storage 
tank up to the motor operated valve that is located on the suction line for each 
standby liquid control pump. Station operating procedures refer to this motor 
operated valve as the storage tank outlet valve. Downstream of each storage tank 
outlet valve there is also a locked-open manual valve that is procedurally referred 
to as the pump suction valve. The piping between the storage tank outlet valve 
and the pump suction valve does not contain sodium pentaborate solution when 
the system is in its normal, standby condition, and is therefore not heat traced.  
Consistent with the existing plant nomenclature, references in CTS 4.1.5.4.c.4 to 
the "motor operated suction valve" have been changed throughout ITS 3.1.7 to 
reflect the "storage tank outlet valve."
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

M. 1 CTS 4.1.5.a.2 requires verification that the temperature of the pump suction 
piping (up to the pump suction (storage tank outlet) valve) is Ž 60'F. This 
temperature is below that specified in CTS Figure 3.1.5-2 at the maximum 
allowable sodium pentaborate solution concentration. Therefore, the pump 
suction piping temperature limit is increased to Ž 68°F, which is consistent with 
the temperature/concentration requirements of CTS Figure 3.1.5-1 at the 
maximum allowable sodium pentaborate solution concentration. This change 
represents an additional restriction on plant operation necessary to ensure boron 
remains in solution.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. 1 The CTS 4.1.5.a.2 detail for performance of the surveillance (verifying 
temperature "on the local indicator") is proposed to be relocated to the Bases.  
This detail is not necessary to ensure that SLC System is maintained 
OPERABLE. The requirements of ITS 3.1.7 and SR 3.1.7.3 are adequate to 
ensure the temperature of the suction piping is maintained to support flow to 
each SLC subsystem and to ensure SLC System OPERABILITY. Therefore, the 
relocated detail is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of 
the public health and safety. Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the 
provisions of the proposed Bases Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the 
ITS.  

LA.2 The details of the method for performing CTS 4.1.5.c. 1, the Surveillance to 
verify flow through the SLC subsystem into the reactor pressure vessel (initiating 
an explosive valve and the requirements on the replacement charges for explosive 
valve), are proposed to be relocated to the Bases. These details are not necessary 
to ensure that SLC System is maintained OPERABLE. The requirements of ITS 
3.1.7 and SR 3.1.7.8 are adequate to ensure the capability to provide flow 
through each SLC subsystem into the reactor pressure vessel and to ensure SLC 
System OPERABILITY. Therefore, the relocated details are not required to be 
in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and safety.  
Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the proposed Bases 
Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

LA.3 The details of the method for performing CTS 4.1.5.c. 1, the Surveillance to 
verify flow through the SLC subsystem into the reactor pressure vessel (by 
pumping demineralized water into the reactor vessel), are proposed to be 
relocated to the Bases. These details are not necessary to ensure that SLC 
System is maintained OPERABLE. The requirements of ITS 3.1.7 and

LaSalle 1 and 2 3



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

LA.3 SR 3.1.7.8 are adequate to ensure the capability to provide flow through each 
(cont'd) SLC subsystem into the reactor pressure vessel and to ensure SLC System 

OPERABILITY. Therefore, the relocated details are not required to be in the 
ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and safety. Changes to 
the Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the proposed Bases Control 
Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

The details of the method for performing CTS 4.1.5.c.4, the Surveillance to 
demonstrate all piping between the SLC storage tank and the pump suction is 
unblocked (by pumping from the storage tank to the test tank and then draining 
and flushing the piping with demineralized water), are proposed to be relocated 
to the Bases. These details are not necessary to ensure that SLC System is 
maintained OPERABLE. The requirements of ITS 3.1.7 and SR 3.1.7.9 are 
adequate to ensure the piping between the SLC storage tank and the pump 
suction is unblocked and to ensure SLC System OPERABILITY. Therefore, the 
relocated details are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection 
of the public health and safety. Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the 
provisions of the proposed Bases Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the 
ITS.  

LA.4 The testing requirements of CTS 4.1.5.c.3 for SLC System relief valve setting 
verification is proposed to be relocated to the Inservice Testing (IST) Program.  
These testing requirements do demonstrate the SLC System relief valves are 
OPERABLE. However, the IST Program, required by 10 CFR 50.55a, provides 
requirements for the testing of all ASME Code Class 1, 2, and 3 valves in 
accordance with applicable codes, standards, and relief requests, endorsed by the 
NRC for LaSalle 1 and 2. Compliance with 10 CFR 50.55a, and as a result the 
IST Program and implementing procedures, is required by the LaSalle 1 and 2 
Operating Licenses. These controls are adequate to ensure the required testing to 
demonstrate OPERABILITY is performed. Therefore, the relocated 
requirements are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of 
the public health and safety. Changes to the relocated requirements in the IST 
Program will be controlled by the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 and 
10 CFR 50.55a.  

LA.5 The contained tank volumes associated with the SLC storage tank low level and 
high level alarms are details of the system design and are proposed to be 
relocated to the UFSAR. These design details are not necessary to ensure the 
OPERABILITY of the SLC System. SLC System OPERABILITY requirements 
are adequately addressed in ITS 3.1.7 and the definition of OPERABILITY.  
Therefore, the relocated details are not required to be in the ITS to provide 
adequate protection of the public health and safety. Changes to the UFSAR will 
be controlled by the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

LaSalle 1 and 2 4



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (continued) 

LD. 1 The Frequency for performing CTS 4.1.5.c. 1 and 4.1.5.c.4 (proposed 
SRs 3.1.7.8 and 3.1.7.9) has been extended from 18 months to 24 months.  
These SRs ensure that the SLC System is capable of injecting into the reactor 
pressure vessel by verifying a flow path and also by firing one of the explosive 
valves. The proposed change will allow these Surveillances to extend their 
Surveillance Frequency from the current 18 month Surveillance Frequency 
(36 months for CTS 4.1.5.c. 1) (i.e., a maximum of 22.5 months (45 months for 
CTS 4.1.5.c. 1) accounting for the allowable grace period specified in CTS 4.0.2 
and proposed SR 3.0.2) to a 24 month Surveillance Frequency (48 months for 
SR 3.1.7.8) (i.e., a maximum of 30 months (60 months for SR 3.1.7.8) 
accounting for the allowable grace period specified in CTS 4.0.2 and proposed 
SR 3.0.2). This proposed change was evaluated in accordance with the guidance 
provided in NRC Generic Letter No. 91-04, "Changes in Technical Specification 
Surveillance Intervals to Accommodate a 24-Month Fuel Cycle," dated 
April 2, 1991. Reviews of historical maintenance and surveillance data have 
shown that these tests normally pass their Surveillances at the current Frequency.  
An evaluation has been performed using this data, and it has been determined 
that the effect on safety due to the extended Surveillance Frequency will be 
small. This conclusion is based on the following evaluation. As described 
in the ITS Bases, the SLC System is a backup safety system to the Control Rod 
Drive (CRD) System. In the event of a low probability failure of the CRD 
System, the SLC System is designed to bring the reactor subcritical during the 
most reactive point in core life. The SLC System is designed so that all active 
components are single failure proof. In addition, each of the SLC System pumps 
is tested during the operating cycle in accordance with SR 3.1.7.7 (Inservice 
Testing Program) which verifies system capacity. SR 3.1.7.2 and SR 3.1.7.3 
ensure the temperature in the SLC system tank and SLC pump suction piping is 
maintained to prevent the precipitation of sodium pentaborate. SR 3.1.7.4 
verifies the continuity of the charge in'the explosive valves. These tests ensure 
that the SLC System is Operable during the operating cycle. Finally, the 
explosive valves are designed to be highly reliable. Based on the inherent system 
and component reliability, and the testing performed during the operating cycle, 
the impact, if any, from this change on system availability is small. The review 
of historical surveillance data also demonstrated that there are no failures that 
would invalidate the conclusion that the impact, if any, on system availability is 
small from a change to CTS 4.1.5.c. 1 and 4.1.5.c.4 as implemented in SR 
3.1.7.8 and SR 3.1.7.9. In addition, the proposed 24 month Surveillance 
Frequencies (48 months for SR 3.1.7.8), if performed at the maximum interval 
allowed by proposed SR 3.0.2 (30 months or 60 months, as applicable) do not 
invalidate any assumptions in the plant licensing basis.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (continued) 

"Specific" 

L. 1 CTS 3.1.5 Applicability requires the SLC System to be OPERABLE in MODE 5 
with any control rod withdrawn. In ITS 3.1.7 the SLC System is proposed not 
to be required during refueling since only a single control rod can be withdrawn 
(ITS 3.9.2 enforces the one-rod-out interlock) and adequate SHUTDOWN 
MARGIN (enforced by ITS 3.1.1) prevents criticality under these conditions.  

L.2 CTS 4.1.5.b. 1, which requires testing both SLC pumps every 31 days, is 
proposed to be deleted. Testing the SLC pumps in accordance with the Inservice 
Testing Program, 10 CFR 50.55a, per CTS 4.1.5.c.2 (proposed SR 3.1.7.7) 
provides adequate assurance that the pumps will perform their required function.  
More frequent testing is not warranted based on surveillance history. Deletion of 
this requirement is a less restrictive change.  

L.3 The requirement that the testing in CTS 4.1.5.c (proposed SR 3.1.7.7, 
SR 3.1.7.8, and SR 3.1.7.9) be performed "during shutdown" is proposed to be 
deleted. This Surveillance might be able to be performed while operating 
without jeopardizing safe plant operation. The control of plant conditions 
appropriate to perform the test is an issue for procedures and scheduling and has 
been determined by the NRC staff to be unnecessary as a Technical Specification 
restriction. As indicated in Generic Letter 91-04, allowing this control is 
consistent with the vast majority of other Technical Specification Surveillances 
that do not dictate plant conditions for the Surveillance. This detail of the 
Surveillance is a prerequisite for performance of the test and is not necessary for 
ensuring the requirements of SR 3.1.7.7, SR 3.1.7.8, and SR 3.1.7.9 adequately 
demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the SLC System.  

L.4 CTS 4.1.5.c.5, which requires the heaters to be demonstrated OPERABLE by 
verifying a temperature rise in the storage tank, has been deleted. The daily 
verification of the solution temperature, CTS 4.1.5.a. 1 (proposed SR 3.1.7.2), 
provides an adequate check on the capability of the storage tank heaters to 
maintain solution temperature, when necessary. The heaters are designed to 
automatically maintain the solution temperature > 750 F. With temperature 
> 75°F, the boron in solution cannot precipitate out. If the ambient temperature 
in the reactor building is sufficient to maintain the temperature 
> 75°F, then the heaters are not needed to prevent boron precipitation. When 
ambient temperature in the reactor building is not sufficient to maintain solution 
temperature > 75°F, the heaters are needed and, if not functioning properly, the 
daily temperature verification will ensure that this does not go unnoticed. CTS 
4.1.5.c.5 is only required once per 18 months, and as such, the daily verification 
of solution temperature currently provides adequate indications of heater

LaSalle 1 and 2 6



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L.4 Operability (the ambient temperature in the reactor building is not continuously 
(cont'd) high enough to maintain solution temperature > 75°F without heaters over an 18 

month cycle).  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None

LaSalle 1 and 2 7



REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM ,.1! '1' 1 A ,

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (Continued) 

2. If the inoperable control rod(s) is inserted:•'"/ 

a) Within.] hour disarm the associated directional control 
-- valves" either: 

1) Electrically, or 

2) Hydraulically by closing the drive water and 
exhaust water isolation valves.  

b) Otherwise, be in at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

C. With more than 8 control rods inoperable, be in at least HOT 2wSHUTDOWN within 12 hours.  

Aed. With one or more SDV vent or drain lines with oth valve inoperable, 
L._.j. Isolate" the associated line within 7 days.  

A•tmOxi C_ . 2. Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

hcTWith one or more SDV vent or drain lines with both valves inoperable, 

1. Isolate" the associated line within 8 hours.  
kCT60A) .C.C2. Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 
4.1.3.1.1 The scram discharge volume drain and vent valves shall be 
demonstrated OPERABLE by: 

1, 8,1 a. At least once per 31 days verifying each valve to be open', and 

S 3.1.2- b. At least once per 92 days cycling each valve through at least one 
complete cycle of full travel.  

F4.1.3.1.2 When above the low power setpoint of the RWM, all withdrawn control 
rods not required to have their directional control valves disarmed electrically 
ro hydraulically shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by moving each control rod at 

lleast one notch: , / 

a. At least once per 7 days, and 

b. At least once per 24 hours when any control rod is immovable as a 
result of excessive friction or mechanical interference.  

May be rearmed intermittently, under administrative control, to permit testing 
'_ tass~iaed with restoring the enntrnl rnd to OPERABLE status.  f These valves may be c osed intermittently for testing under administrative s..... w" ".control.  

PJ+,e I-("Separate Action statement entry is allowed for each SDV vent and drain line.  "406CTJý5 (n isolated line may be unisolated under administrative control to allow 
draining and venting of the SDV.  

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-4 Amendment No. 94 
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TJTs .3r.8

REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued) 

4=.1.3.1.3 All control rods shall-be demonstrated OPERABLE by performance of- _ee-T5r Surveillance Requirements 4.1.3.2, 4.1.3.4, 4.1.3.5, 4.1.3.6 and 4.1.3.7. 3,f3 
4.1.3.1.4 The scram discharge volume shall be determined OPERABLE by 
demonstrating the scram discharge volume drain and vent valves OPERABLE 
at least once per(a months by verifying that the drain and vent valves: 

a. Close within 30 seconds after receipt of a ignal for control 
rods to scram, and 

b. Open after the cram signall iss reset. A-3~

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-5 Amendment No. 89
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REACTIVIT CONRO SYSTM 4LO6 

LIMITINIG CON!3ITTON FOR OPERATION (Continuedl

AUTJQ (Continued) 
2. If the inoperable control rod(s) is inserted: 

a) Withln4 1 hour disarm the associated directional control 
valves either: 

1) Electrically, or 

2) Hydraulically by closing the drive water and exhaust 
water isolation valves.  

b) Otherwise, be In at least HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 
12 hours.  

c. Wth more than 8 control rods inoperable, boe in at least HOT SIIITDOOWN 
7 C-(Cow~tit'hjn 12 hours.

o?. Wit 

fkcTfo - L--C 2.  
eeo . wit 

SURVEILLANCE

h one or more SDV vent or drain lines with one valve inoperable, 

Isolate" the associated line within 7 days.  
Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

h one or more SDV vent or drain lines with both valves inoperable, 

Isolate" the associated line within 8 hours.  
Otherwise, be in HOT SHUTDOWN within the next 12 hours.  

Ocnlh "I MCTc
. 1 h a m d rl•is"v ha vl

4.1.3.1.1 The scram discharge volume drain and vent valves shall be demonstrated 
OPERABLE by: 

. a. At least once per 31 days verifying each valve to be open'b, and 

b. At least once per 92 days cycling each valve through at least one 
complete cycle of full travel.  

4.1.3.1.2 WIhen above the low power setpoint of the RIM, all withdrw 
control rods not required to have their directional control valves disamed ed.3 ( 
electrically or hydraulically shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by moving each 
control rod at least one notch: 

a. At least once per 7 days, and 

b. At least once per 24 hours when any control rod Is immovable as a 
result of excessive friction or mechanical interference.  

May be rearmed intermittently, under administrative control, to permit testing 
.•OL /•'• |tedwith re~tnrina teonolndt rRARI F status. / 

NOIto + These valves may be closed intermittently for testing under administrative 
5 le 5 &control.  
rjov' 6 t•_Separate Action statement entry is allowed for each SDV vent and drain line.  

&ci "An isolated line may be unisolated under administrative control to allow draining 
A,,and venting of the SDV.  

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-4 Amendment No. 7B

"5 ee JITS\ 
3J,>

SURVEILLANCE
]l•l.

Pe ,zýe 3of



TTS ?. 1.8

REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (Continued)

4.1.3.1.3 All control rods shall be demonstrated OPERABLE by performance of 
veillance Requirements 4.1.3.2. 4.1.3.4, 4.1.3.5, 4.1.3.6 and 4.1.3.7.  

, 4.1.3.1.4 The scram discharge volume shall be determined OPERABLE by 
demonstrating the scram discharge volume drain and vent valves OPERABLE 
at least once per months by verifying that the drain and vent valves: 

a. Close within 30 seconds after receipt of a a ignal for control l.I, rods to scram, and 

b. Open after the, cram signal is reset. a g.r j

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-5 Amendment No. 74
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.8 - SDV VENT AND DRAIN VALVES 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretational). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The scram discharge volume (SDV) vent and drain valve requirements in 
CTS 3/4.1.3.1 have been moved to a separate Specification. As such, an LCO 
and Applicability statement have been added (ITS 3.1.8). The ITS 3.1.8 LCO 
and Applicability requirements are consistent with the current requirements of 
CTS 3/4.1.3. 1, therefore this addition is considered administrative.  

A.3 The phrase "actual or simulated" in reference to the signal used for performing 
CTS 4.1.3.1.4.a and CTS 4.1.3.1.4.b (proposed SR 3.1.8.3), is proposed to be 
added. OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either case since the SDV 
vent and drain valves cannot discriminate between "actual" or "simulated" 
signals. This change only clarifies the type of signal that may be used to 
perform the Surveillance Requirement and is therefore considered to be 
administrative.  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LD. 1 The Frequency for performing CTS 4.1.3.1.4 (proposed SR 3.1.8.3) has been 
extended from 18 months to 24 months. This SR ensures that the vent and drain 
valves close in _< 30 seconds after receipt of an actual or simulated scram signal; 
and open when the actual or simulated scram signal is reset. The proposed 
change will allow this Surveillance to extend its Surveillance Frequency from the 
current 18 month Surveillance Frequency (i.e., a maximum of 22.5 months 
accounting for the allowable grace period specified in CTS 4.0.2 and proposed 
SR 3.0.2) to a 24-month Surveillance Frequency (i.e., a maximum of 30 months 
accounting for the allowable grace period specified in CTS 4.0.2 and proposed

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.8 - SDV VENT AND DRAIN VALVES 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

LD. 1 SR 3.0.2). This proposed change was evaluated in accordance with the guidance 
(cont'd) provided in NRC Generic Letter No. 91-04, "Changes in Technical Specification 

Surveillance Intervals to Accommodate a 24-Month Fuel Cycle," dated April 2, 
1991. Reviews of historical maintenance and surveillance data have shown that 
these tests normally pass their Surveillances at the current Frequency. An 
evaluation has been performed using this data, and it has been determined that 
the effect on safety due to the extended Surveillance Frequency will be small.  
SR 3.1.8.2 requires that the SDV vent and drain valves be cycled fully closed 
and fully open every 92 days during the operating cycle. SR 3.1.8.2 ensures that 
the mechanical components and a portion of the valve logic remains operable.  
This test does not ensure that the logic of the SDV vent and drain valves is 
operable, but logic systems are inherently more reliable. This is acknowledged 
in the NRC safety evaluation report, dated August 2, 1993, relating to the 
extension of Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units number 2 and 3, 
surveillance interval extension from 18 to 24 months.  

"Industry reliability studies for boiling water reactors (BWRs), 
prepared by the BWR Owners Group (NEDC 30936P) show that 
the overall reliability of safety systems' reliabilities are not 
dominated by the reliabilities of the logic systems, but by that of 
the mechanical components, (e.g., pumps and valves), which are 
consequently tested on a more frequent basis. Since the 
probability of a relay or contact failure is small relative to the 
probability of mechanical component failure, increasing the 
logic system functional test interval represents no significant 
change in the overall safety system unavailability." 

Because of the inherent equipment reliability (as demonstrated by years of 
operating experience in the nuclear and non-nuclear industry), more frequent 
stroke testing of the subject valves, it is concluded that the impact, if any, on 
system availability is minimal as a result of this change.  

The review of historical surveillance data also demonstrated that there are no 
failures that would invalidate the conclusion that the impact, if any, on system 
availability is minimal from a change to a 24 month operating cycle. In 
addition, performing the SR at the maximum interval allowed by proposed SR 
3.0.2 does not invalidate any assumptions in the plant licensing basis.

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.1.8 - SDV VENT AND DRAIN VALVES 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE (continued) 

"Specific" 

None 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

None

LaSalle 1 and 2 3
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
CTS: 3/4.1.3.8 - CONTROL ROD DRIVE HOUSING SUPPORT 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE

None

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

"Generic" 

None 

"Specific"

The CTS 3/4.1.3.8 requirement for the CRD housing support to be in place is 
included in the OPERABILITY requirements for control rods. Plant 
configuration management provides adequate controls to assure the CRD housing 
support is in place. The current Technical Specifications require inspections of 
the CRD housing support prior to startup following reassembly. This current 
Technical Specifications requirement verifies that the CRD housing support is in 
place for reactor operation in MODES 1, 2, and 3. Post-maintenance 
inspections conducted through plant configuration management control have the 
same function as the current Technical Specifications requirement. Since work is 
not normally performed on the CRD housing support at power, and checks on its 
installation are not made at power there is no current requirement to verify CRD 
housing support installation in power operating conditions. Therefore, the 
deletion of this current Technical Specifications is acceptable based on use of 
plant configuration management control to ensure proper CRD housing support 
installation.

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

None

LaSalle 1 and 2
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

(ý M4.•1.6 ECONOMIC GENERATION CONTROL SYSTEM 

LIMITNG CONDITION FOR OPERATION

3.1.6 The e nomic generation control system may be in op atlon with auto

matic flow con ol provided that: 

a. Core flo is > 65% of rated core flow, and 

b. THERMAL POW is greater than or equal to 20% of RATED HERMAL 
POWER.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL ONDITION 1.  

ACTION: With core flow less t n 65% of rated core flow or THERMAL PO R 
less than 20% of RATED THERMAL P ER, cease operation under the economic 
generation control system.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

b.1.6 The economic generation control system shall demonstrated OPERABLE 

a. Calculating current efficiency and, using a non al curve of 
effiency versus THERMAL POWER, verifying that tht GC lower 
MW setpoint will maintain core flow > 65% of rate core flow 
ana THERMAL POWER > 20% of RATED THERRAL POWER: 

Prior to entry into EGC operation, and 

2. At least once per 12 hours while operating in EGC.  

b. Verify g that current core flow is > 65% of rated core flo 
and THE L POWER is > 20% of RATED THERMAL POWER: 

1. Prior entry into EGC operation, and 

2. At least ce per 12 hours while operating in EGC.

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 3/4 1-23
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REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM 

4.1.6 ECONOMIC GENERATION CONTROL SYSTEM 

L MI G CONDITION FOR OPERATION

I

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 1-23

3.1.6 The conomic generation control system may be operation with auto

matic flow c trol provided that: 

a. Core low is ý 65% of rated core flow, and 

b. THERMAL WER is greater than or equal to 20% of TED THERMAL 
POWER.  

APPLICABILITY: OPERAT NAL CONDITION 1.  

ACTION: With core flow 1 s than 65% of rated core flow or THERMA OWER less-than 20% of RATED THE L POWER, cease operation under the econ ic 
generation control system.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.1.6 The economic generation control syst, shall be demonstrated OPERABLE 
by: 

a. Calculating current efficiency and, u ing a nominal curve of 
effiency versus THERMAL POWER, verifyi that the EGC lower 
MW setpoint will maintain core flow > % of rated core flow 

aSTHERMAL POWER > 20% of RATED THERI4AL WER: 

1. Prior to entry into EGC operation, and 
.•At least once per 12 hours while operatinin EGC.  

b. Ve fying that current core flow is > 65% of rat core flow 
"and E�R�ML POWER is 20of RTEDHERMAL POWR: 
1. Pr r t ent ry int o EGC operation , and / 
2 At leat once per 12 hours while operating in EGC.
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
CTS: 3/4.1.6 - ECONOMIC GENERATION CONTROL SYSTEM 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE

None

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

None 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

The Economic Generation Control System was designed to allow the load 
dispatcher to control power output of the station within constraints of the system 
design. These constraints are well within the analyzed system setpoints utilized 
in DBA and transient analyses. The Economic Generation Control System is not 
assumed in any of these analyses. Therefore, the requirements specified in CTS 
3/4.1.6 did not satisfy the NRC Final Policy Statement Technical Specification 
screening criteria as documented in the Application Selection Criteria to the 
LaSalle 1 and 2 Technical Specifications, and have been relocated to the 
Technical Requirements Manual (TRM). The TRM will be incorporated by 
reference into the UFSAR at ITS implementation. Changes to the TRM will be 
controlled by the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.

LaSalle 1 and 2
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEM BASES 

The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section (B 3/4 1-1 through 
B 3/4 1-6) have been completely replaced by revised Bases reflecting the format and applicable 
content of the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS Section 3.1, consistent with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, 
Rev. 1. The revised Bases are as shown in the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS Bases.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



SDM 
3.1.1

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDO)

<L-O 3..1> LCO 3.1.1 SDN shall be: 

a. ;0.38• hk/k, with the highest worth control rod 
analytically determined; or 

b. -d.28]9 hk/k, with the highest worth control rod 
determined by test._j

<Appl 3.1.1> 

<3AAciA%>

APPLICABILITY: MODES-1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  

ACTIONS.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. SDN not within limits A.1 Restore SDM to within 6 hours 
in MODE I or 2. limits.  

1B. Required Action and 8.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
Sassociated Completion 
'Time of Condition A 
not met.

K3..A i•c• C. SON not within limits 
in MODE 3.

C.1 Initiate action to 
fully insert all 
insertable control 
-rods.

Immediately

D. SOM not within limits D.1 Initiate action to Immediately 
in MODE -4. fully insert all 

insertable control 
rods.  

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SDM 3.1.1

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

<2. n 1%tA) D. D.2 Initiate action to 
restore fsecondary 
containmenticto 
OPERABLE status.

Initiate action to 
restore one standby 
gas.treatment (SGT) 
subsystem to OPERABLE 
-status.

D.4 Initiate action to 
restore isolation 
capability in each 

.... .........required .1secondary 
containmentyc 
penetration flow path 
not isolated.

4 1*

SDM not within'limits 
in NODE 5.

Suspend CORE 
ALTERATIONS except 
for control rod 
insertion and fuel 
assembly removal.

________________ .1 .1

I hour

1 hour

I -hour

Immediately 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

(continue@

D.3 
F

.

x
E.1

I

C-T -S)
i •er T•|le

d•

;K
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SDM 3.1.1

<c- rS)
ACTIONS 

CONDITION

••.\A I,•c>E. (continued)

REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

E.2 Initiate action to 
fully insert all 
insertable control 
rods in core cells 
containing one or 
more fuel assemblies.

Initiate action to 
!restore isecondary: 
containmentf to 
OPERABLE status.  

Initiate action to 
restore one SGT 
subsystem to OPERABLE 
status.  

Initiate action to 
restore isolation 
capability in each 
required *secondary 
containment* 
penetration flow path 
not isolated.

MA 
E.3 

E.4 

E.5

______________ a i

Rev 1, 04/07/95
BWRl6 STS

Immediately 

I hour 

I hour 

1 hour
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SDM 3.1.1

<crT S)
SURVEILLANCE~ RnU~IKtJ9LfI3 __________

SURVE

KLl1-. SR 3.1.1.1

ILLANCE

Verify SDM is:

"a. ,p.381% Ak/k with the highest worth 
control rod analytically determined; 
or 

b. 2 10.28]4 Ak/k with the highest worth 
control rod determined by test.

FRL�JULF1L1

Prior to each in vessel fuel 
movement during 
fuel loading 
sequence 

Once within 
4 hours after 
criticality 
following fuel 
movement within 
the reactor 
pressure vessel 
or control rod 
replacement

.,Rev. 1, 94107/95BWR/6 STS 3.1-4

SURVE(LLANCE KLUUIKLR•I•

FREQUENCY



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

1. TSTF-9 relocates SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM) limits of NUREG-1434 
Specification 3.1.1 to the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT (COLR). The 
justification for this change states that SDM is a cycle specific variable. At LaSalle 1 
and 2 SDM limits are not cycle specific. Therefore, the TSTF-9 is not incorporated 
into ITS 3.1.1 and the SDM limits are maintained in the Technical Specifications. The 
brackets for the limits have been removed and the proper plant specific value has been 
provided.  

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



Reactivity Anomalies 
3.1.2

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.2 Reactivity Anomalies

<AgCo 33,k..  

2.Ac+ Žý

LCO 3.1.2 The reactivity )difference= between the Imonitored core kff 
and the predicted core k.ef) shall be within ± 1%Ak/k.

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2.  

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Core reactivity A.1 Restore core 72 hours 
4differencelc not -reactivity 
within limit. - *differencelto 

within limit.

<-:, ý a-P, 6> B.
Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

iB. Be in MODE 3.

a

12 hours

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS

<(- -1 Sý
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Reactivity Anomalies 
3.1.2

Kc�> 

KL4�.�)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.2.1 Verify core reactivity idifference3 between Once within 
the )monltored core kff and the predicted 24 hours after 

r core 1ffc is within ± 1 Ak/k. reaching 
Srequilibrium 

conditions 
following 
startup after 
fuel movement 
within the 
-reactor 
pressure vessel 
or control rod 
replacement 

AND 

1000 MW/T 
thereafter 
during 
operations in 
MODE I

3.1-6BWR/6 STS



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.3 Control Rod OPERABILITY

(L fo 3,3•.- LCO 3.1.3 Each control rod shall be OPERABLE.

<Pp~A 31, APPLICABILITY: MODES I and 2.  

ACTIONS

<Mc- A.3> ------------------------------------- NOTE ------------------------------------Separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod.  
---------- l--'i ---- ----------------------------------------------

A, LA) A. One withdrawn control 
rod stuck.

K Ll, \

<31 1 3.2 6 A

REQUIRED ACTION

------- NOTE ------------
may be bypassed IteRdAi~ion C troulSyst *m.RAýCS) i~nac aeg 

irequired 
to allow continued operation.  

--- - - - - - -

Disarm the associated 
control rod drive 
(CRD).

2 hours

(continued)

AI Ve�-;f� �keo�,fr�r�4

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

<CrYý S>

3,t.,3 1 Ae c,+• 
3,. ,,•. t . . ,

5e-pa rr, ii-o4 c-nle-ricý
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3 

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

VA, A. (continued) A.  
ýW-L. -3)ot"1• cable when 

/ *.3. 1 • less th or equal to 
.3.the low po [setpotnt (LPSI of 

<313. I > and SR 3.1.3.3 for3-3 

each withdrawn OPERABLE control rod.  

A. 1,Perform SR 3.1.1.1. 72 hours 

<Doc M. B. Two or more withdrawn . Disarm the assocla d 2 hours 
rnntrnl rnde •÷4,,u [ ort nn

(continued)

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/953.1-8



Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

ACTIONS (continued)
CONDITION 1 REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

<3.i3A Ac+6C. One or more control 
rods inoperable for 
reasons other than 
Condition A or B.  

. Ac./+ ,.I,• \ 
Act , ..  
IA3 Pe-i 6~.2 a), 

<3. A~ k.xP>Ct

-. -------- NOTE --------
Not applicable when 
THERMAL POWER 
>__.]0 RTP.  

/'• - .. -) _,,Two or more inoperable 
\ hk lo.l:control rods not in 

\ "Coamliance with ra-MKo

I I

C.1

required, to allow 
insertion of 
inoperable control 
rod and continued 
operation.  
---------------- ---------------------

Fully insert 
inoperable control 
rod.

AND 
C.2 Disarm 

CRD.
the associated

3 hours 

4 hours

t 4
0.1 Restor ompliance 

with 

D.2 /'Restore control ro to tnfPFI•ARI Ir e+%÷tte

~4i

4 hours 

4 hoursj

1. __________________ I __________

(continued)

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

KCT$>

I
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

ACTIONS (continuedi

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

\ .3.1 A _A 

3A J c

S- --------- -NOTE -----
Not applicable 
hen THERMAL POWER 

> r10j% RTP.  
------- --------------------

One or ore groups 
with fo or more 
inoperabl 
control ro

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time of C.nditton A, 

or 0 not met.  

OR 

Nine or more control 
rods inoperable.

E. 1 Restore t control 
rod to OPERABLE
status.

F.1 Be in MODE 3.

4 hours

j
4 
4

-w

12 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

<Lo3A•.C •"SR 3.1.3.1 Determine the position of each control rod. 24 hours

I _____________

(continued)

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

.<cy S)

Ad 4. 4><3.1.3.1
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

4iT�>
SURVEILLANCE REOUIREMENTI fcnntin,"ad

SURVEILLANCE

< L�3*�*2� SR 3.1.3.2 ------------------- NOTE ....................  
Not required to be performed until 7 days 
after the control rod is withdrawn and 
THERMAL POWER is greater than the LPSP of 
the 

---------------- ------------
Insert each fully withdrawn control rod at 7 days 
least one notch.

<4.I, 3, 1, ; SR 3.1.3.3

<LCo 3X.32,.)SR 3.1.3.4

-------------------.NOTE -------------------
Not required to be performed until 31 days 
after the control rod is withdrawn and 
THERMALPOWER is greater than the LPSP of 
the L 

-- -- --- -- -- - -- -- ---------

Insert each partially withdrawn control rod 
at least one notch.

Verify each control rod scram time from 
fully withdrawn to notch position is 
I seconds.  

'7

31 days

I

In accordance 
with 
SR 3.1.4.1, 
SR 3.1.4.2, 
SR 3.1.4.3, and 
SR 3.1.4.4

I ______________________________________________________

(continued)

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

FREQUENCY
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
3.1.3

SURVEILLANCE RFnUTR•MrUTr 1.+4 .. A

SURVEILLANCE

.LC ,'3,(> SR 3.1.3.5 Verify each control rod does not go to the 
Ku 1, S. .> Iwithdrawn overtravel position.

BVR/6 STS

I FREQUENCY �1

Each time the 
control rod is 
withdrawn to 
"full out* 
position 

Prior to 
declaring 
control rod 
OPERABLE after 
work on control 
rod or CRD 
System that 
could affect 
coupling

Rev 1, 04/07/95

FREQUENCY

<C- T S>

3.1-12



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

1. The LaSalle 1 and 2 rod pattern control design does not include a Rod Action Control 
System, but a rod worth minimizer (RWM), similar to the BWR/4 design. Therefore, 
the Notes have been modified to reflect the RWM design, and are consistent with the 
BWR/4 ISTS, NUREG-1433, Revision 1.  

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

3. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis 
description, or licensing basis description.  

4. ISTS 3.1.3 ACTION E is applicable to plants with Siemens Power Corporation (SPC) 
fuel. Although this station uses SPC fuel, CoinEd performs cycle-specific control rod 
drop accident (CRDA) analyses that incorporate eight rods out of service with at least 
two cell separation in order to confirm that energy deposition is less than 280 calories 
per gram. Consequently, this ACTION is not applicable and has been deleted. As a 
result of this deletion, the following Conditions, Required Actions, and references to 
the Conditions have been renumbered.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Control Rod Scram

--CTS

Times 
3.1.4

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.4 Control Rod Scram Times

bOC I,- LCO 3.1.4 a. No more than O ontrol rods shall be "slow," 
in accordance with Table 3.1.4-1; and

b. No more than 2 OPERABLE control rods that are 'slow' 
shall occupy adjacent locations.  

Aptp 3-03 PPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2.  kPP1 ••,PP CBILIY

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

Requirements of the 
LCO not met.

A. I Be in MODE 3. 12 hours

I _______________ _________

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 
------------------------------------- NOTE ------------------------------------
During single control rod scram time Surveillances, the control rod drive 
(CRD) pumps shall be isolated from the associated scram accumulator.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

LI1,1 .SR 3.1.4.1 Verify each control rod scram time is Prio'r to0---.  

within the limits of Table 3.1.A-1- with exceeding reactor steam dome pressure > psig. 40% RTP after 
A - .fuel movement 

> within the

LU

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

'•,l,:I 3A•'KA.
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Control Rod Scram Times 
3.1.4

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

ýt) e ýSR3.1.4.2 

(4-i-S1) SR3.1.4.4 

<41.36 

<4.v

(continued)

Verify, for a representative sample, each 
tested control rod scram time is within the 
limits of Table 3 1 4-1 with reactor steam 
dome pressure 2: !

Verify each affected control rod scram time 
is within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with 
any reactor steam dome pressure.

Verify each affected control rod scram time 
is within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 with 
reactor steam dome pressure 2(L'Mopsig.

33>T..,

I

120 days 
cumulative 
operation in 
MODE 1

Prior to 
declaring 
control rod 
OPERABLE after 
work on control 
rod or CRD 
System that 
could affect 
scram time

Prior toY Z 
exceeding 
40% RTP after 
work on control 
rod or CRD 
System that 
could affect 
scram time

ve- 4.  
I&•.•, •

BWR/6 STS

SR 3.1.4.1 Prior to 
exceeding 
40% RTP after 
each reactor 
shutdown 
a 120 days

3.1-14 Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Control Rod Scram

<CT �>
Table 3.1.4-1 

Control Rod Scram Times

tA,3? ------------------------------------ NOTES -----------------------------------
1. OPERABLE control rods with scram times not within the limits of this Table •.t..3• are considered Oslow." r 

2. Enter applicable Conditions and Required Actions of LCO33.1.3,"Control 
Rod OPERABILITY," for control rods with scram times > seconds to 

-nt otn- . These control rods are inoperablee,' n accordance 
7and are not considered slow.  

-------- ---------------------------------

(

(a) Maximum scram time from fully withdrawn positiongL-i on 
de-energization of scram pilot valve solenoids as time zero.  

(b) Scram times as a function of reactor steam dome pressur when < 
psig are within established limits.  

(c) intermediate reactor sum dome pressures, the scram me criteria 
Sare' trmined by linear inte o lation. Xx

Rev 1, 04/07/95

<~yL 

( LCO 
( LC-0

Times 
3.1.4

BWIR'6 STS 3.1-15



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

2. The Table has been modified since the LaSalle 1 and 2 safety analysis assumes only one 
set of scram times at one pressure, similar to the BWR/4 ISTS, NUREG-1433, 
Revision 1.  

3. Editorial change for enhanced clarity.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
3.1.5

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.5 Control Rod Scram Accumulators

/LCCO 3..13,5 LCO 3.1.5 Each control rod scram accumulator shall be OPERABLE.

APA 3,A,.S) APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2.  

ACTIONS

(bO. A,3>
-------------------------------------.NOTE ------------------------------------
Separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod scram accumulator.  
"-------------------------------------------------

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE

)A. One control rod scram 
accumulator inoperable 
with reactor steam 
dome pressure 
2: I9001 psig.  

'ID

A. 1

QR 
A.2

--------.NOTE -------
Only applicable if 
the associated 
control rod scram 
time was within the 
limits of 
Table 3.1.4-1 during 
the last scram time 
Surveillance.  

Declare the 
associated control 
rod scram time "Nslow.8 

Declare the 
associated control 
rod inoperable.

8 hours 

8 hours

I ____________________ ____________

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

C75
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
3.1.5

ACTIONS (continued)

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

Ac a )>B. Two or more control 

rod scram accumulators 
inoperable with 
reactor steam dome 
pressure 2 :900* psig.

<.kISA,4-
One or more control 
rod scram accumulators 
inoperable with 
reactor steam dome 
pressure < X900psig.

B.1 Restore charging 
water -header pressure 
to 2: psig.

B.2.1

O.  
B.2.2

- - - ------ NOTE --------
Only applicable if 
the associated 
control rod scram 
time was within the 
limits of 
Table 3.1.4-1 during 
the last scram time 
Surveillance.

Declare the 
associated control 
rod scram time 
"slow.0 

Declare the 
associated control 
rod inoperable.

C.1 Verify all control 
rods associated with 
inoperable 
accumulators are 
fully inserted.

20 minutes from 
discovery of 
Condition B 
concurrent with 
charging water 
heaglpgressure 

1 hour 

1 hour

(continued) L

Inmediately upon 
discovery of 
charging water 
headlpressure 

< con psig

BWP/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95
3. -1

I -



Control Rod

ACTIONS

Scram Accumulators 
3.1.5

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

(continued)

D. Required Action and 
associletion 
Time 

41 L.._or C. not 
met.

C.2 Declare the 
associated control 
rod inoperable.

D. 1 - -------- NOTE --------
Not applicable if all 
inoperable control 
rod scram 
accumulators are 
associated with fully 
inserted control 
rods.  
---------------- --------------------

Place the reactor 
mode switch in the 
shutdown position.

1 hour

Immediately

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.5.1 Verify each cont.n] rod scram accumulator 7 days 
pressure is a AF'r, 

%-Z!LU, • p ig

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

N V

<LAAý3-6>
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

2. Editorial change for clarity or for consistency with the Writer's Guide.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



Rod Pattern Control 
3.1.6

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.6 Rod Pattern Control

<Doc_ n.iŽ LCO 3.1.6 

APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2 with THERMAL POWER :sl1Oj% RTP.

A. One or more OPERABLE 
control rods not in 
compliance with

A. 1

Move associated 
control rod(s) to 
correct position.

OR 
A. 2

Declare associated 
control rod(s) 
inoperable.

104.

8 hours

8 hours

(continued)

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

KCUS>

<v6c maý

accorda1kce with 
&R 3 3,2N,4.Výx 
---------------------

3.1-19
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Rod Pattern Control 
3.1.6

N B. Nine or more OPERABLE 
control rods not in 
compliance with

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.6.1 Verify all OPERABLE control rods comply 24 hours 
with,

BWR/6 STS Rev 1, 04/07/95

'(L-T Sý
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.6 - ROD PATTERN CONTROL 

1. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

2. The LaSalle 1 and 2 rod pattern control design does not include a Rod Action Control 
System, but a rod worth minimizer (RWM), similar to the BWR/4 design. Therefore, 
the Notes have been modified to reflect the RWM design, and are consistent with the 
BWR/4 ISTS, NUREG-1433, Revision 1.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SLC System 
3.1.7

<c-1-T S>
3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS

3.1.7 Standby Liquid Control (SLC) System

<L .O .S"-> LCO 3.1.7
Two SLC subsystems shall be OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODES I and 2.

A. Co ent ration o ron in solut n 
at within 1its 

-but > .[31.

t!'A ct a.  

<3-I5Ac-Zo1 

, ls" el ,. (

SRev 1, 04/07/95

I

3.1-21BWR/6 STS



SLC System 
3.1.7

<4 s'.tA¼ ýD 

<41i I ý .3

Verify the concentration o n n 
solution is *vyt in the limits o Figure .3.1.7-1-.•

I12

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/953.1-22BWR/6 STS



SLC System 
3.1.7

<4L1' . 4)

, R 3.1.7.7.. Verify each pump develops -a fl ow rate 
S41.j gpm at a discharge pressure 

2psig.

SR 3.1.7.8 Verify flow through one SLC subsystem from 
pump into reactor pressure vessel.

In accordance 
with the I 
inservi ce | 
"Testl ng

a months on 
a STAGGERED 
TEST BASIS 

Once within 
24 hours after 

temperature is 
restored 
within the 
limits of 
JfFigure

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.1.7.6 Verify each SLC subsystem manual, power 31 days 
operated, sand automatic valve& in the flow 
path that is not locked, sealed, or 
otherwise secured in position is in the 
correct position, or can be aligned to the 
correct position.

c.�)

Verify all heat traced piping between 
storage tank an&pfp suiIIo? is unblocked.

i

SR 3.1.7.9

3.1-23BW,/6 STS



SLC System 
3.1.7

.- ��.gYftr�j�ftrYe 

�UKYLLLLRT4LL I�LUU1I�ErILnI� ILUII�IIIU�I 
T

SURVEILLANCE
.4 t

V ify sodium ptaborate e ichuent is 
[60.0] at,~,Aiercent B-10

a

FR ANL

7Prior to2 additlo to 
SLC t k (

DbIR/ STS3.1-2 Rev 1, 04/07/953.2-24BWR/6 STS

F-
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Ic/0 

/ ,/ 

9-j-,'

TEPEATR (F 

Fl us ... 1(ae f1 
Soim etaoae outnTmprtue~ncf00tO Rsurest
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

1. The bracketed requirement has been deleted since it is not applicable to LaSalle 1 and 
2. The following requirements have been revised and/or renumbered, where 
applicable, to reflect this deletion.  

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

3. The LaSalle 1 and 2 design is such that heat tracing is only applied up to the storage 
tank outlet valve of each SLC pump. Therefore, the SR has been changed to reflect 
this design.  

4. The proper LaSalle 1 and 2 nomenclature has been used. This is also consistent with 
the nomenclature used in SR 3.1.7.1 and SR 3.1.7.2.  

5. ISTS SR 3.1.7.10 requires that sodium pentaborate enrichment be verified to be 
> [60.0] atom percent B-10 prior to addition to the Standby Liquid Control tank. The 
acceptability of enriched sodium pentaborate is verified, prior to the addition to the 
Standby Liquid Control tanks at LaSalle 1 and 2, by use of a certificate of compliance 
provided by the supplier for each batch of enriched sodium pentaborate delivered to 
LaSalle 1 and 2. The certificate of compliance includes certification that the 
enrichment of the sodium pentaborate satisfies the acceptance criteria. Therefore, the 
requirement to perform testing to verify the enrichment of th sodium pentaborate per 
"ISTS SR 3.1.7.10 is not included in the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS. This change is also 
consistent with the LaSalle 1 and 2 current licensing basis reflected in Technical 
Specifications.  

6. The second Frequency for ISTS SR 3.1.7.9 (ITS SR 3.1.7.9) is being changed from 
being based on solution temperature to piping temperature. The SR requires a 
verification that all heat traced piping is unblocked. A change in solution temperature 
in the tank does not necessarily have an impact on the piping temperature, as long as 
the piping heat trace circuit is functioning properly. The intent of the second 
Frequency is to ensure that, if the heat tracing is inoperable such that piping 
temperature falls below the specified minimum temperature, after the heat tracing is 
restored to OPERABLE status and the piping temperature is greater than or equal to the 
specified minimum temperature the piping is still unblocked. This is supported by the 
ISTS Bases description for this second Frequency, which describes the requirement as 
required to be performed after "piping" temperature is restored.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
3.1.8 

3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

3.1.8 Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) Vent and Drain Valves

DOC A..I LCO 3.1.8 Each SDV vent and drain valve shall be OPERABLE.

Ow- A.;- APPLICABILITY: MODES 1 and 2.

ACTIONS 

'Separate Condition entry is allowed for each SDV vent and drain line.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TINE 

A. One or more SDV vent A.1 e' sore vyve to 7 days 
or drain lines with PERARLE stou 
one valve inoperable. f.. ,e . I 

B. One or more SDV vent B1---
or drain lines with saemy 
both valves be unisolated under 
inoperable. administrative ig 

control to allow 
draining and venting 

f the SDV.  

Isolate the 8 hours 
associated line.  

C. Required Action and C.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
3.1.8

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

I -

<14.1,3 .,4>

SR 3.1.8.1

SR 3.1.8.2

--- ----------------- NOTE ....................  
Not required to be met on vent and drain 
valves closed during performance of 
SR 3.1.8.2.  
-----------------------------------------------

Verify each SDV vent and drain valve is 
open.

Cycle each SDV vent and drain valve to the 
fully closed and fully open position.

31 days

92 days

SR 3.1.8.3 Verify each SDV vent and drain valve: months 

a. Closes in < 13 -0Aconds after receipt 
of an actual or simulated scram 
signal; and 

b. Opens when the actual or simulated 
scram signal is reset.

BWR/6 STS
Rev 1, 04/07/953.1-27
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.1.8 - SDV VENT AND DRAIN VALVES 

1. The ISTS requires that the SDV drain and/or vent valves be restored to operable status 
if one valve is inoperable. LaSalle 1 and 2 proposes to isolate the associated line when 
one valve is inoperable, instead of requiring the valve to be restored to Operable status.  
The SDV vent and drain valve's primary function is to isolate the SDV during a scram 
to contain the reactor coolant discharge. The isolation function can still be satisfied if 
at least one valve is OPERABLE in each line or the line is isolated. Therefore, 
Required Action A. 1 has been changed to require the associated line to be isolated. In 
addition, the NOTE of Required Action B. 1 has been moved so that it applies to both 
ACTION A and B. In both cases, it is necessary to unisolate the line under 
administrative controls to allow draining and venting of the SDV. This is done to 
prevent the scram on "Scram Discharge Volume Water Level-High." This change is 
consistent with current licensing basis as it has been approved by the NRC in the Safety 
Evaluation Report for LaSalle Units 1 and 2, Amendments 89 and 74, respectively. In 
addition, this change is also consistent with the WNP-2 ITS (Amendment 134).  

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



SDM B 3.1.1

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SON) 

BASES 

BACKGROUND SDM requirements are specified to ensure: 

a. The reactor can be made subcritical from all operating 
conditions and transients and Design Basis Events; 

b. The reactivity transients associated with postulated 
accident conditions are controllable within acceptable 
limits; and 

c. The reactor will be maintained sufficiently
subcritical to preclude inadvertent criticality in the 
shutdown condition.  

These requirements are satisfied by the control rods, as 
described in GDC 26 (Ref. 1), which can compensate for the 
reactivity effects of the fuel and water temperature changes 
experienced during all operating conditions.  

APPLICABLE The control ;:d d accident (CRuA) alysis (Re 
SAFETY ANALYSES and 3) assumes core is subcriti with the highes 

<Il~~t3JI s Pttrn trPSD i asind as an initial 

condti for the control rod remoreval erriory, the airs 

ar e O R Lh en h rc a c ory 
Ii 

te t Wore u mod e o f 
orth i conr The ithdrln.cs pyret te thdrawal of mor e 

trol on the consequentro a redur ref i g . .  
( Sel comgs rt ion a requiremen for multipl ce 0ool 

atrod wi K~thrawl dm, reuls. ing arsue ovre in Special 
condition 3.1 thetpleontrol ro eoa rrordurn 

Withdrawal-Refueli ng.') The analysis au this 

conditio isA aceptabe sineor theincore will b e s dow 
withathe igohest r cnte rol drodin withdrawal of adequat 
Sl control rod the constrat e du d refe din h 
fupel consimidtsfor an r seqireBaes for i continu 

R/ s withrwl6 SiN is assumed Ss an 3tial 

coperitions Lfor t.he) c Mliontrol ro eoa rrordurn 
Wihr al-efuelingaciet(f. A. The analysis ossfe this 

areii OPRAL wchenpthbe reco sinc the orefueing mae sudofn 

wtha one cighetro rodromth con r el drdwitdang refueling.  

Operhatos een 3.e01Vstr ut iped.nro o 

(continued)
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Insert B 3.1.1 ASA

Having sufficient SDM assures that the reactor will become and remain 
subcritical after all design basis accidents and transients. For example.

Insert Page B 3.1-1



SO1 
B 3.1.1

BASES 

APPLICABLE Prevention or mitig tlon offreac-tv ty insertion vents is 
SAFETY ANALYSES necessary to limit I energy deposition in the fuel preven(Fr is 

(continued) significant fuel damage, which could result in undue releast-!' 
of radioactivity. Adequate SOM ensures inadvertent 
critical n potential PMl)As lnvolv Mg high wort,'UcantroYrods (;7ely the f~st control Jod withdpaw• wtly-a 

not cause significant fuel damage. X2,IEE•I•.3a•ZD-fJ) 

SON satisfies Criterion 2 of the W--Poli-WSt ment7 

LCO The specified SON limit accounts for the uncertainty in the 
demonstration of SON by testing. Separate SDO limits are 
provided for testing where the highest worth control rod is 
determined analytically or by measurement. This is due to 
the reduced uncertainty in the SON test when the highest 
worth control rod is determined by measurement. When SON is 
demonstrated by calculations not associated with ;a test 
(e.g., to confirm SON during the fuel loading sequence), 
additional margin is included to account for uncertainties 

'A in the calculation. To ensure adequate SDM(guX, e)M 

oeLUMn- se~ h a design margin is included to account for 
uncertainties in the design calculations; (Ref' 

APPLICABILITY In NODES I and 2. SON mast be provided cause *. , fJsulxcritl rlity wit~yth hiJ~t rtb/tcontirolN od wlTmla 
lis ass=al in thW'CRDA !n2r~sis MO•. 3). /In .MODES 3 and 4, 
WN is required to ensure the reactor wll be ,eld 
subcritical with margin for a single withdrawo control rod.  
SON is required in NODE 5 to prevent an inadvertent 
criticality during the withdrawal of a single.control rod 
from a core cell containing one or more fuel assemblies. Me.a) 

ACTIONS A 

With SON not within the limits of the LCO in AOWE 1 or 2, 
SON must be restored within 6 hours. Failvre to meet the 
specified SON my be caused by a control rod that cannot be 
inserted. The 6 hour Completion time is acceptable, 
considering that the reactor can still be shut down, 

(continued)
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SOB .  
B 3.1.1

BASES

ACTIONS AU (continued) 

assuming no additional failures of control rods to insert, 
and the low probability of an event occurring during this 
interval.  

L.  
If the SDO cannot be restored, the plant must be brought to 
NODE 3 within 12 hours, to prevent the potential for further 
reductions in available SDO (e.g., additional stuck control 
rods). The allowed Completion Time of 12 hours is 
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reach MODE 3 
from full power conditions in an orderly manner and without 
challenging plant systems.  

1.1 

With SON not within limits in NODE 3, the operator must 
immediately initiate action to fully insert all insertable 
control rods. Action must continue until all insertable 
control rods are fully inserted. This action results in the 
least reactive condition for the core.  

D.1. D.2. D.3. and D.4

W Mith SDO not within limits in MODE 4, the operator must 
immediately initiate action to fully insert all insertable 
control rods. Action must continue until all insertable 
control rods are fully inserted. This action results in the 
least reactive condition for the core. Actions must also be 

3 initiated within 1 hour to provide means for control of 
potential radioactive releases. This includes ensuring 

, secondary containment is OPERABLE; at least one Standby Gas 
11 dA4I Treatment (SGT) subsystem is OPERABLE: and *secondary 

Sontainmen•M4 isolation capab1lity;•i.e., at least one 
3II "seconoary conyalmen. isolan ve and associated 

instrumentation are OPERABLE, or other acceptable 
(administrative controls to assure isolation capabilityt ltn 

i4. -9,") each associatedpenetration flow path not isolated that isj 
"assumed to be isolated to mitigate radioactivity releases -
Thi may be performed as an administrative check, by 
examining logs or other information, to determine if the / 

(continued)
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Insert B 3.1.1 Action D

These administrative controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator, who 
is in continuous communication with the control room, at the controls of the 
isolation device. In this way, the penetration can be rapidly isolated when a 
need for secondary containment isolation is indicated.

Insert Page B 3.1-3



SDM 
B 3.1.1

BASES 

ACTIONS D.1. D.2. D.3. and D.4 (continued) 

components are out of service for maintenance or other 
reasons. It is not necessary to perform the Surveillances 
needed to demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the components.  
If, however, any required component is inoperable, then it 
must be restored to OPERABLE status. In this case, SRs may 
need to be performed to restore the component to OPERABLE 
status. Actions must continue until all required components 
are OPERABLE.  

E.I. E.2. E.3. E.4. and E.5 

With SON not within limits in NODE 5, the operator must 
iiedlately suspend CORE ALTERATIONS that could reduce SOD, 
e.g., insertion of fuel in the core or the withdrawal of 
control rods. Suspension of these activities shall not 
preclude completion of movement of a component to a safe 
condition. Inserting control rods or Peoving fuel from the 
core will reduce the total reactivity and are therefore 
excluded from the suspended actions.  

Action must also be imediately Initiated to fully insert 
all insertable control rods in core cells containing one or 
more fuel assemblies. Action must continue until all 
insertable control rods in core cells containing one or more 
fue-T assemblies have been fully inserted. Control rods in 
core cells containing no fuel assemblies do not affect the 
reactivity of the core and therefore do not have to be 

.inserted.  

Action must also be initiated within 1 hour to provide mans 
efor control of-potential radioactive rleases. Thy s ., .includes ensur ing secondary contai nmnt is OPERABLE; at 

nlest one SGT subeystem ss OPERABLEi and seconda 
S,. coxtainmi ntg isolation capabilntyf(i.e., at least one if t e ' 
[.3 J(secondary 

containmnt isolation valve and associatednde 

S|"instcmoentation are OPERABLE, or other acceptable r /• • • a dministrat ive controls to -.assure isolation capability itn • - 3 

•€.. =.w .• ]each assoclas e oppenetratlon tlow path not lso ate that is 

a s s u m e d t o -b e -Ts o l a to t o m it ig a t e r adio a c t iv i t y r e l e a s e s • _ .  

Fr •'•...TJL•Imay be performed as an administrative check, by , .' 

/• .• ^ • C o. -A N J e x aminin g l o g s o r o t h e r inf o rma t ion , t o d e t e r m i n e if t h e , , 

| _ oT/p.• \ /components are out of service for m aintenance or other \ • 

reasons. It is not necessary to perform the Surveillances 

(continued)
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Insert B 3.1.1 Action E

These administrative controls consist of stationing a dedicated operator, who 
is in continuous communication with the control room, at the controls of the 
isolation device. In this way, the penetration can be rapidly isolated when a 
need for secondary containment isolation is indicated.

Insert Page B 3.1-4



SD# 
B 3.1.1

BASES

ACTIONS E.1. E.2. E.3. E.4. and E.S (continued) 

needed to demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the components.  
If, however, any required component is inoperable, then it 
must be restored to OPERABLE status. In this case, SRs may 
need to be performed to restore the component to OPERABLE 
status. Actions must continue until all required components 
are OPERABLE.

3 L4c., .6e-u"a*9~VseA ýo, s, av wW,-1 

TEILLANCE SR 3.1.1.A14 : ~ -h 

JIREMENTS3 
Adequate SON must beLto ensure the reactor can 
be made subcritical from any initial operating condition.  
Adequate S)N is demonstrated by testing before or during the or
first startup after fuel Iovemen),. con rod replacementr -[ 

4 W, u- ý wnTj h I hn -h reactor o res v-essall Contra, 

rod- replacement refers to the decopling and removal of 
control rod from a core location, and subsequent replacement 
with a new control rod or a control rod from another core 
location. Since core reactivity will vary during the cycle 
as a function of fuel depletion and poison burnup, the 
beginning of cycle (DOC) test must also account for changes 
in core reactivity during the cycle. Therefore, to obtain 
the SDO, the initial measured value must be increased by an 
adder, ORO, which is the difference between the calculated 
value of maximum core reactivity during the operating cycle 
and the calculated 80C core reactivity. If the value of R 
is negative (i.e., BOC is the most reactive point in the 
cycle) no correction to the BOC measured value is required 
Ref. For the SON demonstrations that rely solely on 

grj J carlcuattion of the highest worth control rod, additional 
margin (0.10% Ak/k) must be added to the SON limit of 
0.281 Ak/k to account for uncertainties in the calculation.  

The SON may be demonstrated during an in4sequence control 
rod withdrawal, in which the highest worth control rod is 
analytically determined, or during local criticals, where 
the highest worth control rod is determined:by testing.  
Local critical tests require the withdrawal of out of 
sequence control rod. IsT tstin would therefore require 
bypassing of the ern al S to allow the out 
of sequence therefore additional rtthraw Wd4

(continued)
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SDM 
B 3.1.1 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.1.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS J tro requirements must be met (see LCO 3.10 ol Rod Testing-Operating').  

The Frequency of 4 hours after reaching criticality is 

allowed to provide a reasonable amount of time to perform 

Dari h the required calculations and appropriate verification.  

o +m CAjjL.,A4, During MODE 5, adequate SDN is also required to ensure the 
S;b• .A I ,a bje A 4 reactor does not reach criticality during control rod 

,withdrawals. An evaluation of each in vessel fuel movement 
during fuel loading (including shuffling fuel within the ".\A 4e "core) is required to ensure adequate SDM is maintained 
during refueling. This evaluation ensures the intermediate 
loading patterns are bounded by the safety analyses for the 

~ final core loading pattern. For example, bounding analyses 
that demonstrate adequate SDM for the most reactive 
configurations during the refueling may be performed to 
demonstrate acceptability of the entire fuel movement 
sequence. These bounding analyses include additional 
margins to the associated uncertainties. Spiral offload or 
reload sequences inherently satisfy the SR, provided the 
fuel assemblies are reloaded in the same configuration 
analyzed for the new cycle. Removing fuel from the core 
will always result in an increase in SON.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GCC 26.  

2. ,Section [15Z.4].  
3. NEDO-21231, "an; Position ithdra 1 Sequence 111,I 

Section 4.1, J- ar/y 1977. / 

(D.FSAR, Section JIS.4.1.11).  

@SR Section )4.3.2.4.13y.  

2401 Stana p Jton for Reactor 
- Fuel," qtoW3.Z.4.1,/?epf. IM)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

_1. In the LaSalle reactor safety evaluations, SDM and CRDA analyses are mutually 
independent. The consideration of SDM is to assure that the reactor is shutdown and 
remains shutdown with the highest reactivity control rod withdrawn (and all other 
control rods inserted.) Consequently, the consideration of SDM is no more appropriate 
for CRDA than it is for other accidents and transients. The CRDA assumes that the 
highest enthalpy control rod (highly probable that this will be different from the highest 
worth control rod determined for SDM) suddenly from the stuck position and falls to 
the drive position. Doppler reactivity tends to mitigate the event consequences with 
scram reactivity terminating it.  

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

3. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.  

4. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information has been 

provided.  

5. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

6. The Bases have been changed to reflect those changes made to the Specifications.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Reactivity Anomal ies 
B 3.1.2 

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

8 3.1.2 Reactivity Anomalies.  

BASES 

BACKGROUND In accordance with GCC 26, GDC 28, and GCC 29 (Ref. 1), 
reactivity shall be controllable such that subcriticality is 
maintained under cold conditions and acceptable fuel design 
limits are not exceeded during normal operation a.A 
anticipated operational occurrences. Reactivity i ist 
used as a measure of the predicted versus measured core 
reactivity during power operation. The continual 
confirmation of core reactivity is necessary to ensure that 
the Design Basis Accident (DBA) and transient safety 
analyses remain valid. A large reactivity anomaly could be 
the result of unanticipated changes in fuel reactivity, 
control rod worth, or operation at conditions not consistent 
with those assumed in the predictions of core reactivity, 
and could potentially result in a loss of SDM or violation 
of acceptable fuel design limits. Comparing predicted 
versus measured core reactivity validates the nuclear 
methods used in the safety analysis and supports the SON 
demonstrations (LCO 3.1.1, 8SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDN)') in 
ensuring the reactor can be brought safely to cold, 
subcritical conditions.  

When the reactor core is critical or in normal power 
operation, a reactivity balance exists and the net 
reactivity is zero. A comparison of predicted and measured 
reactivity is convenient under such a balance, since 
parameters are being maintained relatively stable under 
steady state power conditions. The positive reactivity 
inherent in the core design is balanced by the negative 
reactivity of the control components, thermal feedback, 
neutron leakage, and materials in the core that absorb 
neutrons, such as burnable absorbers, producing zero net 
reactivity.  

In order to achieve the required fuel cycle energy output, 
the uranium enrichment in the new fuel loading and the fuel 
loaded in the previous cycles provide excess positive 
reactivity beyond that required to sustain steady state 
operation at the beginning of cycle (BOC). When the reactor 
is critical at RTP and operating moderator temperature, the 
excess positive reactivity is compensated by burnable 

(continued)
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Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2

BASES

BACKGROUND absorbers (a3 ), control rods, and whatever neutron 
(continued) poisons (mainly xenon and samarium) are present in the fuel.  

The predicted core reactivity, as represented by k effective 
(k.ff), is calculated by a 3D core simulator code as a 
function of cycle exposure. This calculation is performed 
for projected operating states and conditions throughout the 
cycle. The monitored kef is calculated by the core 
monitoring system for actual plant conditions and is then 
compared to the predicted value for the cycle exposure.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

Accurate prediction of core reactivity is either an explicit 
or implicit assumption in the accident analysis evaluations 
(Ref. 2). In particular, SOM and reactivity transients, 
such as control rod withdrawal accidents or rod drop 
accidents, are very sensitive to accurate prediction of core 
reactivity. These accident analysis evaluations rely on 
computer codes that have been qualified against available 
test data, operating plant data, and analytical benchmarks.  
Monitoring reactivity anomaly provides additional assurance 
that the nuclear methods provide an accurate representation 
of the core reactivity.  

The comparison between measured and predicted initial core 
reactivity provides a normalization for the calculational 
models used to predict core reactivity. If the measured and 
predicted ky for identical core conditions at BOC do not 
reasonably agree, then the assumptions used in the reload 
cycle design analysis or the calculation models used to 
predict kff may not be accurate. If reasonable agreement 
between measured and predicted core reactivity exists at 
BOC, then the prediction may be normalized to the measured 
value. Thereafter, any significant deviations in the 
measured k 1 from the predicted kff that develop during 
fuel depletion may be an indication that the assumptions of 
the DBA and transient analyses are no longer valid, or that 
an unexpected change in core conditions has occurred.

Reativity )9omalies satisfy Criterion 2 of -" NR;'iPoc

(continued)
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Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2

BASES (continued)

The reactivity anomaly limit is established to ensure plant 
operation is maintained within the assumptions of the safety 
analyses. Large differences between monitored and predicted 
core reactivity may indicate that the assumptions of the DBA 
and transient analyses are no longer valid, or that the 
uncertainties in the Nuclear Design Methodology are larger 
than expected. A limit on the difference between the 
monitored core k0,1 and the predicted core k of 1% dk/k 
has been established based on engineering judgment. A > 1% 
deviation in reactivity from that predicted is larger than 
expected for normal operation and should therefore be 
evaluated.

APPLICABILITY In MODE 1, most of the control rods are withdrawn and steady 
state operation is typically achieved. Under these 
conditions, the comparison between predicted and monitored 
core reactivity provides an effective measure of the 
reactivity anomaly. In MODE 2, control rods are typically 
being withdrawn during a startup. In MODES 3 and 4, all 
control rods are fully inserted, and, therefore, the reactor 
is in the least reactive state, where monitoring core 
reactivity is not necessary. In MODE 5, fuel loading 
results in a continually changing core reactivity. SDM 
requirements (LCO 3.1.1) ensure that fuel movements are 
performed within the bounds of the safety analysis, and an 
SDM demonstration is required during the first startup 
following operations that could have altered core reactivity 
(e.g., fuel movement, control rod replacement, control rod 
shuffling). The SM -test, required by LCO 3.1.1, provides a 
direct comparison of the predicted and oFred cor/ 
reactivity at cold conditions; therefor /•ctivi tfngal) 
is not required during these conditions.-

ACTIONS &d 

Should an anomaly develop between measured and predicted 
core reactivity, the core reactivity difference must be 
restored to within the limit to ensure continued operation 
is within the core design assumptions. Restoration to 
within the limit could be performed by an evaluation of the 
core design and safety analysis to determine the reason for 
the anomaly. This evaluation normally reviews the core 

(continued)
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Reactivity Anomalies 
B 3.1.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS A.1 (continued) 

conditions to determine their consistency with input to 
design calculations. Measured core and process parameters 
are also normally evaluated to determine that they are 
within the bounds of the safety analysis, and safety 
analysis calculational models may be reviewed to verify that 
they are adequate for representation of the core conditions.  
The required Completion Time of 72 hours is based on the low 
probability of a DBA during this period, and allows 
sufficient time to assess the physical condition of the 
reactor and complete the evaluation of the core design and 
safety analysis.  

Ld 

If the core reactivity cannot be restored to within the 
1% Ak/k limit, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which 
the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant 
must be brought to at least MODE 3 within 12 hours. The 
allowed Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power 
conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging 
plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.2.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verifying the reactivity difference between the monitored 
and predicted core Ikf is within the limits of the LCO 
provides further assurance that plant operation is 
maintained within the assumptions of the DBA and transient 
analyses. The Core Monitoring System calculates the core 
kof for the reactor conditions obtained from plant 
instrumentation. A comparison of the monitored core kff to 
the predicted core kf at the same cycle exposure is used 
to calculate the reactivity difference. The comparison is 
required when the core reactivity has potentially changed by 
a significant amount. This my occur following a refueling 
in which new fuel assemblies are loaded, fuel assemblies are 
shuffled within the core, or control rods are replaced or 
shuffled. Control rod replacement refers to the decoupling 
and removal of a control rod from a core location, and 
subsequent replacement with a new control rod or a control 

(continued)
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Reactivity Anomal ies 
B 3.1.2

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

r1� �

SR 3.1.2.1 (continued) 

rod from another core location. Also, core reactivity 
changes during the cycle. The 24 hour interval after 
reaching equilibrium conditions following a startup is based 
on the need for equilibrium xenon concentrations in the 
core, such that an accurate comparison between the monitored.  
and predicted core kf*f values can be made. For the 
purposes of this SR, the reactor is assumed to be at 
equilibrium conditions when steady state operations (lo 
control rod movement or core flow changes) at ý 75% RTP have 
been obtained. The 1000 MWD/T Frequency was developed, 
considering the relatively slow change in core reactivity 
with exposure and operating experience related to variations 
in core reactivity. This comparison requires the core to be 
operating at power levels which minimize the uncertainties

-�.�4 ') i AW" and measurement errors, in order to 
re-4l erg•_ results. Therefore, the comparison 

-4o) MODE 1.

obtain meaningful 
is only done when in

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 26, GDC 28, and GDC 29.  

1D2 f(ASAR, Chapter 415,y.-'-fZ
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

1. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



Control Rod OPERABILITY 
B 3.1.3

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.3 Control Rod OPERABILITY 

BASES

BACKGROUND Control rods are components of the Control Rod Drive (CRl) 
System, which is the primary reactivity control system for 
the reactor. In conjunction with the Reactor Protection 
System, the CRD System provides the means for the reliable 
control of reactivity changes to ensure that under 
conditions of normal operation, including anticipated 
operational occurrences, specified acceptable fuel design 
limits are not exceeded. In addition, the control rods 
provide the capability to hold the reactor core subcritical 
under all conditions and to limit the potential amount and 
rate of reactivity increase caused by a malfunction in the 
CRD System. The CRD System is designed to satisfy the 
requirements of GDC 26, GDC 27, GDC 28, and GDC 29, 
(Ref. 1). •p 

The CRD System consists of W locking iston control rod 
drive mechanisms (CRDMs) and a hydraulic control unit for 
each drive mechanism. The locking piston type CRDN is a 
double acting hydraulic piston, which uses condensate water 
as the operating fluid. Accumulators provide additional 
energy for scram. An index tube and piston, coupled to the 
control rod, are locked at fixed increments by a collet 
mechanism. The collet fingers engage notches in the index 
tube to prevent unintentional withdrawal of the control rod, 
but without restricting insertion.

his Specification, along with LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram 
me LCO 3.1.5, OControl Rod Scram Accumulators,* 

nsure that the performance of the control rods in the event 
f a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or transient meets the 

assumptions used in the safety analyses of References 2, 3, S4, 5, atnd 6..  

APPLICABLE The analytical methods and assumptions used in the 
SAFETY ANALYSES evaluations involving control rods are presented in 

References 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. The control rods provide the 
primary means for rapid reactivity control (reactor scram), 
for maintaining the reactor subcritical, and for limiting 

(continued)
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BASES 

APPLICABLE the potential effects of reactivity insertion events caused 
SAFETY ANALYSES by malfunctions in the CRD System.  

(continued) 
The capability of inserting the control rods provides 
assurance that the assumptions for scram reactivity in the 
OBA and transient analyses are not violated. Since the SON 
ensures the reactor will be subcritical with the highest 
worth control rod withdrawn (assumed single failure), the 
additional failure of a second control rod to insert could 
invalidate the demonstrated SON and potentially limit the 
ability of the CRD System to hold the reactor subcritical.  
If the control rod is stuck at an inserted position and 
becomes decoupled from the CR0, a control rod drop accident 
(CRDA) can possibly occur. Therefore, the requirement that 
all control rods be OPERABLE ensures the CRD System can 
perform its intended function.  

A The ontrol ods also protect the fuel from damage that cad resule' in release of radioactivity. The limits protected are the NCPR Safety Limit (SL) (see Bases for SL 
2.1.1, "Reactor Core SLs," and LCO 3.2.2, "MINIMUM CRITICAL 
POWER RATIO (NCPR)'), the 1% cladding plastic strain fuel 
design limit (see Bases for LCO 3.2.1, "AVERAGE PLANAR " I 
LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLGHR)," an'LCO 3.2.3, 
"LINEAR REAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR)"), and the fuel 
limit (see Bases for LCO 3.1.6, "Rod-PatternControl*) 
during reactivity insertion events.  

The negative reactivity insertion (scram) provided by the E'l CRD System provides the analytical basis for determination 
of plant thermal limits and provides protection against fuel LJ a--Q " limits during a CRDA. Bases for LCO 3.1.4, 
LCO 3.1.5, and LCO 3.1.6 discuss in more detail how the SLs 

10 C-"ks-o- are protected by the CRD System.  
tCj- Control rod OPERABILITY satisfies Criterion 3 of 

LCO OPERABILITY of an individual control rod is based on a 
combination of factors, primarily the scram insertion times, 
the control rod coupling integrity, and the ability to 
determine the control rod position. Accumulator OPERABILITY 
is addressed by LCO 3.1.5. The associated scram accumulator 
status for a control rod only affects the scram insertion 

(continued)
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Control Rod OPERABILITY 
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BASES

LCO times and therefore an inoperable accumulator does not 
(continued) immediately require declaring a control rod inoperable.  

Although not all control rods are required to be OPERABLE to 
satisfy the intended reactivity control requirements, strict 
control over the number and distribution of inoperable 
control rods is required to satisfy the assumptions of the 
DBA and transient analyses.  

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, the control rods are assumed to function 
during a DBA or transient and are therefore required to be 
OPERABLE in these MODES. In MODES 3 and 4, control rods are 
not able to be withdrawn since the reactor mode switch is in 
shutdown and a control rod block is applied. This provides 
adequate requirements for control rod OPERABILITY during 
these conditions. Control rod requirements in MODE 5 are 
located in LCO 3.9.5, "Control Rod OPERABILITY-Refueling.' 

ACTIONS The ACTIONS Table is modified by a Note indicating that a 
separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rod.  
This is acceptable, since the Required Actions for each 
Condition provide appropriate compensatory actions for each 
inoperable control rod. Complying with the Required Actions 
may allow for continued operation, and subsequent inoperable 
control rods are governed by subsequent Condition entry and 
application of associated Required Actions.  

A.)1. A. 2. CQ ,,& A. A 

A control rod is considered stuck if it will ert by 

Ac-tfons are modified bta_.OE09Zc 
to be bypassed Aitio 

_ z • to allow continued operation. vides 
TI•-; • additional requirements when assed 

to ensure compliance with the CRDA analysis. h one 
thdrawn control rod stuck. the associatedcontrol ro 

E-,er+ A drive must be disarme within 2 hours. The allowed 
Completion Time of 2 hours is acceptable, considering the 

(continued)
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INSERT LCO

OPERABILITY requirements for control rods also includes correct assembly of 
the CRD housing supports.  

3.1.3 INSERT A.1

the local scram reactivity rate 
control rod separation criteria 
the separation criteria are met 

Ccontrol rodoseparation criteria 
occupies a location adjacent to 
rod occupies a location adjacent 
control rod is also adjacent to 
control rod occupies a location

assumptions may not be met if the stuck 
are not met. Therefore, a verification that 
must be performed immediately. The( 
are not met if: a) the stuck control rod 
two "slow" control rods, b) the stuck control 
to one "slow" control rod, and the one "slow" 

another "slow" control rod, or c) if the stuck 
adjacent to one "slow" control rod when there

is another pair of "slow" control rods e7s where 
another. The description of "slow" control rods 
"Control Rod Scram Times." In addition,

in tne core aajacent to one 
is provided in LCO 3.1.4,
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-- CTOSA.i. A.2.a A. •continue-d3---

T ar~ok + 4 reactor can still be shut down, assuming no additional 
" A ofio+• control rods fail to insert, and provides a reasonable I 

r•A\ ,user4 amunt• of time to perform the Required Action in an orderly" 
a""' msre.. manner. Isolatin_ the control rod from scr preven 

Ž '~ 4.,eg ~ "scram isolain-g -e yr Ic coo-nlrol Uni fr o.scram and 

cooling water to the CRQ.,ý ý ý ýe•ý 

Monitoring of the insertion capability for each withdrawn 
control rod must also be performed within 24 hours 
SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3 perform periodic tests of the •'• 
control rod insertion capability of withdrawn control rods w4 
Testing each withdrawn c' c

ot exist. The allowed Completion Time 
provides a reasonable time to test the contro

P r~cTeL 

Akso%JUk% O 

Wi+J ;-ýfkAA 
(A.wL% SVWEtk4AL

the notch insertions may 
requirements ofrod patti 
(LCO 3.3.2.1( to

To allow continued operation with a withdrawn control rod 
stuck, an evaluation of adequate SDM is also required within 
72 hours. Should a DBA-or transient require a shutdown, to 
preserve the single failure criterion an additional control 
rod would have to be assumed to have failed to insert when 
required. Therefore, the original SDM demonstration may not 
be valid. The SON must therefore be evaluated (by 
measurement or analysis) with the stuck control rod at its 
stuck position and the highest worth OPERABLE control rod 
assumed to be fully withdrawn.  

The allowed Completion Time of 72 hours to verify SDM is 
adequate, considering that with a single control rod stuck 
in a withdrawn position, the remaining OPERABLE control rods 
are capable of providing the required scram and shutdown 
reactivity. Failure to reach MODE 4 is only likely if an 
additional control rod adjacent to the stuck control rod 
also fails to insert during a required scram. Even with the

(continued)
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BASES 

ACTIONS A. 1. A. 2. dQ A. ;• on u 

postulated additional single failure of an adjacent control 
rod to insert sufficient reactivity a remains to 
reac t• aMnnt hODE 3 conditions red.  

allh twnserta re owithdrawn control rods sthepssblty f rcont•,o rods should _1_PoL um-..%r MP7,Vr~u irSsure 44thtnJ 

Lb~~~~~uri ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ on "n h cotlE3Wih ntfrol:*" ýo o 
stuck a0 awthdMrawn posit~io icreas-es the proabilty ha 

additional failure of a control rod to insert. The allowed 
Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power 
conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging 

plant systems.  

With one or more control rods inoperable for reasons other 
than being stuck in the withdrawn position, operation may 
continue, provided the control rods are fully inserted 
within 3 hours and disarmed (electrically or hydraulically) within 4 hours. Inserting a control rod ensures the 
shutdown and scram capabilities are not adversely affected.  The control rod is disarmed to prevent inadvertent 
withdrawal during subsequent operations. The control rods 
can be hydraulically disarmed by closing the drive water and exhaust water isolation valves. Electrically, the control f , rods can be disarmed by disconnecting power from all foure directional ontrol valve solenoids. Required Action C.1 iss 

C.1a Note that allowsC.2 
W ith if required to allow insertion of the inoperable 
coan ro n rostand continued operation. provides 

(continued)
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C.1 and.2 (continued) 

additional requirements when the ro bypassed 
to ensure compliance with the CRDA analysis.  

The allowed Completion Times are reasonable, considering the 
small number of allowed inoperable control rods, and provide 
time to insert and disarm the control rods in an orderly 
manner and without challenging plant systems.

Q fie2- 6 1 4~e1 
G.rr&a I~~

C ;�

D. Iand R.D . Za roe( f f r')c( Q 
Out of sequence contror/ods may increase the potential 
reactivity worth of a ropped control rod duin a CRDA. At 

'ciRTP, the nwit awa sequence 
29) analysis (Red J) requires nserted control rods not 
in compliance with 4to be separated by at least two 

-REMLE control rods 1n 1 1 irec ions, Inc IWing tne
diagonal. Therefore, if two or more inoperable control rods are not in compliance with am-~and not separated by at 
least twn OPERABLE contro •'-1-C-On must be taken to 
7estore compllian-ce wRtU. . restore the control rods to 
OPERABLE status. A Note•/ahben added to the •ond ion 0o' 
clarify, tha te .Condition is not applicable when > 10% RTP I 
since the VW i•s not requirea to be followed under these 
conditions, as described in the Bases for LCO 3.1.6. The \ 

allowed Completion Time of 4 hours is acceptable, 
considering the low probability of a CRDA occurring.

In addition to th~e eparation require nts for inoperabl 

•control rods, an as Lmtton in the CRD nalysts for ANF \ 
'f~uel is that no more tan three tnoperabt control rods are 
a •owed in any one BPW group. Therefore, Ith one or more 

SB groups having four more inoperable ntrol rods, the 
cont 1 rods must be resto ed to OPERABLE sta s. Required 
Action .1 is modified by a ote indicating th the 2 
Conditi is not applicable en THERMAL POWER i , 10% RTP 
since the PWS is not required o be followed unde these 
con i as described in the ases for LCO 3.1.6. The 
allowed Comp tion Time of 4 hour is acceptable, 
considering th low probability of CRDA occurring.  

(continued)
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ACTIONS 
(continued)

If any Required tion 4 d associated Completion Time of 
Condition A, C, or(i,)are not met or nine or more 
inoperable contril rods exist, the plant must be brought to 
a MODE in which the LCO does not apply. To achieve this 
status, the plant must be brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours.  
This ensures all insertable control rods are inserted and 
places the reactor in a condition that does not require the 
active function (i.e., scram) of the control rods. The 
number of control rods permitted to be inoperable when 
operating above 10% RTP (i.e., no CRDA considerations) could 
be more than the value specified, but the occurrence of a 
large number of inoperable control rods could be indicative 
of a generic problem, and investigation and resolution of 
the potential problem should be undertaken. The allowed 
Completion Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on 
operating experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power 
conditions in an orderly manner and without challenging 
plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.3. 1 
REQUIREMENT _ The position of each control rod must be determined, to -O.., 

ensure adequate information on control rod osition is 
available to the operator for determining OP LITY 
and controlling rod patterns. Control rod position may be 

, r)• determined by the use of OPERABLE position indicators, by 
movinq control rods to a position with an OPERABLE 
Indicator, or by the use of other appropriate methods. The 
24 hour Frequency of this SR is based on operating 
experience related to expected changes in control rod 
position and the availability of control rod position 
indications in the control room.

SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3

Control rod insertion capability is demonstrated by 
inserting each partially or fully withdrawn control rod at 
least one notch and observing that the control rod moves.  
The control rod may then be returned to its original 
position. This ensures the control rod is not stuck and is 
free to insert on a scram signal. These Surveillances are 

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

3 
I�4 

•ei M2-�'

CDA1 '49 2nd CR 21A I

not required when THE5IIA_/POWET-•s less tfh-an or ecoal to the 
actual LPSP of the< nce the notch ntot be 
cgmpab wt requirements of the•ff-ketf~sit4or 
Vl~tudraw 1i duenc (BSW (LCO 3.1.6) and the-J--• 
('CO 3.3.2.1). Thelday Frequency of SR 3.1.3.2 is based' 
on operating experience related to the changes in CRD 
performance and the ease of performing notch testing for 
fully withdrawn control rods. Partially withdrawn control 
rods are tested at a 31 day Frequency, based on the 
potential power reduction required to allow the control rod 
movement, and considering the large testing sample of 
SR 3.1.3.2. Furthermore, the 31 day Frequency takes into 
account operating experience related to changes in CRD 
performance. At any time, if a control rod is immovable, a 
determination of that control rod's trippability 
(OPERABILITY) must be made and appropriate action taken.  

Verifying the scratime for each control rod to notch 
position is • ] seconds provides reasonable assurance 
that the control rod will insert when required during a DBA 
or transient, thereby completing its shutdown function.  
This SR is performed in conjunction with the control rod 
scram time testing of SR 3.1.4.1, SR 3.1.4.2, SR 3.1.4.3, 
and SR 3.1.4.4. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in 
LCO 3.3.1.1, "Reactor Protection System (RPS) 
Instrumentation," and the functional testing of SDV vent and 
drain valves in LCO 3.1.8, 'Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) 
Vent and Drain Valves," overlap this Surveillance to provide 
complete testing of the assumed safety function. The 
associated Frequencies are acceptable, considering the more 
frequent testing performed to demonstrate other aspects of 
control rod OPERABILITY and operating experience, which 
shows scram times do not significantly change over an 
operating cycle.

Coupling verification is performed to ensure the control rod 
is connected to the CRDM and will perform its intended 

(continued)
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INSERT SR 3.1.3.2 AND SR 3.1.3.3

These SRs are modified by Notes that allow 7 days and 31 days respectively, 
"after withdrawal of the control rod and increasing power to above the LPSP, to 
perform the Surveillance. this acknowledges that the control rod must be 
first withdrawn and THERMAL POWER must be increased to above the LPSP before 
performance of the Surveillance, and therefore, the Notes avoid potential 
conflicts with SR 3.0.3 and SR 3.0.4.

Insert Page B 3.1-19



Control Rod OPERABILITY 
B 3.1.3 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.3.5 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

function when necessary. The Surveillance requires 
verifying that a control rod does not go to the withdrawn 
overtravel position.whejn it is fully withdrawn. The 
overtravel position feature provides a positive check on the 
coupling integrity, since only an uncoupled CRD can reach 
the overtravel position. The verification is required to be 
performed anytime a control rod is withdrawn to the "full 
out" position (notch position 48) or prior to declaring the 
control rod OPERABLE after work on the control rod or CRD 
System that could affect coupling. This includes control 
rods inserted one notch and then returned to the 'full out" 
position during the performance of SR 3.1.3.2. This 
Frequency is acceptable, considering the low probability 
that a control rod will become uncoupled when it is not 
being moved and operating experience related to uncoupling 
events.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC X6, GDC 27, GDC 28, and 

GDC 29.  

,Section A4.3.2.5.(it.  

33. SAR, Section '4.6.1.1.2CM,.  

4. PSAR, Section X 5.2.2.$F.  

5. FSAR. Section;f15".4m F17 

6. SAR, Section t15.4.9j.  

7. NEDO-21231, "Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence," 
Section 7.2, January 1977.  

tjFP,0? Frf " 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, analysis 
description or licensing basis description.  

2. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification. The 
following requirements have been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect these 
changes.  

3. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.  

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

5. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4 

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.4 Control Rod Scram Times 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The scram function of the Control RoodDrtves 
co s reactivity changes during a n a operational 

r-L..(JO~•_--4 .nsiilent-to ensure that specified acceptable fuel design 
- 1 tt-s Re not exceeded (Ref. 1). The control rods are 

scrammed by positive means, using hydraulic pressure exerted 
on the CRD piston.  

When a scram signal is initiated, control air is vented from 
the scram valves, allowing them to open by spring action.  
Opening the exhaust valves reduces the pressure above the 
main drive piston to atmospheric pressure, and opening the 
inlet valve applies the accumulator or reactor pressure to 
the bottom of the piston. Since the notches in the index 
tube are tapered on the lower edge, the collet fingers are 
forced open by cam action, allowing the index tube to move 
upward without restriction because of the high differential 
pressure across the piston. As the drive moves upward and 
accumulator pressure drops below the reactor pressure, a 
ball check valve opens, letting the reactor pressure 
complete the scram action. If the reactor pressure is low, 
such as during startup, the accumulator will fully insert 
the control rod within the required time without assistance 
from reactor pressure.  

APPLICABLE The analytical met ýos and assumptions used in evaluating 
SAFETY ANALYSES the control rod) scram function are presented in References 

2, 3, 4, * 5. The Design Basis Accident (DBA) and 
transient analyses assume that all of the control rods scram 
at a specified insertion rate. The resulting negative scram 
reactivity forms the basis for the determination of plant 
thermal limits (e.g., the MCPR). Other distributions of 
scram times (e.g., several control rods scramming slower 
than the average time, with several control rods scramming 
faster than the average time) can also provide sufficient 
scram reactivity. Surveillance of each individual control 
rod's scram time ensures the scram reactivity assumed in the 
DBA and transient analyses can be met.  

(continued)
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APP 
SAF

.ICABLE The scram function of the CRD System protects the MCPR 
'TY ANALYSES Safety Limit (SL) (see Bases for SL 2.1.1, "Reactor Core 
continued) SLs," and LCO 3.2.2, "MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR)R), 

and the 1% cladding plastic strain fuel design limit (see 
Bases for-LCO 3.2.1, "AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION 
RATE (APLHGR)," and*LCO 3.2.3, "LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 
(LHGR) m), which ensure that no fuel damage will occur if 
these limits are not exceeded. Above pslg, the scram T 
function is designed to insert negative reactivity at a rate 
fast enough to prevent the actual MCPR from becoming less 
than the MCPR SL during the analyzed limiting ower 
transient. Below s , c on s assumed to 
perform during the control rod drop accident (Ref. 6) and, 
therefore, also provides protection against violating fuel 

2 es "' limits during reactivity insertion accidents (see 
Bases for LCO 3.1.6, "Rod Pattern Control"). For the C(Ro 4 
reactor vessel overpressure protection analysi , e scram 
function, along with the safety/relief valves, ensure that 
the peak vessel pressure is maintained within the applicable 
ASME Code limits.

Control rod scram times satisfy Criterion 3 of tOC~ ;Z3. , )25,#
LCO The scram times specified in Table 3.1.4-1 A a ar-erequi-rea to insure that te rscram 

reactivity assumed in the DBA and transient analysis is met.  
To account for single failure and "slow" scramming control 
rods, the scram times specified in Table 3.1.4-1 are faster 

f l than those assumed in the design basis isis. The scram 
in to allow up to 7.of the controlroas 

8 E- e.g., 7. I to have scram times that exceed the 
specified limits (i.e., "slow" control rods) assuming a 
single stuck control rod (as allowed by LCO 3.1.3, "Control 
Rod OPERABILITY*) and an additional control rod failing to 
scram per the single failure criterion. The scram times are 
specified as a function of reactor steam dome pressure to 
account for the pressure dependence of the scram times. The 
scram times are specified relative to measurements based on 
reed switch positions, which provide the control rod 
position indication. The reed switch closes ("pickup") when 
the index tube passes a specific location and then opens 
("dropout") as the index tube travels upward. Verification 

(continued)
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LCO 
(continued)

of the specified scram times in Table 3.1.4-1 is accounlished throuah measuremnt of the "drnnnut tint ------- •.-- - - -- - - -

To ensure that local scram reactivity r~atees aaree maintained 
within acceptable limits, no more than two of the allowed ( • 
"slow" control rods may occupy adjacent locations.  

Table 3.1.4-1 is modified by two Notes, which state control 
rods with scram times not within the limits of the Table are 
considered "slow" and that control rods with scram times 
> 1seconds are considered inoperable as required by ' SR313.4.

This LCO applies only to OPERABLE control rods since 
inoperable control rods will be inserted and disarmed (LCO 
3.1.3). Slow scramming control rods may be conservatively 
declared inoperable and not accounted for as "slow* control 
rods.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

In MODES 1 and 2, a scram is assumed to function during 
transients and accidents analyzed for these plant 
conditions. These events are assumed to occur during 
startup and power operation; therefore, the scram function 
of the control rods is required during these MODES. In 
MODES 3 and 4, the control rods are not able to be withdrawn 
since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control 
rod block is applied. This provides adequate.requirements 
for control rod scram capability during these conditions.  
Scram requirements in MODE 5 are contained in LCO 3.9.5, 
"Control Rod OPERABILITY-Refueling."

A&I 

When the requirements of this LCO are not met, the rate of 
negative reactivity insertion during a scram may not be 
within the assumptions of the safety analyses. Therefore, 
the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO does 
not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Completion 
Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

(continued)
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BASES (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE The four SRs of this LCO are modified by a Note stating that 
REQUIREMENTS during a single control rod scram time surveillance, the CRD 

pumps shall be isolated from the associated scram 
accumulator. With the CRD pump isolated (i.e., charging 
valve closed), the influence of the CRD pump head does not 
affect the single control rod scram times. During a full 
core scram, the CRD pump head would be seen by all control 
rods and would have a negligible effect on the scram 
insertion times.  

SR 3.1.4.1 

The scram reactivity used in DBA and transient analyses is 
based on assumed control rod scram time. Measurement of the 
scram times with reactor steam dome pressure > p -9 
demonstrates acceptable scram time- for the transients 
analyzed in References and 

1cram insertion times (cr ewit t l -mcreas i reactor 
ressurebecause of the competing effects of reactor steam 

-dome pressure and stored accumulator energy. Therefore, 
demonstration of adequate scram times at reactor steam dome 
pressure,• k psig ensures that the scram times will be 

n T t'rthe specified limits at higher pressures. Limits are 
specified as a function of reactor pressure to account for 
the sensitivity of the scram insertion times with pressure 
and to allow a range of pressures over which scram time 
testing can be performed. To ensure scram ti t in is _erform,,d within a reasonable time following fuelTmovementlthl~hereactor pMresure vess;elET a ••ashutdown 2 120 days, control rods are required to--be tested beforeise• exceeding 40%; RTP. SI lhe event -ruel movement lslm ted to• selec%@d core cells, it lthe intent of this SR thk only \ 
hose CIDs associated with core cells affected by he 

(otinued) 

e Lentsare required toT scram time tested.  )t w e er t the rea ctor remains sl tdow n k 120 d~ay s al_ ] iC t qur d -tn bn n scr at nm~e test .~ ThR s Frequency is acceptable, considering the additional +5.Tr 2Sg•: (• .rvetllances performed for control rod OPERABILITY, the frrequent verification of adequate accumulator pressure, and the required testing of control rods affected by work on/ control rods or the CRD System. // 

(continued) 
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE . 1.. 2 
REQUIREMENTS 

(continued) Additional testing of a sample of control rods is required 
to verify the continued performance of the scram function 
during the cycle. A representative sample contains at least 
10% of the control rods. The sample remains representative 
if no more than 20% of the control rods in the sample tested 
are determined to be "slow." If more than 20% of the sample 
is declared to be "slow" per the criteria in Table 3.1.4-1, 
additional control rods are tested until this 20% criterion 

-M, 20% of the entire sample size) is satisfied, or until 
L5 ,-t'e the-total number of "slow" control rods (throughout the 

core, from all Surveillances) exceeds the LCO limit. For 
planned testing, the control rods selected for the sample 
should be different for each test. Data from inadvertent 
scrams should be used whenever possible to avoid unnecessary 
testing at power, even if the control rods with data were 
previously tested in a sample. The 120 day Frequency is 
based on operating experience that has shown control rod 
scram times do not significantly change over an operating 
cycle. This Frequency is also reasonable, based on the 
additional Surveillances done on the CRDs at more frequent 
intervals in accordance with LCO 3.1.3 and LCO 3.1.5, 
"Control Rod Scram Accumulators.* 

SR 3.1.4.3 

When work that could affect the scram insertion time is 
performed on a control rod or the CRD System, testing must 
be done to demonstrate that each affected control rod 
retains adequate scram performance over the range of 
applicable reactor pressures from zero to the maximum 
permissible pressure. The scram testing must be performeý-,once before declaring the control rod OPERABLE. The ' r 
ar required scram time testing must demonstrate that the 
affected control rod is still within acceptable limits. The) 

f h limits for reactor pressures < Mrpsi a- estamlisneI 
aased on a.,ig proeability-of meeting te acceptancl 

ereactor pressures 2: psig are found in Table 3.1.4-1. if 
testing demonstrates the affected control rod does not meet 

/ ,GAJ(k47) these limits, but is within 7-second limit of Table 3.1.4-1, `)Note 2, the control rod can be declared OPERABLE and "slow." 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4 

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.4.3 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

Specific examples of work that could affect the scram times 
include (but are not limited to) the following: removal of 
any CRD for maintenance or modification; replacement of a 
control rod; and maintenance or modification of a scram 
solenoid pilot valve, scram valve, accumulator isolation 
valve, or check valves in the piping required for scram.  

The Frequency of once prior to declaring the affected 
control rod OPERABLE is acceptable because of the capability 
of testing the control rod over a range of operating 
conditions and the more frequent surveillances on other 
aspects of control rod 0 ERABILITY.  

SR 3.1.4.4 ••••r e•_•u• 

When work that could affect the scram insertion time is T-5-Z2 
•q-J performed on a control rod or CAD Systemtesting must ber 

done to demonstrate each affected control rod is still 
-- • .thin the lints of Table 3.1.4-1 with the reactor steam 

JW ý*,qv-% dome pressure a4M psig. Where work has been performed at 
high reactor pressure, the requirements of SR 3.1.4.3 and 

U/'4t% 0 "-•,,r• (SR-3.1.4.4 will be satisfied with one test. For a control 
FM SVu•.•-sesI rod affected by work performed while shut down, however, a 
/ i o-, OJ•4.•9• zero pressure and a high pressure test may be required.  

£ •rr 4 r •b_.s.•4e This testing ensures that the control rod scram performance 
iý%e- ' is acceptable for operating reactor pressure conditions 

prior to withdrawing the control rod for continued 
operation. Alternatively, a test during hydrostatic 

A pressure testing could also satisfy both criteria 
rcu"rý" e(;, The Frequency of once prior to exceeding 40% RTP is 0 U.�F4L�C+4 acceptable because of the capability of testing the control 

+•& c'M\ . r0aW'\&5 rod at the different conditions and the more frequent 
6.A e • surveillances on other aspects of control rod OPERABILITY.  

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR 50, Appendix A, GDC 10.  

(A 2. FSAR, Section &4.3.2.5&. _ 
.3 . FSAR, Section 1:4.6.1.1.2 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Times 
B 3.1.4 

BASES 

REFERENCES 4. FSAR, Section )5.2.2 
(continued) Seto 

6. FSAR, Section X15.4.9I.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.  

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

4. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.  

5. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.5 Control Rod Scram Accumulators 

BASES

BACKGROUND The control rod scram accumulators are part of the Control 
Rod Drive (CRD) System and are provided to ensure that the 
control rods scram under varying reactor conditions. The 
control rod scram accumulators store sufficient energy to 
fully insert a control rod at any reactor vessel pressure.  
The accumulator is a hydraulic cylinder with a free floating 
piston. The piston separates the water used to scram the 
control rods from the nitrogen, which provides the required 
energy. The scram accumulators are necessary to scram the 
control rods within the required insertion times of 
LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram Times."

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYS

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
ES the control rod scram function are presented in 

References 1, 2, 3, and 4. The Design Basis Accident (DBA) 
and transient analyses assume that all of the control rods 
scram at a specified insertion rate. OPERABILITY of each 
individual control rod scram accumulator, along with 
LCO 3.1.3, "Control Rod OPERABILITY," and LCO 3.1.4, ensures 
that the scram reactivity assumed in the DBA and transient 
analyses can be met. The existence of an inoperable 
accumulator may invalidate prior scram time measurements for 
the associated control rod.  

The scram function of the CRD System, and, therefore, the 
OPERABILITY of the accumulators, protects the MCPR Safety 
Limit see Bases orLCO 3.2.2, "MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER 
RATIO (MCPR)") and the 1% cladding plastic strain fuel 
design limit (see Bases for 'LCO 3.2.1, "AVERAGE PLANAR 
LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR)," and LCO 3.2.3, 
"LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR)"), which ensure that no 
fuel damage will occur if these limits are not exceeded (see 
Bases for LCO 3.1.4). Also, the scram function at low 
reactor vessel pressure (i.e., startupconditions) provides 
protection against violating fuel design limits during 
reactivity insertion accidents (see Bases for LCO 3.1.6, 
"Rod Pattern Control").

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

Control rod scram accumulators satisfy Criterion 3 of()

LCO The OPERABILITY of the control rod scram accumulators is 
required to ensure that adequate scram insertion capability 
exists when needed over the entire range of reactor 
pressures. The OPERABILITY of the scram accumulators is 
based on maintaining adequate accumulator pressure.

APPLICABILITY In MODES 1 and 2, the scram function is required for 
mitigation of DBAs and transients and, therefore, the scram [7J 
accumulators must be OPERABLE tosupport the scram function 
In HODES 3 and 4, control rods are 0c 
withdrawn since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a 
control rod block is applied. This provides adequate 
requirements for control rod scram accumulator OPERABILITY 
under these conditions. Requirements for scram accumulators 
in MODE 5 are contained in LCO 3.9.5, "Control Rod ADMADirT TTV D D-C,.I a.-
-. iw.ru, su I Iw iUI n.IIl 

ACTIONS The ACTIONS /ab]Wis modified by a Note indicating that a _a 
• 7 separate Condition entry is allowed for each control rodro 

This is acceptable since the Required Actions for each 
Condition provide appropriate compensatory action for each 

aco 0 Complying with the Required Actions ma al ow for continued operation and subsequent • -T cu governed by subsequent Condition entry and 
Ialp cation of associated Required Actions.  

A.1and A.  
With one control rod scram accumulator inoperable and the 
reactor steam dome pressure 2 900 psig, the control rod may 
be declared 'slow," since the control rod will still scram 
at the reactor operating pressure but may not satisfy the required scram times in Table 3.1.4-1. Required Action A.1 
is modified by a Note, which clarifies that declaring the 
control rod "slow" is only applicable if the associated 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5 

BASES 

"ACTIONS A.1 andA.2 (continued) 

(IJontrio scram time was within the l1imits of a e 3.1.4j-1 
during the last scram timeS Otherwise, the control rod T7 47l i• already be considere slow' and the further 

' '/cladation of scram performance with an inoperable 
accumulator could result in excessive scram times. In this 

%kgk• "evennt, the associated control rod is declared inoperable 
•A Required Action A.2) and LCO 3.1.3 entered. This would 

result in requiring the affected control rod to be fully 
inserted and disarmed, thereby satisfying its intended 
function in accordance with ACTIONS of LCO 3.1.3.  

The allowed Completion Time of 8 hours is considered 
reasonable, based on the large number of control rods 
available to provide the scram function and the ability of 
the affected control rod to scram only with reactor pressure 
at high reactor pressures.  

B.1. B.2.1. and B.2.2 

With two or more control rod scram accumulators inoperable 
and reactor steam dome pressure a 900 psig, adequate 
pressure must be supplied to the charging water header.  
With inadequate charging water pressure, all of the 
accumulators could become inoperable, resulting in a 
potentially severe degradation of the scram performance.  
Therefore, within 20 minutes from discovery of charging qqu. water header pressure psig concurrent with 
Condition B, adequate charging water header pressure must be 

5 restored. The allowed Completion Time of 20 minutes is 
considered a reasonable time to place a CRD pump into 
service to restore the charging header pressure, if 
required. This Completion Time also recognizes the ability 
of the reactor pressure alone to fully insert all control 
rods.  

The control rod may be declared "slow," since the control 
rod will still scram using only reactor pressure, but may 
not satisfy the times in Table 3.1.4-1. Required 
Action B.2.1 is modified by a Note indicating that declaring 
the control rod "slow" is only applicable if the associated 

1contro scram time was within the limits of Table 3.1.4-1 
during the last scram time( 5b. Otherwise, the control rod 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS B.I. B.2.1. and B.2.•2 (continued) 

" 61 already be considered "slow" and the further 
degradation of scram performance with an inoperable J7 accumulator could result in excessive scram times. In this 

--7 event, the associated control rod is declared inoperable (Required Action B.2.2) and LCO 3.1.3 entered. This would 
result in requiring the affected control rod to be fully 
inserted and disarmed, thereby satisfying its intended 
function in accordance with ACTIONS of LCO 3.1.3.  

The allowed Completion Time of 1 hour is considered 
reasonable, based on the ability of only the reactor pressure to scram the control rods and the low probability 
of a OBA or transient occurring while the affected 
accumulators are inoperable.  

C.1 and C.2 

With one or more control rod scram accumulators inoperable 
and the reactor steam dome pressure < 900 psig, the pressure 
supplied to the charging water header must be adequate to 
ensure that accumulators remain charged. With the reactor 
steam dome pressure < 900 psig, the function of the 
accumulators in providing the scram force becomes much more important since the scram function could become severely 
degraded during a depressurization event or at low reactor I'pressures. Therefore, mediately on discover of 
charging water header pressure< g o rren 
with Condition C, all control rods associated with 
inoperable accumulators must be verified to be fully 
inserted. Withdrawn control rods with inoperable scram 
accumulators may fail to scram under these low pressure 
conditions. The associated control rods must also be 
declared inoperable within 1 hour. The allowed Completion 
Time of I hour is reasonable for Required Action C.2, 
considering the low probability of a DBA or transient 
occurring during the time the accumulator is inoperable.  

The reactor mode switch must be immediately placed in the 
shutdown position if either Required Action and associated 

(continued)
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Control Rod Scram Accumulators 
B 3.1.5 

BASES 

ACTIONS I).1 (continued) 

Completion Time associated with loss of the CRD 
pump (Required Actions B.1 and C.1) cannot be metN.--is 
ensures that all insertable control rods are inserted and 
that the reactor is in a condition that does not require the 
active function (i.e., scram) of the control rods. This 
Required Action is modified by a Note stating that the 
Required Action is not applicable if all control rods 
associated with the inoperable scram accumulators are fully 
inserted, since the function of the control rods has been 
performed.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.5.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.1.5.1 requires that the accumulator pressure be checked 
-every 7 days to ensure adequate accumulator pressure exists 
to provide sufficient scram force. The primary indicator of 
accumulator OPERABILITY is the accumulator pressure. A 
minimum accumulator pressure is specified, below which the 
capability of the accumulator to perform its intended 
function becomes degraded and the accumulator is c nsider 4 

noper~aDle. The minimum accumulator pre_re of psi9 
well e ow the expected pressure of ans to 

psigRe. 2 Declaring the accumulator inoperable 00 
en the mum pressure is not maintained ensures that 

significant degradation in scram times does not occur. The L_
)' j7 day Frequency has been shown to be acceptable through 

operating experience and takes into account indications 
available in the control room.

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section %4.3.2.54O.  

vA 2._..AFSAR, Section 14.6.1.1.2.401k.  
3. SM, Section,15.2.2.2.2.3t.  

4. FSAR, Section 115.4/v&
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

1. The limits protected by the control rod scram function (and thus the accumulators) are 
also discussed in the Bases for SL 2.1.1, "Reactor Core SLs." This addition was 
approved in BWR-18, C. 13, but was apparently inadvertently left out of Revision 1 to 
this NUREG (it was included in the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1433, Revision 1).  

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

3. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.  

4. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

5. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification. The 
following requirements have been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect these 
changes.  

6. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

7. Changes have been made to more closely reflect the requirements of the Specification.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



Rod Pattern Control 
B 3.1.6 

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.6 Rod Pattern Control 

BASES 

BACKGROUND Control rod patterns during startup nj ions 

c ntrolled by the operator and the e 1 
(LCO 3.3.2.1, "Control Rod B ck Instrumentation ), so 

7 --prat only specified control rod sequences and relative 
positions are allowed over the operating range of all 
control rods inserted to AlOJ RTP. The sequences 
effectively limit the potential amount of reactivity 
addition that could occur in the event of a control rod drop 
accident (CRDA).  

This Specification assures that the control rod patterns are 
consistent with the assumptions of the CRDA analyses of 
References 1, 2, and 3.  

APPLICABLE The analytical methods and assumptions used in valuat ng 
SAFETY ANALYSES the CRDA are summarized in References 1, 2, a . CRDA 

analyses assume that the reactor operator follows prescribed 
withdrawal sequences. These sequences define tý_potential 
initial conditions for the CRDA analysis. The 
(LCO 3.3.2.1) provides backup to operator control of the 
withdrawal sequences to ensure that the initial conditions 
of the CRDA analysis are not violated.  

b• Prevention or mitigation of positive reactivity insertion 
S. events is necessary to limit the energy deposition in the 
Sc•EJy fuel, thereby preventing significant fuel damage, which 

could result in undue release of radioactivity. Since the 
* failure consequences for U02 have been shown to be 

insignificant below fup energy depositions of 300 cal/gm 
(Ref ), e ue limit of 280 cal/gm provides a I of safety from s gnificant core damaee c wou d 
result.-firelease of radi ctivIty (Ref a - . Generic 
evaluations (Refs.]D and ZT of a design basis CRDA (i.e., a 
CRDA resulting in a peak fuel energy deposition of 

'- 280 cal/gm) have shown that if the peak fuel enthalpy 
remains below 280 cal/gm, then the maximum reactor pressure 
will be less than the required ASME Code limits (Ref. 0) and 
the calculated offsite doses will be well within the Srequired limits (Refj.' ( 

~ c(LOAa-ia4kfses are
ecpe ~I.co~roI oss~-'o4 ec&.{ 4 Je ~eI~6tere~o>1(continued) 
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All � Q'jejJ LtA &55s

all contro]), rods fully inserted to 16%7 RTP (Ref. (Za. c 
he control rods are required to be movedl-, 

groups, with all control rods assigned to a specific group 
required to be within specified banked positions (e.g., 
between notches 08 and 12). The banked positions are 
defined to minimize the maximum incremental control rod 
worths without being overly restrictive during normal plant 
operation. 4 The-ne (Reg g a•lso1i 7? 
eva uateV the effect of fully inserted, inoperable control 
rods not in compliance with the sequence, to allow a limited 
number (i.e., eight) and distribution of fully inserted, 
inoperable control rods

ciiianci-nTt twhiprescribed control rod sequences 
minimizes the potential consequences of a CRDA by limitinn 
the initial conditions to those consistent with the 
This LCO only applies to OPERABLE control rods. For 
inoperable control rods required to be inserted, separate 
requirements are specified in LCO 3.1.3, *Control Rod 
OPERABILITY," consistent with the allowances for inoperable 
control rods in the

APPLICABILITY In NODES 1 and 2, when THERMAL POWER is : 10% RTP, the CRDA 
is a Design Basis Accident (DBA) and, therefore, compliance 
with the assumptions of the safety analysis is required.  
When THERMAL POWER is > 10% RTP, there is no credible 
control rod configuration that results in a control r 

........ worth at could exceed the 280 cal/ m fuel rJaI5 I hid tv 
cw' during -a CRDA (Refl)(. 0In MODILSY, V a)• 5• since the 

ruagtor is shut downrind only a s can be 
ithdrawn fr oare cell containing fuel assemblies, 

adequate SDM ensures that the consequences of a CRDA are 
4 acceptable, since the reactor will remain subcritical with a 163 
single control rod withdrawn.  

fn~~~~ ro SAd4'

"(continued) 
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Rod Pattern Control 
B 3.1.6 

BASES (continued) 

ACTIONS A.L and A.2 

With one or more OPERABLE control rods not in compliance 
with the prescribed control rod sequence, action may be 
taken to either correct the control rod pattern or declare 
the associated control rods inoperable within 8 hours.  
Noncompliance with the prescribed sequence may be the result 
of "double notching," drifting from a control rod drive 
cooling water transient, leaking scram valves, or a power 

<10reduction to 5(1O% RTP before establishing the correct ID control rod pattern. The number of OPERABLE control rods 
not in compliance with the prescribed sequence is limited to 
eight to prevent the operator from attempting to correct a 
control rod pattern that ignificantly deviates from the prescribe seauence, n the con5Trol rod pattee is not in 

ýE - 1 e w lth the-- pres c bed sequence, all cont sl rod I 

to~ be byase 

movmet oIUld be stoppe~d'cept for moves needed / 
'corrct thn control rod patte Q, or scram if war~rant et 

- Required Action A.1 is modified by a Note, Which allows ._• ••• ~~~~to be bypassed (TNMý' Xjtnn pm~rr' n v•t-•, 

Sto allow the affected control rods to be returne-d totir correct position Thisensuretthat the control rods 
L'(a 3-3. Z. I .%- t m wil mova o e correct poston. conro ro not in 

6 compliance with the prescribed sequence is not considered 
i abl excet as required by Required Action A.2.  

Iro eA& OPERAB Ton contro rnsde 

I'C6 immeJ1a C 3.1.5. " trol Rod Scram Ac ulators.1 'e all owed 
Cop eon Time ofa hours s c nsidering the 

era,64orSe,,;.r restrictions on the number of allowed out of sequence control rods and the low probability of a CRDA occurring 6 Pc4 OP'•-t r6er') during the time the control rods are out of sequence.  

S4,9r If nine or more OPERABLE control rods are out of sequence, 
ct -the control rod pattern significantly deviates from the 

prescribed sequence. Control rod withdrawal should be 
i5 suspended immediately to prevent the potential for further ".9 deviation from the prescribed sequence. Control rod 0A44Dxr'e.x,.,e&) insertion to correct control rods withdrawn beyond their 

allowed position is allowed since, in general, insertion of 
control rods has less impact on control rod worth than 
withdrawals have. Required Action B.1 is modified by a Note 

(continued)
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r* Rod Pattern Control 

ciýV4 alow the to be byase S or a." __ _t alw-nj ~ i

)
With nine or more OPERABLE control rods not in compliance 
with•M the reactor mode switch must be placed in the 
'sutdown position within 1 hour. With the reactor mode 
switch in shutdown, the reactor is shut down, and therefore 
does not meet the applicability requirements of this LCO.  
The allowed Completion Time of 1 hour is reasonable to allow 
insertion of control rods to restore compliance, and is 
appropriate relative to the low probability of a CRDA 
occurring with the control rods out of sequence.

LANCE SR .1.6L.1 a-',y2e.Prs ter-( eAY. -C 

The cont ol od pattern is verified to be in compliance with 
the a a 24 hour Frequency, ensuring the assumptions of 
the CRDA analyses are met. The 24 hour Frequency of this 
Surveillance was developed considering that the prima • 
check of the control rod pattern compliance with theA is 
performe e (LCO 3.3.2.1). The provides 
control rod blocks to enforce the eqired control rod 
sequence an is required to ERABLE when operating at 
: 10% RTP.

27',

NUREG-0979, "NRC Safety Evaluation Report for 
GESSAR 11 BWR/6 Nuclear Island Design, Docket 
No. 50-447," Section 4.2.1.3.2, April 1983.  

NUREG-0800, "Standard Review Plan,' Section 15.4.9, 
"Radiological Consequences of Control Rod Drop 
Accident (BWR)," Revision 2, July 1981.  

(continued)
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INSERT REF-1

1. UFSAR, Section 15.4.10.  

2. XN-NF-80-19(P)(A), Volume 1. Supplement 2. Section 7.1, Exxon Nuclear 
Methodology for Boiling Water Reactor-Neutronics Methods for Design and 
Analysis, (as specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

3. NEDE-24011-P-A, "GE Standard Application for Reactor Fuel," (as 
specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

4. Letter from T.A. Pickens (BWROG) to G.C. Lainas (NRC). "Amendment 17 to 
General Electric Licensing Topical Report NEDE-24011-P-A," BWROG-8644, 
August 15, 1986.  

5. NFSR-0091, Benchmark of CASMO/MICROBURN BWR Nuclear Design Methods, 
Commonwealth Edison Topical Report, (as specified in Technical 
Specification 5.6.5).  

Insert Page B 3.1-36
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Rod Pattern Control 
B 3.1.6

BASES 

REFERENCES 1 10 CFR 100.11, 'Determination of Exclusion Area Low (continued) Population Zone and Population Center Distance." 

".NEDO-21778-A, 'Transient Pressure Rises Affected ] 1 
Fracture Toughness Requirements for Boiling Water -1 
Reactors," December 1978.  

0 ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code.  

NEDO-21231, 'Banked Position Withdrawal Sequence,* 
January 1977.  

/i577 t-p ci fA
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.6 - ROD PATTERN CONTROL 

1. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.  

2. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

3. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

4. This requirement has been deleted since the ACTIONS do not require that all rod 
movement (except for the moves needed to correct the rod pattern or a scram) be 
suspended.  

5. A reference to the location where control rod OPERABILITY is determined has been 
deleted from the Bases for Required Actions A. 1 and A.2 of ITS 3.1.6. This section is 
discussing under what conditions related to control rod sequence to declare a control 
rod inoperable - not determination of OPERABILITY per the other LCOs. As such, 
the reference is not applicable.  

6. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



SLC System 
B 3.1.7 

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.7 Standby Liquid Control (SLC) System 

BASES 

BACKGROUND The SLC System is designed to provide the capability of 
bringing the reactor, at any time in a fuel cycle, from full 
power and minimmu control rod inventory (which is at the 

peak of the xenon transient) to a subcritical condition with 

the reactor in the most reactive xenon free state without 
taking credit for control rod movement. The SLC System 
satisfies the requirements of 10 CFR 50.62 (Ref. 1) on 
anticipated transient without scram (ATWS).  

The SLC System consists of a boron solution storage tank, 
two positive displacement pumps, two explosive valves, which 
are provided in parallel for redundancy, avid associated 
piping and valves used to transfer borated water from the 
storage tank to the reactor pressure vessel RPV). The borated_ solution is discherged lhf ghteg rsspy 

(core/soray sysltem snariep. F•-e• ? oe• • • •m• 

APPLICABLE The SLC System is man ly rem the main control 
SAFETY ANALYSES room, as directedb he emergency operating procedures, if 

the operator the reactor cannot be shut down, or 
kept shut down, w the control rods. The SLC System is 

used in the event that not enough control rods can be 
inserted to accomplish shutdown and cooldown in the normal 
manner. The SLC System injects borated water into the 
reactor core to compensate for all of the various reactivity
effects that could occur during plant operation. To meet en•r g 

this ob ective, it is necessary to inject a quantit of lto 
boron that produce a concentration of 660 ner of5.1.7 
boron in the reactor core at .8"F. #To allow for potential SA 
leakage and imperfect mixing in the reactor system, an 
additional amount of boron q-al to 2b% of h mutc• (" . above is added (Ref. 2 . The 0e raversus t 

's concentration limits in igure 3.1. 1- r alua 

do A4, oaAdk4 •dilution in the RPVNiMnomal e i a I S(the va•O"VO~me in~ehe residual neat rem.oval shu~u_• . _ 

quantity of borat solut on s the mount that is-above e 

pump suction shutoff level in the boron solution storage 

(continued)
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Insert B 3.1.7 ASA

To ensure this objective is met, a sodium pentaborate solution enriched with 
boron-lO is used. The shutdown analysis assumes a sodium pentaborate solution 
with enriched boron is used (Ref. 2). A 45% enriched sodium pentaborate 
solution is also used to satisfy the requirements of Reference 1.

Insert Page B 3.1-38



SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

tank. No credit is taken for the portion of the tank 
volume that cannot be injected. t , 4 _) •

LCO The OPERABILITY of the SLC System provides backup capability 
for reactivity control, independent of normal reactivity 
control provisions provided by the control rods. The 
OPERABILITY of the SLC System is based on the conditions of 
the borated solution in the storage tank and the 
availability of a flow path to the RPV, including the 
OPERABILITY of the pumps and valves. Two SLC subsystems are 
required to be OPERABLE, each containing an OPERABLE pump, 
an explosive valve and associated piping, valves, and 
instruments and controls to ensure an OPERABLE flow path.  

APPLICABILITY In NODES 1 and 2, shutdown capability is required. In 
HODES 3 and 4, control rods are not able to be withdrawn 
since the reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control 
rod block is applied. This provides adequate controls to 
ensure the reactor remains subcritical. In NODE 5, only a 
single control rod can be withdrawn from a core cell 
containing fuel assemblies. Demonstration of adequate SDN 
(LCO 3.1.1, "SHTDOWN NARGIN (SON)') ensures that the 
reactor will not become critical. Therefore, the SLC System 
is not required to be OPERABLE during these conditions, when 
only a single control rod can be withdrawn.  

ACTIONS ,.  

If t boron solution ucentration is 1 s than the req red limits for A S mitigation but reater than the 
co entration requi for cold shutd (original licen ng 
b / is), the concentr tion must be rest red to within li ts 
1 72 hours. It is not necessary und r these conditio to 
nter Condition C or both SLC subsy ems inoperable, ince 

they are capable f performing thei original design asis 

(continued)
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SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES 

ACTIONS (continued) 

unction. Becau of the low pro bility of an A event 
and that the SLC System-capabilit still exists fo vessel 
injection under hese conditions the allowed C etion 
Tim of 72 hou is acceptable a d provides adequ to tim to 
restore concen ration to within imits.  

The second C letion Time for Required Action .1 
establishes limit on the mum time allowe for any 
combination f concentration ut of limits or noperable SLC 
subsystems uring any single contiguous occu nce of 
failing to et the LCO. If Condition A is tered while, 
LI for instan e, an SLC subsys em is inoperable and that 
subsystem s subsequently turned to OPE E, the LCO may 
already h ve been not met or up to 7 days.* This situation 
could le.d to a total dur ion of 10 days days in 
Conditt B, followed by days in Conditi n A), since 
initial failure of the L , to restore th SLC System. T n 
an SLC ubsystem could found inoperab again, and 
concen ration could be stored to withi limits. This 
could continue indefin tely.  

This Completion Tim llows for an exc ption to the no 1 
ti zero' for begi ing the allowed outage time "clo k', 

res lting in establi hing the *time ro" at the time he 
was initially n t met instead of at the time Con tion A 
entered. The day Completion im is an accep able 

I itation on this potential to fal to meet the L 
efinitely.  

If one SLC $Ustem subsystem is inopereble Ifof reasodns o lr• 

~~URa thl Onto••e inoperable subsystem must be restoredl 

to OPERABLE status within 7 days. In this condition, the 
remaining OPERABLE subsystem is adequate to perform the 
shutdown function. However, the overall reliability is 
reduced because a single failure in the remaining OPERABLE 
subsystem could result in reduced SLC System shutdown 
capabilItyoThe 7 day Cmpletion Tim is based on the 

u%4av•,ilabtlttv of an I KALE subsystem capable of performing 
th~neledSCse~fiunction and the low probability ofI 

a Design Basis Accident (DBA) or severe transient occurring 

(continued)
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SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES

ACTIONS (continued)

concurrent with the failure o ontrol Rod Drive System 
shut down the

The Aecond C# leton Ti for Requ Action .1 
est blishes a limit on e maximum lin allow for any 
cobination f concentr tion out limits o inoperable SLC 
s bsystems ring any ingle cont guous occ rence of 
failing to t the L . If Con ition B is entered wh e, 
Ror insta e, concen ation is. t of limu s, and is 
subsequen y return to withi limits, t LCO may aready 
have bee not met o up to 3 ys. This ituation uld 
lead to total du ation of 1 days (3 ys in Cond tion A, 
foll by 7 day in Condit on B), sin e initial ailure of 
the L , to rest the SLC ystm. T en concent tion 
could he found of limi again, a the SLC bsystem 
coul be rresto to OP LE. This uld cont ue 
ind initely;.o 

Th s Completi n Time als for an xception o the normal 
"0me zero or beginn g the all outage ime mclock" 

suiting i establis ng the ti zero" a the time th 
CO was in ially not met instea of at th time Condit n B 

ente The 10 day Cople ion Time i an accept e 
limitatio on this tential t fail to t the LCO 
indefini ely. I

(

If both SLC subsystems are tnoperableffor vasons Rfiert~n) 
o o at least one subsystem must be restored to 

sxatus within 8 hours. The allowed Completion Time 
of 8 hours is considered acceptable, given the low 
probability of a DBA or transient occurring concurrent with 
the failure of the control rods to shut down the reactor.

If any Required Action and associated Completion Tim is not 
met, the plant must be brought to a NODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to NODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Completion 
Tim of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating 

(continued)
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SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES 

ACTIONS C (continued) 

[f"i experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.7.1. SR 3.1.7.2. and SR 3.1.7.3 
REQUIREMENTS 

SR 3.1.7.1 through SR 3.1.7.3 are 24 hour Surveillances, 
verifying certain characteristics of the SLC System (e.g., 
the volume and temperature of the borated solution in the 
storage tank), thereby ensuring the SLC System OPERABILITY 
without disturbing normal plant operation. These 
Surveillances ensure the proper borated solution and 
temperature, including the temperatureof the pump suction 

I I " are mai nedn Maintaining a minimum specified 
S;.cmra ;e'd solution temperature is important in ensuring that 

U[the boron remains in solution and does not precipitate out 
- .9,1in the storage tank or in the pump suction piping. The 

[ 4e •4 SAC4I: 24 hour Frequency of these SRs is based on operating 
Sokjk+ vo*JeS experience that has shown there are relatively slow 

variations in the measured parameters of volume and -- temperature.  

SR 3.1.7.4 and SR 3.1.7.6 

SR 3.1.7.4 verifies the continuity of the explosive charges 
in the injection valves to ensure proper operation will 
occur if required. Other administrative controls, such as 
those that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges, 
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on 
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability 
of the explosive charge continuity.  

SR 3.1.7.6 verifies each valve in the system is in its 
correct position, but does not apply to the squib (i.e., 
explosive) valves. Verifying the correct alignment for 
manual, power operated, and automatic valves in the SLC 
System flow path ensures that the proper flow paths will 
exist for system operation. A valve is also allowed to be 
in the nonaccident position, provided it can be aligned to 
the accident position from the control room, or locally by a 
dedicated operator at the valve control. This is acceptable 

(continued)
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SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.1.7.4 and SR 3.1.7.6 (continued) 

since the SLC System is a manually initiated system. This 
Surveillance does not apply to valves that are locked, 
sealed, or otherwise secured in position, since they were 
verified to be in the correct position prior to locking, 
sealing, or securing. This verification of valve alignment.  
does not apply to valves that cannot be inadvertently 
misaligned, such as check valves. This SR does not require 
any testing or valve manipulation; rather, it involves 
verification that those valves capable of being 
mispositioned are in the correct positions. The 31 day 
Frequency is based on engineering judgment and is consistent 
with the procedural controls governing valve operation that 
ensure correct valve positions.

This Surveillance requires an examination of the sodium 
ntaborate solution by using chemical analysis to ensure 

the proper concen rallon exists in the storage 
S tank. SR 3.1.7.5 must be pe rormed anytime boron or water 

is added to the storage tank solution to establish that the 
solution concentration is within the specified limits.  

Zhs Surveillance must be performed anytime the temperature 
is restored to within the limits of Figure 3.1.7-1, to 
ensure no significant boron precipitation occurred. The 
31 day Frequency of this Surveillance is appropriate because 
of the relatively slow variation of concentration 
between surveillances.  

SR 3.1.7.7

Demonstrating each SLC System pump develops a flow rate Ii ) 
k 41.2 gpm at a discharge pressure kUfpsig ensures that 
pump performance has not degraded during the fuel cycle.  
This minim. pump flow rate requirement ensures that, when 
combined with the sodium pentaborate solution concentration 
requirements, the rate of negative reactivity insertion from 
the SLC System will adequately compensate for the positive 
reactivity effects encountered during power reduction, 
cooldown of the moderator, and xenon decay. This test 
confirms one point on the pump design curve, and is 
indicative of overall performance. Such inservice 

(continued)
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SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.1.7.7 (continued) 
RQIEET confirm comonent OPERABLITYQý•; 

5 e5and e ec incipient failures by indicating 
abnorma performance. The Frequency of this Surveillance is 

accordance with the Inservice Testing ProgramC§5 

SR 3.1.7.8 and SR 3.1.7.9

These Surveillances ensure that there is a functioning flow 
path from the boron solution storage tank to the RPV, 
including the firing of an explosive valve. The replacement 
charge for the explosive valve shall be from the same 
manufactured batch as the one fired or from another batch 
that has been certified by having one of that batch 
successfully fired. The pump and explosive valve tested 
should be alternated such that both cotlje ow paths are NQ 
tested everyLt months, at alternating(4•_•)intfl Ite1rvals.  
The Surveillance may be performed in separate steps to 
prevent injecting boron into the RPV. An acceptable method 
for verifying flow from the pump to the RPV is to pump 
demineralized water from a test tankL through one SLC 
subsystem and into the RPV. The Uflnonth Frequencyjs based 
on the need to perform this Surveillance under the 
conditions that apply during a plant outage and the 
potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance M.  
were performed with the reactor at power. Operating 1 J1 
experience has shown these components usualy pass the 
Surveillance test when performed at theU(Jbmnth Frequency; 
therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint. y 1 Af qA]• 

Demonstrating that all heat traced pinpng between tieiboron 44..J 
solution storage tank and the-,-) to Me injec on o-" 
pumps is unblocked ensures that there is a functioning flow 
path for injecting the sodium pentaborate solution. An 
acce table method for verifying that the suction piping As 
Lk ze Upat s from the storage tank to the test tank. tup-, 
IThe-Mmonth Frequency is acceptable since there is a low |sa 
probability that the subject piping will be blocked due to 1 
precipitation of the boron from solution in the heat traced 
piping. This is especially true in light of the daily 
temperature verification of this piping required by 
SR 3.1.7.3. However, if, in performing SR 3.1.7.3, it is

(continued)
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SLC System 
B 3.1.7

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIRENENTS

SR 3.1.7.8 and SR 3.1.7.9 (continued) 

determined that the temperature of this piping has fallen 
below the specified minimum, SR 3.1.7.9 must be performed 
once within 24 hours after the piping temperature is 
restored within the limits of Figure 3.1.7 *, -_ 

ere ue pentabore solution is maduysed 
galreniched sod~h pentaborate with Ia !erm. isotopic| 
!te s on the granular •odium pent% oate •6verify the / 
•tual B-10 enrtclumel must be peifomed/rior to addition/ 

r•tthbe SLC tank in j~cer to ensure that/he proper B-10 ato 
perentage is bei• used. / " I

REFERENCES 1. 10 CFR SO.62.  

Section fG.3.5.3j.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.  

3. The proper 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii) criterion has been used. The current wording was 
developed prior to the issuance of the change to 10 CFR 50.36, which uses criterion 4 
for the current words in the NUREG.  

4. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification. The 
following requirements have been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect these 
changes.  

5. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

6. The IST program for LaSalle 1 and 2 is not required to provide information for trend 
purposes.  

7. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
B 3.1.8 

B 3.1 REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

B 3.1.8 Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) Vent and Drain Valves 

BASES

The SDV vent and drain valves are normally open and 
discharge any accumulated water in the SDV to ensure that 
sufficient volume is available at all times to allow a 
complete scram. During a scram, the SDV vent and drain 
valves close to contain reactor water. The SDV consists of 
header piping that connects to each hydraulic control unit 
(HCU) and drains into an instrument volume. There are two 
headers and two instrument volumes, each receiving 
approximately one half of the control rod drive (CRD) 
discharges. The two instrument volumes are connected to a 
common drain line with two valves in series. Each header is 
connected to a common vent line with two valves in series.  
The header piping is sized to receive and contain all the 
water discharged by the CRDs during a scram. The design and 
functions of the SDV are described in Reference 1.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The Design Basis Accident and transient analyses assume all 
the control rods are capable of scramming. The primary 
function of the SDV is to limit the amount of reactor 
coolant discharged during a scram. The acceptance criteria 
for the SDV vent and drain valves are that they operate 
automatically to:

a. Close during scram to limit the amount of reactor 
coolant discharged so that adequate core cooling is 
maintained and offsite doses remain within the limits 
of 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 2); and 

b. Open on scram reset to maintain the SDV vent and drain 
path open so there is sufficient volume to accept the 
reactor coolant discharged during a scram.  

Isolation of the SDV can also be accomplished by manual 
closure of the SDV valves. Additionally, the discharge of 
reactor coolant to the SDV can be terminated by scram reset 
or closure of the HCU manual Isolation valves. For a 
bounding leakage case, the offsite doses are well within the 
limits of 10 CFR 100 (Ref. 2) and adequate core cooling is 
maintained (Ref. 3). The SDV vent and drain valves also 

(continued)
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
B 3.1.8

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

allow continuous drainage of the SDV during normal plant 
operation to ensure the SDV has sufficient capacity 
to contain the reactor coolant discharge during a full core 
scram. To automatically ensure this capacity, a reactor 
scram (LCO 3.3.1.1, OReactor Protection System (RPS) 
Instrumentationn) is initiated if the SDV water level 
exceeds a specified setpoint. The setpoint is chosen such 
that all control rods are inserted before the SDV has 
insufficient volume to accept a full scram.

SDV vent and drain valves satisfy Criterion 3 0f9990 
Oolicy~ S~r-~en-

LCO

APPLICABILITY

The OPERABILITY of all SDV vent and drain valves ensures 
that, during a scram, the SDV vent and drain valves will 
close to contain reactor water discharged to the SDV piping.  
Since the vent and drain lines are provided with two valves 
in series, the single failure of one valve in the open 
position will not impair the isolation function of the 
system. Additionally, the valves are required to be open to 
ensure that a path is available for the SDV piping to drain 
freely at other times.

In MODES 1 and 2,/sram may be required, and therefore, the 
SDV vent and drain valves must be OPERABLE. In MODES 3 
and 4, control rods are-not able to be withdrawn since the 
reactor mode switch is in shutdown and a control rod block is applied. is provides aoftuatie con~rols zo =ensu tht ' 

(IIYasing e c rol rod can by•wlthdr-a pi~so,:du~ring 

MODE-5, only a single control rod can be withdrawn from a 
core cell containing fuel assemblies. Therefore, the SDV 
vent and drain valves are not required to be OPERABLE in 
these MODES since the reactor is subcritical and only one 
rod may be withdrawn and subject to scram.

ACTIONS The ACTIONS able is modified by a Note indicating that a 
separate Condition entry is allowed for each SDV vent and 
drain line. This is acceptable, since the Required Actions 
for each Condition provide appropriate compensatory actions 
for each inoperable SDV line. Complying with the Required 

(continued)
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
B 3.1.8 

BASES 

ACTIONS Actions may allow for continued operation, and subsequent 
(continued) inoperable SDV lines are governed by subsequent Condition 

entry and application of associated Required Actions.  

]oWhen one SDV vent or drain valve is inoperable in one o I more lines, Hn avsDeMrsUrdM = VR•L st-aUO 

level of redundancy n the lines and the low probability o 
a scram occurring during the time the valve(s) are 
inoerabi The SDV is still isolable since the redundant 

S valve in he affected line is OPERABLE. During these 
periods, the single failure criterion may not be preserved, 
and a higher risk exists to allow reactor water out of the 
primar s stem during a scram.  

aIf both valves cn atlne are inoperable, the line must be 
in the lie tcontain the re cd r eactor scramno • •hen a ie- sltd h potenIMalTot -In inadvertent.• 

sDV hihevetl h. level is acceptablesuirincet 
admin is colsle nure te" , alve o b odics 
qucl ybyn a dd icated scramVwhn 2 l onccur wlathe 
valePeros,ne 

line 
ope 

a "-The 8 hour control. This allows any accumulated water 
in the lone to be drained, to preclude a reactor scram on SDV high level. This is acceptable, since the 
administrative controls enuethe valve canbecod 
quickly, by a dedicated opera i scram occurs with the 
vlve open. + 4-kk-• 

C~e8hu Completion Tieto isolate the line is based on 
the low probability of a scram occurring while the line is 
not isolated and unlikelihood of significant CRD seal 
leakage.  

I any quired Action and asso ated Completion Time's not 
the lant must be brought to NODE in which the LX 

(continued)
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INSERT ACTIONS

The ACTIONS Table is modified by a second Note stating that an isolated line 
may be unisolated under administrative control to allow draining and venting 
of the SDV.
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
B 3.1.8

BASES 

ACTIONS L.  

If any Required Action and associated Completion Time is not 
met, the plant must be brought to a MODE in which the LCO 
does not apply. To achieve this status, the plant must be 
brought to MODE 3 within 12 hours. The allowed Completion 
Time of 12 hours is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reach MODE 3 from full power conditions in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.1.8.1 

During normal operation, the SDV vent and drain valves 
should be in the open position (except when performing 
SR 3.1.8.2) to allow for drainage of the SDV piping.  
Verifying that each valve is in the open position ensures 
that the SDV vent and drain valves will perform their 
intended function during normal operation. This SR does not 
require any testing or valve manipulation; rather, it 
involves verification that the valves are in the correct 
position. The 31 day Frequency is based on engineering 
judgment and is consistent with the procedural controls 
governing valve operation, which ensure correct valve 
positions. Improper valve position (closed) would not 
affect the isolation function.

During a scram, the SDV vent and drain valves should close 
to contain the reactor water discharged to the SDV piping.  
Cycling each valve through its complete range of motion 
(closed and open) ensures that the valve will function 
properly during a scram. The 92 day Frequency is based on 
operating experience and takes into account the level of 
redundancy in the system design.  

SR 3.1.8.3 

SR 3.1.8.3 is an integrated test of the SDV vent and drain 
valves to verify total system performance. After receipt of 
a simulated or actual scram signal, the closure of the SDV 
vent and drain valves is verified. The closure time of 

(continued)
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SDV Vent and Drain Valves 
B 3.1.8

BASES

SURVEILLANCE 
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.1.8.3 (continued)

*<• 1 30] seconds after a receipt of a scram signal is based on' 
the bounding leakage case evaluated in the accident 
analysis. Similarly, after receipt of a simulated or actual 
scram reset signal, the opening of the SDV vent and drain 
valves is verified. The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST in 

ILCO 3.3.1.1 and the scram time testing of control rods in 
1. overlap this Surveillance to provide complete 

SOEPh L¶y,'J testing of the assumed safety function. The d|imenhf 
SFrequency is based on the need to perform this Surveillance 

under the conditions that apply during a plant outage and 
the potential for an unplanned transient if the Surveillance 
were performed with the reactor at power. Operating 
experience has shown these components usually pass the 
Surveillance when performed at the menth frequency; 
therefore, the Frequency was concluded to be acceptable from 
a reliability standpoint.

REFERENCES 1. FSAR, Section 14.6.1.1.2dg: 3 
2. 10 CFR 100.  

3. NUREG-0803, "Generic Safety Evaluation Report 
Regarding Integrity of BWR Scram System Piping," 
August 1981.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.1.8 - SDV VENT AND DRAIN VALVES 

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

2. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.  

3. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.  

4. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification. The 
following requirements have been renumbered, where applicable, to reflect these 
changes.  

5. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES 
("A.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change involves reformatting, renumbering, and rewording the existing 
Technical Specifications. The reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process 
involves no technical changes to the existing Technical Specifications. As such, this 
change is administrative in nature and does not impact initiators of analyzed events or 
assumed mitigation of accident or transient events. 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in methods governing normal 
plant operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old 
requirements. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on 
any safety analyses assumptions. This change is administrative in nature. Therefore, 
the change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 
("M.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change provides more stringent requirements for operation of the facility.  
These more stringent requirements do not result in operation that will increase the 
probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter assumptions relative to 
mitigation of an accident or transient event. The more restrictive requirements 
continue to ensure process variables, structures, systems, and components are 
maintained consistent with the safety analyses and licensing basis. 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change does impose different requirements.  
However, these changes are consistent with the assumptions in the safety analyses and 
licensing basis. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no impact on or increases 
the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of the change, each change in 
this category is by definition, providing additional restrictions to enhance plant safety.  
The change maintains requirements within the safety analyses and licensing basis.  
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA. x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the 
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR, 
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will 
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control 
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject 
to the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e), and the plant procedures and 
other plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative 
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to 
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the 
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR 
50.59, no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any 
requirements, and adequate control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this 
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on 
any safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the 
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA. x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

3. (continued) 

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future 
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no reduction 
(significant or insignificant) in a margin of safety will be allowed. Based on 10 CFR 
50.92, the existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, to these 
details proposed for relocation, does not have a specific margin of safety upon which to 
evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent with the BWR ISTS, 
NUREG-1434, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising the Technical 
Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant reduction in 
the margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS 
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS 
("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18 
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not physically impact the plant nor 
does it impact any design or functional requirements of the associated systems. That is, 
the proposed change does not degrade the performance or increase the challenges of 
any safety systems assumed to function in the accident analysis. The proposed change 
does not impact the Surveillance Requirements themselves nor the way in which the 
Surveillances are performed. Additionally, the proposed change does not introduce any 
new accident initiators since no accidents previously evaluated have as their initiators 
anything related to the frequency of surveillance testing. The proposed change does not 
affect the availability of equipment or systems required to mitigate the consequences of 
an accident because of the availability of redundant systems or equipment and because 
other tests performed more frequently will identify potential equipment problems.  
Furthermore, an historical review of surveillance test results indicated that all failures 
identified were unique, non-repetitive, and not related to any time-based failure modes, 
and indicated no evidence of any failures that would invalidate the above conclusions.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not increase 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? 

The proposed change involves a change in the surveillance testing intervals from 18 
months to 24 months. The proposed change does not introduce any failure mechanisms 
of a different type than those previously evaluated since there are no physical changes 
being made to the facility. In addition, the Surveillance Requirements themselves and 
the way Surveillances are performed will remain unchanged. Furthermore, an 
historical review of surveillance test results indicated no evidence of any failures that 
would invalidate the above conclusions. Therefore, the proposed change does not 
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously 
evaluated.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
EXTENDING SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCIES FROM 18 MONTHS TO 24 MONTHS 
FOR SURVEILLANCES OTHER THAN CHANNEL CALIBRATIONS 
("LD.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) (continued) 

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

Although the proposed change will result in an increase in the interval between 
surveillance tests, the impact on system availability is minimal based on other, more 
frequent testing or redundant systems or equipment, and there is no evidence of any 
failures that would impact the availability of the systems. Therefore, the assumptions 
in the licensing basis are not impacted, and the proposed change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 
("R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change relocates requirements and surveillances for structures, systems, 
components or variables that do not meet the criteria for inclusion in Technical 
Specifications as identified in the Application of Selection Criteria to the LaSalle 1 and 
2 Technical Specifications. The affected structures, systems, components or variables 
are not assumed to be initiators of analyzed events and are not assumed to mitigate 
accident or transient events. The requirements and surveillances for these affected 
structures, systems, components or variables will be relocated from the Technical 
Specifications to an appropriate administratively controlled document which will be 
maintained pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. In addition, the affected structures, systems, 
components or variables are addressed in existing surveillance procedures which are 
also controlled by 10 CFR 50.59 and subject to the change control provisions imposed 
by plant administrative procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards.  
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.  

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any 
requirements and adequate control of existing requirements will be maintained. Thus, 
this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on 
any safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the relocated requirements and 
surveillances for the affected structure, system, component or variable remain the same 
as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future changes to these 
requirements or the surveillance procedures will be evaluated per the requirements of 
10 CFR 50.59, no reduction in a margin of safety will be permitted.
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

("R.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions 

3. (continued) 

The existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, in accordance 
with 10 CFR 50.92, to these details proposed for relocation does not have a specific 
margin of safety upon which to evaluate. However, since the proposed change is 
consistent with the BWR ISTS, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, 
revising the Technical Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change allows control rods to be inserted at all times whenever SDM is 
not met in MODE 5. The insertion of control rods is not considered an initiator of any 
accidents previously evaluated, and therefore, will not affect their probability. The 
proposed change will also allow actions to remove fuel bundles, which could result in a 
fuel handling accident. However, the fuel handling accident assumes a bundle is 
dropped, and this change does not increase the probability of a dropped bundle.  
Additionally, the proposed actions allow negative reactivity additions to control the 
event and reduce the consequences. Therefore, the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve new equipment design or operations, but 
provides for compensatory actions to reduce the consequences of a previously analyzed 
event. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change allows operations to add negative reactivity when SDM is below 
the expected levels and results in a more expeditious correction of the required SDM.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not allow operations which would involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change deletes the requirement for inserting insertable control rods in 
core cells with no fuel bundles. Normal control rod movement is not considered an 
initiator of a previously evaluated accident. Therefore, revising actions associated with 
control rod movement will not significantly increase the probability of an accident 
previously evaluated. Furthermore, since the reactivity effect of a control rod in a core 
cell with no fuel bundles is negligible, the lack of this insertion requirement will not 
involve a significant increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant. Movement 
of a control rod with no fuel assemblies in the core cell does not significantly affect the 
core reactivity, and therefore, does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

Considering that the negative reactivity inserted by removing the adjacent four fuel 
assemblies is significantly more than any minimal positive reactivity inserted during 
any movement of the associated control rod, the proposed change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.1 - SHUTDOWN MARGIN 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change deletes a Surveillance Requirement that provides only 
confirmatory information. The change would not affect equipment design or operation 
and involves only a Surveillance of a specified parameter which is not considered as an 
accident initiator. Therefore, the deletion of this Surveillance will not significantly 
increase the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Further, since the 
Surveillance would provide only confirmation of the parameter value for which 
sufficient uncertainties and biases have been adequately considered in the limit 
development, the deletion of the Surveillance will not involve a significant increase in 
the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant or a change in 
the operation. The Surveillance provides only confirmation of an adequately known 
value of a parameter for which sufficient uncertainties and biases have been adequately 
considered in the limit development. Therefore, the change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The SDM limits account for uncertainties and biases, and for fuel cycle changes. The 
required margin is determined by the initial startup test and as corroborated by the 
periodic reactivity anomaly Surveillance (CTS 4.1.2). Therefore, the additional 
Surveillance Requirement provides no additional useful information and the proposed 
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

L. I CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change would increase the ACTION time allowed to evaluate and 
determine the cause of any reactivity anomaly to 72 hours. Such a reactivity anomaly 
is not considered as an initiator of any accidents previously evaluated and therefore 
would not affect their probability. Additionally, substantial margin exists in the 
analysis which predict core reactivity and in those which analyze the accidents.  
Further, adequate SHUTDOWN MARGIN is demonstrated by test prior to determining 
the existence of a reactivity anomaly with regard to the expected reactivity based on 
analysis. Based on experience, any anomalies are expected to be small and slow 
developing, and insignificant with regard to the consequences. Therefore, the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve new equipment, design or operations, but 
provides for additional time to complete the previously approved ACTIONS.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change would allow additional time to determine the cause of any 
reactivity anomaly during which the core parameters may not be as analyzed.  
However, these conditions occur infrequently and any minor decrease in the margin 
during this additional time is offset by not requiring an immediate shutdown which may 
cause a core transient while in this condition. Therefore, the proposed change does not 
allow operations which would involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change revises the activities that result in a requirement to perform the 
Surveillance. The proposed activities are those that could have significantly altered the 
core reactivity and are not readily reversible. Those activities which alter core 
reactivity on a frequent basis as part of the normal operation, such as control rod 
movement are excluded. The performance of this Surveillance does not involve the 
operation of, or change to, any equipment which is assumed as an initiator for any 
analyzed accidents. The excluded operations are previously approved normal activities 
with reversible effects, which do not impact the consequences of any analyzed 
accidents. Therefore, this change will not significantly increase the probability or the 
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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change revises the activities that result in a requirement to perform the 
Surveillance. Not requiring this Surveillance to be performed following core 
alterations which do not significantly affect the core reactivity does not impact the 
ability to maintain the plant within acceptable limits. Therefore, the proposed change 
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.2 - REACTIVITY ANOMALIES 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change revises the Surveillance Frequency for the verification of the 
reactivity difference between the monitored keff and the predicted keff. The proposed 
change continues to provide assurance that plant operation is maintained within the 
assumptions of the DBA and transient analysis. The proposed change in Frequency 
does not involve the operation of, or change to, any equipment assumed to be an 
initiator for any analyzed accidents. Therefore, this change will not significantly 
increase 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The extension in the surveillance test interval is insignificant given that the proposed 
Frequency considers the relatively slow change in core reactivity with exposure, and 
operating experience related to variations in core reactivity. The proposed change does 
not impact the ability of the equipment to maintain the plant within acceptable limits.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change revises the required ACTIONS for the local distribution of 
inoperable control rods to be applicable only when; 1) RTP is below 10%; and 2) the 
rods are in noncompliance with the analyzed rod position sequence. Additionally, 4 
hours is proposed to be allowed for restoration. The applicability of actions associated 
with and the time periods allowed for restoration of inoperable rods are not assumed in 
the initiation of any accidents previously evaluated, and therefore, cannot increase the 
probability of such accidents. The current analyses place no restrictions on the local 
distribution of inoperable control rods for the excluded conditions. Therefore, this 
change does not contribute to an increase in the consequences of previously evaluated 
accidents. Additionally, the extended time for Action does not affect the ability of the 
system to respond to such accidents and also does not contribute to an increase in the 
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? 

The proposed change does not involve new equipment design or operations changes, 
but provides additional time to complete the previously approved actions.  
Furthermore, this change eliminates some required actions for conditions which are 
allowed in the current analysis. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change allows additional time to correct control rod patterns which may 
not be analyzed. However, these conditions occur infrequently. Any safety impact as 
a result of the additional time is offset by allowing sufficient time to perform the 
required activities without undue haste. The safety benefit results from minimizing the 
potential for error and the plant transient associated with a forced shutdown if the 
activities are not completed in the required time. The other changes reflect operational 
allowances that are consistent with assumptions in safety analyses. Therefore, the 
proposed changes do not allow operations which would involve a significant reduction 
in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change revises the time allowed to disarm an inoperable stuck control 
rod. The time period allowed to disarm inoperable rods is not assumed in the initiation 
of any accidents previously evaluated, and therefore, cannot increase the probability of 
such accidents. Additionally, since this change does not affect the actual control rod 
position, and the analysis is insensitive to one inoperable fully withdrawn control rod, 
the extended time for action does not affect the ability of the system to respond to 
accidents. Therefore, this change does not contribute to an increase in the 
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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change allows additional time to disarm an inoperable stuck control rod.  
However, the control rod is in a position allowed by the safety analysis; disarming only 
deters future misoperation and potential damage. Such misoperation is of low 
probability during the time immediately following the original discovery of the 
inoperable control rod. Any safety impact as a result of the additional time is offset by 
allowing sufficient time to perform the required activities without undue haste. The 
safety benefit results from minimizing the potential for error and the plant transient 
associated with a forced shutdown if the activities are not completed in the required 
time. Therefore, the proposed change does not allow operations which would involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change allows unlimited continued operation with one stuck control rod.  
Operation with one stuck control rod is not assumed in the initiation of any accidents 
previously evaluated, and therefore, cannot increase the probability of such accidents.  
Additionally, the current analysis is insensitive to one inoperable fully withdrawn rod 
and one additional single failure. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant 
increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant. The change 
in operation is consistent with current safety analysis assumptions. Therefore, the 
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change is consistent with the assumptions of the current safety analysis.  
The proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety, 
since prompt, regular surveillances will confirm that no more than one control is stuck 
and the SDM is maintained.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.4 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change revises the time allowed to fully insert and disarm an inoperable 
control rod. The period allowed to fully insert and disarm inoperable rods is not 
assumed in the initiation of any accidents previously evaluated and therefore cannot 
increase the probability of such accidents. Additionally, the extended time for action 
does not affect the ability of the system to respond to such accidents, since a single 
control rod is assumed to be withdrawn in the accident analyses. Therefore, this 
change does not involve a significant increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change allows additional time to insert and disarm inoperable control 
rods. However, the control rod is assumed to be fully withdrawn in the accident 
analysis. Any safety impact as a result of this additional time is offset by allowing 
sufficient time to perform the required activities without undue haste. The safety 
benefit results from minimizing the potential for error and the plant transient associated 
with a forced shutdown if the activities are not completed in the required time.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not allow operations which would involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.5 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change extends the Surveillance Frequency for partially withdrawn 
control rods. The change does not affect equipment design or operation. The affected 
Surveillance is not considered to be an accident initiator. Therefore, this change will 
not significantly increase the probability of an accident previously evaluated.  
Furthermore, extension of the Surveillance Frequency will not impact the ability of the 
system to perform its function following an accident. Therefore, the change will not 
involve a significant increase in the 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? 

The extension of the Surveillance Frequency does not involve physical modification to 
the plant and does not introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, the change does 
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated.  

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

The change in the Surveillance Frequency only provides a minor reduction in the 
probability of finding an inoperable control rod. Most of the control rods will continue 
to be tested on the current Frequency. However, if one stuck rod is identified, all rods 
must be checked promptly. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 5



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.6 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change replaces the daily control rod notch test with one performed once 
within 24 hours. The intent of the current daily test of control rods is to ensure that a 
generic problem does not exist and that control rod insertion capability remains. The 
proposed single performance within 24 hours provides the information to be used in 
determining whether a generic problem exists and control rod insertion capability 
remains.  

The proposed change does not affect an accident precursor and, therefore, does not 
involve a significant increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated.  
The proposed Frequency change for the control rod notch test will still provide the 
operator with necessary information to be used in determining whether control rod 
insertion capability remains. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a 
significant increase in the 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? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modifications to the plant.  

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

The performance of the test once within 24 hours, instead of the current daily test, is an 
adequate indicator of system problems without having to perform additional, 
unnecessary testing. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 6



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.7 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change provides an extended time to perform a SDM Surveillance after 
identifying a stuck rod. A single control rod stuck in a withdrawn position does not 
affect the capability of the remaining OPERABLE control rods to provide the required 
scram and shutdown reactivity. Therefore, this extended time frame to perform the 
Surveillance will not significantly increase the probability of an accident previously 
evaluated. Furthermore, since the remaining OPERABLE control rods provide the 
required scram and shutdown reactivity, this change will not involve a significant 
increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, the change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

A notch test is promptly performed (within 24 hours) for each of the remaining 
withdrawn control rods to ensure no additional control rods are stuck. With this 
assurance the extension of the time allowed to demonstrate SHUTDOWN MARGIN 
provides a reasonable time to confirm that the SDM is still maintained. This result is 
expected because prior analysis includes sufficient uncertainties and biases to account 
for the stuck rod. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.8 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change deletes the requirement for increased frequency of control rod 
testing when three or more rods exceed the maximum scram time. The frequency of 
scram time testing control rods is not assumed in the initiation of any accidents 
previously evaluated and therefore cannot increase the probability of such accidents.  
Additionally, the current analysis provides sufficient margin to account for the 
proposed allowances of slow and inoperable control rods. Therefore, this change will 
not involve a significant increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant or a change in 
the operation. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change is consistent with the assumptions of the current safety analysis 
and therefore does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.9 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change deletes the requirements for control rod coupling during the 
refueling mode. During refueling only one control rod is allowed to be withdrawn 
from core cells containing fuel assemblies. Therefore, the coupling requirements 
provide no required protection and the elimination does not increase the probability of a 
previously evaluated accident. Additionally, the remaining requirements provide 
controls consistent with the assumptions of the current analysis. Therefore, this change 
will not involve a significant increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, the change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change removes uncredited controls and is consistent with the 
assumptions of the current safety analysis. Therefore, the proposed change does not 
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L. 10 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change would increase the time allowed to accomplish recoupling, allow 
bypassing of the RWM to recouple, and remove the restriction for a single attempt to 
recouple. These restrictions on recoupling control rods are not assumed in the 
initiation of any accidents previously evaluated. Therefore, changes to these 
restrictions cannot increase the probability of such accidents. Additionally, the 
proposed ACTION does not affect the ability of the systems to respond to such 
accidents since a number of inoperable control rods are assumed in the accident 
analyses. Therefore, the change does not contribute to an increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce an new mode of operation. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change removes unnecessary restrictions which may prevent an 
unnecessary shutdown and is consistent with the assumptions of the current safety 
analysis. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L.11 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The requirement to demonstrate the affected control rod does not go to the overtravel 
position to verify recoupling is not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event.  
This requirement was specified in the Technical Specifications to ensure recoupling was 
positively verified. The proposed deletion of this explicit requirement is considered 
acceptable since SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate 
OPERABILITY after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In 
this case, SR 3.0.1 would require SR 3.1.3.5 to be performed which verifies the 
affected control rod does not go to the withdrawn overtravel position. As a result, the 
accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will 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? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

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

The proposed deletion of the explicit requirement to demonstrate a recoupled control 
rod does not go to the withdrawn overtravel position is considered acceptable since 
SR 3.0.1 requires the appropriate SRs to be performed to demonstrate OPERABILITY 
after restoration of a component that caused the SR to be failed. In this case, SR 3.0.1 
would require SR 3.1.3.5 to be performed which verifies the affected control rod does 
not go to the withdrawn overtravel position. As a result, the existing requirement to 
verify control rod coupling integrity after recoupling of the affected control rod is 
maintained. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin 
of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L. 12 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The method used to verify control rod coupling is not assumed to be an initiator of any 
analyzed event. The change continues to require control rod coupling to be verified.  
SR 3.1.3.5 requires all fully withdrawn rods be subjected to verification of coupling by 
the overtravel test. SR 3.1.3.5 also requires the overtravel test to be performed prior 
to declaring a control rod OPERABLE after work on a control rod or CRD System that 
could affect coupling. As a result, the consequences of an event occurring due to a 
control rod being uncoupled are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will 
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? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

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

A margin of safety is not reduced. A response to control rod motion on nuclear 
instrumentation is indicative that a control rod is following its drive but gives no 
indication as to whether a control rod is coupled. Likewise, failure to have a response 
to rod motion on nuclear instrumentation does not indicate that a rod is uncoupled.  
Although operators will continue to monitor nuclear instrumentation response during 
control rod motion, the results are insufficiently conclusive to use the results as a 
surveillance test for the verification of rod coupling. SR 3.1.3.5 requires all fully 
withdrawn rods be subjected to verification of coupling by the overtravel test. The 
overtravel test provides a positive check of coupling integrity since only an uncoupled 
control rod can go to the overtravel position. SR 3.1.3.5 also requires the overtravel 
test to be performed prior to declaring a control rod OPERABLE after work on a 
control rod or CRD System than could affect coupling. Therefore, control rod 
coupling integrity is still adequately verified and this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L. 13 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The control rod position indication system is not assumed in the initiation of any 
analyzed event. The requirement to verify no rod drift alarm every 12 hours if the 
control rod is at a position without an operable position indication does not need to be 
explicitly stated in the Technical Specifications. The control rod position test required 
by SR 3.1.3.1 ensures the position is known every 24 hours. If the position is not 
known, then the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable control rods in 
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.3. As a result, accident consequences are 
unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will 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? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

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

The proposed deletion of the requirement to verify no rod drift alarm every 12 hours if 
the control rod is at a position without an operable position indication does not impact 
any margin of safety. The control rod position test required by SR 3.1.3.1 ensures the 
position indication must be available and is performed every 24 hours. If the position 
is not known, the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable control rods in 
accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.3. In addition, position of the control rods 
is indicated in the control room, as well as the rod drift alarm. Operators would be 
aware if a rod drifted. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction 
in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L. 14 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The control rod position indication system is not assumed in the initiation of any 
analyzed event. The requirement to determine the control rod position indication 
system is OPERABLE by the performance of the control rod movement and control rod 
coupling verification surveillances, and by verifying full-in position indicators prior to 
startup and when a control rod is fully inserted does not need to be explicitly stated in 
the Technical Specifications. To perform control rod movement tests required by 
SR 3.1.3.2 and SR 3.1.3.3 and control rod coupling verifications required by 
SR 3.1.3.5, position indication must be available. If position indication is not 
available, these tests cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for 
inoperable control rods in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.3. As a result, 
accident consequences are unaffected by this change. Therefore, this change will 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? 

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated is not created because the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of 
plant operation and does not involve physical modification to the plant.  

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

The proposed deletion of the requirement to determine the control rod position 
indication system is OPERABLE by the performance of the control rod movement and 
control rod coupling verification surveillances, and by verifying full-in position 
indicators prior to startup and when a control rod is fully inserted does not impact any 
margin of safety. To perform control rod movement tests required by SR 3.1.3.2 and 
SR 3.1.3.3 and control rod coupling verifications required by SR 3.1.3.5, position 
indication must be available. If position indication is not OPERABLE, these tests 
cannot be satisfied and the appropriate actions must be taken for inoperable control

LaSalle 1 and 2 14



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.3 - CONTROL ROD OPERABILITY 

L. 14 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

rods in accordance with the ACTIONS of ITS 3.1.3. As a result, position indication 
will be maintained OPERABLE to satisfy the associated SRs of Specification 3.1.3 
without the need for explicit position indication requirements in the Technical 
Specifications. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change modifies the Surveillance Frequency for scram time testing of all 
control rods. The change does not affect equipment design or operation. The affected 
Surveillance is not considered to be an initiator of any analyzed event. Therefore, this 
change does not significantly increase the probability of a previously analyzed accident.  
This change only requires control rod scram time testing for a control rod following 
fuel movement in the associated core cell instead of testing all of the control rods 
following CORE ALTERATIONS. This change is acceptable since the intent of testing 
all of the control rods following CORE ALTERATIONS (except for normal control rod 
movement) ensures the overall negative reactivity insertion rate is maintained following 
refueling activities that may impact a significant number of control rods (e.g., CRD 
replacement, CRDM overhaul, or movement of fuel in the core cell). When only a 
few control rods have been impacted by fuel movement, the effect on the overall 
negative reactivity insertion rate is insignificant. Scram time testing will still be 
required for the control rod(s) affected by any fuel movement. It is expected that 
during a refueling outage, all control rods will be affected. Therefore, this change does 
not impact safety analysis assumptions and does not involve a significant increase in the 
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? 

The modification of the Surveillance Frequency does not involve physical modification 
to the plant and does not introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, the change 
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated.  

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

The change in the Surveillance Frequency only requires scram time testing of those 
control rods affected by fuel movement. The impact, as a result of this change, on the 
negative reactivity insertion rate is insignificant since certain fuel movements may only 
impact a small percentage of control rods. In this condition, the proposed change 
requires scram time testing of the affected control rods. Scram time testing of all 
control rods is still required following a refueling outage where the negative reactivity 
insertion rate of a large number of control rods could have been impacted since it is 
expected that all control rods will be affected. In addition, this change is
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.4 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM TIMES 

L. 1 CHANGE 

3. (continued) 

considered acceptable since the most common outcome of the performance of a 
Surveillance is the successful demonstration that the acceptance criteria are satisfied.  
This change reduces the amount of control rod testing, thereby, increasing control rod 
reliability. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change revises the declared status of control rods with an inoperable 
accumulator, and extends the time to make the declaration. Inoperable accumulators 
are not considered initiators for any accidents previously evaluated, and therefore, 
cannot increase the probability of such accidents. Additionally, the current analysis 
provides sufficient margin to account for the proposed allowances of slow and 
inoperable control rods. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase 
in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant. The change 
in the operation is consistent with current safety analysis assumptions. Therefore, the 
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change is consistent with the assumptions of the current safety analysis.  
Since the reactor pressure and/or charging water header pressure is sufficient to provide 
the scram function of the control rods, the proposed change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.5 - CONTROL ROD SCRAM ACCUMULATORS 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change would allow a short time to attempt to return inoperable 
accumulators to service if reactor pressure is sufficiently high to support control rod 
insertion without support from the accumulator. The most likely cause of this 
condition also has a high probability of prompt correction. This change may include 
some marginal increase in the probability of an event during this additional time, but 
this probability increase would be more than offset by the decrease in probability of an 
event due to the removal of the requirement to initiate a reactor shutdown transient if 
the condition is corrected. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant 
increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Additionally, the 
proposed actions are the same as the current actions except for the additional time 
allowed, therefore the actions have been previously considered and this change will not 
involve a significant increase in the consequence 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical modification to the plant or a change in 
the operation. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change is consistent with the assumptions of the current safety analysis 
and provides for consistent actions, but allows sufficient time to restore 
OPERABILITY and prevent a transient. Therefore, this change does not involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.6 - ROD PATITERN CONTROL 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change deletes the requirements for Standby Liquid Control (SLC) 
System OPERABILITY during refueling. The SLC System is not assumed to initiate 
any previously evaluated events and, therefore, the proposed change will not affect the 
probability of a previously analyzed accident. The SLC System is not assumed to 
operate in the mitigation of any previously analyzed accident assumed to occur during 
refueling. Therefore, the proposed change does not contribute to an increase in the 
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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant and does not 
introduce a new mode of operation. Therefore, this change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

The proposed change removes a backup to the available systems for reactivity control 
during plant shutdown conditions. However, this backup is not considered in the 
margin of safety when determining the required reactivity for refueling events.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not allow operations which would involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The current monthly requirement to start both SLC pumps and recirculate 
demineralized water to the test tank is proposed to be deleted. There is no reason that 
the pumps should require testing every 30 days based on previous surveillance history.  
The testing required by the Inservice Test Program, 10 CFR 50.55a, and proposed SR 
3.1.7.7 provides adequate assurance that the pumps will perform their required 
function. Eliminating the more frequent monthly testing, based on the performance 
history of the SLC pumps and the continued testing in accordance with the Inservice 
Testing Program, 10 CFR 50.55a, and SR 3.1.7.7, will ensure the reliability of the 
SLC pumps to perform their required function. Therefore, since reliability of the 
pumps will not be affected, this change will 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? 

The change only involves elimination of unnecessary testing of the SLC pumps. The 
reliability of the pumps will be maintained in accordance with the Inservice Testing 
Program, 10 CFR 50.55a, and proposed SR 3.1.7.7. The possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated is not created because 
the proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
involve physical modification to the plant.  

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

The proposed change eliminates unnecessary testing of the SLC pumps. The reliability 
of the pumps will be maintained through testing in accordance with the Inservice 
Testing Program, 10 CFR 50.55a, and proposed SR 3.1.7.7. In that the reliability of 
the pumps will not be affected by elimination of the monthly testing, no significant 
reduction in a margin of safety is involved with this change.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

This change would remove a specific restriction to perform Surveillances of the 
Standby Liquid Control (SLC) System during shutdown. The SLC System is not 
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change 
does not significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The appropriate plant 
conditions for performance of the Surveillance will continue to be controlled to assure 
the potential consequences are not significantly increased. This control method has 
been previously determined to be acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04.  
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any 
previously analyzed accident.  

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

This change removes a specific restriction on the plant conditions for performing 
Surveillances but does not change the method of performance. The appropriate plant 
conditions for performance of the Surveillances will continue to be controlled to assure 
the possibility for a new or different kind of accident are not created. This control 
method has been previously determined to be acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 
91-04. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind 
of accident from any previously analyzed accident.  

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

The margin of safety considered in determining the appropriate plant conditions for 
performing the Surveillances will continue to be controlled to assure that there is no 
significant reduction. This control method has been previously determined to be 
acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. Therefore, the change does not 
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.7 - STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL SYSTEM 

L.4 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change would delete a redundant portion of a specific Surveillance. The 
remaining Surveillance of the SLC System provides sufficient assurance that the system 
will operate as designed. The SLC System is not assumed to initiate any previously 
evaluated events and therefore the proposed change will not affect the probability of a 
previously analyzed accident. The deletion of the Surveillance does not affect the 
capability of the system to operate in the mitigation of any previously analyzed 
accidents since another Surveillance provides assurance of that capability. Therefore, 
the proposed change does not contribute to an increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical modification to the plant or a new 
mode of operation and therefore does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change would remove a backup verification of an alternate method to 
determine the availability of the system. However, this backup is not considered in the 
margin of safety when determining the required reactivity for refueling events.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not allow operations which would involve a 
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.1.8 - SDV VENT AND DRAIN VALVES 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
CTS: 3/4.1.3.8 - CONTROL ROD DRIVE HOUSING SUPPORT 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The CRD housing support restricts the outward movement of a control rod to less than 
3.65 inches in the extremely remote event of a CRD housing failure. The CRD 
housing support is not an accident initiator or precursor and, as such, cannot contribute 
to an increase in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The relocation of 
this Specification does not result in the removal of the requirement to verify proper 
installation of the CRD housing support. Plant configuration management controls 
ensure through post-maintenance testing and inspections that the proper configuration 
for the CRD housing supports is maintained. These controls are currently in place and 
are used to ensure this system and other plant systems are properly configured prior to 
being considered OPERABLE for plant operation. Based on the controls that the plant 
has in place to ensure the CRD housing support is properly installed, the change does 
not involve a significant increase in the 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? 

The proposed change does not involve physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change does not impose requirements different 
from those being used for normal post-maintenance inspections to ensure the CRD 
housing support is properly installed. The proposed change will rely on plant 
configuration management controls to ensure that this system and other plant systems 
are returned to their design configuration condition. Thus, this change does not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
CTS: 3/4.1.3.8 - CONTROL ROD DRIVE HOUSING SUPPORT 

L. 1 CHANGE (continued) 

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

The CRD housing support Technical Specification ensures proper installation of this 
system during MODES 1, 2, and 3. The installation checks are performed while the 
plant is shutdown and are necessary only after work has been done to alter the system 
configuration. These post-maintenance checks are currently performed by procedural 
control on this and other plant systems. The use of present plant configuration 
management controls will ensure that these systems meet design requirements.  
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
CTS: 3/4.1.6 - ECONOMIC GENERATION CONTROL SYSTEM 

There were no plant specific less restrictive changes identified for this Specification.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
ITS: SECTION 3.1 - REACTIVITY CONTROL SYSTEMS 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specification change for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring 
environmental assessment, determined it meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth 
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and as such, has determined that no irreversible consequences exist in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(b). This determination is based on the fact that this change is 
being proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR which changes a 
requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility component located within the 
restricted area, as defined in 10 CFR 20, or which changes an inspection or a surveillance 
requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria: 

1. The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.  

As demonstrated in the No Significant Hazards Consideration, this proposed 
amendment does not involve any significant hazards consideration.  

2. There is no significant change in the type or significant increase in the amounts of any 
effluents that may be released offsite.  

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the 
facility. There .will be no change in the level of controls or methodology used for 
processing of radioactive effluents or handling of solid radioactive waste, nor will the 
proposal result in any change in the normal radiation levels within the plant.  
Therefore, there will be no change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of 
any effluents released offsite resulting from this change.  

3. There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation 
exposure.  

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the 
facility which impact radiation exposure. There will be no change in the level of 
controls or methodology used for processing of radioactive effluents or handling of 
solid radioactive waste, nor will the proposal result in any change in the normal 
radiation levels within the plant. Therefore, there will be no increase in individual or 
cumulative occupational radiation exposure resulting from this change.  

Therefore, based upon the above evaluation, ComEd has concluded that no irreversible 
consequences exist with the proposed change.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



APLHGR 
3.2.1

3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3.2.1 AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR)

LCO 3.2.1 

APPLICABILITY:

All APLHGRs shall be less than or equal to the limits 
specified in the COLR.  

THERMAL POWER > 25% RTP.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Any APLHGR not within A.1 Restore APLHGR(s) to 2 hours 
limits. within limits.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 4 hours 
associated Completion to < 25% RTP.  
Time not met.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.2.1.1 Verify all APLHGRs are less than or equal Once within 
to the limits specified in the COLR. 12 hours after 

> 25% RTP 

AND 

24 hours 
thereafter

LaSalle 1 and 2 3.2.1-1 Amendment No.



3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3.2.2 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR)

LCO 3.2.2 

APPLICABILITY:

All MCPRs shall be greater than or equal to the MCPR 
operating limits specified in the COLR.  

THERMAL POWER > 25% RTP.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Any MCPR not within A.1 Restore MCPR(s) to 2 hours 
limits, within limits.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 4 hours 
associated Completion to < 25% RTP.  
Time not met.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.2.2.1 Verify all MCPRs are greater than or equal Once within 
to the limits specified in the COLR. 12 hours after 

> 25% RTP 

AND 

24 hours 
thereafter 

(continued)
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MCPR 
3.2.2
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MCPR 
3.2.2

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE

SR 3.2.2.2 Determine the MCPR limits.

FREQUENCY
I4

Once within 
72 hours after 
each completion 
of SR 3.1.4.1 

AND 

Once within 
72 hours after 
each completion 
of SR 3.1.4.2 

AND 

Once within 
72 hours after 
each completion 
of SR 3.1.4.4

I _____________________________________________________________

LaSalle 1 and 2 3.2.2-2 Amendment No.



3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3.2.3 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR)

LCO 3.2.3 

APPLICABILITY:

All LHGRs shall be less than or equal to the limits 
specified in the COLR.  

THERMAL POWER > 25% RTP.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Any LHGR not within A.1 Restore LHGR(s) to 2 hours 
limits, within limits.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 4 hours 
associated Completion to < 25% RTP.  
Time not met.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.2.3.1 Verify all LHGRs are less than or equal to Once within 
the limits specified in the COLR. 12 hours after 

> 25% RTP 

AND 

24 hours 
thereafter

LaSalle 1 and 2 Amendment No.
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APLHGR 
B 3.2.1

B 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

B 3.2.1 AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR) 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The APLHGR is a measure of the average LHGR of all the fuel 
rods in a fuel assembly at any axial location. Limits on 
the APLHGR are specified to ensure that criteria specified 
in 10 CFR 50.46 are met during the postulated design basis 
loss of coolant accident (LOCA). Additionally, for GE fuel 
types, APLHGR limits are specified to ensure that the fuel 
design limits identified in Reference 1 are not exceeded 
during anticipated operational occurrences (AOOs).

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
Design Basis Accidents (DBAs) that determine APLHGR limits 
are presented in UFSAR, Chapters 4, 6, and 15, and in 
References 1 and 2.

LOCA analyses are performed to ensure that the APLHGR limits 
are adequate to meet the peak cladding temperature (PCT) and 
maximum oxidation limits of 10 CFR 50.46. The analysis is 
performed using calculational models that are consistent 
with the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix K. A complete 
discussion of the analysis code is provided in References 1 
and 2. The PCT following a postulated LOCA is a function of 
the average heat generation rate of all the rods of a fuel 
assembly at any axial location and is not strongly 
influenced by the rod to rod power distribution within an 
assembly. A conservative multiplier is applied to the LHGR 
and APLHGR assumed in the LOCA analysis to account for the 
uncertainty associated with the measurement of the APLHGR.  
For GE fuel, the APLHGR limits specified are equivalent to 
the LHGR of the highest powered fuel rod assumed in the LOCA 
analysis divided by the minimum anticipated local peaking 
factor. For Siemens Power Corporation fuel, APLHGR limits 
are typically set high enough such that the LHGR limits are 
more limiting than the APLHGR limits.  

For single recirculation loop operation, a conservative 
multiplier is applied to the exposure dependent APLHGR 
limits for two loop operation. This additional limitation 
is due to the conservative analysis assumption of an earlier 

(continued)
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APLHGR 
B 3.2.1

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

departure from nucleate boiling with one recirculation loop 
available, resulting in a more severe cladding heatup during 
a LOCA.

For GE fuel types, the APLHGR limits also incorporate the 
results of the fuel design limits. The analytical methods 
and assumptions used in evaluating the fuel design limits 
are presented in the UFSAR, Chapters 4, 6, and 15, and in 
Reference 1. Fuel design evaluations are performed to 
demonstrate that the 1% limit on the fuel cladding plastic 
strain and other fuel design limits described in Reference 1 
are not exceeded during AOOs for operation with LHGR up to 
the operating limit LHGR. APLHGR limits are equivalent to 
the LHGR limit for each fuel rod divided by the local 
peaking factor of the fuel assembly. APLHGR limits are 
developed as a function of exposure and the various 
operating core flow and power states to ensure adherence to 
fuel design limits during the limiting AQOs.  

The APLHGR satisfies Criterion 2 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).  

LCO The APLHGR limits specified in the COLR are the result of 
fuel design, DBA, and transient analyses. For two 
recirculation loops operating, the limit is dependent on 
exposure. With only one recirculation loop in operation, in 
conformance with the requirements of LCO 3.4.1, 
"Recirculation Loops Operating," the limit is determined by 
multiplying the exposure dependent APLHGR limit by a 
conservative multiplier determined by a specific single 
recirculation loop analysis.  

APPLICABILITY The APLHGR limits are primarily derived from fuel design 
evaluations and LOCA and transient analyses that are assumed 
to occur at high power levels. Studies and operating 
experience have shown that as power is reduced, the margin 
to the required APLHGR limits increases. This trend 
continues down to the power range of 5% to 15% RTP when 
entry into MODE 2 occurs. When in MODE 2, the intermediate 
range monitor (IRM) scram function and the average power 
range monitor (APRM) scram function provide prompt scram 
initiation during any significant transient, thereby 
effectively removing any APLHGR limit compliance concern in 

(continued)
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APLHGR 
B 3.2.1 

BASES 

APPLICABILITY MODE 2. Therefore, at THERMAL POWER levels ! 25% RTP, the 
(continued) reactor operates with margin to the APLHGR limits; thus, 

this LCO is not required.  

ACTIONS A.1 

If any APLHGR exceeds the required limits, an assumption 
regarding an initial condition of the DBA and transient 
analyses may not be met. Therefore, prompt action is taken 
to restore the APLHGR(s) to within the required limits such 
that the plant will be operating within analyzed conditions 
and within the design limits of the fuel rods. The 2 hour 
Completion Time is sufficient to restore the APLHGR(s) to 
within its limits and is acceptable based on the low 
probability of a transient or DBA occurring simultaneously 
with the APLHGR out of specification.  

B.1 

If the APLHGR cannot be restored to within its required 
limits within the associated Completion Time, the plant must 
be brought to a MODE or other specified condition in which 
the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, THERMAL 
POWER must be reduced to < 25% RTP within 4 hours. The 
allowed Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce THERMAL POWER to < 25% RTP in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

APLHGRs are required to be initially calculated within 
12 hours after THERMAL POWER is Ž 25% RTP and then every 
24 hours thereafter. They are compared to the specified 
limits in the COLR to ensure that the reactor is operating 
within the assumptions of the safety analysis. The 24 hour 
Frequency is based on both engineering judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of changes in power distribution 
under normal conditions. The 12 hour allowance after 
THERMAL POWER Ž 25% RTP is achieved is acceptable given the 
large inherent margin to operating limits at low power 
levels.  

(continued)
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APLHGR 
B 3.2.1

BASES (continued)

REFERENCES 1. NEDO-24011-P-A, "General Electric Standard Application 
for Reactor Fuel," (as specified in Technical 
Specification 5.6.5).  

2. EMF-94-217(NP), Revision 1, "Boiling Water Reactor 
Licensing Methodology Summary," November 1995.

LaSalle 1 and 2 B 3.2.1-4 Revision No.



MCPR 
B 3.2.2

B 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

B 3.2.2 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR) 

BASES

BACKGROUND MCPR is a ratio of the fuel assembly power that would result 
in the onset of boiling transition to the actual fuel 
assembly power. The MCPR Safety Limit (SL) is set such that 
99.9% of the fuel rods are expected to avoid boiling 
transition if the limit is not violated (refer to the Bases 
for SL 2.1.1.2). The operating limit MCPR is established to 
ensure that no fuel damage results during anticipated 
operational occurrences (AOOs). Although fuel damage does 
not necessarily occur if a fuel rod actually experiences 
boiling transition (Ref. 1), the critical power at which 
boiling transition is calculated to occur has been adopted 
as a fuel design criterion.

The onset of transition boiling is a phenomenon that is 
readily detected during the testing of various fuel bundle 
designs. Based on these experimental data, correlations 
have been developed to predict critical bundle power (i.e., 
the bundle power level at the onset of transition boiling) 
for a given set of plant parameters (e.g., reactor vessel 
pressure, flow, and subcooling). Because plant operating 
conditions and bundle power levels are monitored and 
determined relatively easily, monitoring the MCPR is a 
convenient way of ensuring that fuel failures due to 
inadequate cooling do not occur.

APPLICABLE 
"SAFETY ANALYSES

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
the AOOs to establish the operating limit MCPR are presented 
in References 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. To ensure that 
the MCPR SL is not exceeded during any transient event that 
occurs with moderate frequency, limiting transients have 
been analyzed to determine the largest reduction in critical 
power ratio (CPR). The types of transients evaluated are 
loss of flow, increase in pressure and power, positive 
reactivity insertion, and coolant temperature decrease. The 
limiting transient yields the largest change in CPR (ACPR).  
When the largest ACPR is added to the MCPR SL, the required 
operating limit MCPR is obtained.

(continued)
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MCPR 
B 3.2.2 

BASES 

APPLICABLE The MCPR operating limits derived from the transient 
SAFETY ANALYSES analysis are dependent on the operating core flow and power 

(continued) state (MCPRf and MCPRp, respectively) to ensure adherence to 
fuel design limits during the worst transient that occurs 
with moderate frequency as identified in the UFSAR, Chapter 
15 (Ref. 5).  

Flow dependent MCPR limits are determined by steady state 
thermal hydraulic methods with key physics response inputs 
benchmarked using the three dimensional BWR simulator code 
(Ref. 8) and the multichannel thermal hydraulic code 
(Ref. 9) to analyze slow flow runout transients on a 
cycle-specific basis. For core flows less than rated, the 
established MCPR operating limit is adjusted to provide 
protection of the MCPR SL in the event of an uncontrolled 
recirculation flow increase to the physical limit of the 
pump. Protection is provided for manual and automatic flow 
control by applying appropriate flow dependent MCPR 
operating limits. The MCPR operating limit for a given 
power/flow state is the greater of the rated conditions MCPR 
operating limit or the power dependent MCPR operating limit.  
For automatic flow control, in addition to protecting the 
MCPR SL during the flow run-up event, protection is provided 
by the flow dependent MCPR operating limit to prevent 
exceeding the rated flow MCPR operating limit during an 
automatic flow increase to rated core flow.  

Power dependent MCPR limits (MCPRp) are determined on a 
cycle-specific basis. These limits are established to 
protect the core from plant transients other than core flow 
increases, including pressurization and local control rod 
withdrawal events.  

The MCPR satisfies Criterion 2 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).  

LCO The MCPR operating limits specified in the COLR are the 
result of the Design Basis Accident (DBA) and transient 
analysis. MCPR operating limits which include the effects 
of analyzed equipment out-of-service are also included in 
the COLR. The MCPR operating limits are determined by the 
larger of the MCPRf and MCPRp limits.  

(continued)
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MC 
PR

MCPR 
B 3.2.2 

BASES (continued) 

APPLICABILITY The MCPR operating limits are primarily derived from 
transient analyses that are assumed to occur at high power 
levels. Below 25% RTP, the reactor is operating at a slow 
recirculation pump speed and the moderator void ratio is 
small. Surveillance of thermal limits below 25% RTP is 
unnecessary due to the inherent margin that ensures that the 
MCPR SL is not exceeded even if a limiting transient occurs.  

Studies of the variation of limiting transient behavior have 
been performed over the range of power and flow conditions.  
These studies (Ref. 5) encompass the range of key actual 
plant parameter values important to typically limiting 
transients. The results of these studies demonstrate that a 
margin is expected between performance and the MCPR 
requirements, and that margins increase as power is reduced 
to 25% RTP. This trend is expected to continue to the 5% to 
15% power range when entry into MODE 2 occurs. When in 
MODE 2, the intermediate range monitor (IRM) and average 
power range monitor (APRM) provide rapid scram initiation 
for any significant power increase transient, which 
effectively eliminates any MCPR compliance concern.  
Therefore, at THERMAL POWER levels < 25% RTP, the reactor is 
operating with substantial margin to the MCPR limits and 
this LCO is not required.  

ACTIONS A.__ 

If any MCPR is outside the required limits, an assumption 
regarding an initial condition of the design basis transient 
analyses may not be met. Therefore, prompt action should be 
taken to restore the MCPR(s) to within the required limits 
such that the plant remains operating within analyzed 
conditions. The 2 hour Completion Time is normally 
sufficient to restore the MCPR(s) to within its limits and 
is acceptable based on the low probability of a transient or 
DBA occurring simultaneously with the MCPR out of 
specification.  

B.1 

If the MCPR cannot be restored to within the required limits 
within the associated Completion Time, the plant must be 
brought to a MODE or other specified condition in which the 
LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, THERMAL POWER 

(continued)
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MCPR 
B 3.2.2 

BASES 

ACTIONS B.1 (continued) 

must be reduced to < 25% RTP within 4 hours. The allowed 
Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce THERMAL POWER to < 25% RTP in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.2.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

The MCPR is required to be initially calculated within 
12 hours after THERMAL POWER is > 25% RTP and then every 
24 hours thereafter. It is compared to the specified limits 
in the COLR to ensure that the reactor is operating within 
the assumptions of the safety analysis. The 24 hour 
Frequency is based on both engineering judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of changes in power distribution 
during normal operation. The 12 hour allowance after 
THERMAL POWER reaches > 25% RTP is acceptable given the 
inherent margin to operating limits at low power levels.  

SR 3.2.2.2 

Because the transient analyses may take credit for 
conservatism in the control rod scram speed performance, it 
must be demonstrated that the specific scram speed 
distribution is consistent with that used in the transient 
analyses. SR 3.2.2.2 determines the actual scram speed 
distribution and compares it with the assumed distribution.  
The MCPR operating limit is then determined based either on 
the applicable limit associated with scram times of 
LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram Times," or the realistic scram 
times. The scram time dependent MCPR limits are contained 
in the COLR. This determination must be performed within 72 
hours after each set of control rod scram time tests 
required by SR 3.1.4.1, SR 3.1.4.2, and SR 3.1.4.4 because 
the effective scram speed distribution may change during the 
cycle or after maintenance that could affect scram times.  
The 72 hour Completion Time is acceptable due to the 
relatively minor changes in the actual control rod scram 
speed distribution expected during the fuel cycle.  

(continued)
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MCPR 
B 3.2.2 

BASES (continued) 

REFERENCES 1. NUREG-0562, June 1979.  

2. NEDE-24011-P-A, "General Electric Standard Application 
for Reactor Fuel" (as specified in Technical 
Specification 5.6.5).  

3. UFSAR, Chapter 4.  

4. UFSAR, Chapter 6.  

5. UFSAR, Chapter 15.  

6. EMF-94-217(NP) , Revision 1, "Boiling Water Reactor 
Licensing Methodology Summary," November 1995.  

7. NFSR-0091, Benchmark of CASMO/MICROBURN BWR Nuclear 
Design Methods, Commonwealth Edison Topical Report, 
(as specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

8. XN-NF-80-19(P)(A), Volume 1, Exxon Nuclear Methodology 
for Boiling Water Reactors-Neutronic Methods for 
Design and Analysis, (as specified in Technical 
Specification 5.6.5).  

9. XN-NF-80-19(P)(A), Volume 3, Exxon Nuclear Methodology 
for Boiling Water Reactors-THERMEX Thermal Limits 
Methodology Summary Description, (as specified in 
Technical Specification 5.6.5).
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LHGR 
B 3.2.3

B 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

B 3.2.3 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR) 

BASES

BACKGROUND

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES

The LHGR is a measure of the heat generation rate of a fuel 
rod in a fuel assembly at any axial location. Limits on the 
LHGR are specified to ensure that fuel design limits are not 
exceeded anywhere in the core during normal operation, 
including anticipated operational occurrences (AOOs).  
Exceeding the LHGR limit could potentially result in fuel 
damage and subsequent release of radioactive materials.  
Fuel design limits are specified to ensure that fuel system 
damage, fuel rod failure or inability to cool the fuel does 
not occur during the normal operations and anticipated 
operating conditions identified in References 1 and 2.

The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
the fuel system design are presented in References 1 and 2.  
The fuel assembly is designed to ensure (in conjunction with 
the core nuclear and thermal hydraulic design, plant 
equipment, instrumentation, and protection system) that fuel 
damage will not result in the release of radioactive 
materials in excess of the guidelines of 10 CFR, Parts 20, 
50, and 100. A mechanism that could cause fuel damage 
during normal operations and operational transients and that 
is considered in fuel evaluations is a rupture of the fuel 
rod cladding caused by strain from the relative expansion of 
the U02 pellet.

A value of 1% plastic strain of the fuel cladding has been 
defined as the limit below which fuel damage caused by 
overstraining of the fuel cladding is not expected to occur 
(Ref. 3).  

Fuel design evaluations have been performed and demonstrate 
that the 1% fuel cladding plastic strain design limit is not 
exceeded during continuous operation with LHGRs up to the 
operating limit specified in the COLR. The analysis also 
includes allowances for short term transient excursions 
above the operating limit while still remaining within the 
AOO limits, plus an allowance for densification power 
spiking.  

The LHGR satisfies Criterion 2 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii).  

(continued)
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LHGR 
B 3.2.3

BASES (continued)

The LHGR is a basic assumption in the fuel design analysis.  
The fuel has been designed to operate at rated core power 
with sufficient design margin to the LHGR calculated to 
cause a 1% fuel cladding plastic strain. The operating 
limit to accomplish this objective is specified in the COLR.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

The LHGR limits are derived from fuel design analysis that 
is limiting at high power level conditions. At core thermal 
power levels < 25% RTP, the reactor is operating with margin 
to the LHGR limits and, therefore, the Specification is only 
required when the reactor is operating at Ž 25% RTP.

A.1

If any LHGR exceeds its required limit, an assumption 
regarding an initial condition of the fuel design analysis 
is not met. Therefore, prompt action should be taken to 
restore the LHGR(s) to within its required limits such that 
the plant is operating within analyzed conditions. The 
2 hour Completion Time is normally sufficient to restore the 
LHGR(s) to within its limits and is acceptable based on the 
low probability of a transient or Design Basis Accident 
occurring simultaneously with the LHGR out of specification.  

B.1 

If the LHGR cannot be restored to within its required limits 
within the associated Completion Time, the plant must be 
brought to a MODE or other specified condition in which the 
LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, THERMAL POWER 
must be reduced to < 25% RTP within 4 hours. The allowed 
Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce THERMAL POWER to < 25% RTP in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.3.1 
REOUIREMENTS 

The LHGRs are required to be initially calculated within 
12 hours after THERMAL POWER is > 25% RTP and then every 
24 hours thereafter. They are compared with the LHGR limits 
in the COLR to ensure that the reactor is operating within 

(continued)

LaSalle 1 and 2
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LHGR 
B 3.2.3

BASES

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.3.1 (continued) 
REQUIREMENTS 

the assumptions of the safety analysis. The 24 hour 
Frequency is based on both engineering judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of changes in power distribution 
under normal conditions. The 12 hour allowance after 
THERMAL POWER > 25% RTP is achieved is acceptable given the 
inherent margin to operating limits at lower power levels.  

REFERENCES 1. UFSAR, Chapter 4.  

2. UFSAR, Chapter 15.  

3. NUREG-0800, Section 4.2.11 A.2(g), Revision 2, 
July 1981.

LaSalle 1 and 2 B 3.2.3-3 Revision No.



_SJ'.2.2

3/4.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3/4.2.1 AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

LZO3,( 3.2.1 All AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATES (APLHGRs) shall not 
exceed the limits specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.
APPLICABILITY: OPERATIONAL CONDITION bwhen THERMAL POWER is greater than or 

equal to 25% of RATED THERMAL POWER.  

ACTION: 

(With an APLHGR exceedino the limits specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS 
ALnD#J A REPORT. =ni ie correc yve action i tin mbpinut )and restore APLHGR to 

twithin the required limits within 2 hoursfor reduce THERMAL POWER to less than 
A7 --?J 25% of RATED THERMAL POWER within the next 4 hours.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.2.1 All APLHGRs shall be verified to be equal to or less than the limits 
£t.2,. I.; specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.

a.  

b.

At least once per 24 hours.  

Withjn 12 hours afte THERMAL 
(least .U of RATED THERMAL POWER. and

POWER
F;-1

1r. In dIa]y ano at/~reast once perV2 hours wner the reacto is 
oeratinq with X LIMITING CONTROL ROD PATTERN for APLHGY.

Amendment No. 131LA SALLE - UNIT 1
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.Z�j 31z,

3/4.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS W.!J 

3/4.2.1 AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT-GENERATION RATE

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

3.2.1 All AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATES (APLHGRs) shall not 
exceed the limits soecified in -he CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.

-- -F --- - - 4 APPLICABILITY: L CONTICO when THERMAL POWER is greater than orrs•H 

equal to 25% of RATED THERMAL POWER.  

ACTION: 

(With an APLHGR exceeding the limits specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS 
; REPORT, Ofni•e correct•e action nin m ang restore APLH 0 to 

within the required limits within 2 hours or reduce THERMAL POWER to less than ---- 25% of RATED THERMAL POWER within the next 4 hours.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

4.2.1 All APLHGRs shall be verified to be equal to or less than the limits 
specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.

a. At least once per 24 hours.  

b. Within 1 hours after comletioo THERMAL 
(Qpas#JZISof RATED THERMAL POWER. and

POWER in

st once �
/ itnitlaI ly and ay least once ger 12 Hours en ("'-" omeratino with/a LIMITING C9NTROL ROD PTERN

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 2-1 Amendment No. 116
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.1 - AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretation). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The Applicability for CTS 3/4.2.1 is "OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1, when 
THERMAL POWER is greater than or equal to 25 % of RATED THERMAL 
POWER." With THERMAL POWER Ž 25 % RTP, the unit will always be in 
MODE 1. Therefore, it is unnecessary to state "OPERATIONAL CONDITION 
1" in the Applicability of CTS 3/4.2.1 (ITS 3.2.1).  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. 1 The requirement in the CTS 3.2.1 ACTION to "initiate corrective action within 
15 minutes" to restore the limit is proposed to be relocated to the Bases in the 
form of a discussion that "prompt action" should be taken to restore the 
parameter to within the limits. Immediate action may not always be the 
conservative method to assure safety. The ITS 3.2.1 ACTION A two hour 
Completion Time for restoration allows appropriate actions to be evaluated by 
the operator and completed in a timely manner. As such, the relocated 
requirement is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the 
public health and safety. Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the 
provisions of the proposed Bases Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the 
ITS.  

"Specific" 

L. 1 CTS 4.2.1 .b is proposed to be changed to eliminate confusion as to how often 
the current Surveillance is required (e.g., after every 15% power change or at 
the end of any single power increase greater than 15 %). Verifying the parameter

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.1 - AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L. 1 within 12 hours of reaching or exceeding 25% RTP will generally require that 
(cont'd) the Surveillance be performed sooner than the CTS 4.2.1 .b requirement of "after 

completion of a THERMAL POWER increase of at least 15 % of RATED 
THERMAL POWER," but would also reduce the number of times the 
Surveillance must be conducted during a startup if it is conducted after every 
15 % power change. A single verification is considered sufficient during initial 
startup considering the inherent margin to operating limits at low power levels.  
Following the initial verification, the Surveillance is performed every 24 hours to 
identify any trends in these parameters that may lead to long term 
noncompliance.  

L.2 CTS 4.2.1 .c, which requires the APLHGRs to be verified to be within the limits 
initially and every 12 hours when operating at a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN, is proposed to be deleted. A LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN is currently defined as operating on a power distribution limit such as 
APLHGR, the condition is extremely unlikely and the Surveillance would 
seldom be required. Additionally, the initial Surveillance is superfluous as it 
would not be evident that a LIMITING CONTROL ROD PATTERN has been 
achieved until the Surveillance is performed. Therefore, the Surveillance 
Frequency has been deleted.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None

LaSalle 1 and 2 2
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POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3/4.2.3 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

3.2.3 The MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR) shall be equal to or greater L440.- X2 than the MCPR limit specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.

APPLICABILITY: 
(OPE&[TIONAL C=NITrDN lfwhen THERMAL POWER is greater than or equal to 

25% of RATED THERMAL POWER.  

ACTION 

a. With MCPR less than the applicable MCPR limit as determined for one of the conditions specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.  

AeLmt~jA VL-. Zitiate €orettie ac within 15 nutes and 

2. Restore MCPR to within the required limit within 2 hours.

ACr)&,jA 3. Otherwise, reduce THERMAL POWER to less than 251 of RATED THERMAL POWER within the next 4 hours.  

AcIb.•,, R b.When opera ing in a condition not specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS kR.__ EP ý.rreduce THERMAL POWER to less than 25% of RATED THERMAL POWER within

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 Amendment No. 70
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POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS (Continued) 

314.2.3 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO

-S•'3.2,2-4

SURVEILLANCE REOUTREMENTS 

4.2.3.1 MCPR shall be determined to be equal to or greater than the applicable 
MCPR limit specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.  

A At La&2c nnoa var 9A hnmm"e

b. Within 12 hours after ooign E0E:THERMAL POWER 

(dt 15.ADRATED THERMAL POWER, and 

C. n a land at st once per 2ours when the eacors A•5rating with a/f IMITING CONTROl, RnD PATTERN f •MCPR.[

.SR•Z2.?_4..2.3.2 The applicable MCPR limit shall bedeterminedlf r eO L~aeYnf/Technical Spi cation Scram peed (TSSS) MC limts, or/ 
I/ b. Nominal •tram Speed (NSS),J PR limits if •ram insertion/timesI 

Sdeterm fed per surveill nce 4.1.3.2 mee!;the NSS insert/on times 
S~~iden A'ied in the COLI •/ / 

Within 72 hours of completion of each set of scram testing he results wi11 •e/ 
a omared/4gainst the nomin~l scram speed (ý6S) insertion •mes specified i 'the 

•COLR, t.d veritfy the appliodabilitty of the Y/rAnsient analvs ýFJrior to inipalAI 
Fscram p•me testing !oy an operating c 'le, The IML.I op ra Wn glimits used/shall) 
(be baded on the Techni cal- Sped f ication Scram Sp96ds (TSSS).

LA SALLE - UNIT I
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POWER DISTRIBVTION LIMITS 

3/4.2.3 mINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO

-A.I1

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

3.2.3 The MINIPJM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR) shall be equal to or greater L.C.L22 than the MCPR limit specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.  

APPLICABILITY: 

when THERMAL POWER is greater than or equal to Z= of RATED THERMAL POWER.  

ACTION 

a. With NCPR less than the applicable MCPR iimit as determined for one 
Of the conditions specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT: 

, Avb, 4 1i. Initiat, crreCC ive action within 15 minutas, and 

(2- Alatnp. NEW + thj h eufi-IIm 

Aemj• Z 3. Otherwise, reduca THERMAL POWER to less than 2S9 of RATED 
THEMAL POWER within the next 4 hours.  

An 4A b. JWhen ope~rting in a co on nwo pcified in the CORE OPERATING 
Z 1freduce THERMAL POWER to less than 25% of RATED THERMAL • 4•T/o,j 8 .h &•J l n 4hours.

LA SALLE - UNIT 2 3/4 2-3 Amndmnt No. 54
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POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

314.2.3 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

SURVEILLANCE REOUTREMENTS 

4.2.3.1 MCPR shall be determined to be equal to or greater than the applicable 
MCPR ltmit specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.  

a. At least once per 24 hours, 

b. Within 12 hours after 0 8 THERMAL POWE 
C Mklof RATED THERMAL POWER, and 

ith in72 ia ly aof con 1tio ofn per A& houf s aeng the t s 
oCONTROL ROD aA TM for sC 

4.2.3.2 The applcable oCPR limyt s ehall be odetermangd ro t OLR based sa 

base. Te ccal Spc ifiction Scram Speed (TSSS) .PR 11 tts, or 
| b. NinaIl Scram Sp de• (PISS) MCPR 1 its if scram/Insertion time 

| /determined per /urveillance 4.1 3.2 meet the •IS insertion t (ns 
L• ~identified in the COLR. / \\ 

Witthin 72 hours of completion of each set of scram testing ~the res lts will be 
•omg r:. ag tns 7.9nominal scram 14:eýtff$};.qrln jx sR@ie se/fied in th-

(:ran 1;m Tes1:n for' an operatipg cycle, the mvv operating 11 4ts used shall/._ •ebased on theechnical Spec,•clation Scram )Oeds (TSSS). //

Amendment No. 101
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretation). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The Applicability for CTS 3/4.2.3 is "OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1, when 
THERMAL POWER is greater than or equal to 25 % of RATED THERMAL 
POWER." With THERMAL POWER Ž 25 % RTP, the unit will always be in 
MODE 1. Therefore, it is unnecessary to state "OPERATIONAL CONDITION 
1" in the Applicability of CTS 3/4.2.3 (ITS 3.2.2).  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. 1 The requirement in CTS 3.2.3, ACTION c, to "initiate corrective action within 
15 minutes," to restore the limit is proposed to be relocated to the Bases in the 
form of a discussion that "prompt action" should be taken to restore the 
parameter to within limits. Immediate action may not always be the conservative 
method to assure safety. The ITS 3.2.2 ACTION A two hour completion time 
for restoration (see Discussion of Changes for L. 1) allows appropriate actions to 
be evaluated by the operator and completed in a timely manner. As such, the 
relocated requirement is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate 
protection of the public health and safety. Changes to the Bases will be 
controlled by the provisions of the proposed Bases Control Program described in 
Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

LA.2 The detail of the method for comparing scram testing results and determining the 
MCPR limit are proposed to be relocated to the Bases of proposed SR 3.2.2.2 in 
the form of a discussion. The purpose of the comparison and determination is to 
appropriately apply the scram time data obtained after performing CTS 4.1.3.2.b 
(proposed SRs 3.1.4.1, 3.1.4.2, and 3.1.4.4 - see Discussion of Changes for 
LCO 3.1.4, "Control Rod Scram Times"). The proposed LCO 3.2.2 clearly

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

LA.2 states that the requirement that all MCPRs shall be greater than or equal to the 
(cont'd) MCPR operating limits specified in the COLR. The proposed SR 3.2.2.1 

specifies when the verification is required and SR 3.2.2.2 specifies when the 
MCPR limits must be recalculated based on actual scram speeds. Since all the 
requirements of the current LCO are continued to be maintained in the proposed 
specification, the proposed changes are considered adequate. As such, the 
relocated details are not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection 
of the public health and safety. Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the 
provisions of the Bases Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

LA.3 The CTS 4.2.3.2 requirement that, prior to initial scram time testing for an 
operating cycle, the MCPR operating limit be based on the Technical 
Specification Scram Speed (TSSS) is proposed to be relocated to the COLR.  
The limits for TSSS and Nominal Scram Speed (NSS) are presently located in 
the COLR. Therefore, it is reasonable and adequate that the required limit for 
MCPR for an operating cycle prior to initial scram time testing also be explicitly 
specified in the COLR with the other MCPR limits. Since all the requirements 
of the current LCO are continued to be maintained, the proposed change is 
considered adequate. As such, the relocated requirement is not required to be in 
the ITS to provide adequate protection of the public health and safety. Changes 
to the COLR will be controlled by the provisions of the COLR change control 
process described in Chapter 5 of the ITS.  

"Specific" 

L. 1 The CTS 3.2.3 ACTION b Completion Time is proposed to be extended 2 hours 
to allow restoration of MCPR to within required limits. Currently, no time is 
provided to restore the MCPR limit prior to requiring a power reduction. The 
proposed 2 hour Completion Time for restoration allows appropriate actions to 
be evaluated by the operator and completed in a timely manner to restore the 
MCPR within limits. The condition not specified in the COLR may be evaluated 
to be bounded by a condition specified in the COLR which is permitted to be 
restored. This time is consistent for other situations wherein MCPR is less than 
the applicable MCPR limit as determined for one of the applicable conditions 
specified in the COLR and is acceptable based on the low probability of a 
transient or DBA occurring simultaneously with the MCPR out of limits.  

L.2 CTS 4.2.3.1.b is proposed to be changed to eliminate confusion as to how often 
the current Surveillance is required (e.g., after every 15% power change or at 
the end of any single power increase greater than 15 %). Verifying the parameter 
within 12 hours of reaching or exceeding 25 % RTP will generally require that

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L.2 the Surveillance be performed sooner than the CTS 4.2.3.1.b requirement of 
(cont'd) "after completion of a THERMAL POWER increase of at least 15 % of RATED 

THERMAL POWER," but would also reduce the number of times the 
Surveillance must be conducted during a startup if it is conducted after every 
15 % power change. A single verification is considered sufficient during initial 
startup considering the inherent margin to operating limits at low power levels.  
Following the initial verification, the Surveillance is performed every 24 hours to 
identify any trends in these parameters that may lead to long term 
noncompliance.  

L.3 CTS 4.2.3.1.c, which requires the MCPR to be verified to be within the limit 
initially and every 12 hours when operating at a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN, is proposed to be deleted. A LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN is currently defined as operating on a power distribution limit, such 
as MCPR, the condition is extremely unlikely and the Surveillance would seldom 
be required. Additionally, the initial Surveillance is superfluous as it would not 
be evident that a LIMITING CONTROL ROD PATTERN has been achieved 
until the Surveillance is performed. Therefore, the Surveillance Frequency has 
been deleted.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None

LaSalle 1 and 2 3



2Ta -3.2 'A

POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3/4.2.4 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATEF

LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION 

Lco-.3z.3 3.2.4 The LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR) shall not exceed the limits specified in the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT.

APPLICABILITY: (]DPERAhZONAL Fin• MTZDN when THERMAL POWER is greater than or equal to ZS% of RATED THERMAL POWER.  
ACTION: 

NWith the LHGR o any fuel rod exceeding the limit, n6tiace correctwe Ir*ucin H M and restore the LHGR to within the limit within 2 hoursnet rYeauce TNERMAL POWER to less than 25%; of RATED THERMAL POWER within the next 
L4 hours.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.2..1. 4.2.4 LHGR's shall be determined to be equal to or less than the limit: 
a. At least once per 24 hours, 

b. Within 12 hours after •]leT.13 ML- THERMAL POWER s ,0 a/eas of RATED THERMAL POWER, and F 
1ny aria a_ _as once -1y_2 hur_-hen

LA SALLE - UNIT 1 Amendment No. 70
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POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3/4.2.4 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE V11

LIMITING CONoITION FOR OPERATION 

3.2.4 The LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR) shall not exceed the limits 
Lcb 3.7-3 specified in the CORE OPERATING UNITS REPORT. I

APPLICABILITY: QPF M= 
equal to zw of RATED THERMAL POWER.

when THERMAL POWER Is greater than or

Acnb,,,3A

ACTION: 
SUR thVtheILLHANC afQmIRE corTect e , 
M ffl an ,., M15M and restore the LHGR to withi n the. lint wi thi n 2 hours /or 
re,•uce MEW•L PmOWER to less uma 2U of' RATED. TR POK-pRt wthitn tne next 
4 h o u r s .. . .  

SURVEILLANCE.REQUIRO)WKIS

5ft 3-.2.3.( 4.Z.4 LHGR's shuT1 be dettrarined to be-equal to or less than the limit 
a. At least once per 24 hours,

b. Within 22 hours afterfw nTvtOnA POWER 
ya aj -- ceeRTED THRA PWR opd 

k on~A LIMITING COMIMTL ROD PA"VTOK fo. I.HG, ___
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.3 - LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

A. 1 In the conversion of the LaSalle 1 and 2 current Technical Specifications (CTS) 
to the proposed plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain 
wording preferences or conventions are adopted that do not result in technical 
changes (either actual or interpretation). Editorial changes, reformatting, and 
revised numbering are adopted to make the ITS consistent with the BWR 
Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1 (i.e., the Improved 
Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS)).  

A.2 The Applicability for CTS 3/4.2.4 is "OPERATIONAL CONDITION 1, when 
THERMAL POWER is greater than or equal to 25 % of RATED THERMAL 
POWER." With THERMAL POWER >_ 25 % RTP, the unit will always be in 
MODE 1. Therefore, it is unnecessary to state "OPERATIONAL CONDITION 
1" in the Applicability of CTS 3/4.2.4 (ITS 3.2.3).  

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE 

None 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

"Generic" 

LA. I The requirement in the CTS 3.2.4 ACTION to "initiate corrective action within 
15 minutes" to restore the limit is proposed to be relocated to the Bases in the 
form of a discussion that "prompt action" should be taken to restore the 
parameter to within the limits. Immediate action may not always be the 
conservative method to assure safety. The ITS 3.2.3 ACTION A 2 hour 
Completion Time for restoration allows appropriate actions to be evaluated by 
the operator and completed in a timely manner. As such, the relocated 
requirement is not required to be in the ITS to provide adequate protection of the 
public health and safety. Changes to the Bases will be controlled by the 
provisions of the proposed Bases Control Program described in Chapter 5 of the 
ITS.  

"Specific" 

L. 1 CTS 4.2.4.b is proposed to be changed to eliminate confusion as to how often 
the current Surveillance is required (e.g., after every 15% power change or at 
the end of any single power increase greater than 15 %). Verifying the

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: 3.2.3 - LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE 

L. 1 parameter within 12 hours of reaching or exceeding 25 % RTP will generally 
(cont'd) require that the Surveillance be performed sooner than the CTS 4.2.4.b 

requirement of "after completion of a THERMAL POWER increase of at least 
15 % of RATED THERMAL POWER," but would also reduce the number of 
times the Surveillance must be conducted during a startup if it is conducted after 
every 15 % power change. A single verification is considered sufficient during 
initial startup considering the inherent margin to operating limits at low power 
levels. Following the initial verification, the Surveillance is performed every 24 
hours to identify any trends in these parameters that may lead to long term 
noncompliance.  

L.2 CTS 4.2.4.c, which requires the LHGRs to be verified to be within the limits 
initially and every 12 hours when operating at a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN, is proposed to be deleted. A LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN is currently defined as operating on a power distribution limit such as 
LHGR, the condition is extremely unlikely and the Surveillance would seldom be 
required. Additionally, the initial Surveillance is superfluous as it would not be 
evident that a LIMITING CONTROL ROD PATTERN has been achieved until 
the Surveillance is performed. Therefore, the Surveillance Frequency has been 
deleted.  

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS 

None

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



DISCUSSION OF CHANGES 
ITS: SECTION 3.2 - POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS BASES 

The Bases of the current Technical Specifications for this section (pages B 3/4 2-1 through 
B 3/4 2-6) have been completely replaced by revised Bases that reflect the format and 
applicable content of the LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS Section 3.2, consistent with the BWR Standard 
Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1. The revised Bases are as shown in the 
LaSalle 1 and 2 ITS Bases. In addition, page B 3/4 2-2, which is a blank page, has been 
removed.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS

3.2.1 AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR)

<LCo 3.1.1)

<Aept 

\Act> 

<34 .11 t

LCO 3.2.1 All APLHGRs shall be less than or equal to the limits 
specified in the COLR.

APPLICABILITY: THERMAL POWER k 25% RTP.  

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Any APLHGR not within A.1 Restore APLHGR(s) to 2 hours 
limits, within limits.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 4 hours 
associated Completion to < 25% RTP.  
Time not met.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.2.1.1 Verify all APLHGRs are less than or equal Once within 
to the limits specified in the COLR. 12 hours after 

Ž 25% RTP 

AND 

24 hours 
thereafter

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.2.1 - AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

1. There are no deviations from NUREG-1434, Revision 1, for proposed 
Specification 3.2.1.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



MCPR 
3.2.2 

<K(T3> 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3.2.2 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR)

(LCo 3,,.3)LCO 3.2.2 

<Apl 5.2. 1 APPLICABILITY:

ACTIONS

3.2-3 Ac~caJ 

3...3 Ae aL 

2-3 Act

All MCPRs shallI be greater than or equal to the MCPR 
operating limits specified in the COLR.  

THERMAL POWER Ž 25% RTP.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A.  

)B.

Any MCPR not within 
limits.

Required Action and 
associated Completion 
Time not met.

A.1 Restore MCPR(s) to 
within limits.

B.! Reduce THERMAL POWER 
to < 25% RTP.

2 hours

4 hours

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

SR 3.2.2.1 Verify all MCPRs are greater than or equal Once within 
to the limits specified in the COLR. 12 hours after 

? 25% RTP 

AND 

24 hours 
thereafter

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 3.2-2



<c m>s
Insert SR 3.2.2.2

SR 3.2.2.2 Determine the MCPR limits.
Once within 72 hours after
Once within 72 hours after 
each completion of SR 3.1.4.1 

AND 

Once within 72 hours after 
each completion of SR 3.1.4.2 

AND 

Once within 72 hours after 
each completion of SR 3.1.4.4

Insert Page 3.2-2
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

1. LaSalle 1 and 2 currently have a requirement to calculate the MCPR limit which is 
similar to the requirements of BWR/4 type plants and reflected in NUREG-1433, 
Revision 1, SR 3.2.2.2, as modified by TSTF-229, Rev. 0. The requirement to 
perform the surveillance once within 72 hours after each completion of SR 3.1.4.1, SR 
3.1.4.2, and SR 3.1.4.4 has been added to be consistent with the current licensing basis 
of LaSalle 1 and 2.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3.2.3 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR) o -Fjj

< LCO 3A.14) LCO 3.2.3 All LHGRs shall be less than or equal to the limits 
specified in the COLR.

(AppI 3.a..A) APPLICABILITY: THERMAL POWER > 25% RTP.

ACTIONS 

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

-<'.IA Act> A. Any LHGR not within A.1 Restore LHGR(s) to 2 hours 
limits, within limits.  

B. Required Action and B.1 Reduce THERMAL POWER 4 hours 
associated Completion to < 25% RTP.  
Time not met.  

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS 

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY 

/4.2,4 . SR 3.2.3.1 Verify all LHGRs are less than or equal to Once within 
the limits specified in the COLR. 12 hours after 

. . 25% RTP 

AND 

24 hours 
thereafter

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS: 3.2.3 - LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

1. This reviewer's type of note has been deleted. This is not meant to be retained in the 
final version of the plant specific submittal.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



APRM Gain an Setpoints (Optional) 
3.2.  

3.2 POWER ISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

3.2.4 A rage Power Range Mon or (APRM) Gain and etpoints (Optional) 

LCO 3 2.4 a. MFLPD hall be less than or equal to Fraction of TP; or 

b. Each quired APRM setpoi specified in the R shall 
be de applicable; or 

c. E h required APRK gai shall be adjusted s h that the 
RM readings are k 1 times MFLPD.  

APPLICABILITY: TN POWER .,25%.RTP 

ACTIONS

CNI A QUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME 

A. Requir nts of the A.1 Satisfy the .6 hours , 
1CO n met.requirements of he 

LCD.Sr, 

-8. R uired Action.and Reduce THE POWER 4 hours 

sociated Coqpletin 
to < 25%, 

ime not met.

BWR/6

R6
04079

m

I

3.2-4



BWR/6 STS 3.2-5 Rev 1, 04/07/95



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ISTS: 3.2.4 - APRM GAIN AND SETPOINTS 

1. 'This optional Specification is not used because LaSalle 1 and 2 utilize ARTS based 
APRM limits.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



APLHGR 
B 3.2.1

B 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

B 3.2.1 AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR)

BASES 

BACKGROUND The APLHGR is a measure of the average LHGR of all the fuel 
rods in a fuel assembly at any axial location. Limits on the APLHGR are specified to eni~upe that the •del design I 

ýaecipated 94erational occvfrences- 1AO-IJ~nofinat. Tnr peaK 
-ca ""M~ m m IId-Fu11A19 UIC oPuZU13ed desi1l 

, • specified in 10 CFR 50.4r
c•'le

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSE

analytica methods an assumption used in ev uating S Iýhe fuel d~evg~n limits •e presente Jin the FSA, 
•Chapters . 6t and 15 and in Ref #nces I an K/2./ I~-' 

ana ,ica methos and assumptions used in evaluating Design 
Basis Accidents (DBAs)& anicipated Aperationa transienM 
n oa e sthat determine APLHGR limits are 

(ý presented tn-SAR, Chapters 4, 6, and 15, and in
ReferencesZ___-__ _ _ _._2_ 

ue 1 sgn evaA tins are rformed t emonstrat hat q desulcri d ingp /the% limito plas c strain a other 
f design its descri d in Refer nce I are exceede •urnesg apr• ut 

uring ADs or operati with LHGR p to the o rating 
limit LHGi.IAPLHGR I* ts are eq valent to t U4GR i 
for eacrfuel rod di ded by the ocal peaki factoro the 
fuel se2bly. AP GR limits - e developed s a funct n of 
expo re and the arious oper ing core w and pow 

es to ensur !adherence fuel desig limits du ng the 
iting AOOs; Refs. 2 an ). Flow d endent APL R limits 

re determi d using the hree dimens nal BWR s ulator 
code (Ref. ) to anal slow flow rhnout trans nts. The 
flow depdent multip er, MAPFACf is depende on the 
maximum ore flow r out capabiliy. =APFAC curves are 
provi d based on e maximum c dible flow unout tran ent 
for 7:gllan d Non Loop nual opera on. The re lt 
of S f re I operator e or during L op 

ual operatin is the runt of only e loop bec se both 
ecirculatioploops are ur idepen nt control. Non Loop 

Manual op er ional modes w i runou of both 
loops be se a singlegontroller r ulates core flow.

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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Insert B 3.2.1-BKGD

Additionally, for GE fuel types, APLHGR limits are specified to ensure that 
the fuel design limits identified in Reference 1 are not exceeded during 
anticipated operational occurrences (AOOs).

Insert Page B 3.2-1



APLHGR 
B 3.2.1

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued) 

AMsf~ib u4/~ 
,'jL 9 ýe

aCCO'.Of 76r 7heWk +v 
'a4&~j iAe-

LOCA analyses areQ• performed to ensure that th (Ie 
et(L~~DAPLHGR limits are adequate to meet thand 

maximum oxidation limits of 10 CFR 50.46. The an is is 
performed using calculational models that are consistent 
with the requirements of 10 CFR 50, Appendix K. A complete 
discussion of the analysis code is provided in ReferencA!5& 
The PCT following a postulated LOCA is a function of the 
average heat generation rate of all the rods of a fuel 
assembly at any axial location and is not strongly 
influenced by the rod to rod power distribution within an 
assembly.1 Jhe APLHGR limits specified are equivalent to the 
LHGR of the highest powered fuel rod assumed in t A 
analysis divided byj - local peakin fa A A 

tconsgrva ive mul pller is Xplied tol he LIIGR -ssumed in/A

ITT~pl-i-er-tsqJted to Xmaximum o O._ .-. This 
CE .jis due to the conservative analysis assumption of an 
earrier departure from nucleate boiling with one, 
recirculation loop available, resulting in a'more severe claddina heatun durina a t01A.

L I-kt2Seft 93.2.1 AS 
The APLIIGR satisfies Criterion 2o-O1cv

LCO The APLHGR limits specified in the COLR are the result of 

fuel design, DBA, and transient analyses. For two 

(continued)

BWR/6 STS B 3.2-2 Rem 1, 04/07/95 
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Insert B 3.2.1 ASA

For GE fuel types, the APLHGR limits also incorporate the results of the fuel 
design limits. The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating the 
fuel design limits are presented in the UFSAR, Chapters 4, 6, and 15, and in 
Reference 1. Fuel design evaluations are performed to demonstrate that the 1% 
limit on the fuel cladding plastic strain and other fuel design limits 
described in Reference 1 are not exceeded during AQOs for operation with LHGR 
up to the operating limit LHGR. APLHGR limits are equivalent to the LHGR 
limit for each fuel rod divided by the local peaking factor of the fuel 
assembly. APLHGR limits are developed as a function of exposure and the 
various operating core flow and power states to ensure adherence to fuel 
design limits during the limiting AOOs.

Insert Page B 3.2-2



APLHGR 
8 3.2.1

BASES

LCO recirculation loops operating, the limit ete ned 
(continued) n e- ml er of /the MAPFACf a FA •fac or 

Qtis the h x osur de end nt APLHR limn With only one 
recirculation loop in operation, in con ormance with the 
requirements of LCO 3.4.1, "Recirculation Loops Operating,' _ ~the limit is determined by multiplying the exposure 

if• co ~ 7*-"\ depe~ndent APLHGR liit AyJhy smal~•o a•FC qPJC 
(.•.l l;• ---- nqluu~wnre/O86 kas badn(det-e-mine-a by a secfl --c .  

.sing e recirculation loop analysis e 

APPLICABILITY 'The APLHGR limits are primarily derived from fuel design 
evaluations and LOCA and transient anal ses that are assumed 
to occur at high power levels. (Des n calcul ,tions . 4 
and operating experience have shown that as power is 
reduced, the margin to the required APLHGR limits increaey.-" 
This trend continues down to the power range of 5% to o.•d r, •oo4,,A-e 15% RTP when entry into MODE 2 occurs. When in MODE 2, the 

(I r (4&/y)/ intermediate range monitor (IKRM) scram function;Fprovide4ý
U o,,"Ime-61 prompt scram initiation during any significant transient, 

thereby effectively removing any APLHGR limit compliance 
concern in MODE 2. Therefore, at THERMAL POWER levels 
< 25% RTP, the reactor operates with(suffstantJ41 margin to 
the APLHGR limits; thus, this LCO is not required.

ACTIONS &I
If any APLHGR exceeds the required limits, an assumption 
regarding an initial condition of the DBA and-transient 
analyses-may not be met. Therefore, prompt action is taken 
to restore the APLHGR(s) to within the required limits such 
that the plant will be operating within analyzed conditions 
and within the design limits of the fuel rods. The 2 hour 
Completion Time is sufficient to restore the APLHGR(s) to 
within its limits and is acceptable based on the low 
probability of a~transient or DBA occurring simultaneously 
with the APLHGR out of specification.  

If the APLHGR cannot be restored to within its required 
limits within the associated Completion Time, the plant must

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95
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APLHGR 
B 3.2.1

BASES 

ACTIONS B.1 (continued) 

be brought to a MODE or other specified condition in which 
the LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, THERMAL 
POWER must be reduced to < 25% RTP within 4 hours. The 
allowed Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce THERMAL POWER to < 25% RTP in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.1.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

APLHGRs are required to be initially calculated within 
12 hours after THERMAL POWER is : 25% RTP and then every 
24 hours thereafter. They are compared to the specified 
limits in the COLR to ensure that the reactor is operating 
within the assumptions of the safety analysis. The 24 hour 
Frequency is based on both engineering judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of changes in power distribution 
under normal conditions. The 12 hour allowance after 
THERMAL POWER k 25% RTP is achieved is acceptable given the 
large inherent margin to operating limits at low power 
levels.

REFERENCES

Rev 1, 04/07/95

(I. [P nt specific rrent cycle safy analysis].  
2. SAR, [Chapte 15, Appendix C] 

. FSAR, [Ch er 15, Appendix 

4. XN-NF- -19(P)(A), 'Exxon uclear Method ogy for 
Bolli Water Reactors, eutrontcs Meth ds for Design 
and alysis," Volume , June 1981.  

5. -NF-80-19(A), n Nuclear Meth ology for Bol ing 
Water Reactors, E Evaluation Mo el," Volume 2 
Revision 1, June 981.

I

-Di

i I •

r

BWR/6 STS B 3.2-4



Insert B 3.2.1 Ref

1. NEDO-24011-P-A, "General Electric Standard Application for Reactor 
Fuel," (as specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

2. EMF-94-217(NP), Revision 1, "Boiling Water Reactor Licensing Methodology 
Summary," November 1995.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.2.1 - AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description, or licensing basis description.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



MCPR 
B 3.2.2

B 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

B 3.2.2 MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO (MCPR) 

BASES 

BACKGROUND MCPR is a ratio of the fuel assembly power that would result 
in the onset of boiling transition to the actual fuel 
assembly power. The MCPR Safety Limit (SL) is set such that 
99.9% of the fuel rods.avoid boiling transition if the limit 

. ýis not violated (refer to the Bases for SL 2.1.1.2). The 
operating limit MCPR is established to ensure that no fuel 
damage results during anticipated operational occurrences 
(AOOs). Although fuel damage. does not necessarily occur if 
a fuel rod actually experiences boiling transition (Ref. 1), 
the critical power at which boiling transition is calculated 
to occur has been adopted as a fuel design criterion.

The onset of transition boiling is a phenomenon that is 
readily detected during the testing of various fuel bundle 
designs. Based on these experimental data, correlations 
have been developed to predict critical bundle power (i.e., 
the bundle power level at the onset of transition boiling) 
for a given set of plant parameters (e.g., reactor vessel 
pressure, flow, and subcooling). Because plant operating 
conditions and bundle power levels are monitored and 
determined relatively easily, monitoring the MCPR is a 
convenient way of ensuring that fuel failures due to 
inadequate cooling do not occur.

APPLICABLE The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
SAFETY ANALYSES the s to establish the operating limit MCPR are presented 

S in Vhe ARhaLrs Jr. 6. add 15,/an- References 2, 3, 4,1 
_ and To ensure that the MCPR SL is not exceeded during '" " ' -L.I 
agny transient event that occurs with moderate frequency, -• 
limiting transients have been analyzed to determine the 
largest reduction in critical power ratio (CPR). The types 
of transients evaluated are loss of flow, increase in 
pressure and power, positive reactivity insertion, and 
coolant temperature decrease. The limiting transient yields 
the largest change in CPR (ACPR). When the largest ACPR is 
added to the NCPR SL, the required operating limit MCPR is 
obtained.  

(continued)
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W/ O V 
hI bendi pAL,&.

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

The MCPR operating limits derived from th'e transient 
analysis are dependent on the operating core flow and power 
state (MCPRf and MCPRP, respectively). to ensure adherence to 
fuel design limits durin the worst transient that occurs (-N{
with moderate frequency--. LZ and . 'Flow dependent'2-JLJ 
MCPR limits are determinedby steady state thermal hydraulic

UfyiIgflLwhre-Aimensionai UWK simuiator coae 
and the multichannel thermal hydraulic code SFIF cUrve• .,- •T~i&J Ijdeu on the maximu, 

"fIlgg runout Xransieo for Lo Manual d Non L 
palion. _e res of a ngle faire or si 
error dAing Lo D Manual peration s the run u 
loop e h ecird ulation ops are upder 

ent trol. on Loo anual o rational tp'des 
mull neous nout ofa oth loops because a sinql•

The MCPR operating limits specified in the COLR are the 
result of the Design Basis Accident (DBA) and transient 
analysis.A The MCPR operating limits are determined by the 
larger of theMCPRf and MCPRp limits.

APPLICABILITY The MCPR operating limits are primarily derived from 
transient analyses that are assumed to occur at high power 
levels. Below 25% RTP, the reactor is operating at a slow 
recirculation pump speed and the moderator void ratio is 
small. Surveillance of thermal limits below 25% RTP is 
unnecessary due to the (TWr'ae) inherent margin that ensures 
that the MCPR SL is not exceeded even if a limiting 
transient occurs.  

(continued)

BWR/6 STS B 3.2-6 Rev 1, 04/07/95

ejVPM&7fOV6J~erVIM e a&D cItrnekIVdd iA4Ae COL'Tr.

BASES

MCPR 
B 3.2.2

I

rI ....



Insert ASA

For core flows less than rated, the established MCPR operating limit is 
adjusted to provide protection of the MCPR SL in the event of an uncontrolled 
recirculation flow increase to the physical limit of the pump. Protection is 
provided for manual and automatic flow control by applying appropriate flow 
dependent MCPR operating limits. The MCPR operating limit for a given 
power/flow state is the greater of the rated conditions MCPR operating limit 
or the power dependent MCPR operating limit. For automatic flow control, in 
addition to protecting the MCPR SL during the flow run-up event, protection is 
provided by the flow dependent MCPR operating limit to prevent exceeding the 
rated flow MCPR operating limit during an automatic flow increase to rated 
core flow.

Insert Page B 3.2-6



MCPR 
B 3.2.2 

BASES 

APPLICABILITY Stati ical ana ses document d in Refer ce 9 indicFe na 
(continued) the ominal vae of the initial MCPR epected at 2V% RTP is) >.5.5. Studies of the variation of limiting transient 

behavior have been performed over the range of power and 
flow conditions. These studies (Ref. 5) encompass the range 
of key actual plant parameter values important to typically 
limiting transients. The results of these studies 
demonstrate that a margin is expected between performance 
and the MCPR requirements, and that margins increase as 
power is reduced to 25% RTP. This trend is expected to 
continue to the 5% to 15% power range when entry into MODE 2 
occurs. When in MODE 2, the intermediate range monitor 

And a ow, IRM ý provide@)rapid scram initiation for any significant 
power increase transient, which effectively eliminates any C mmr(fPfr ) AHCPR compliance concern. Therefore, at THERMAL POWER levels 
< 25% RTP, the reactor is operating with substantial margin 
to the MCPR limits and this LCO is not required.  

ACTIONS Ai 

If any MCPR is outside the required limits, an assumption 
regarding an initial condition of the design basis transient 
analyses may not be met. Therefore, prompt action should be 
taken to restore the MCPR(s) to within the required limits 
such that the plant remains operating within analyzed 
conditions. The 2 hour Completion Time is normally 
sufficient to restore the MCPR(s) to within its limits and 
is acceptable based on the low probability of a transient or 
DBA occurring simultaneously with the MCPR out of 
specification.  

If the MCPR cannot be restored to within the required limits 
within the associated Completion Time, the plant must be 
brought to a MODE or other specified condition in which the 
LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, THERMAL POWER 
must be reduced to < 25% RTP within 4 hours. The allowed 
Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce THERMAL POWER to < 25% RTP in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.  

(continued)
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MCPR

MCPR 
B 3.2.2 

BASES (continued) 

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.2.1 
REQUIREMENTS 

The MCPR is required to be initially calculated within 
12 hours after THERMAL POWER is ý 25% RTP and then every 
24 hours thereafter. It is compared to the specified limits 
in the COLR to ensure that the reactor is operating within 
the assumptions of the safety analysis. The 24 hour 
Frequency is based on both engineering judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of changes in power distribution 
during normal operation. The 12 hour allowance after 
THERMAL POWER reaches k 25% RTP is acceptable given the 

F -1inherent margin to operating limits at low power 
levels.  

REFERENCES 1. NUREG-0562, June 1979.  
- -2-Zint a S-ZA 'f)

Rev 1., 'V4/07/95

/ ant specific rrent cycle s ety analysis].  
3. FSAR, [Appendi 15B].  

, FSAR, [App dx 15C].  

S. FSAR, pendix 15D].  

6. XN-N -80-19(P)(A), on Nuclear Meth ology -for 
S Bo ng Water Reac rs, Neutronics M ods for Design 
a Analyss, Vo me 1 (as supplem ted).  

7. XN-NF-80-19(P) "Exxon Nuclear Methodology for 
Boiling Water eactors, THERHEX hermal Limits 
Methodology umary Descripti , Volume 3, 
Revision 2 January 1987.  

8. XN-NF-7 , Exxon Nu ear Plant Methodo gy for 
Boili Water Reactors,/ evision 2, Novemb r 1981.  

9. B 6 Generic Rod Wi drawal Error 'Anal is," General 
E ctric Standard S ety Analysis Repor GESSAR-Il, 

pendix 15B.
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Insert B 3.2.2 SR

SR 3.2.2.2 

Because the transient analyses may take credit for conservatism in the control 
rod scram speed performance, it must be demonstrated that the specific scram 
speed distribution is consistent with that used in the transient analyses.  
SR 3.2.2.2 determines the actual scram speed distribution and compares it with 
the assumed distribution. The MCPR operating limit is then determined btased 
either on the applicable limit associated with scram times of LCO 3.1.4, 
"Control Rod Scram Times," or the realistic scram times. The scram time 
dependent MCPR limits are contained in the COLR. This determination must be 
performed within 72 hours after each set of control rod scram time tests 
required by SR 3.1.4.1, SR 3.1.4.2, and SR 3.1.4.4 because the effective scram 
speed distribution may change during the cycle or after maintenance that could 
affect scram times. The 72 hour Completion Time is acceptable due to the 
relatively minor changes in the actual control rod scram speed distribution 
expected during the fuel cycle.  

Insert B 3.2.2 Ref 

2. NEDE-24011-P-A, "General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel" 

(as specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

3. UFSAR, Chapter 4.  

4. UFSAR, Chapter 6.  

5. UFSAR, Chapter 15.  

6. EMF-94-217(NP), Revision 1. "Boiling Water Reactor Licensing Methodology 
Summary," November 1995.  

7. NFSR-0091, Benchmark of CASMO/MICROBURN BWR Nuclear Design Methods, 
Commonwealth Edison Topical Report, (as specified in Technical 
Specification 5.6.5).  

8. XN-NF-80-19(P)(A), Volume 1, Exxon Nuclear Methodology for Boiling Water 
Reactors-Neutronic Methods for Design and Analysis, (as specified in 
Technical Specification 5.6.5).  

9. XN-NF-80-19(P)(A), Volume 3, Exxon Nuclear Methodology for Boiling Water 
Reactors-THERMEX Thermal Limits Methodology Summary Description, (as 
specified in Technical Specification 5.6.5).

Insert Page B 3.2-8



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

1. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



LHGR tPa ýB3.2.3

B 3.2 POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

B 3.2.3 LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE (LHGR) &AtioJ) [E 

BASES

BACKGROUND The LHGR is a measure of the heat generation rate of a fuel 
rod in a fuel assembly at any axial location. Limits on the 
LHGR are specified to ensure that-fuel design limits are not 
exceeded anywhere in the core during normal operation, 
including anticipated operational occurrences (AOOs).  
Exceeding the LHGR limit could potentially result in fuel 
damage and subsequent release of radioactive materials.  
Fuel design limits are specified to ensure that fuel system 
damage, fuel rod failure or inability to cool the fuel does 
not occur during the anticipated operating conditions identified in Re m 1

APPLICABLE The analytical methods and assumptions used in evaluating 
SAFETY ANALYSES the fuel system design are presented in References I and 2.  

The fuel assembly is designed to ensure (in conjunction with 
the core nuclear and thermal hydraulic design, plant 
equipment, instrumentation, and protection system) that fuel 
damage will not result in the release of radioactive 
materials in excess of the guidelines of 10 CFR, Parts 20, 
50, and 100. • mechanismflhat could cause fuel damage 

OV.••L durl n peratlonal transients and that M considered In -I 
ota 2,7)- fue evaluations 

I... a- upture of the fuel rod cladding causedb srain fr ý-the relative expansion of the UO, pelle
CD. .5er re overheatin (f the tuel cadn ae 

tadequate coolilz,• clOlgca Ob _ 

W A value of J1% plastic strain of the fuel cladding has been 
defined as the limit below which fuel damage caused by 
overstraining of the fuel cladding is not expected to occur 
(Ref. 3).  

Fuel design evaluations have been performed and demonstrate 
W that the 431 fuel cladding plastic strain design limit is 

not exceeded during continuous operation with LHGRs up to 

(continued)

Rev 1, 04/07/95BW•RI6 STS B 3.2-9



LHGR i a B 32.3

BASES

APPLICABLE 
SAFETY ANALYSES 

(continued)

LCO

the operating limit specified in the COLR. The analysis 
also includes allowances for short term transient 
above the operating limit ' 6 0 plus an 
allowance for densification power spiking. I -1 

The LHGR satisfies Criterion 2 of 0IC Pmen.

The LHGR is a basic assumption in the fuel design analysis.  
The fuel has been designed to operate at rated core power 
with sufficient design margin to the LHGR calculated to 
cause a 1% fuel cladding plastic strain. The operating 
limit to accomplish this objective is specified in the COLR.

APPLICABILITY

ACTIONS

The LHGR limits are derived from fuel design analysis that 
is limiting at high power level conditions. At core thermal 
power levels < 25% RTP, the reactor is operating with 1 

(suLstanklal) margin to the LHGR limits and, therefore, the 
Specification is only required when the reactor is operating 
at k 25% RTP.

Adl 

If any LHGR exceeds its required limit, an assumption 
regarding an initial condition of the fuel design analysis 
is not met. Therefore, prompt action should be taken to 
restore the LHGR(s) to within its required limits such that 
the plant is operating within analyzed conditions. The 
2 hour Completion Time is normally sufficient to restore the 
LHGR(s) to within its limits and is acceptable based on the 
low probability of a transient or Design Basis Accident 
occurring simultaneously with the LHGR out of specification.  

eLi

If the LHGR cannot be restored to within its required limits 
within the associated Completion Time, the plant must be 
brought to a MODE or other specified condition in which the 
LCO does not apply. To achieve this status, THERMAL POWER 
must be reduced to < 25% RTP within 4 hours. The allowed 

(continued)
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LHGR 10 
B 3.2.• 

BASES 

ACTIONS L. (continued) 

Completion Time is reasonable, based on operating 
experience, to reduce THERMAL POWER to < 25% RTP in an 
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems.

SURVEILLANCE SR 3.2.3.1 
REQUIREMENTS 5 w)• 

R R N - The LHGR& Irequired to be initially calculated within 
112 hours aTter THERMAL POWER is a 25% RTP and then every 

24 hours thereafter. (IL2Wcompared with the E9 - •ate 
limits in the COLR to ensure that the reactor is operating 
within the assumptions of the safety analysis. The 24 hour 
Frequency is based on both engineering judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of changes in power distribution 
under normal conditions. The 12 hour allowance after 
THERMAL POWER a 25% RTP is achieved is acceptable given the 

[lj-4 -Pinherent margin to operating limits at lower power 
levels.  

REFERENCES (1. [KA GE Fuel Anal s y .)-

A ýY FSAR, Chapter >t4. F] 

NUREG-0800, Sectiont (g), Revision 2, July 1981.

Rev 1, 04/07/95BWR/6 STS 6 3.2-11



JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ITS BASES: 3.2.3 - LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

1. Changes have been made to reflect those changes made to the Specification.  

2. Changes have been made (additions, deletions, and/or changes to the NUREG) to 
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description, or 
analysis description.  

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has 
been provided.  

4. Editorial change made for enhanced clarity or to be consistent with similar statements 
in other places in the Bases.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



B 3.2-12 / Rev 1./04/07/95

BAC ROUND The OP ILITY of the APRMs and their setpoints an 
i .ia.condition of all sa ty analyses that as re rod 
inse on upon reactor scr . Applicable GDCs e GDC 10,.  
Rea or Design; GDC 13, Instrumentation and ontrol'; 

GDC 0, 'Protection Syst Functions"; and GDC 29, 
tection against Anti ipated Operation Occ rrencesu 

(Rf. 1). This LCO is rovided to require t APR14 gain or 
A flow biased scram etpoints to be adju ed when 

rating under condi ons of excessive po r peaking to 
intain acceptable rgin to the fuel cl ding integrity 

Safety Limit (SL) an the fuel cladding 1 plastic strain 
limit.  

The condition of cessive power peaki is determined by 
the ratio of the ctual power peaking o the limiting powe 
peaking at RTP This ratio is equal 1o the ratio of the 
core limit LPD to the Fraction f RTP (FRTP) where PT 
is the measure THERMAL POWER divid by the RTP. Exce lve 
power peaking exists when: 

/FLPD > 

FRTP 
indicatin that MFPLD is not d reasing proportiona ely to 
the over 1 power reduction, conversely, that p r 
peaking s increasing. To ntain margins simil to those 
at RTP onditlons, the exce lve power peaking i 
compen ated by gain ad s nt on the APRKs or ustment of 
the setpolnts. Elthe of these adjustmen has 
offe ively the same resu tas maintaining HF less than 
or ual to FRTP and th maintains RTP margi s for APLHGR 

MPR.  

e normally selected PRM setpoints posit on the scram 
ye the uper bou of the normal power ow operating 

ion thths been considered in the d ig of the fuel 
ros. Th e sepoint are flow biasd wi a slope that 

approximates the r flow control li , such that an 
approximately con ant margin is main ined between the fl 
biased trip leve and the upper opera ing boundary for co 
flows in excess f about 4S% of rat core flow. In the 
range of infre ent operations bel 45% of rated core ow, 

(con inued)

,BWR/6 ST/ /

A Gain and Setpoint 
B 3.2.  

B 3.2 POW R DISTRIBUTION LIMIT 

B 3.2.4 verage Power Range nitor (APR1) Gain an Setpoints 
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APR14ain and Setpoi.tls

BASES

BACKGROUND 
(continue4

the margin to sc or rod blocks is duced because of t 
d) nonlinear core ow versus drive flo relationship. The 

normally select APR4 setpoints are supported by the 
analyses prese ed in References I d 2 that concentra on 
events initiated from rated conditi ns. Design experie ce 
has shown tha minimIu deviations ccur within expecte 
margins to op rating limits (APLH and MCPR), at rat 
conditions f normal power distr butions. However, t 
other than ted conditions, con rol rod patterns ca be 
established that significantly uce the margin to hermal 
limits. T refore, the flow bi sed APR1 scram setp ints may 
be reduc during operation wh n the combination o THERMAL 
POWER and FLPD Indicates an cessive power peaki g 
distribu on.  

The AP neutron flux signal is also adjusted to more 
closely follow the fuel cla ding heat flux durn g power 
transi nts. The APRJ4 neut on flux signal is a asure of 
the c e thermal power du ng steady state ope ation.  
Dunn power transients, he APR1 signal lead the actual 
core thermal power respo se because of the fI1 thermal time 
con ant. Therefore, o power increase tran ients, the APR1 
sig al provides a conse atively high measu of core 
t 1 power. By pas ng the APR10 signal hrough an 
e ctronic filter wit a time constant les than, but 

proximately equal t , that of the fuel ermal time 
onstant, an APR1 tr sient response tha more closely 
ollows actual fuel aldding heat flux i obtained, while a 

conservative margin s maintained. The delayed response of 
the filtered APR4 ignal allows the f1 biased APRM scram 
levels to be posi oned closer to the pper bound of the 
normal power and ow range, withut nnecessarily causi 
reactor scram d ring short duration eutron flux spikes 
These spikes ca be caused by insig ficant transients ch 
as performance f main stem line v ve surveillances o 
momentary flow increases of only s eral percent.

APPLICABLE The accepta e criteria for the PRM gain or setpoi 
SAFETY YSES adjustments are that acceptable margins (to APLHGR nd 1CPR) 

be maintal to the fuel clad ng integrity SL an the fuel 
cladding plastic strain li t.  

FSAR saf y analyses (Refs. and 3) concentrate on the 
rated p r condition for ch the minimum exp cted margin 

(continued)
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BASES

APPLICABL 
SAFETY 

(Conti

.Meeting a one of the follow conditions ensu 
acceptabl operating margins or events descri above: 

a. Li ting excess power caking; 

b. R ucing the APRM fl biased neutron fl upscale 
ram setpoints by ltiplying the APR1 etpoints by 

he ratio of F the core limiting value of 

HFLPD; or

to the opera ng limits (APLHGR d MCPR) occurs.  
YSES LCO 3.2.1, - VERAGE PLANAR LIN HEAT GENERATION RAT 

ued) (APLHGR)," nd LCO 3.2.2, MNINI CRITICAL POWER RAO10 
(NCPR)," 1 it the initial ma ns to these operati limits 
at rated nditions so that sp cified acceptable f I design 
limits a met during transie s initiated from ra ed 
conditto . At initial powe levels less than ra d levels, 
the mar n degradation of ei /her the APLHGR or t NCPR 
during transient can be g ater than at the r ed 
condittn event. This gre er margin degradatin during the 
transi nt is primarily offiet by the larger in lial margin 
to li its at the lower thn rated power level However, 
powe distributions can bb hypothesized that uld result in 
red ed margins to the p)'etranstent operatin limit. When 
c mined with the tncretsed severity of ce in transients 
at ther than rated coroitions, the SLs cou d be approached.  
A substantially reduced power levels, hig y peaked power 
d stributions could bq• obtained that coul reduce thermal 

rgins to the minimr levels required fo transient events.  
o prevent or mitlgaie such situations, ither the APRM gain 

is adjusted upward tY the ratio of the re limiting MFLPD 
*to the FRTP, or the'flow biased APRJ4 s am level is requr 
to be reduced by toe ratio of FRTP to he core limiting 
MFLPD. Either of/these adjustments e ectively counters 
increased severitt of some events at ther than rated 
conditions by proportionally increas ng the APR1 gain or 
proportionally ftowering the flow bi sed APR4 scram setp Ints 
dependent on the increased peaking hat may be encount 

The APRM gain/and setpoints satis y Criteria 2 and 3 tf he 
NRC Policy Stitement.

RK Gain and Setpoip t
I



AP Gain and Setpoints 

B 3.2.4 

BASES7
I

The NFLPD li t, APRt gain adjus nt, or APR14 flow bi sed 
scram and as oclated setdowns a provided to ensure hat 
the fuel cl dding integrity SL the fuel cladding % 
plastic st in limit are not vi lated during design asis 
transien As discussed in Bases for LCO 3.2. and 
LCO 3.2.2 sufficient margin t these limits exists below 
25% RTP , therefore, these requirements are on y 
necessa when the plant is perating at k 25% R

Ad 
If he APR1 gain or set ints are not within limits while 

NFLPD has exceeded RTP, the margin to he fuel cladding 
Iegrity SL and the f el cladding 1% plas c strain limit 

(continued) /
Wh~6 STS 73.2-15 Rev 1, 04/07/ 5 

I

/

LCO 
(continu

} m .

c. Increasin the APR4 gains to c use the APR .to read 
greater an 100(%) times NFL . This Condition i to 
account or the reduction in rgin to the fuel 
claddin integrity SL and t fuel cladding 1% pl stic strin,, i.?,.ii/'' 

MFLPD is t e ratio of the limi ng LHGR to the LHGR 1mit 
for the s cific bundle type. As power is reduced, if the 
design p r distribution is intained, IFLPD is educed in 
proport, n to the reduction power. However, i power 
peaking increases above the esign value, the MF is not 
reduc in proportion to th reduction in power. Under 
these onditions, the APRM gain is adjusted upw rd or the 
APR11 ow biased scram so oints are reduced a cordingly.  
When the reactor is operatng with peaking le than the 
des gn value, it is not Aecessary to modify e APRM flow 
bi ed scram setpoints./Adjusting the APR14 a• or 
s points is equivaleny/ to maintaining NFL less than or 
eual to FRTP, as sta ed in the LCO.  

or compliance with k Item b (APRM setp int adjustment) 
or Item c (APR1 gal adjustment), only A required to be 
OPERABLE per LCO 3. .1.1, -Reactor Prot tion System (RPS)be 
Instrumentation," are required to be a usted. In addition 
each APR1 may be ;llowed to have its g In or setpoints 

adjusted independently of other APRI/s hat are having the 
gain or setpoin, adjusted.



BASES

ACTI ONS A, (conti ued) 

may be ruced. Therefore, pro t action should be ken to 
restore he MFLPD to within it required limit or ,lke 
accepta e APRM adjustments s ch that the plant is perating 
within he assumed margin of the safety analyses.  

The hour Completion Time is normally sufficie to restore 
eit er the MFLPD to withi limits or the APRM in or 
se points to within limi s and is acceptable sed on the 
1 probability of a tr nsient or Design Bas Accident 

ccurring simultaneous y with the LC not 

If the APRM gain r setpoints cannot restored to within 
their required 1 its within the asso ated Completion Time 
the plant must brought to a MODE other specified 
condition inU ch the LCO does not pply. To achieve th s 
status, THE POWER must be redu to < 25% RTP withi 
4 hours. Th allowed Completion T me is reasonable, ba 
on operati experience, to redu 'THEM POWER to /t 
< 251 RTP an orderly manner and without challengin plant 
systems.

•EILLANCE
ZJS~aL~LL I

UIRENENTS 
The LPD is required to calculated and c red to FRTP 
or/APRM gain or setpoin to ensure that the actor is 
a rating within the umptions of the safe analysis.  

se SRs are requi only to determine th MFLPD and, 
ssuming FLPD is g ter than FRTP, the a ropriate gain or 

setpoint, and is no intended to be a LE FUNCTIONAL 
TEST for the APRM in or flow biased neu ron flux scram 
circuitry. The 2 hour Frequency of SR .2.4.1 is chosen to 
coincide with th determination of oth r thermal limits, 
specifically th e for the APLHGR (L 3.2.1). The 24 hou 
Frequency is ed on both engineeri Judgment and 
recognition of the slowness of chan es in power distri on 
during normal operation. The 12 h r allowance after 
THERMAL POW z 25% RTP is achiev is acceptable give the 
large inher nt margin-to operati limits at low powe 
levels.  

ontinued)
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BASES

AP Gain and Setpoints 

7 B 3.2.4

SURVEIL CE 
REQUIR NTS

SR 3.2.4 3.2.4.2 (cant ued) 

The 12 hour Frequency of SR 3.2. 2 requires a more fr uent 
verificati n than if NFLPD is 1 s than or equal to fr.ctlon 
of rated jower (FRP). When HF •D is greater than FRP more 
rapid ch ges in power distrib /ion are typically ex ected.

1. 0 CFR 50, Append/ixA, GDC 10, 
29.  

2. FSAR, Section [3 
33 FSAR, Section[

/

GDC 13, .C , and

/

Rev 1, 04/97/95
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS FROM NUREG-1434, REVISION 1 
ISTS BASES: 3.2.4 - APRM GAIN AND SETPOINTS 

1. This Bases section has been deleted since the associated optional Specification is not 
used.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.2 - POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES 
("A.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change involves reformatting, renumbering, and rewording the existing 
Technical Specifications. The reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process 
involves no technical changes to the existing Technical Specifications. As such, this 
change is administrative in nature and does not impact initiators of analyzed events or 
assumed mitigation of accident or transient events. 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in methods governing normal 
plant operation. The proposed change will not impose any new or eliminate any old 
requirements. Thus, this change does not create the possibility of a new or different 
kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on 
any safety analyses assumptions. This change is administrative in nature. Therefore, 
the change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.2 - POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 

RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA.x' Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The proposed change relocates certain details from the Technical Specifications to the 
Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents. The Bases, UFSAR, 
TRM, and other plant controlled documents containing the relocated information will 
be maintained in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59. In addition to 10 CFR 50.59 
provisions, the Technical Specification Bases are subject to the change control 
provisions in the Administrative Controls Chapter of the ITS. The UFSAR is subject 
to the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.71(e), and the plant procedures and 
other plant controlled documents are subject to controls imposed by plant administrative 
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Since any changes to 
the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled documents will be evaluated per the 
requirements of the Bases Control Program in Chapter 5.0 of the ITS or 10 CFR 
50.59, no increase (significant or insignificant) in the probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated will be allowed. 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? 

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new or 
different type of equipment will be installed) or a change in the methods governing 
normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or eliminate any 
requirements, and adequate control of the information will be maintained. Thus, this 
change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated.  

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

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no impact on 
any safety analysis assumptions. In addition, the details to be transposed from the 
Technical Specifications to the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled
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GENERIC NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: SECTION 3.2 - POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

"GENERIC" LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES: 
RELOCATING DETAILS TO TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION BASES, UFSAR, TRM, OR 
OTHER PLANT CONTROLLED DOCUMENTS 
("LA.x" Labeled Comments/Discussions) 

3. (continued) 

documents are the same as the existing Technical Specifications. Since any future 
changes to these details in the Bases, UFSAR, TRM, or other plant controlled 
documents will be evaluated per the requirements of 10 CFR 50.59, no reduction 
(significant or insignificant) in a margin of safety will be allowed. Based on 10 CFR 
50.92, the existing requirement for NRC review and approval of revisions, to these 
details proposed for relocation, does not have a specific margin of safety upon which to 
evaluate. However, since the proposed change is consistent with the BWR Standard 
Technical Specifications, NUREG-1434, Rev. 1, approved by the NRC Staff, revising 
the Technical Specifications to reflect the approved level of detail ensures no significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.1 - AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The change to the Surveillance Frequency will require the verification of the APLHGR 
limit only once during low power operations with periodic reverification to identify 
trends. The APLHGR limit is used to verify the unit is operating within the initial 
assumptions of the safety analysis. Significant changes in this parameter are indicative 
of unanticipated operation, but are not, in themselves, identified as initiators of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the change in Frequency of the Surveillance 
will not significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. At 
low power, there are inherent margins to the APLHGR operating limit and during 
normal operation, change in the APLHGR is slow. Therefore, the proposed Frequency 
is sufficient to assure the parameter remains within limits and the change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of a previously evaluated accident.  

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

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does it require 
physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

This change has no impact on any safety analysis assumption since the verification of 
operation within the APLHGR limit is still required and is consistent with those 
assumptions. The proposed Surveillance Frequency has been determined through 
engineering judgement to be adequate for assuring the APLHGR does not exceed the 
limits. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.1 - AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The deletion of the Surveillance when operating with a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN for APLHGR will have minimal effect on the probability or consequences 
of an accident since operating at the parameter limit does not invalidate safety analysis 
assumptions. Additionally, it would not be evident that a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN for APLHGR had been achieved until the 24 hour Frequency Surveillance 
was performed. As a result, the 24 hour Frequency Surveillance serves to assure the 
parameter does not exceed the limits. This Frequency has been demonstrated through 
operating experience to be adequate. Therefore, no significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated is involved with this 
change.  

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

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

This change has no impact on any safety analysis assumption since operating at the 
parameter limit is consistent with those assumptions. The existing 24 hour Surveillance 
Frequency is maintained and has been demonstrated through operating experience to be 
adequate for assuring the parameter does not exceed limits. Therefore, the change does 
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, CornEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The change in the completion time to allow 2 hours to restore MCPR(s) provides 
reasonable time so that the operator can evaluate the condition and take the appropriate 
actions. The MCPR limit is used to verify the unit is operating within the initial 
assumptions of the safety analysis. Significant changes in this parameter are indicative 
of unanticipated operation, but are not, in themselves, identified as initiators of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the change in the completion time will not 
significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. While MCPR 
being within limits is assumed to mitigate the consequences of an event, the 
consequences of an event during the additional 2 hours is the same as the consequences 
of an event during the current time provided to reduce power. Therefore, the change 
does not significantly increase the consequences of a previously evaluated accident.  

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

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does it require 
physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

The increased completion time to restore MCPR(s) within limits is acceptable based on 
the small probability of an event occurring during this time period. At the same time 
the Fuel Integrity Safety Limit (CTS 2.1.2 and proposed Specification 2.1.1.2) ensures 
that no significant fuel cladding damage will occur during steady condition since the 
MCPR must be maintained above the Safety Limit. The 2 hour Completion Time 
provides adequate time to evaluate and to take the corrective action to restore the 
MCPR(s) above the LCO limits. Due to the small probability of an event occurring 
during this time period and since the Fuel Integrity Safety Limit must be met during 
this time period, this change does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of 
safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The change to the Surveillance Frequency will require the verification of the MCPR 
limit only once during low power operations with periodic reverification to identify 
trends. The MCPR limit is used to verify the unit is operating within the initial 
assumptions of the safety analysis. Significant changes in this parameter are indicative 
of unanticipated operation, but are not, in themselves, identified as initiators of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the change in Frequency of the Surveillance 
will not significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. At 
low power, there are inherent margins to the MCPR operating limit and during normal 
operation, change in the MCPR is slow. Therefore, the proposed Frequency is 
sufficient to assure the parameter remains within limits and the change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of a previously evaluated accident.  

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

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does it require 
physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

This change has no impact on any safety analysis assumption since the verification of 
operation within the MCPR limit is still required and is consistent with those 
assumptions. The proposed Surveillance Frequency has been determined through 
engineering judgement to be adequate for assuring the MCPR does not exceed the 
limits. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.2 - MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER RATIO 

L.3 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The deletion of the Surveillance when operating with a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN for MCPR will have minimal effect on the probability or consequences of 
an accident since operating at the parameter limit does not invalidate safety analysis 
assumptions. Additionally, it would not be evident that a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN for MCPR had been achieved until the 24 hour Frequency Surveillance was 
performed. As a result, the 24 hour Frequency Surveillance serves to assure the 
parameter does not exceed the limits. This Frequency has been demonstrated through 
operating experience to be adequate. Therefore, no significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated is involved with this 
change.  

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

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

This change has no impact on any safety analysis assumptions since operating at the 
parameter limit is consistent with those assumptions. The existing 24 hour Surveillance 
Frequency is maintained and has been demonstrated through operating experience to be 
adequate for assuring the parameter does not exceed limits. Therefore, the change does 
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.3 - LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

L. 1 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The change to the Surveillance Frequency will require the verification of the LHGR 
limit only once during low power operations with periodic reverification to identify 
trends. The LHGR limit is used to verify the unit is operating within the initial 
assumptions of the safety analysis. Significant changes in this parameter are indicative 
of unanticipated operation, but are not, in themselves, identified as initiators of any 
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the change in Frequency of the Surveillance 
will not significantly increase the probability of an accident previously identified. At 
low power, there are inherent margins to the LHGR operating limit and during normal 
operation, change in the LHGR is slow. Therefore, the proposed Frequency is 
sufficient to assure the parameter remains within limits and the change does not 
significantly increase the consequences of a previously evaluated accident.  

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

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation nor does it require 
physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.  

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

This change has no impact on any safety analysis assumption since the verification of 
operation within the LHGR limit is still required and is consistent with those 
assumptions. The proposed Surveillance Frequency has been determined through 
engineering judgement to be adequate for assuring the LHGR does not exceed the 
limits. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of 
safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 I



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION 
ITS: 3.2.3 - LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE 

L.2 CHANGE 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.92, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specifications change and determined it does not represent a significant hazards 
consideration. The following is provided in support of this conclusion.  

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

The deletion of the Surveillance when operating with a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN for LHGR will have minimal effect on the probability or consequences of 
an accident since operating at the parameter limit does not invalidate safety analysis 
assumptions. Additionally, it would not be evident that a LIMITING CONTROL ROD 
PATTERN for LHGR had been achieved until the 24 hour Frequency Surveillance was 
performed. As a result, the 24 hour Frequency Surveillance serves to assure the 
parameter does not exceed the limits. This Frequency has been demonstrated through 
operating experience to be adequate. Therefore, no significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated is involved with this 
change.  

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

The proposed change does not introduce a new mode of plant operation and does not 
require physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the change does not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously 
evaluated.  

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

This change has no impact on any safety analysis assumption since operating at the 
parameter limit is consistent with those assumptions. The existing 24 hour Surveillance 
Frequency is maintained and has been demonstrated through operating experience to be 
adequate for assuring the parameter does not exceed limits. Therefore, the change does 
not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

LaSalle 1 and 2 2



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
ITS: SECTION 3.2 - POWER DISTRIBUTION LIMITS 

In accordance with the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.21, ComEd has evaluated this proposed 
Technical Specification change for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring 
environmental assessment, determined it meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth 
in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9) and as such, has determined that no irreversible consequences exist in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92(b). This determination is based on the fact that this change is 
being proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR which changes a 
requirement with respect to installation or use of a facility component located within the 
restricted area, as defined in 10 CFR 20, or which changes an inspection or a surveillance 
requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria: 

1. The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.  

As demonstrated in the No Significant Hazards Consideration, this proposed 
amendment does not involve any significant hazards consideration.  

2. There is no significant change in the type or significant increase in the amounts of any 
effluents that may be released offsite.  

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the 
facility. There will be no change in the level of controls or methodology used for 
processing of radioactive effluents or handling of solid radioactive waste, nor will the 
proposal result in any change in the normal radiation levels within the plant.  
Therefore, there will be no change in the types or significant increase in the amounts of 
any effluents released offsite resulting from this change.  

3. There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation 
exposure.  

The proposed change will not result in changes in the operation or configuration of the 
facility which impact radiation exposure. There will be no change in the level of 
controls or methodology used for processing of radioactive effluents or handling of 
solid radioactive waste, nor will the proposal result in any change in the normal 
radiation levels within the plant. Therefore, there will be no increase in individual or 
cumulative occupational radiation exposure resulting from this change.  

Therefore, based upon the above evaluation, ComEd has concluded that no irreversible 
consequences exist with the proposed change.

LaSalle 1 and 2 1


