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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to confirm the results of the BWR Owners Group application of the
Technical Specification selection criteria on a plant specific basis for Monticello Nuclear Power Station.
Nuclear Management Company, LLC has reviewed the application of the selection criteria to each of the
Technical Specifications utilized in BWROG report NEDO-31466, "Technical Specification Screening
Criteria Application and Risk Assessment,” including Supplement 1 (Reference 1), NUREG-1433,
Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants, BWR/4," (Reference 2) and applied the
criteria to each of the current Monticello Technical Specifications. Additionally, in accordance with the
NRC guidance, this confirmation of the application of selection criteria to Monticello includes confirming
the risk insights from Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) evaluations, provided in Reference 1, as
applicable to Monticello.

Page 1 of 9

Attachment 1, Volume 1, Rev. 1, Page 3 of 29



Attachment 1, Volume 1, Rev. 1, Page 4 of 29

APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

2. SELECTION CRITERIA

Nuclear Management Company, LLC has utilized the selection criteria provided in the NRC Final Policy
Statement on Technical Specification Improvements of July 22, 1993 (Reference 3) to develop the
results contained in the attached matrix. Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) insights as used in the
BWROG submittal were utilized, confirmed by Nuclear Management Company, LLC and are discussed
in the next section of this report. The selection criteria and discussion provided in Reference 3 are as
follows:

Criterion 1: Installed instrumentation that is used to detect, and indicate in the control room, a
significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary:

Discussion of Criterion 1: A basic concept in the adequate protection of the public health and
safety is the prevention of accidents. Instrumentation is installed to detect significant abnormal
degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary so as to allow operator actions to either
correct the condition or to shut down the plant safely, thus reducing the likelihood of a loss-of-
coolant accident.

This criterion is intended to ensure that Technical Specifications control those instruments
specifically installed to detect excessive reactor coolant system leakage. This criterion should
not, however, be interpreted to include instrumentation to detect precursors to reactor coolant
pressure boundary leakage or instrumentation to identify the source of actual leakage (e.g.,
loose parts monitor, seismic instrumentation, valve position indicators).

Criterion 2: A process variable, design feature, or operating restriction that is an initial condition
of a design basis accident (DBA) or transient analyses that either assumes the failure of or
presents a challenge to the integrity of a fission product barrier:

Discussion of Criterion 2: Another basic concept in the adequate protection of the public health
and safety is that the plant shall be operated within the bounds of the initial conditions assumed
in the existing design basis accident and transient analyses and that the plant will be operated to
preclude unanalyzed transients and accidents. These analyses consist of postulated events,
analyzed in the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR), for which a structure, system, or
component must meet specified functional goals. These analyses are contained in Chapters 6
and 15 of the FSAR (or equivalent chapters) and are identified as Condition Il, lll, or IV events
(ANSI N18.2) (or equivalent) that either assume the failure of or present a challenge to the
integrity of a fission product barrier.

As used in Criterion 2, process variables are only those parameters for which specific values or
ranges of values have been chosen as reference bounds in the design basis accident or
transient analyses and which are monitored and controlled during power operation such that
process values remain within the analysis bounds. Process variables captured by Criterion 2
are not, however, limited to only those directly monitored and controlled from the contro! room.
These could also include other features or characteristics that are specifically assumed in
Design Basis Accident and Transient analyses even if they cannot be directly observed in the
control room (e.g, moderator temperature coefficient and hot channe! factors).
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

SELECTION CRITERIA (continued)

The purpose of this criterion is to capture those process variables that have initial values
assumed in the design basis accident and transient analyses, and which are monitored and
controlled during power operation. As long as these variables are maintained within the
established values, risk to the public safety is presumed to be acceptably low. This criterion also
includes active design features (e.g., high pressure/low pressure system valves and interlocks)
and operating restrictions (pressure/ftemperature limits) needed to preclude unanalyzed
accidents and transients.

Criterion 3: A structure, system, or component that is part of the primary success path and
which functions or actuates to mitigate a design basis accident or transient that either assumes
the failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a fission product barrier:

Discussion of Criterion 3: A third concept in the adequate protection of the public health and
safety is that in the event that a postulated design basis accident or transient should occur,
structures, systems, and components are available to function or to actuate in order to mitigate
the consequences of the design basis accident or transient. Safety sequence analyses or their
equivalent have been performed in recent years and provide a method of presenting the plant
response to an accident. These can be used to define the primary success paths.

A safety sequence analysis is a systematic examination of the actions required to mitigate the
consequences of events considered in the plant's design basis accident and transient analyses,
as presented in Chapters 6 and 15 of the plant's Final Safety Analysis Report (or equivalent
chapters). Such a safety sequence analysis considers all applicable events, whether explicitly or
implicitly presented. The primary success path of a safety sequence analysis consists of the
combination and sequences of equipment needed to operate (including consideration of the
single failure criteria), so that the plant response to design basis accidents and transients limits
the consequences of these events to within the appropriate acceptance criteria.

It is the intent of this criterion to capture into Technical Specifications only those structures,
systems, and components that are part of the primary success path of a safety sequence
analysis. Also captured by this criterion are those support and actuation systems that are
necessary for items in the primary success path to successfully function. The primary success
path for a particular mode of operation does not include backup and diverse equipment (e.g., rod
withdrawa! block which is a backup to the average power range monitor high flux trip in the
startup mode, safety valves which are backup to low temperature overpressure relief valves
during cold shutdown).

Criterion 4: A structure, system, or component which operating experience or probabilistic
safety assessment has shown to be significant to public health and safety:

Discussion of Criterion 4: It is the Commission policy that licensees retain in their Technical
Specifications LCOs, action statements and Surveillance Requirements for the following
systems (as applicable), which operating experience and PSA have generally shown to be
significant to public health and safety and any other structures, systems, or components that
meet this criterion:
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

SELECTION CRITERIA (continued)

Reactor Core Isolation Cooling/Isolation Condenser,;
Residual Heat Removal;

Standby Liquid Control; and

Recirculation Pump Trip.

The Commission recognizes that other structures, systems, or components may meet this
criterion. Plant and design-specific PSA's have yielded valuable insight to unique plant
vulnerabilities not fully recognized in the safety analysis report Design Basis Accident or
Transient analyses. It is the intent of this criterion that those requirements that PSA or operating
experience exposes as significant to public health and safety, consistent with the Commission's
Safety Goal and Severe Accident Policies, be retained or included in Technical Specifications.

The Commission expects that licensees, in preparing their Technical Specification related
submittals, will utilize any plant specific PSA or risk survey and any available literature on risk
insights and PSAs. This material should be employed to strengthen the technical bases for
those requirements that remain in Technical Specifications, when applicable, and to verify that
none of the requirements to be relocated contain constraints of prime importance in limiting the
likelihood or severity of the accident sequences that are commonly found to dominate risk.

Similarly, the NRC staff will also employ risk insights and PSAs in evaluating Technical
Specifications related submittals. Further, as a part of the Commission's ongoing program of

improving Technical Specifications, it will continue to consider methods to make better use of
risk and reliability information for defining future generic Technical Specification requirements.
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO

TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
o

3. PRA INSIGHTS

Introduction and Objectives

Reference 3 includes a statement that NRC expects licensees to utilize any plant specific PSA or risk
survey and any available literature on risk insights and PSAs to strengthen the technical bases for these
requirements that remain in Technical Specifications and to verify that none of the requirements to be
relocated contain constraints of prime importance in limiting the likelihood or severity of the accident
sequences that are commonly found to dominate risk.

Those Technical Specifications proposed as being relocated to other plant controlled documents will be
maintained under programs subject to the 10 CFR 50.59 review process. These Relocated
Specifications have been compared to a variety of PRA material with two purposes: 1) to identify if a
Specification component or topic is addressed by PRA; and 2) if addressed, to judge if the Relocated
Specification component or topic is risk-important. The intent of the PRA review was to provide an
additional screen to the deterministic criteria. Those Technical Specifications proposed to remain part of
the Improved Technical Specifications were not reviewed. This review was accomplished in

Reference 1 except where discussed in Appendix A, "Justification For Specification Relocation," and

has been confirmed by Nuclear Management Company, LLC for those Specifications to be relocated.
The Monticello plant-specific Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) was reviewed during this process.

Assumptions and Approach

N~ Briefly, the approach used in Reference 1 was the following:

The risk assessment analysis evaluated the loss of function of the system or component whose
LCO was being considered for relocation and qualitatively assessed the associated effect on
core damage frequency and offsite releases. The assessment was based on available literature
on plant risk insights and PRAs. Table 3-1 lists the PRAs used for making the assessments and
is provided at the end of this section. A detailed quantitative calculation of the core damage and
offsite release effects was not performed. However, the analysis did provide an indication of the
relative significance of those LCOs proposed for relocation on the likelihood or severity of the
accident sequences that are commonly found to dominate plant safety risks. The following
analysis steps were performed for each LCO proposed for relocation:

a. List the function(s) affected by removal of the LCO item.

b. Determine the effect of loss of the LCO item on the function(s).

C. Identify compensating provisions, redundancy, and backups related to the loss of the
LCO item.
d. Determine the relative frequency (high, medium, and low) of the loss of the function(s)

assuming the LCO item is removed from Technical Specifications and controlled by other
procedures or programs. Use information from current PRAs and related analyses to
establish the relative frequency.
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

3. PRA INSIGHTS (continued)

e.

Determine the relative significance (high, medium, and low) of the loss of the function(s).
Use information from current PRAs and related analyses to establish the relative

significance.

Apply risk category criteria to establish the potential risk significance or non-significance
of the LCO item. Risk categories were defined as follows:

RISK CRITERIA
Consequence
Frequency High Medium Low
High S S NS
Medium S S NS
Low NS NS NS
S = Potential Significant Risk Contributor
NS = Risk Non-Significant

List any comments or caveats that apply to the above assessment. The output from the
above evaluation was a list of LCOs proposed for relocation that could have potential
plant safety risk significance if not properly controlled by other procedures or programs.
As a result these Specifications will be relocated to other plant controlled documents
outside the Technical Specifications.
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
TABLE 3-1
BWR PRAs USED IN NEDO-31466 (and Supplement 1)
RISK ASSESSMENT

BWR/6 Standard Plant, GESSAR Il, 238 Nuclear Island, BWR/6 Standard Plant Probabilistic
Risk Assessment, Docket No. STN 50-447, March 1982.

La Salle County Station, NEDO-31085, Probabilistic Safety Analysis, February 1988.

Grand Gulf Nuclear Station, IDCOR, Technical Report 86.2GG, Verification of IPE for Grand
Gulf, March 1987.

Limerick, Docket Nos. 50-352, 50-353, 1981, "Probabilistic Risk Assessment, Limerick
Generating Station,” Philadelphia Electric Company.

Shoreham, Probabilistic Risk Assessment Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Long Island
Lighting Company, SAI-372-83-PA-01, June 24, 1983.

Peach Bottom 2, NUREG-75/0104, "Reactor Safety Study,” WASH-1400, October 1975.

Millstone Point 1, NUREG/CR-3085, "Interim Reliability Evaluation Program: Analysis of the

Millstone Point Unit 1 Nuclear Power Plant,” January 1983.

Grand Gulf, NUREG/CR-1659, "Reactor Safety Study Methodology Applications Program:
Grand Gulf #1 BWR Power Plant," October 1981.

NEDC-30936P, "BWR Owners' Group Technica! Specification Improvement Methodology
(with Demonstration for BWR ECCS Actuation Instrumentation) Part 2," June 1987.
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS

4. RESULTS OF APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA

The selection criteria from Section 2 were applied to the Monticello Technical Specifications. The
attachment is a summary of that application indicating which Specifications are being retained or
relocated. Discussions that document the rationale for the relocation of each Specification which failed
to meet the selection criteria are provided in Appendix A. No Significant Hazards Considerations

(10 CFR 50.92) evaluations for those Specifications relocated are provided with the Discussion of
Changes for the specific Technical Specifications. Nuclear Management Company, LLC will relocate
those Specifications identified as not satisfying the criteria to licensee controlled documents whose
changes are governed by 10 CFR 50.59.
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APPLICATION OF SELECTION CRITERIA
TO THE MONTICELLO
TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS
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NEDO-31466 (and Supplement 1), "Technical Specification Screening Criteria
Application and Risk Assessment,” November 1987 and July 1989.
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Final Policy Statement on Technical Specifications Improvements, July 22, 1993
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SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR M( ICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (

CURRENT TS (CTS) CURRENT TITLE NEWTS RETAINED/ NOTES(a)
NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
NUMBER FOR
INCLUSION
1.0 DEFINITIONS 11 YES This section provides definitions for several defined terms
used throughout the remainder of Technical Specifications.
They are provided to improve the meaning of certain
terms. As such, direct application of the Technical
Specification selection criteria is not appropriate.
However, only those definitions for defined terms that
remain as a result of application of the selection criteria,
will remain as definitions in this section of Technical
Specifications.
2.0 SAFETY LIMITS AND LIMITING 20
SAFETY SYSTEM SETTINGS
21 Safety Limits 2.1
21.A Reactor Core Safety Limits 211 YES Application of Technical Specification selection criteria is
not appropriate. However, Safety Limits will be included in
Technical Specifications as required by 10 CFR 50.36.
21.B Reactor Coolant System Pressure 21.2 YES Same as above.
Safety Limit
2.2 Safety Limit Violations 2.2 YES Same as above.
3/4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS - 3.0
APPLICABILITY
4.0A Meeting Surveillance Requirements SR 3.0.1 YES This Specification provides generic guidance applicable to
and Time of Performance one or more Specifications. The information is provided to
facilitate understanding of Surveillance Requirements. As
such, direct application of the Technical Specification
selection criteria is not appropriate, However, the general
requirements of 4.0 will be retained in Technical
Specifications, as modified consistent with NUREG-1433,
Revision 3.
4.0.B Time Interval Extensions SR 3.0.2 YES Same as above.
4.0.C Noncompliance and Time of SR 3.0.1, YES Same as above.
Performance SR3.04
4.0.D Missed Surveillances SR 3.0.1 YES Same as above.
4.0.E Delay Time for Missed Surveillances SR 3.0.3 YES Same as above.

-~

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met. ‘ 4

1
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.( SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR N( ICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (

CURRENT TS (CTS) CURRENT TITLE NEWTS RETAINED/ NOTES(a)
NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
. NUMBER FOR
INCLUSION
3/41 REACTOR PROTECTION SYSTEM
3/41.Aand B Reactor Protection System 1.1, YES-3
Instrumentation 3.3.1.1,
3.36.1,
3.36.2
3/4.1.A and B and Turbine Condenser Low Vacuum Relocated NO See Appendix A, page 1.

Table 3.1.1 Trip
Function 9, Table 4.1.1
Instrument Channel 5,
and Table 4.1.2
Instrument Channel 7

3/4.1.C RPS Power Monitoring System 3.3.8.2 YES-3

3/4.2 PROTECTIVE INSTRUMENTATION 33

3/4.2.A Primary Containment Isolation 3.36.1 YES-3, 4
Functions

3/42B Emergency Core Cooling Subsystems  3.3.5.1, YES-3
Actuation 3.3.8.1

3/42C Control Rod Block Actuation

3/4.2.C1 SRM, IRM, APRM and Scram Relocated NO See Appendix A, pages 2 through 5.
Discharge Volume Rod Blocks

3/4.2.C2 Rod Block Monitor 3.3.21 YES-3

3/42D Other Instrumentation 3.3.5.1, YES -3, 4

3.35.2

3/4.2.E Reactor Building Ventilation Isolation 3.36.2 YES-3
and Standby Gas Treatment System

' Initiation

3/4.2.F Recirculation Pump Trip and Altemate  3.3.4.1 YES-4
Rod Injection Initiation

3/4.2.G Safeguards Bus Voltage Protection 3.3.8.1 YES-3

3/4.2.H Instrumentation for Safety/Relief Vaive  3.3.6.3, YES-3
Low-Low Set Logic 3.6.1.5

3/4.2.1 Instrumentation for Control Room 3.3.71 YES-3

Habitability Protection

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met. 2
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( SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR N( /ACELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (

CURRENT TS (CTS)  CURRENT TITLE NEWTS RETAINED/ NOTES(a)

NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
NUMBER FOR
INCLUSION
3/4.3 CONTROL ROD SYSTEM 31
3/43.A Reactivity Limitations
3/4.3.A1 Reactivity margin - core loading 11, YES-2
3141
3/4.3.A.2 Reactivity margin - stuck control rods 313 YES-3
3/4.3.B Control Rod Withdrawal
3/4.3.B.1 Coupling 3.1.3, YES-3
3.10.5
3/4.3.B.2 Control Rod Drive Housing Support Deleted NO Deleted, see CRD Housing Support technical change
System discussion in the Discussion of Changes for CTS:
3/4.3.B.2
3/4.3.B.3.(a) Control Rod Withdrawal Sequences 3.1.6, YES-3
' 3.3.21
3/4.3.B.3.(b) Rod Worth Minimizer 3.3.21 YES-3
3/43.B4 Source Range Monitors for startup and  3.3.1.2 YES
refueling
3/43.C Scram Insertion Times 3.14 YES-3
3/4.3.D Control Rod Accumulators 3.1.5,395 YES-3
3/43.E Reactivity Anomalies 3.1.2 YES-2
3/A3.F Scram Discharge Volume 318 YES-3
3/4.3.G Required Action 3.1.1, YES This requirement provides the appropriate actions to take if
3.1.3, CTS 3.3.A through D are not met. As such, direct
3.14, application of the Technical Specification selection criteria
3.1.5, is not appropriate for actions. Therefore, changes to this
3.1.6, action are discussed in the technical change discussion in
33.1.2, the Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.1.1, 3.1.3, 3.1.4,
395 3.1.5, 3.1.6, 3.3.1.2, and 3.9.5.
3/4.4 STANDBY LIQUID CONTROL
SYSTEM
3/4.4.A Standby Liquid Control System 317 YES4
3/4.4.8 Boron Solution Requirements 3.1.7 YES-4

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met. 3
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( SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR N( .ICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (
CURRENT TS (CTS) CURRENT TITLE NEWTS RETAINED/ NOTES(a)

NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
NUMBER FOR
INCLUSION
3/44.C Required Action 3.1.7 YES This requirement provides the appropriate action to take if

CTS 3.4.A or B is not met. As such, direct application of
the Technical Specification selection criteria is not
appropriate for actions. Therefore, changes to this action
are discussed in the technical change discussion in the
Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.1.7.

3/4.5 CORE AND CONTAINMENT 3.5
SPRAY/COOLING SYSTEMS
3/4.5.A ECCS Systems 351, YES-3
3.10.1
45A4 ADS Inhibit Switch Relocated NO See Appendix A, page 6.
3/45.B RHR Intertie Return Line Isolation 3.5.1 YES-3
Valves
3/45.C Containment Spray/Cooling System 3.6.2.3, YES-3
3.6.1.8,
371
3/45D RCIC 3.35.2, YES-4
3.5.3,
3.10.1
3/4A5E Cold Shutdown and Refueling 35.2 YES-3
Requirements
3/4.5.F Recirculation System 3.4.1 YES-2
3/4.6 PRIMARY SYSTEM BOUNDARY 34
3/46.A Reactor Coolant Heatup and Cooldown  3.4.9 YES-2
3/4.6.B Reactor Vessel Temperature and 349 YES-2
Pressure
3/4.6.C Coolant Chemistry
3/46.C.1 Radioiodine concentration in the 3.4.6, YES-2
reactor coolant 3.10.1
3/4.6.C.2and 3 Reactor Coolant Water Chemistry Relocated NO See Appendix A, page 7.

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met. 4
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( SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR N( ICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (

"CURRENT TS (CTS) CURRENT TITLE NEW TS ' RETAINED/ NOTES(a)
NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
NUMBER FOR
< INCLUSION
3/46.C4 Required Action 346 YES This requirement provides the appropriate actions to take if

CTS 3.6.C.1 through 3 are not met. As such, direct
application of the Technical Specification selection criteria
is not appropriate for actions. Therefore, changes to this
action are discussed in the technical change discussion in
the Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.4.6 and CTS

3/4.6.C.2 and 3.
3/4.6.D0 Reactor Coolant System (RCS)
3/4.6.D.1 Operational Leakage 344 YES-2
3/46.D0.2 RCS Leakage Detection 345 YES-1
Instrumentation
3/46.E Safety/Relief Valves 343, YES-3
36.1.5
3/46.F Deleted by Amendent 42
3/4.6.G Jet Pumps , 34.2 YES-2
3/46H Snubbers Deleted NO Deleted, see Snubbers technical change discussion in the
Discussion of Changes for CTS: 3/4.6.H.
3/4.7 CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS 3.6
3/4.7.A Primary Containment
3/4.7.A1 Suppression Pool Volume and 3.5.2, YES-2, 3
Temperature 36.1.1,
3.6.2.1,
36.22
3/4.7.A.2 Primary Containment Integrity
3/4.7.A2.a Primary Containment Integrity 3.6.1.1, YES-3
3.6.1.3,
3.101
3/4.7.A.2b Deleted by Amendment 132
3/4.7.A2.c Primary Containment Air Lock 3.6.1.1, YES-3
36.1.2
3/4.7.A.3 Pressure Suppression Chamber - 3.6.1.6 YES-3
Reactor Building Vacuum Breakers
3/A7.A4 Pressure Suppression Chamber - 3.6.1.1, YES-3
Drywell Vacuum Breakers 36.1.7

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met. 5
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( SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR M( ICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (

CURRENT TS (CTS) CURRENT TITLE NEWTS RETAINED/ NOTES(a)
NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
NUMBER FOR
INCLUSION
3/A7.A5 Primary Containment Oxygen 36.3.1 YES-2
Concentration
3/4.78 Standby Gas Treatment System 3643, YES-3
5.5.6
3/4.7.C Secondary Containment 3.6.4.1, YES-3
3642
3/4.7.0 Primary Containment Isolation Valves  3.6.1.3, YES-3
5.5.11
3/4.7.E Deleted by Amendment 138
3/4.8 Main Condenser Offgas
3/4.8.A Main Condenser Offgas Activity 3.76 YES-2
3/4.9 Auxiliary Electrical Systems 3.8
39A Operational Requirements for Startup 3.8.1, YES-3
384,
3.8.6,
3.8.7
49A ) Substation Switchyard Battery Deleted NO Deleted, see technical change discussion in the
Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.8.1.
3.9.8 Operational Requirements for 381, YES-3
Continued Operation 3.8.3,
384,
3.8.6,
3.8.7
49B.3 Standby Diesel Generator 3.8.1, YES-3
3.8.3,
55.8
49B.4 Station Battery Systems 3.84, YES-3
3.86,
3.8.7
4985 24V Battery System Deleted NO Deleted, see technical change discussion in the
Discussion of Changes for ITS 3.8.4.
3/14.10 REFUELING 39
3/4.10.A Refueling Interlocks 3.91, YES-3
3.9.2
3/4110.B Core Monitoring 3312 YES
3/4/110.C Fuel Storage Pool Water Level 3.7.8 YES-2

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met. 6
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( SUMMARY DISPOSITION MATRIX FOR IV( ACELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT (
CURRENT TS (CTS) CURRENT TITLE NEWTS RETAINED/ NOTES(a)
NUMBER (ITS) CRITERION
NUMBER FOR
INCLUSION
3/410.D Decay Time Deleted NO Deleted, see technical change discussion in the
Discussion of Changes for CTS 3.10.D.
3/4.10.E Extended Core and Control Rod Drive  3.10.2, YES-3
Maintenance 3.10.6
3/4.11 REACTOR FUEL ASSEMBLIES 32
3/4.11.A Average Planar Linear Heat 3.21 YES-2
3/4.11.B Linear Heat Generation Rate 323 YES-2
3/4.11.C Minimum Critical Power Ratio (MCPR) 3.2.2 YES-2
3/4.13 ALTERNATE SHUTDOWN SYSTEM
3/413.A Altemnate Shutdown System 3.3.3.2 YES-4
3/14.14 ACCIDENT MONITORING 3.3.31, YES-3 See Appendix A, pages 8 and 9. Instrumentation that does
INSTRUMENTATION 3.3.6.3 not monitor Regulatory Guide 1.97 Type A or Category 1
variables has been relocated in accordance with the
guidance provided in NUREG-1433, Revision 3.
31417 CONTROL ROOM HABITABILITY
3/417.A Control Room Ventilation System 3.75 YES-3
3/417.8B Control Room Emergency Filtration 3.7.4, YES-3
System 5.5.6
5.0 DESIGN FEATURES 4.0 YES Application of Technical Specification selection criteria is
not appropriate. However, specific portions of Design
Features will be included in Technical Specifications as
required by 10 CFR 50.36.
6.0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS 5.0 YES Application of Technical Specification selection criteria is

not appropriate. However, specific portions of
Administrative Controls will be included in Technical
Specifications as required by 10 CFR 50.36.

(a) The Applicable Safety Analyses section of the Bases for the individual Technical Specifications describes the reason specific Technical
Specification selection criteria are met.

7
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3/41.A REACTOR PROTECTION SYSTEM

LCO STATEMENT:

The setpoints, minimum number of trip systems, and minimum number of instrument channels
that must be operable for each position of the reactor mode switch shall be given in Table 3.1.1.
The time from initiation of any channel trip to the de-energization of the scram pilot valve
solenoids shall not exceed 50 milliseconds.

3/4.1.A and B, and Table 3.1.1 Trip Function 9, Table 4.1.1 Instrument Channel 5, and Table
4.1.2 Instrument Channel 7 (Turbine Condenser Low Vacuum).

DISCUSSION:

The turbine condenser low vacuum scram is provided to protect the main condenser from
overpressurization in the event that vacuum is lost. A loss of condenser vacuum would cause
the turbine stop valves to close, resulting in a turbine trip transient. The low condenser vacuum
trip anticipates this transient and scrams the reactor. No design basis accidents or transients
take credit for this scram signal.

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. The turbine condenser low vacuum scram instrumentation is not an instrument used for,
nor capable of, detecting a significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant
pressure boundary prior to a design basis accident (DBA).

2. The turbine condenser low vacuum scram instrumentation is not used for, nor capable
of, monitoring a process variable that is an initia! condition of a DBA or transient
analysis.

3. The turbine condenser low vacuum scram instrumentation is not used as part of a

primary success path in the mitigation of a DBA or transient.

4. As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 337) of
NEDO-31466, Supplement 1, the loss of the turbine condenser low vacuum scram
instrumentation was found to be a non-significant risk contributor to core damage
frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear Management Company, LLC has reviewed this
evaluation, considers it applicable to Monticello, and concurs with the assessment.

CONCLUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the portions of the LCO and Surveillances

applicable to the Turbine Condenser Low Vacuum scram instrumentation may be relocated to
other plant controlled documents outside the Technical Specifications.

Page 1 of 9
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3/4.2.C.1 CONTROL ROD BLOCK ACTUATION
LCO STATEMENT:

The limiting conditions for operation for the instrumentation that actuates control rod block are
given in Table 3.2.3.

Table 3.2.3 Function 1, SRM

a. Upscale
b. Detector not fully inserted

DISCUSSION:

SRM signals are used to monitor neutron flux during refueling, shutdown, and startup
conditions. When IRMs are not above Range 2, the SRM control rod block functions to prevent
a control rod withdrawal! if the count rate exceeds a preset value or falls below a preset limit. No
design basis accident (DBA) or transient analysis takes credit for rod block signals initiated by
the SRMs.

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. The SRM control rod block instrumentation is not used for, nor capable of, detecting a
significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a
DBA.

2. The SRM control rod block instrumentation is not used to monitor a process variable that

is an initial condition of a DBA or transient analysis.

3. The SRM control rod block instrumentation is not a part of a primary success path in the
mitigation of a DBA or transient.

4, As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 137) of
NEDO-31466, the loss of the SRM control rod block function was found to be a
nonsignificant risk contributor to core damage frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear
Management Company, LLC has reviewed this evaluation, considers it applicable to
Monticello, and concurs with the assessment.

CONCLUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the Control Rod Block Actuation LCO and

Surveillances applicable to SRM instrumentation may be relocated to other plant controlled
documents outside the Technical Specifications.

Page 2 of 9
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3/4.2.CA CONTROL ROD BLOCK ACTUATION
LCO STATEMENT:

The limiting conditions for operation for the instrumentation that actuates control rod block are
given in Table 3.2.3.

Table 3.2.3 Function 2, IRM

a. Downscale
b. Upscale

DISCUSSION:

IRMs are provided to monitor the neutron fiux levels during refueling, shutdown, and startup
conditions. The IRM control rod block functions to prevent a control rod withdrawal if the IRM
reading exceeds a preset value, or if the IRM is inoperable. No design basis accident (DBA) or
transient analysis takes credit for rod block signals initiated by IRMs,

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. The IRM control rod block instrumentation is not used for, nor capable of, detecting a
significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a
DBA.

2. The IRM control rod block instrumentation is not used to monitor a process variable that

is an initial condition of a DBA or transient analysis.

3. The [RM control rod block instrumentation is not a part of a primary success path in the
mitigation of a DBA or transient.

4, As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 138) of
NEDO-31466, the loss of the IRM control rod block function was found to be a non-
significant risk contributor to core damage frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear
Management Company, LLC has reviewed this evaluation, considers it applicable to
Monticello, and concurs with the assessment.

CONCLUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the Control Rod Block Actuation LCO and

Surveillances applicable to IRM instrumentation may be relocated to other plant controlled
documents outside the Technical Specifications.

Page 3 of 9
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3/4.2.C1 CONTROL ROD BLOCK ACTUATION
LCO STATEMENT:

The limiting conditions for operation for the instrumentation that actuates control rod block are
given in Table 3.2.3.

Table 3.2.3 Function 3, APRM

a. Upscale
(1) TLO Flow Biased
(2) SLO Flow Biased
(3) High Flow Clamp

b. Downscale
DISCUSSION:

The APRM control rod block functions to prevent conditions that would require RPS action if
allowed to proceed, such as during a "control rod withdrawal error at power." The APRMs
utilize LPRM signals to create the APRM rod block signal and provide information about the
average core power. However, the rod block function is not used to mitigate a design basis
accident (DBA) or transient.

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. The APRM contro! rod block instrumentation is not used for, nor capable of, detecting a
significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a
DBA.

2. The APRM control rod block instrumentation is not used to monitor a process varlable

that is an initial condition of a DBA or transient analysis.

3. The APRM control rod block instrumentation is not a part of a primary success path in
the mitigation of a DBA or transient.

4, As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 135) of
NEDO-31466, the loss of the APRM control rod block function was found to be a non-
significant risk contributor to core damage frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear
Management Company, LLC has reviewed this evaluation, considers it applicable to
Monticello, and concurs with the assessment.

CONCLUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the Control Rod Block Actuation LCO and

Surveillances applicable to APRM instrumentation may be relocated to other plant controlled
documents outside the Technical Specifications.

Page 4 of 9
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3/4.2.CA1 CONTROL ROD BLOCK ACTUATION
LCO STATEMENT:

The limiting conditions for operation for the instrumentation that actuates control rod block are
given in Table 3.2.3.

Table 3.2.3 Function 5, Scram Discharge Volume

Water Level High
a. East
b. West

DISCUSSION:

The Scram Discharge Volume (SDV) control rod block functions to prevent control rod
withdrawals, utilizing SDV signals to create the rod block signal if water is accumulating in the
SDV. The purpose of measuring the SDV water level is to ensure that there is sufficient volume
remaining to contain the water discharged by the control rod drives during a scram, thus
ensuring that the control rods will be able to insert fully. This rod block signal provides an
indication to the operator that water is accumulating in the SDV and prevents further rod
withdrawals. With continued water accumulation, a reactor protection system initiated scram
signal will occur. Thus, the SDV water level rod block signal provides an opportunity for the
operator to take action to avoid a subsequent scram. No design basis accident (DBA) or
transient takes credit for rod block signals initiated by the SDV instrumentation.

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. The SDV control rod block instrumentation is not used for, nor capable of, detecting a
significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a
DBA.

2. The SDV control rod block instrumentation is not used to monitor a process variable that

is an initial condition of a DBA or transient analysis.

3. The SDV control rod block instrumentation is not a part of a primary success path in the
mitigation of a DBA or transient.

4. As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 139) of
" NEDO-314686, the loss of the SDV control rod block function was found to be a
nonsignificant risk contributor to core damage frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear
Management Company, LLC has reviewed this evaluation, considers it applicable to
Monticello, and concurs with the assessment.

CONCLUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the Control Rod Block Actuation LCO and

Surveillances applicable to SDV instrumentation may be relocated to other plant controlled
documents outside the Technical Specifications.

Page 5of 9
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4.5.A.4 ADS INHIBIT SWITCH
SR STATEMENT:
ADS Inhibit Switch Operability Each Operating Cycle
DISCUSSION

CTS 4.5.A.4 requires the performance of an ADS Inhibit Switch Operability test. The ADS
Inhibit Switch allows the operator to defeat ADS actuation as directed by the emergency
operating procedures under conditions for which ADS would not be desirable. For example,
during an ATWS event low pressure ECCS system activation would dilute sodium pentaborate
injected by the Standby Liquid Control (SLC) System thereby reducing the effectiveness of the
SLC System ability to shutdown the reactor. While 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2) criteria are not normally
used for an individual Surveillance requirement, they are used in this case since the previous
BWR Standard Technical Specifications included the ADS Manual Inhibit Switch as a separate
Specification and the NRC evaluated it as such as documented in the NRC Staff Review of
NSSS Vendor Owners Groups Application of the Commissions Interim Policy Criteria to
Standard Technical Specifications, letter dated May 9, 1988. This SR does not meet the criteria
for retention in the ITS; therefore, it will be retained in the Technical Requirements Manual
(TRM).

COMPARISON TO THE SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. The ADS Inhibit Switch is not an instrument used for, nor capable of, detecting a
significant abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a
design basis accident (DBA).

2. The ADS Inhibit Switch is not used for, nor capable of, monitoring a process variable that

is an initial condition of a DBA or transient analysis.

3. The ADS Inhibit Switch is not used as part of a primary success path in the mitigation of
a DBA or transient. The inhibit feature was added to allow defeating the automatic ADS
function when such action is required by the Emergency Operating Procedures.
However, such manual operator action is not credited in a design basis accident or
transient analysis.

4, As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 112B) of NEDO-
31466, the loss of the ADS Inhibit switch was found to be a non-significant risk
contributor to core damage frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear Management
Company, LLC has reviewed this evaluation, considers it applicable to Monticello, and
concurs with the assessment.

CONCIUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the portions of the LCO and Surveillances

applicable to the ADS Manual Inhibit switch may be relocated to other plant controlied
documents outside the Technical Specifications.
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3/4.6.C.2 and 3/4.6.C.3 REACTOR COOLANT WATER CHEMISTRY

LCO STATEMENT:

3/4.6.C.2. () The reactor coolant water shall not exceed the following limits with steaming
rates less than 100,000 pounds per hour except as specified in 3.6.C.2.b.

Conductivity 5 umho/cm
Chloride ion 0.1 ppm

3/4.6.C.2. (b) For reactor startups the maximum value for conductivity shall not exceed
pmho/cm and the maximum value for chloride ion concentration shall not exceed
0. 1 ppm for the first 24 hours after placing the reactor in the power operating
condition.

3/4.6.C.3.) Except as specified in 3. 6.C. 2.b above, the reactor coolant water shall not
exceed the following limits with steaming rates greater than or equal to
100, 000 Ibs. per hour.

Conductivity 5 pmho/cm
Chloride ion 0.5 ppm

DISCUSSION:

Poor coolant water chemistry contributes to the long term degradation of system materials of
construction, and thus is not of immediate importance to the unit operator. Reactor coolant
water chemistry is monitored for a variety of reasons. One reason is to reduce the possibility of
failures in the Reactor Coolant System pressure boundary caused by corrosion. However, the
chemistry monitoring activity is of a long term preventative purpose rather than mitigative.

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

1. Reactor coolant water chemistry is not used for, nor capable of, detecting a significant
abnormal degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary prior to a design basis
accident (DBA).

2. Reactor coolant water chemistry is not a process variable, design feature, or operating

restriction that is an initial condition of a DBA or transient.

3. Reactor coolant water chemistry is not part of a primary success path in the mitigation of
a DBA or transient.

4, As discussed in Sections 3.5 and 6, and summarized in Table 4-1 (item 211) of
NEDO-31466, the reactor coolant water chemistry was found to be a non-significant risk
contributor to core damage frequency and offsite releases. Nuclear Management
Company, LLC has reviewed this evaluation, considers it applicable to Monticello, and
concurs with the assessment.

CONCLUSION:

Since the screening criteria have not been satisfied, the Chemistry LCO and Surveillances may
be relocated to other plant controlled documents outside the Technical Specifications.
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3/4.14.F ACCIDENT MONITORING
LCO STATEMENT:

Whenever irradiated fuel is in the reactor vessel and reactor coolant water temperature is
greater than 212°F, the limiting conditions for operation for accident monitoring instrumentation
given in Table 3.14.1 shall be satisfied.

DISCUSSION:

Each individual accident monitoring parameter has a specific purpose, however, the general
purpose for all accident monitoring instrumentation is to ensure sufficient information is available .
following an accident to allow an operator to verify the response of automatic safety systems,
and to take preplanned manual actions to accomplish a safe shutdown of the plant.

COMPARISON TO SCREENING CRITERIA:

The NRC position on application of the deterministic screening criteria to post-accident
monitoring instrumentation is documented in letter dated May 9, 1988 from T.E. Murley (NRC)
to W.S. Wilgus (NRC Split Report to Owners Groups). The position taken was that the post-
accident monitoring instrumentation table list should contain, on a plant specific basis, all
Regulatory Guide 1.97 Type A instruments specified in the plant’s Safety Evaluation Report
(SER) on Regulatory Guide 1.97, and all Regulatory Guide 1.97 Category 1 instruments.
Accordingly, this position has been applied to the Monticello Regulatory Guide 1.97 instruments.
Those instruments meeting these criteria have remained in Technical Specifications. The
Instruments not meeting this criteria will be relocated from the Technical Specifications to plant
controlled documents.

The following summarizes the Nuclear Management Company, LLC position for those
instruments currently in Monticello Technical Specifications.

Type A Variables

1. Reactor Vessel Fuel Zone Water Level
2. Suppression Pool Temperature

Other Type, Category 1 Variables

1. Drywell Wide Range Pressure
2. Suppression Pool Wide Range Level
3. Drywell High Range Radiation

For other post-accident monitoring instrumentation currently in Technical Specifications, their
loss is not risk-significant since the variables they monitor did not qualify as a Type A or

Category 1 variable (one that is important to safety and needed by the operator, so that the
operator can perform necessary normal actions).

Page 8 of 9
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CONCLUSION:
Since the screening criteria have not satisfied for non-Regulatory Guide 1.97 Type A or
Category 1 variable instruments, their associated LCO and Surveillances may be relocated to
other plant controlled documents outside the Technical Specifications. The instruments to be
relocated are as follows:
1. Safety/Relief Valve Position

2. Offgas Stack Wide Range Radiation
3. Reactor Bldg Vent Wide Range Radiation

Page 9 of 9
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Summary of Changes
Generic Determination of No Significant Hazards Consideration
and Environmental Assessment

No changes are required for the Volume.
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
GENERIC CHANGES

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve reformatting, renumbering, and
rewording of Current Technical Specifications (CTS) with no change in intent. These
changes, since they do not involve technical changes to the CTS, are administrative.

This type of change is connected with the movement of requirements within the current
requirements, or with the modification of wording that does not affect the technical
content of the CTS. These changes also include non-technical modifications of
requirements to conform to NEI 01-03, "Writer's Guide for the Improved Standard
Technical Specifications,” or provide consistency with the Improved Standard Technical
Specifications in NUREG-1433. Administrative changes are not intended to add, delete,
or relocate any technical requirements of the CTS.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change involves reformatting, renumbering, and rewording the
CTS. The reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process involves no
technical changes to the CTS. As such, this change is administrative in nature
and does not affect initiators of analyzed events or assumed mitigation of
accident or transient events. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

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

Response: No.

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. 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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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
GENERIC CHANGES

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

Response: No.
The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no effect
on any safety analyses assumptions. This change is administrative in nature.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration" is justified.
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
GENERIC CHANGES

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
MORE RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve adding more restrictive requirements to
the Current Technical Specifications (CTS) by either making current requirements more
stringent or by adding new requirements that currently do not exist.

These changes include additional requirements that decrease allowed outage times,
increase the Frequency of Surveillances, impose additional Surveillances, increase the
scope of Specifications to include additional plant equipment, increase the Applicability
of Specifications, or provide additional actions. These changes are generally made to
conform with NUREG-1433 and have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant
safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change provides more stringent Technical Specification
requirements for the facility. These more stringent requirements do not result in
operations that significantly 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, the proposed change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

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 does impose different Technical
Specification requirements. However, these changes are consistent with the
assumptions in the safety analyses and licensing basis. 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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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
GENERIC CHANGES

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

Response: No.

The imposition of more restrictive requirements either has no effect on or
increases the margin of plant safety. As provided in the discussion of 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, the proposed change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 5§0.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
GENERIC CHANGES

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve relocating Current Technical
Specification (CTS) Limiting Conditions for Operations (LCOs) to licensee controlled
documents.

NMC has evaluated the CTS using the criteria set forth in 10 CFR 50.36. Specifications
identified by this evaluation that did not meet the retention requirements specified in the
regulation are not included in the ITS. These specifications have been relocated from
the CTS to the Technical Requirements Manual, which is incorporated into the Updated
Safety Analysis Report (USAR).

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change relocates requirements and Surveillances for structures,
systems, components, or variables that do not meet the criteria of

10 CFR 50.36 (c)(2)(ii) for inclusion in Technical Specifications as identified in
the Application of Selection Criteria to the Monticello 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 CTS to
an appropriate administratively controlled document which will be incorporated
into the USAR, thus it 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
are subject to the change control provisions imposed by plant administrative
procedures, which endorse applicable regulations and standards. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.
The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant (no new

or different type of equipment will be installed) or change in the methods
governing normal plant operation. The proposed change will not impose or
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eliminate any requirements, and adequate control of existing requirements will be
maintained. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no
significant effect on any safety analyses assumptions, as indicated by the fact
that the requirements do not meet the 10 CFR 50.36 criteria for retention. In
addition, the relocated requirements are moved without change, and any future
changes to these requirements will be evaluated per 10 CFR 50.59.

NRC prior review and approval of changes to these relocated requirements, in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.92, will no longer be required. This review and
approval does not provide a specific margin of safety that can be evaluated.
However, the proposed change is consistent with NUREG-1433, issued by the
NRC, which allows revising the CTS to relocate these requirements and
Surveillances to a licensee controlled document controlled by 10 CFR 50.59.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration" is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
REMOVED DETAIL CHANGES

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve moving details out of the Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) and into the Technical Specifications Bases, the Updated
Safety Analysis Report (USAR), the Technical Requirements Manual (TRM), or other
documents under regulatory control such as the CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT
(COLR), Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM), Operational Quality Assurance
Program (OQAP), Inservice Testing Program (IST), and Inservice Inspection Program
(lIP). The removal of this information is considered to be less restrictive because it is no
longer controlled by the Technical Specification change process. Typically, the
information moved is descriptive in nature and its removal conforms with NUREG-1433
for format and content.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment," as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change relocates certain details from the CTS to other documents
under regulatory control. The Technical Specification Bases and TRM 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 USAR is
subject to the change control provisions of 10 CFR 50.59 or 10 CFR 50.71(e).
Other documents are subject to controls imposed by ITS or regulations. Since
any changes to these documents will be evaluated, no significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated will be allowed.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

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 operations. The proposed change will not impose or
eliminate any requirements, and adequate control of the information will be
maintained. 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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3. Does the proposed change Involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety?

Response: No.

The proposed change will not reduce a margin of safety because it has no effect
on any assumption of the safety analyses. In addition, the details to be moved
from the CTS to other documents are not being changed. Since any future
changes to these details will be evaluated under the applicable regulatory
change control mechanism, no significant reduction in a margin of safety will be
allowed. A significant reduction in the margin of safety is not associated with the
elimination of the 10 CFR 50.90 requirement for NRC review and approval of
future changes to the relocated details. Not including these details in the
Technical Specifications is consistent with NUREG-1433, issued by the NRC,
which allows revising the Technical Specifications to relocate these requirements
and Surveillances to a licensee controlled document controlled by 10 CFR 50.59,
10 CFR 50.71(e), or other Technical Specification controlled or regulation
controlled documents. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration" is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 1
RELAXATION OF LCO REQUIREMENT

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4" (ISTS). Some of the proposed changes involve relaxation of the Current
Technical Specification (CTS) Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCOs) by the
elimination of specific items from the LCO or Tables referenced in the LCO, or the
addition of exceptions to the LCO.

These changes reflect the ISTS approach to provide LCO requirements that specify the
protective conditions that are required to meet safety analysis assumptions for required
features. These conditions replace the lists of specific devices used in the CTS to
describe the requirements needed to meet the safety analysis assumptions. The ITS
also includes LCO Notes which allow exceptions to the LCO for the performance of
testing or other operational needs. The ITS provides the protection required by the
safety analysis, and provides flexibility for meeting the conditions without adversely
affecting operations since equivalent features are required to be OPERABLE. The ITS
is also consistent with the plant current licensing basis, as may be modified in the
discussion of individual changes. These changes are generally made to conform with
NUREG-1433, and have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change provides less restrictive LCO requirements for operation of
the facility. These less restrictive LCO requirements do not result in operation
that will significantly increase the probability of initiating an analyzed event and
do not alter assumptions relative to mitigation of an accident or transient event in
that the requirements continue to ensure process variables, structures, systems,
and components are maintained consistent with the current safety analyses and
licensing basis. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.
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 does impose different
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requirements. However, the change is consistent with the assumptions in the
current safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, the proposed change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The imposition of less restrictive LCO requirements does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. As provided in the discussion of change, this
change has been evaluated to ensure that the current safety analyses and
licensing basis requirements are maintained. Therefore, the proposed change
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration" is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 2
RELAXATION OF APPLICABILITY

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve relaxation of the applicability of Current
Technical Specification (CTS) Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCOs) by reducing the
conditions under which the LCO requirements must be met.

Reactor operating conditions are used in CTS to define when the LCO features are
required to be OPERABLE. CTS Applicabilities can be specific defined terms of reactor
conditions or more general such as "the reactor shall not be made critical.” Generalized
applicability conditions are not contained in ITS, therefore the ITS eliminates CTS
requirements such as "the reactor shall not be made critical” replacing them with ITS
defined MODES or applicable conditions that are consistent with the application of the
plant safety analyses assumptions for OPERABILITY of the required features.

CTS requirements may also be eliminated during conditions for which the safety function
of the specified safety system is met because the feature is performing its intended
safety function. Deleting applicability requirements that are indeterminate or which are
inconsistent with application of accident analyses assumptions is acceptable because
when LCOs cannot be met, the ITS may be satisfied by exiting the applicability which
takes the plant out of the conditions that require the safety system to be OPERABLE.

This change provides the protection required by the safety analyses, and provides
flexibility for meeting limits by restricting the application of the limits to the conditions
assumed in the safety analyses. The ITS is also consistent with the plant current
licensing basis, as may be modified in the discussion of individual changes. The change
is generally made to conform with NUREG-1433, and has been evaluated to not be
detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment," as discussed below:

1. Does the proposed change involve a significant increase In the probabllity
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated?

Response: No.

The proposed change relaxes the conditions under which the LCO requirements
for operation of the facility must be met. These less restrictive applicability
requirements for the LCOs do not result in operation that will significantly
increase the probability of initiating an analyzed event and do not alter
assumptions relative to mitigation of an accident or transient event in that the
requirements continue to ensure that process variables, structures, systems, and
components are maintained in the MODES and other specified conditions
assumed in the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, the proposed
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change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

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 does impose different
requirements. However, the requirements are consistent with the assumptions in
the safety analyses and licensing basis. Therefore, the proposed change does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The relaxed applicability of LCO requirements does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. As provided in the discussion of change, this
change has been evaluated to ensure that the LCO requirements are applied in
the MODES and specified conditions assumed in the safety analyses and
licensing basis. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration" is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 3
RELAXATION OF COMPLETION TIME

‘Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve relaxation of the Completion Times for
Required Actions in the Current Technical Specifications (CTS).

Upon discovery of a failure to meet a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO), the ITS
specifies times for completing Required Actions of the associated ITS Conditions.
Required Actions of the associated Conditions are used to establish remedial measures
that must be taken within specified Completion Times. These times define limits during
which operation in a degraded condition is permitted. Adopting Completion Times from
the ITS is acceptable because the Completion Times take into account the
OPERABILITY status of the redundant systems of required features, the capacity and
capability of remaining features, a reasonable time for repairs or replacement of required
features, and the low probability of a Design Basis Accident (DBA) occurring during the
repair period. In addition, the ITS provides consistent Completion Times for similar
conditions. These changes are generally made to conform with NUREG-1433, and have
been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change relaxes the Completion Time for a Required Action.
Required Actions and their associated Completion Times are not initiating
conditions for any accident previously evaluated, and the accident analyses do
not assume that required equipment is out of service prior to the analyzed event.
Consequently, the relaxed Completion Time does not significantly increase the
probability of any accident previously evaluated. The consequences of an
analyzed accident during the relaxed Completion Time are the same as the
consequences during the existing Completion Time. As a result, the
consequences of any accident previously evaluated are not significantly
increased. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.
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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 method
governing normal plant operation. The Required Actions and associated
Completion Times in the ITS have been evaluated to ensure that no new
accident initiators are introduced. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The relaxed Completion Time for a Required Action does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety. As provided in the discussion of change, the
change has been evaluated to ensure that the allowed Completion Time is
consistent with safe operation under the specified Condition, considering the
OPERABILITY status of the redundant systems of required features, the capacity
and capability of remaining features, a reasonable time for repairs or
replacement of required features, and the low probability of a DBA occurring
during the repair period. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.

Page 14 of 28

Attachment 1, Volume 2, Rev. 1, Page 15 of 30



Attachment 1, Volume 2, Rev. 1, Page 16 of 30

DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
GENERIC CHANGES

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 4
RELAXATION OF REQUIRED ACTION

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve relaxation of the Required Actions in
the Current Technical Specifications (CTS).

Upon discovery of a failure to meet a Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO), the ITS
specifies Required Actions to complete for the associated Conditions. Required Actions
of the associated Conditions are used to establish remedial measures that must be
taken in response to the degraded conditions. These actions minimize the risk
associated with continued operation while providing time to repair inoperable features.
Some of the Required Actions are modified to place the plant in a MODE in which the
LCO does not apply. Adopting Required Actions from NUREG-1433 is acceptable
because the Required Actions take into account the OPERABILITY status of redundant
systems of required features, the capacity and capability of the remaining features, and
the compensatory attributes of the Required Actions as compared to the LCO
requirements. These changes are generally made to conform with NUREG-1433, and
have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change relaxes Required Actions. Required Actions and their
associated Completion Times are not initiating conditions for any accident
previously evaluated, and the accident analyses do not assume that required
equipment is out of service prior to the analyzed event. Consequently, the
relaxed Required Actions do not significantly increase the probability of any
accident previously evaluated. The Required Actions in the ITS have been
developed to provide appropriate remedial actions to be taken in response to the
degraded condition considering the OPERABILITY status of the redundant
systems of required features, and the capacity and capability of remaining
features while minimizing the risk associated with continued operation. As a
result, the consequences of any accident previously evaluated are not
significantly increased. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.
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2, Does the proposed change create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously evaluated?

Response: No.

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 Required Actions and associated
Completion Times in the ITS have been evaluated to ensure that no new
accident initiators are introduced. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of 2 new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The relaxed Required Actions do not involve a significant reduction in the margin
of safety. As provided in the discussion of change, this change has been
evaluated to minimize the risk of continued operation under the specified
Condition, considering the OPERABILITY status of the redundant systems of
required features, the capacity and capability of remaining features, a reasonable
time for repairs or replacement of required features, and the low probability of a
Design Basis Accident (DBA) occurring during the repair period. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES —~ CATEGORY 5
DELETION OF SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve deletion of Surveillance Requirements
in the Current Technical Specifications (CTS).

The CTS require safety systems to be tested and verified OPERABLE prior to entering
applicable operating conditions. The ITS eliminates unnecessary CTS Surveillance
Requirements that do not contribute to verification that the equipment used to meet the
Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) can perform its required functions. Thus,
appropriate equipment continues to be tested in a manner and at a frequency necessary
to give confidence that the equipment can perform its assumed safety function. These
changes are generally made to conform with NUREG-1433, and have been evaluated to
not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

1.

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

Response: No.

The proposed change deletes Surveillance Requirements. Surveillances are not
initiators to any accident previously evaluated. Consequently, the probability of
an accident previously evaluated is not significantly increased. The equipment
being tested is still required to be OPERABLE and capable of performing the
accident mitigation functions assumed in the accident analyses. As a result, the
consequences of any accident previously evaluated are not significantly affected.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

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 remaining Surveillance Requirements are
consistent with industry practice, and are considered to be sufficient to prevent
the removal of the subject Surveillances from creating a new or different type of
accident. 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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3. Does the proposed change involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety?

Response: No.

The deleted Surveillance Requirements do not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety. As provided in the discussion of change, the change has
been evaluated to ensure that the deleted Surveillance Requirements are not
necessary for verification that the equipment used to meet the LCO can perform
its required functions. Thus, appropriate equipment continues to be tested in a
manner and at a frequency necessary to give confidence that the equipment can
perform its assumed safety function. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 6
RELAXATION OF SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve the relaxation of Surveillance
Requirements acceptance criteria in the Current Technical Specifications (CTS).

The CTS require safety systems to be tested and verified OPERABLE prior to entering
applicable operating conditions. The ITS eliminates or relaxes the Surveillance
Requirement acceptance criteria that do not contribute to verification that the equipment
used to meet the Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) can perform its required
functions. For example, the ITS allows some Surveillance Requirements to verify
OPERABILITY under actual or test conditions. Adopting the ITS allowance for "actual”
conditions is acceptable because required features cannot distinguish between an
"actual" signal or a "test" signal. Also included are changes to CTS requirements that
are replaced in the ITS with separate and distinct testing requirements that when
combined, include OPERABILITY verification of all components required in the LCO for
the features specified in the CTS. Adopting this format preference in the ITS is
acceptable because Surveillance Requirements that remain include testing of all
previous features required to be verified OPERABLE. Changes that provide exceptions
to Surveillance Requirements to provide for variations that do not affect the results of the
test are also included in this category. These changes are generally made to conform
with NUREG-1433, and have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment," as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change relaxes the acceptance criteria of Surveillance
Requirements. Surveillances are not initiators to any accident previously
evaluated. Consequently, the probability of an accident previously evaluated is
not significantly increased. The equipment being tested is still required to be
OPERABLE and capable of performing the accident mitigation functions
assumed in the accident analyses. As a result, the consequences of any
accident previously evaluated are not significantly affected. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
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2. Does the proposed change create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accident previously evaluated?

Response: No.

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. Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of 2 new or different kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The relaxed acceptance criteria for Surveillance Requirements do not result in a
significant reduction in the margin of safety. As provided in the discussion of
change, the relaxed Surveillance Requirement acceptance criteria have been
evaluated to ensure that they are sufficient to verify that the equipment used to
meet the LCO can perform its required functions. Thus, appropriate equipment
continues to be tested in a manner that gives confidence that the equipment can
perform its assumed safety function. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant
hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 7
RELAXATION OF SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY, NON-24 MONTH TYPE CHANGE

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve the relaxation of Surveillance
Frequencies in the Current Technical Specifications (CTS).

CTS and ITS Surveillance Frequencies specify time interval requirements for performing
Surveillance tests. Increasing the time interval between Surveillance tests in the ITS
results in decreased equipment unavailability due to testing which also increases
equipment availability. In general, the ITS contain Surveillance Frequencies that are
consistent with industry practice or industry standards for achieving acceptable levels of
equipment reliability. Adopting testing practices specified in the ITS is acceptable based
on similar design, like-component testing for the system application and the availability
of other ITS requirements which provide regular checks to ensure limits are met.
Relaxation of Surveillance Frequency can also include the addition of Surveillance Notes
which allow testing to be delayed until appropriate unit conditions for the test are
established, or exempt testing in certain MODES or specified conditions in which the
testing can not be performed.

Reduced testing can result in a safety enhancement because the unavailability due to
testing is reduced, and reliability of the affected structure, system or component should
remain constant or increase. Reduced testing is acceptable where operating
experience, industry practice, or the industry standards such as manufacturers'
recommendations have shown that these components usually pass the Surveillance
when performed at the specified interval, thus the Surveillance Frequency is acceptable
from a reliability standpoint. Surveillance Frequency changes to incorporate alternate
train testing have been shown to be acceptable where other qualitative or quantitative
test requirements are required that are established predictors of system performance.
Surveillance Frequency extensions can be based on NRC-approved topical reports. The
NRC staff has accepted topical report analyses that bound the plant-specific design and
component reliability assumptions. These changes are generally made to conform with
NUREG-1433, and have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.
The proposed change relaxes Surveillance Frequencies. The relaxed
Surveillance Frequencies have been established based on achieving acceptable

levels of equipment reliability. Consequently, equipment that could initiate an
accident previously evaluated will continue to operate as expected, and the
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probability of the initiation of any accident previously evaluated will not be
significantly increased. The equipment being tested is still required to be
OPERABLE and capable of performing any accident mitigation functions
assumed in the accident analyses. As a result, the consequences of any
accident previously evaluated are not significantly affected. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

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

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

safety?
Response: No.

The relaxed Surveillance Frequencies do not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety. As provided in the discussion of change, the relaxation in
the Surveillance Frequency has been evaluated to ensure that it provides an
acceptable level of equipment reliability. Thus, appropriate equipment continues
to be tested at a Frequency that gives confidence that the equipment can
perform its assumed safety function when required. Therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant
hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES — CATEGORY 8
DELETION OF REPORTING REQUIREMENT

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve the deletion of requirements in the
Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to send reports to the NRC.

The CTS includes requirements to submit reports to the NRC under certain
circumstances. However, the ITS eliminates these requirements for many such reports
and, in many cases, relies on the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.73 or other
regulatory requirements. The ITS changes to reporting requirements are acceptable
because the regulations provide adequate reporting requirements, or the reports do not
affect continued plant operation. Therefore, this change has no effect on the safe
operation of the plant. These changes are generally made to conform with
NUREG-1433, and have been evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment," as discussed below:

1. Does the proposed change Involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accldent previously evaluated?

Response: No.

The proposed change deletes reporting requirements. Sending reports to the
NRC is not an initiator of any accident previously evaluated. Consequently, the
probability of any accident previously evaluated is not significantly increased.
Sending reports to the NRC has no effect on the ability of equipment to mitigate
an accident previously evaluated. As a result, the consequences of any accident
previously evaluated is not significantly affected. Therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated.

2, Does the proposed change create the possibility of a new or different kind
of acclident from any accldent previously evaluated?

Response: No.

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

safety?

Response: No.

The deletion of reporting requirements does not result in a significant reduction in
the margin of safety. The ITS eliminates the requirements for many such reports
and, in many cases, relies on the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 50.73 or
other regulatory requirements. The change to reporting requirements does not
affect the margin of safety because the regulations provide adequate reporting
requirements, or the reports do not affect continued plant operation. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant
hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 9
DELETION OF SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT SHUTDOWN PERFORMANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes involve the deletion of the requirement to
perform Surveillance Requirements while in a shutdown condition in the Current
Technical Specifications (CTS).

The CTS require safety systems to be tested and verified OPERABLE periodically. The
CTS requires these Surveillances to be performed with the unit in a specified condition,
usually in a condition outside the Applicability of the Limiting Condition for Operation
(LCO). The ITS Surveillance does not include the restriction on unit conditions. The
control of the unit 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 an
ITS restriction. As indicated in NRC Generic Letter No. 91-04, "Changes in Technical
Specification Surveillance Intervals to Accommodate a 24-Month Fuel Cycle," dated
April 2, 1991, allowing this control is consistent with the vast majority of other Technical
Specification Surveillances that do no dictate unit conditions for the Surveillance. Thus,
appropriate equipment continues to be tested in a manner and at a Frequency
necessary to give confidence that the equipment can perform its assumed safety
function. These changes are made to conform with NUREG-1433 and have been
evaluated to not be detrimental to plant safety.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change involves the deletion of the requirement to perform
Surveillance Requirements while in a shutdown condition. Surveillances are not
initiators to any accident previously evaluated. Consequently, the probability of
an accident previously evaluated is not significantly increased. The appropriate
plant conditions for performance of the Surveillance will continue to be controlled
in plant procedures to assure the potential consequences are not significantly
increased. This control method has been previously determined to be
acceptable as indicated in NRC Generic Letter No. 91-04. 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. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
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2. Does the proposed change create the possibility of a new or different kind
of accident from any accldent previously evaluated?

Response: No.

The proposed change involves the deletion of the requirement to perform
Surveillance Requirements while in a shutdown condition, but does not change
the method of performance. The appropriate plant conditions for performance of
the Surveillance wili continue to be controlled in plant procedures to assure the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident are not created. The control
method has been previously determined to be acceptable as indicated in NRC
Generic Letter No. 91-04. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The proposed change involves the déletion of the requirement to perform
Surveillance Requirements while in a shutdown condition. However, the
appropriate plant conditions for performance of the Surveillance will continue to
be controlled in plant procedures. The control method has been previously
determined to be acceptable as indicated in NRC Generic Letter No. 91-04.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES - CATEGORY 10
CHANGING INSTRUMENTATION ALLOWABLE VALUES

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." Some of the proposed changes to the Current Technical Specifications (CTS)
involve a change to the Allowable Values for Technical Specification instrumentation.

The proposed changes in selected Allowable Values for the instrumentation included in
Section 3.3 of the ITS have been established using the GE setpoint methodology
guidance, as specified in the Monticello setpoint methodology. The analytic limits are
derived from limiting values of the process parameters obtained from the safety analysis.
The Allowable Values are derived from the analytic limits. The difference between the
analytic limit and the Allowable Value allows for channel instrument accuracy, calibration
accuracy, process measurement accuracy, and primary element accuracy. The margin
between the Allowable Value and the nominal trip setpoint (NTSP) allows for instrument
drift that might occur during the established surveillance period. Two separate
verifications are performed for the calculated NTSP. The first, a Spurious Trip
Avoidance Test, evaluates the impact of the NTSP on plant availability. The second
verification, an LER Avoidance Test, calculates the probability of avoiding a Licensee
Event Report (or exceeding the Allowable Value) due to instrument drift. These two
verifications are statistical evaluations to provide additional assurance of the
acceptability of the NTSP and may require changes to the NTSP. Use of these methods
and verifications provides the assurance that if the setpoint is found conservative to the
Allowable Value during surveillance testing, the instrumentation would have provided the
required trip function by the time the process reached the analytic limit for the applicable
events.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

The proposed change involves the change in selected Allowable Values for the
instrumentation included in Section 3.3 of the ITS. The proposed changes will
not result in any hardware changes. The instrumentation included in the
proposed Section 3.3 of the ITS is not assumed to be an initiator of any analyzed
event. Existing operating margin between plant conditions and actual plant
setpoints is not significantly reduced due to this proposed change. As a result,
the proposed change will not result in unnecessary plant transients. The role of
the instrumentation included in Section 3.3 of the ITS is in mitigating and thereby
limiting the consequences of accidents. The Allowable Values have been
developed to ensure that the design and safety analyses limits will be satisfied.
The methodology used for the development of the Allowable Values ensures that
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the affected instrumentation remains capable of mitigating design basis events
as described in the safety analyses, and that the results and consequences
described in the safety analyses remain bounding. Additionally, the proposed
change does not alter the ability of the instrumentation and associated systems
and components to detect and mitigate events. Therefore, the proposed change
does not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The proposed changes have been established using the GE setpoint
methodology guidance, as specified in the Monticello setpoint methodology, and
do not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated. This is based on the fact that the method and
manner of plant operation is unchanged. The use of the proposed Allowable
Values does not impact safe operation of the plant, in that the safety analyses
limits will be maintained. The proposed change does not involve a physical
alteration of the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed).
These Allowable Values were developed using a methodology to ensure the
affected instrumentation and associated systems and components remain
capable of mitigating accidents and transients. Plant equipment will not be
operated in a manner different from previous operation, except that setpoint may
be changed. Since operational methods remain unchanged, and the existing
operating parameters have been evaluated to maintain the unit within existing
design basis criteria, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.
The proposed change does not involve a reduction in a margin of safety. The
proposed changes have been developed using a methodology to ensure safety
analyses limits are not exceeded. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.
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Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) has evaluated this license amendment
against the criteria for identification of licensing and regulatory actions requiring
environmental assessment in accordance with 10 CFR §1.21. NMC has determined that
this license amendment meets the criteria for a categorical exclusion set forth in

10 CFR 51.22(c)(9). This determination is based on the fact that this change is being
proposed as an amendment to a license issued pursuant to 10 CFR 50, that 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 that changes an inspection or a surveillance
requirement, and the amendment meets the following specific criteria.

()] The amendment involves no significant hazards consideration.
As demonstrated in the generic and specific Determination of No Significant
Hazards Considerations, this proposed amendment does not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

(i)  There is no significant change in the types or significant increase in the amounts
of any effluents that may be released offsite.

The proposed amendment does not affect the generation of any radioactive
effluents, and does not affect any of the permitted effluent release paths.

(iii) There is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure.

No new effluents or effluent release paths are created by the proposed
amendment.

Therefore, pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22 (b), no environmental impact statement or

environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the proposed
amendment.
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Summary of Changes
ITS Chapter 1.0

Change Description

Affected Pages

The changes described in the NMC response to
Question 200510141334 (in Section 3.1) have been
made. Changes are made to be consistent with
TSTF-439, Rev. 2 (Eliminate Second Completion
Times Limiting Time From Discovery of Failure to
Meet an LCO).

Pages 45, 48, 49, 50, and 63 of 71

The changes described in the NMC response to
Question 200512151125 have been made.
Changes are made to be consistent with TSTF-485,
Rev. 0 (Correct Example 1.4-1).

Pages 58 and 63 of 71

The changes described in the NMC response to
Question 200601201446 have been made. Minor
editorial changes are made.

Page 56 of 71

Page 1 of 1

Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 0, Page i of i




Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 1 of 71

ATTACHMENT 1
VOLUME 3
MONTICELLO
IMPROVED TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATIONS CONVERSION

ITS CHAPTER 1.0
USE AND APPLICATION

Revision 1

Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 1 of 71



Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 2 of 71

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

1. ITS Chapter 1.0

Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 2 of 71



Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 3 of 71

ATTACHMENT 1

ITS Chapter 1.0, Use and Application

Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 3 of 71



Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 4 of 71

Current Technical Specification (CTS) Markup
and Discussion of Changes (DOCs)

Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 4 of 71



1L 30 g aBed ‘1 "A9Y ‘g SWNJOA ‘} JudWwydeRyY

C ( ¢
| ITS Chapter 1.0

n

These Tedrg?ééﬁcanons are prepared in accordante with the requirements of 10 CFR 50,26 and apply tothe Montlcello Nuclear
Genersating Piint, Unit No. 1. The beses for these Sifecifications are included YA ‘ e
14 1.0 DEFINITIONS ' (WSERTT) .

FORE ALTERAnoﬂ\‘Um succeeding fretfuently used tem:s are explicitly defiried so that a uniform lmmmmpwﬂmm_@
(co , o .

shall be the movement RE rm‘ "

i ore support plete, belowihe Upped| , witin the
elin thevessel

control Tod moveman ng
considered core Eﬁons Y/ NSERT 3

e normal drive mechanism.)ib’scans SRM and IRM detector medement 0 be
INSERT 4
Table 1.1-1 B. Hot Standby - Standby means operation with the reactor critical in the startup mode at & powgr level just sufficlent to
MODE 2 maintain reactor/pressure and temperatu

ature,
W proposed Table 1.1-1 MODE 2
[C._(Defeted) | : 7 I

1.3 (2] [immediate - Immediate means that the required action will be initiated as saon as practicable considering the safe operation of | °

the unit and the importance of the required action,

_Wﬁ[@l fOHmS] the Injectlon of a simulated'signal into the

m ensofto
esponse, alarm, and/orinitretmt

[ine
© - 0 —l
(INSERT 5] Q
. INSERT 6 °

L2 jo g aBed ‘4 "A9Y ‘E SWN|OA ‘| JUBWIYORNY

1.0 4
Amendment No. 29,63 119

04/05/01

Page 1 of 14




Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 6 of 71
ITS Chapter 1.0

.= INSERT 1

NOTE
The defined terms of this section appear in capitalized type and are applicable throughout these
Technical Specifications and Bases.

AN

@ INSERT 2

of any fuel, sources, or reactivity control components,

INSERT 3
The following exceptions are not considered to be CORE ALTERATIONS: } @ @

monitors, traversing incore probes, or special movable detectors (including

a. Movement of source range monitors, local power range monitors, intermediate rangaJ} @
undervessel replacement); and

b. Control rod movement, provided there are no fuel assemblies in the associated core @

cell. °
INSERT 4

Suspension of CORE ALTERATIONS shall not preclude completion of movement of a
component to a safe position.

INSERT 5

OPERABILITY of all devices in the channel required for channel OPERABILITY

INSERT 6

The CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST may be performed by means of any series of
sequential, overlapping, or total channel steps.

Insert Page 1
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INSERT 7

all devices in the channel required for channel OPERABILITY and the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL

TEST
INSERT 8

Calibration of instrument channels with resistance temperature detector (RTD) or thermocouple
sensors may consist of an inplace qualitative assessment of sensor behavior and normal calibration
of the remaining adjustable devices in the channel. The CHANNEL CALIBRATION may be
performed by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total channel steps.

@ INSERT 9

A MODE shall correspond to any one inclusive combination of mode switch position, average
reactor coolant temperature, and reactor vessel head closure bolt tensioning specified in Table 1.1-1
with fuel in the reactor vessel.

ITS Chapter 1.0

Insert Page 2
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MODES 1
and 2

0]

When a system, subsystem, train, component or device is determined to be inoperable solsy becausa its emergency power
source Is inoperable, or solay bacause its normal power sourca is iInoperable, it may be considered operable for the purpose of
satisfying the requirements of its applicable Limiting Condition for Operation provided: (1) its corresponding normal or
emergency power source is operable; and (2) all of its redundant system(s), subsystem(s), trains(s), component(s) and device(s)

ars Operable, or flkawise satisty the requirements of this paragraph,

(

ITS Chapter 1.0

ISeeITS381}

@m or component Is performiig fis sm functions, r—

RO

| __required to be open during accident conditions ara closed.
L2.__At least one door in the airfock is closed and seeled.

1. All manual containment isolation valves on lines connecting to the reactor coolant system or containment which are nol /{
See ITS 3.6 12}

3. Alf automatic containment isolation valves are operable or are deacilvaled In the closed posHion or al least one vawve In
ble valve is closed See ITS 3.6.1.3

[4.__ATBind Tlenges and manways are closed. }

/stef) - A trip system means an arrangement of instrument channel trip signals and Auxiliary equipment required to
initiate a p toctlon action. A trip system may

cha nel or system level.

See ITS 3.6.1.1 and
ITS3.6.1.3

See ITS 3.5.1.3}

3 '1/23/84
Amendment No. 21
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Refueling Interval is a designated
frequency for performing

surveillances of once per 24 months. ]

(channel]
9¢q behavior d uﬁngoperation This determination

E’mrr.nﬂ‘z.. -
shall include, L surlng the same NaTEBG*—{pammeter)
[of the channel indication and status to ) indications of status derived from ]

1.0 — - 4 9/1 8/98
Amendment No. 4%, 102

See (TS 3.6.4.1
and ITS 3.6.4.2
|1. At least one door in each access opening is dosed} - { See ITS 3.6.4.1 }
' |2. The standby gas treatment system is opembls.'h { See ITS 3.6.4.3 }
@.__All reactor building ventliation system automatic Isolation valves are operable or are secured In the dosed pﬁﬂ'-oT'l-—{ See ITS 36.4.2 }
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Table 1.1-1 ——{_Add proposed Table 1.1-1 footnots (a) }X
MODE 3 1. Hot Shutdown condmons as above with reactor coolant temperature greater than 212°F,
MODE 4 2, Cold Shut means conditions as above with reactor coolant temperature equal to or less than 212°F. Add 1:3'%;3&?05 5

[(EAKAGE  LEAKAGE sha 3 Z Sl - Simulated autWaﬁon means applying a SIWBI to the eensor o acluate IﬁSl/
. H

regime between nucleate and film beffing, also referred to as partial
which both nucieate and film boitin ¢ intermittently with neither type

11

[@;Tg‘lhmugh a norgisolable fafeactm ﬁoo!ant

1. into the drywefl, such as that from pump seals or valve packing[6aks; that is captured and conducted to a sump or |

acting tan
2. Lbakhgd MOM“ atmasphere from sources that are both specifically located and known efther not to interfera with

the operation of leakage detection systems or not to betressureﬂoundary pakagd;

G —ap; unl_dgnmm Allleakagg into the drywell that is notJdentmw
Cc1—RE] mmm@ Sum of thefdentified and finidentified )
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Al.  Purging - Purgingis the controlled process of discharging air or gas from a conlinement to malptain temperature, pressure,
hurmidity, concentration, or other operating condition, i such a manner that replacement alr of gas Is required to purily the

1.0 5 08/21/03
Amendment No. 3445120, 137
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ITS Chapter 1.0

-shaIl be that
.

@Eﬁ@ﬂﬂm - Eﬁﬂiélg_n] I-131[i5THd concentration of I-131 {microcuries/gram)[whi¢h alone would produce the
same thyroid dose as the quantity and isotopic mixture of I-131, 1-132, 1-133, I-134Fnd I-135 actually present. The thyroid dose Q
conversion factors used for this calculation shall be those listed in Table 1l of TID-14844, “Calculation of Distance Factors for -
Power and Test Reactor Sites” or [iNFC Regulatory Guide 1.109, Ray 1, Ocidbel, 1877, ~———{ AEC, 1962. )

C}J those listed in C?y e s
Table E-7 of dcons {
[ [ e[Cord Operatifig Limit< Rapadlis the unit specific document that provides Eorg operaiing limits

for'the current reload cycle. These cyclefispecific limits shall be determined for each reload cycle in
accordance with Specification EZZA2. Plant operation within these[operalfng fimits is addressed in individual fpecifications.

AR, - The Allowable Value is theli}itiogﬁ!ue of the sensed process varia t which the trip setpoint may be
found dyrirfg instrument survelllance. -

- INSERT 10 @
INSERT 11

A

(Add proposed ITS Sections
. 1.2 - Logical Connectors
- 1.3 — Completion Times
L 1.4 - Frequency

5a 07/24/01
Amendment No. 36,46, 120
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TURBINE
BYPASS
SYSTEM
RESPONSE
TIME

Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 13 of 71

INSERT 10

ACTIONS shall be that part of a Specification that prescribes Required Actions to
be taken under designated Conditions within specified Completion Times.

ITS Chapter 1.0

The APLHGR shall be applicable to a specific planar height and is equal to the
sum of the LHGRs for all the fuel rods in the specified bundle at the specified
height divided by the number of fuel rods in the fuel bundle at the height.

\

The LHGR shall be the heat generation rate per unit length of fuel rod. itis the
integral of the heat flux over the heat transfer area associated with the unit
length.

A LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST shall be a test of all logic components
required for OPERABILITY of a logic circuit, from as close to the sensor as
practicable up to, but not including, the actuated device, to verify OPERABILITY.
The LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST may be performed by means of any
series of sequential, overlapping, or total system steps so that the entire logic
system is tested.

A STAGGERED TEST BASIS shall consist of the testing of one of the systems,
subsystems, channels, or other designated components during the interval
specified by the Surveillance Frequency, so that all systems, subsystems,
channels, or other designated components are tested during n Surveillance
Frequency intervals, where n is the total number of systems, subsystems,
channels, or other designated components in the associated function.

THERMAL POWER shall be the total reactor core heat transfer rate to the
reactor coolant.

The TURBINE BYPASS SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME shall be that time interval
from when the main turbine trip solenoid is activated until 80% of the turbine
bypass capacity is established.

The response time may be measured by means of any series of sequential,
overlapping, or total steps so that the entire response time is measured.

Insert Page 5a (1)

Page 9 of 14
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@ INSERT 11

Table 1.1-1 (page 1 of 1)

ITS Chapter 1.0

MODES
AVERAGE REACTOR
COOLANT
REACTOR MODE TEMPERATURE

MODE TITLE SWITCH POSITION (°F)

1 Power Operation Run NA

2 |Startup Refuel®or Startup/Hot Standby N M3

3 [Hot Shutdowr® Shutdown >212

4 |Cold Shutdown®— [ Shutdown <212

5 | Refueling® Shutdown or Refuel NA

\_,, (a) All reactor vessel head closure bolts fully tensioned.

(b) One or more reactor vessel head closure bolts less than fully tensioned.

Insert Page 5a (2)
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( ( C
ITS Chapter 1.0

ITS
3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION 4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
3.1 BEACTOR PROTECTION SYSTEM 4.1 REACTOR PROTECTION SYSTEM
Appficabliiity:
Appficabifity:
Appfies to the survelliance of the instrumentation and
Applies to the instrumentation and associated devices which associated devices which initiate reactor scram.-
initlate a reactor scram,
Objective:
Objective: N
To spectfy the type and frequency of survefllance to be
To assure the operabfity of the reactor protection system. applied to the instrumentation that initiates a scram to verify
its operability.
Specification:
Snecification:
A. The setpoints, minimum number of trip systems, and
minimum number of instrument ohannels that mus1 be A Insntmmw?nnd?yﬂ;:l's ?a!g: b04ft:n:t|:::|‘|‘y1tezsted and
operableforeachposmonof A reACtor Mo calibrated as indicated in Tables
1.1 of 2 & H 2 - \ mpecﬁve!y
REACTOR y - - See ITS 3.3.1.1}
PROTECTION SYSTEM ﬁ“’ solenoids shafi not & l
(Rps)ReEsPONSE TMe| | (RPS)
The RPS
RESPONSE TIME
shall be that time
interval _\. X

3.1/4.1 26 5/4/81
Amendment No. 5

Page 11 of 14
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INSERT 12

The response time may be measured by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total
steps so that the entire response time is measured.

Insert Page 26

Page 12 of 14
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ITS Chapter 1.0

3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION

4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

3.3 CONTROL ROD SYSTEM

43 CONTROL ROD SYSTEM

Applicabllity:
_ Applies to the operational status of the control rod system.
Qbjective:

To assure the ability of the control rod system to control
reactivity.

Speclfication:
A. Reactivity Limitations

SDM shall be the
amount of
reactivity by

Applicablity:

Applies to the surveiliance requirements of the control
system,

Objective:

To verify the ability of the control red system to control
reactivity.

Spectfication:
A. Reactivity Limitations

Reactivity margin - core loading

refueling outage when core aReratlons were
8 : i

Sufficient control rods shall be withdrawn following a

rod

’

3.9/4.3

76 1/9/81
Amendment No. 0

Page 13 of 14
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INSERT 13

ITS Chapter 1.0

or would be subcritical assuming that:

a.

b.

The reactor is xenon free;

The moderator temperature is 68°F; and

INSERT 14

All control rods are fully inserted except for the single control rod of highest reactivity
worth, which is assumed to be fully withdrawn. With control rods not capable of being
fully inserted, the reactivity worth of these control rods must be accounted for in the
determination of SDM.

Insert Page 76

Page 14 of 14
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

A1

A2

A3

A4

In the conversion of the Monticello Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the
plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain changes (wording
preferences, editorial changes, reformatting, revised numbering, etc.) are made
to obtain consistency with NUREG-1433, Rev. 3, "Standard Technical
Specifications General Electric Plants, BWR/4" (ISTS).

These changes are designated as administrative changes and are acceptable
because they do not result in technical changes to the CTS.

The CTS Section 1.0 Definition introduction states "The succeeding frequently
used terms are explicitly defined so that a uniform interpretation of the
Specifications may be achieved.” The Note to ITS Section 1.1 states "The
defined terms of this section appear in capitalized type and are applicable
throughout these Technical Specifications and Bases.” This changes the CTS by
replacing the CTS Section 1.0 introduction of the definitions with a Note.

The ITS Section 1.0 Note serves the same purpose of the CTS Section 1.0
introduction. A major change to the ITS definitions is that the entire defined term
is capitalized in ITS Section 1.1 instead of just the first letter in the CTS. In
addition, whenever the term is used throughout the Technical Specifications and
Bases, the term will be capitalized. This change is consistent with formatting
requirements in the ISTS. This change is designated as administrative because
it does not represent a technical change to the Technical Specifications.

CTS 1.0.A provides the definition of Alteration of the Reactor Core. ITS
Section 1.1 provides a definition of CORE ALTERATION that includes an
additional phrase that states "Suspension of CORE ALTERATIONS shall not
preclude completion of movement of a component to a safe position.” This
changes the CTS by adding this phrase to the definition.

The ITS definition of CORE ALTERATION states that the suspension of CORE
ALTERATIONS shall not preclude completion of the movement of a component
to a safe position. This change is acceptable because it clearly states current
plant practice. The unit will not be maintained in an unsafe condition. This
change is designated administrative because it represents a clarification to
existing practice.

CTS Section 1.0 does not provide a definition of SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM).
However, CTS 3.3.A.1 does specify that the core loading shall be limited to that
"which can be made subcritical in the most reactive condition during the
operating cycle with the strongest operable control rod in its full-out position and
all other operable rods fully inserted,” and CTS 4.3.A.1 specifies "that the core
can be made subcritical at any time in the subsequent fuel cycle with the
strongest operable control rod fully withdrawn and all other operable rods fully
inserted.” ITS Section 1.1 includes a definition for SDM, which states "SDM
shall be the amount of reactivity by which the reactor is subcritical or would be
subcritical assuming that: a. The reactor is xenon free; b. The moderator
temperature is 68°F; and c. All control rods are fully inserted except for the single
control rod of highest reactivity worth, which is assumed to be fully withdrawn.

Monticello Page 1 of 14
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

With control rods not capable of being fully inserted, the reactivity worth of these
contro! rods must be accounted for in the determination of SDM." This changes
the CTS as follows:

¢ An explicit allowance has been included in the ITS Section 1.1 SDM definition
to compensate for control rods which are not capable of being fully inserted.

This change is necessary because ITS 3.1.3 allows the plant to operate with
stuck controf rods. This change is discussed in the Discussion of Changes
for ITS 3.1.3.

¢ This change adds specific details defining the most reactive shutdown
condition to which the SDM is analyzed; i.e., the reactor is xenon free and the
moderator temperature is 68°F.

This change is acceptable since it is consistent with current practice, as
indicated in UFSAR Section 3.3.3.3, which states that shutdown capability is
evaluated assuming a cold and xenon-free core. The moderator temperature
used in the shutdown capability calculations assumes a moderator
temperature of 68°F.

These changes are designated as administrative because they do not represent
a technical change to the Technical Specifications.

CTS 1.0.D includes the definition of Immediate. It states "Immediate means that
the required action will be initiated as soon as practicable considering the safe
operation of the unit and the importance of the required action." The ITS
includes Section 1.3, "Completion Times," which describes the meaning of the
term "immediately” when used as a Completion Time. It states "When
"immediately” is used, the Required Action should be pursued without delay and
in 2 controlled manner." This changes the CTS by deleting the definition of
"Immediate” but adds a description to the ITS of "immediately” when used as a
Completion Time.

The purpose of the CTS definition of Immediate is to ensure that the required
action will be initiated as soon as practicable considering the safe operation of
the unit and the importance of the required action. In the ITS, the meaning of the
word “immediately” is described in ITS Section 1.3. Although the wording is not
identical, the intent is the same. These changes are designated as
administrative because they do not represent a technical change to the Technical
Specifications.

CTS 1.0.E defines Instrument Functional Test as "the injection of a simulated
signal into the primary sensor to verify proper instrument channel response,
alarm, and/or initiating action.” ITS Section 1.1 defines CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST as "the injection of a simulated or actual signal into the
channel as close to the sensor as practicable to verify OPERABILITY of all
devices in the channel required for channel OPERABILITY" and states that the
test "may be performed by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or
total channel steps.” This results in a number of changes to the CTS. The

Monticello Page 2 of 14
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

addition of use of an "actual” signal is discussed in DOC L.2 while the allowance
to inject the signal "as close to the sensor as practicable” in lieu of "into" the
sensor is discussed in DOC L.3.

. The CTS definition states that the Instrument Functiona! Test shall verify
"proper instrument channel response, alarm, and/or initiating action.” The
ITS definition states that the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST shall verify
"OPERABILITY of all devices in the channel required for channel
OPERABILITY "

This change is acceptable because the statements are equivalent in that
both require that the channel be verified to be OPERABLE. The CTS and
the ITS use different examples of what is included in a channel, but this
does not change the intent of the requirement. The ITS use of the phrase
"all devices in the channel required for channe! OPERABILITY" reflects
the CTS understanding that the test includes only those portions of the
channel needed to perform the safety function.

. The ITS definition states "The CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST may be
performed by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total
channel steps.” The CTS definition does not include this statement.

This change is acceptable because it states current Industry practice, and
is not specifically prohibited by the CTS. This is consistent with the
current implementation of the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST and does
not result in a technical change to the Technical Specifications.

These changes are designated as administrative because they do not result in a
technical change to the Technical Specifications.

CTS 1.0.F defines an instrument Calibration as "the adjustment of an instrument
signal output so that it corresponds, within acceptable range, accuracy, and
response time to a known value(s) of the parameter which the instrument
monitors. Calibration shall encompass the entire instrument including actuation,
alarm or trip. Response time is not part of the routine instrument calibration but
will be checked once per cycle.” ITS 1.0 defines a CHANNEL CALIBRATION as
"the adjustment, as necessary, of the channel output such that it responds within
the necessary range and accuracy to known values of the parameter that the
channel monitors. The CHANNEL CALIBRATION shall encompass all devices in
the channel required for channel OPERABILITY and the CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST. Calibration of instrument channels with resistance
temperature detector (RTD) or thermocouple sensors may consist of an inplace
qualitative assessment of sensor behavior and normal calibration of the
remaining adjustable devices in the channel. The CHANNEL CALIBRATION
may be performed by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total
channel steps.” This results in a number of changes to the CTS.

Monticello Page 3 of 14
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

The CTS definition states "Calibration shall encompass the entire
instrument including actuation, alarm or trip." The ITS definition states
"The CHANNEL CALIBRATION shall encompass all devices in the
channel required for channe! OPERABILITY."

This change is acceptable because the statements are equivalent in that
both require that all needed portions of the channel be tested. The ITS
definition reflects the CTS understanding that the CHANNEL
CALIBRATION includes only those portions of the channel needed to
perform the safety function.

The ITS definition states that the CHANNEL CALIBRATION shall
encompass the "CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST." The CTS definition
does not include this statement.

This change is acceptable because the new ITS statement does not add
any requirements. In both the CTS and the ITS, performance of a single
test that fully meets the requirements of other tests can always be
credited for satisfying the other tests.

The ITS definition adds the statement "Calibration of instrument channels
with resistance temperature detector (RTD) or thermocouple sensors may
consist of an inplace qualitative assessment of sensor behavior and
normal calibration of the remaining adjustable devices in the channel.”
This allowance is not specifically stated in the CTS definition.

The purpose of a CHANNEL CALIBRATION is to adjust the channel

" output so that the channel responds within the necessary range and

accuracy to known values of the parameters that the channel monitors.
This change is acceptable because RTDs and thermocouples are
designed such that they have a fixed input/output response, which cannot
be adjusted or changed once installed. Calibration of a channel
containing an RTD or thermocouple is performed by applying the RTD or
thermocouple fixed input/output relationship to the remainder of the
channel, and making the necessary adjustments to the adjustable devices
in the remainder of the channel to obtain the necessary output range and
accuracy. Therefore, unlike other sensors, an RTD or thermocouple is
not actually calibrated. The ITS CHANNEL CALIBRATION allowance for
channels containing RTDs and thermocouples is consistent with the CTS
calibration practices of these channels. It is also consistent with the
allowance provided in CTS Table 4.2.1 Note (12), which states that
calibration of instrument channels with RTD or thermocouple sensors
may consist of an inplace qualitative assessment of sensor behavior and
norma! calibration of the remaining adjustable devices in the channel.
This information is included in the ITS to avoid confusion, but does not
change the current CHANNEL CALIBRATION practices for these types of
channels.

Page 4 of 14
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ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

. The ITS definition states "The CHANNEL CALIBRATION may be
performed by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total
channel steps.” The CTS definition does not include this statement.

This change is acceptable because it states current Industry practice, and
is not specifically prohibited by the CTS. This is consistent with the
current implementation of the CHANNEL CALIBRATION and does not
result in a technical change to the Technical Specifications.

. The CTS definition states that the response time is not part of the routine
instrument calibration but is checked once per cycle. The ITS definition
does not include this statement.

This change is acceptable because the applicable Specifications in ITS
Section 3.3 include Surveillances to cover the current response time
testing requirements and the ITS includes the appropriate response time
definitions.

These changes are designated as administrative because they do not result in a
technical change to the Technical Specifications.

CTS Section 1.0 includes the following definitions:

1.0.G, Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO);
1.0.1, Limiting Safety System Setting (LSSS);
1.0.M, Operating;

1.0.N, Operating Cycle;

1.0.P, Primary Containment Integrity;

1.0.Q, Protective Instrumentation Logic Definitions;
1.0.R, Rated Neutron Flux;

1.0.T, Reactor Coolant System Pressure or Reactor Vessel Pressure;
1.0.U, Refueling Operation and Refueling Outage;
1.0.V, Safety Limit;

1.0.W, Secondary Containment Integrity;

1.0.Z, Simulated Automatic Actuation;

1.0.AA, Transition Boiling;

1.0.Al, Purging;

1.0.AJ, Venting; and

1.0.AR, Allowable Value.

The ITS does not use this terminology and ITS Section 1.1 does not contain
these definitions. This changes the CTS by deleting definitions that are not
necessary.

These changes are acceptable because the terms are not used as defined terms
in the ITS. Discussions of any technical changes related to the deletion of these
terms are included in the applicable DOCs for the ITS Specifications in which the
terms are dispositioned. These changes are designated as administrative
because they eliminate defined terms that are no longer used.

Monticello Page 5 of 14
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The CTS 1.0.J definition of Minimum Critical Power Ratio (MCPR) states that
"The minimum critical power ratio is the value of critical power ratio associated
with the most limiting assembly in the reactor core.” In addition, the CTS 1.0.J
definition states that the "Critical power ratio (CPR) is the ratio of that power in a
fuel assembly which is calculated by the GEXL correlation to cause some point in
the assembly to experience boiling transition to the actual assembly operating
power."” ITS Section 1.1 definition of MCPR states that "The MCPR shall be the
smallest critical power ratio (CPR) that exists in the core for each class of fuel.
The CPR is that power in the assembly that is calculated by application of the
appropriate correlation(s) to cause some point in the assembly to experience
boiling transition, divided by the actual assembly operating power.” This changes
the CTS definition of MCPR by specifying a separate MCPR is applicable to
*each class of fuel” instead of a single MCPR is associated with the "most limiting
assembly” and removes the explicit correlation that must be used to calculate
CPR.

This change is acceptable since it will allow separate MCPRs to be monitored for
each class of fuel, instead of a single, most limiting MCPR. In addition, the
deletion of the specific correlation (GEXL) is acceptable since the ITS continues
to require the documents that describe the appropriate analytical methods used
to calculate MCPR to be listed in ITS 5.6.3, "CORE OPERATING LIMITS
REPORT." These documents, which have been previously reviewed and
approved by the NRC, indicate that the GEXL correlation is the approved
correlation for calculating CPR (i.e., NEDE-24011-P-A, Section 1.2.5). In order
to utilize a different correlation, the references listed in ITS 5.6.3 would have to
be reviewed and approved by the NRC. This change is designated as
administrative since there is no technical change because the MCPR is still
monitored and the GEXL correlation must still be used to calculate CPR.

The CTS 1.0.L definition of Operable requires a system, subsystem, train,
component, or device to be capable of performing its "specified function(s)," and
requires all necessary support systems that are required for the system,
subsystem, train, component, or device to perform its "function(s)" also be
capable of performing their related support function(s). The ITS Section 1.1
definition of OPERABLE-OPERABILITY requires the system, subsystem,
division, component, or device to be capable of performing the "specified safety
function(s),” and requires all necessary support systems that are required for the
system, subsystem, division, component, or device to perform its "specified
safety function(s)" to also be capable of performing their related support
functions. This changes the CTS by altering the requirement of the system,
subsystem, etc., to be able to perform "specified function(s)" or "function(s)" to a
requirement to be able to perform "specified safety function(s).”

The purpose of the CTS definition of Operable is to ensure that the safety
analysis assumptions regarding equipment and variables are valid. This change
is acceptable because the intent of both the CTS and ITS definitions is to
address the safety function(s) assumed in the accident analysis and not
encompass other non-safety functions a system, subsystem, etc., may also
perform. These non-safety functions are not assumed in the safety analysis and
are not needed in order to protect the public health and safety. This change is
consistent with the current interpretation and use of the terms OPERABLE and

Monticello Page 6 of 14
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OPERABILITY. This change is designated as administrative as it does not
change the current use and application of the Technical Specifications.

The CTS 1.0.L definition of Operable requires that all necessary normal "and”
emergency electrical power sources be available for the system, subsystem,
train, component, or device to be OPERABLE. The ITS Section 1.1 definition of
OPERABLE-OPERABILITY requires all necessary normal "or” emergency
electrical power be available for the system, subsystem, etc. This changes the
CTS definition of Operable by allowing a device to be considered OPERABLE
with either norma! or emergency power available.

The OPERABILITY requirements for normal and emergency power sources are
clearly addressed in the second part to the CTS 1.0.L definition. These
requirements allow only the normal or the emergency electrical power source to
be OPERABLE, provided all of its redundant system(s), subsystem(s), train(s),
component(s), and device(s) (redundant to the systems, subsystems, trains,
components, and devices with an inoperable power source) are OPERABLE.
This effectively changes the current "and" to an "or." The existing requirements
(in the second part of CTS 1.0.L) are incorporated into ITS 3.8.1 ACTIONS for
when a normal (offsite) or emergency (diesel generator) power source is
inoperable. Therefore, the ITS definition now uses the word "or" instead of the
current word "and.” In ITS 3.8.1, new times are provided to perform the
determination of OPERABILITY of the redundant systems. This change is
discussed in the Discussion of Changes (DOCs) for ITS 3.8.1. This change is
designated administrative since the ITS definition is effectively the same as the
CTS definition or will be justified in the DOCs of ITS 3.8.1.

CTS Section 1.0 provides definitions for Pressure Boundary

Leakage (CTS 1.0.AB), Identified Leakage (CTS 1.0.AC), Unidentified

Leakage (CTS 1.0.AD), and Total Leakage (CTS 1.0.AE). ITS Section 1.1
includes these requirements in one definition called LEAKAGE and includes four
categories: identified LEAKAGE; unidentified LEAKAGE; total LEAKAGE; and
pressure boundary LEAKAGE. This changes the CTS by incorporating the four
separate definitions into a single definition with no technical changes.

This change is acceptable because it results in no technical changes to the
Technical Specifications. This change is designated an administrative change in
that it rearranges existing definitions, with no change in intent.

CTS 1.0.AB states "Pressure boundary leakage shall be the leakage through a
non-isolable fault in the reactor coolant system pressure boundary.” ITS
Section 1.1 states pressure boundary LEAKAGE is the LEAKAGE through a
nonisolable fault in a Reactor Coolant System (RCS) "component body, pipe
wall, or vessel wall." This changes the CTS by explicitly stating the components
of the RCS pressure boundary.

This change is acceptable because it results in no technical changes to the
Technical Specifications. The CTS term "reactor coolant pressure boundary” is
considered to be covered by the ITS phrase RCS "component body, pipe wall, or
vessel wall." This change is administrative since the new definition of Pressure
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Boundary LEAKAGE covers the same boundary as the CTS definition of RCS
pressure boundary.

ITS Section 1.1 provides definitions of ACTIONS, AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR
HEAT GENERATION RATE (APLHGR), LINEAR HEAT GENERATION RATE
(LHGR), LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST, STAGGERED TEST BASIS,
THERMAL POWER, and TURBINE BYPASS SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME.
These terms are not defined in the CTS. This changes the CTS by adding the
above terms.

The purpose of these ITS definitions is to define terms used in various ITS
Specifications. This change is acceptable because the definitions do not impose
any new requirements or alter existing requirements. Any technical changes due
to the addition of these definitions will be addressed in the DOCs for the sections
of the Technical Specifications in which the definitions are used. These changes
are designated as administrative as they add defined terms that do not involve a
technical change to the Technical Specifications.

ITS Sections 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 contain information that is not in the CTS. This
change to the CTS adds explanatory information on ITS usage that is not
applicable to the CTS. The added sections are:

. Section 1.2 - Logical Connectors

Section 1.2 provides specific examples of the logical connectors
"AND" and "OR" and the numbering sequence associated with their
use.

. Section 1.3 - Completion Times

Section 1.3 provides guidance on the proper use and interpretation of
Completion Times. The section also provides specific examples that
aid in the use and understanding of Completion Times.

. Section 1.4 - Freguency

Section 1.4 provides guidance on the proper use and interpretation of
Surveillance Frequencies. The section also provides specific
examples that aid in the use and understanding of Surveillance
Frequency.

This change is acceptable because it aids in the understanding and use of the
format and presentation style of the ITS. The addition of these sections does not
add or delete technical requirements, and will be discussed specifically in those
Technical Specifications where application of the added sections results in a
change. This change is designated as administrative because it does not result
in a technical change to the Technical Specifications.

CTS 3.1.A states that the time from initiation of any Reactor Protection System
(RPS) channel trip to the de-energization of the scram pilot valve solenoids shall
not exceed 50 milliseconds. ITS Section 1.1 includes a definition of REACTOR
PROTECTION SYSTEM (RPS) RESPONSE TIME. The ITS definition is
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consistent with the CTS 3.1.A, but includes the statement "The response time
may be measured by means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total
steps so that the entire response time is measured.” This changes the CTS by
adding the sentence associated with the manner of testing. Any change to the
response value of 50 milliseconds is discussed in the Discussion of Changes for
ITS 3.3.1.1.

This change is acceptable because the ITS definition testing allowance is
consistent with current plant practices and it is not specifically prohibited by the
CTS. In addition, while Monticello is not committed to IEEE-338-1977,
"Response Time Verification Tests," the definition is consistent with the guidance
provided in IEEE 338-1977, Section 6.3.4. Furthermore, the results of the test
are unaffected by this allowance. This change is designated as administrative as
it does not result in a technical change to the response time tests.

These changes to CTS 1.0.U are provided in the Monticello ITS consistent with
the Technical Specifications Change Request submitted to the NRC for approval
in NMC letter L-MT-04-036, from Thomas J. Palmisano (NMC) to USNRC, dated
June 30, 2004. As such, these changes are administrative.

MORE RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

M.1

M.2

The CTS 1.0.A definition of Alteration of the Reactor Core applies to the act of
moving any component in the region "above the core support plate, below the
upper grid, and within the shroud with the vessel head removed and fuel in the
vessel." The ITS Section 1.1 definition of CORE ALTERATION will only apply to
the movement of fuel, sources, or reactivity control components "within the
reactor vessel." This changes the CTS by expanding the region to be considered
a CORE ALTERATION. The change concerning the types of "components” to be
considered in the CORE ALTERATION definition is discussed in DOC L.1.

The purpose of the CORE ALTERATION definition is to assure the appropriate
LCOs are being met when a CORE ALTERATION is in progress to mitigate the
consequences of a reactivity excursion. This change expands the region to be
considered a CORE ALTERATION from the limited region of "above the core
support plate, below the upper grid, and within the shroud" to "within the reactor
vessel." This change is acceptable since the applicable LCOs must now be met
to limit the consequences of a reactivity excursion when any of the specified
components (fuel, sources, or reactivity control components) are being moved
within the reactor vessel. This will ensure the applicable LCOs are met before
there is a potential to affect core reactivity. This change is designated as more
restrictive because the applicable LCOs must be met when the specified
components are being moved over a larger region.

CTS 1.0.A definition of Alteration of the Reactor Core exempts control rod
movement using the normal drive mechanism. The ITS Section 1.1 definition of
CORE ALTERATION only exempts control rod movement if there is no fuel
assemblies in the associated core cell. This changes the CTS by only exempting
control rod movement from the definition if there are no fuel assemblies in the
associated core cell.

Monticello Page 9 of 14
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The purpose of the CORE ALTERATION definition is to define components that
can be moved and could result in a reactivity excursion event during refueling.
Movement of a control rod whose core cell contains one or more fuel assembles
could affect the reactivity of the core. Therefore, considering this type of
movement a CORE ALTERATION and placing similar Technical Specification
restrictions as are required for other CORE ALTERATIONS is acceptable. This
change is designated as more restrictive because the applicable LCOs must be
met during certain control rod movements.

M.3  CTS 1.0.K states the definition of Mode as "The reactor mode is that which is
established by the mode-selector switch." CTS 1.0.B states the definition of Hot
Standby as "Hot Standby means operation with the reactor critical in the startup
mode at a power level just sufficient to maintain reactor pressure and
temperature.” CTS 1.0.0 states the definition of Power Operation as "Power
Operation is any operation with the mode switch in the "Start-Up” or "Run"
position with the reactor critical and above 1% rated thermal power." CTS 1.0.Y
states the definition of Shutdown as "The reactor is in a shutdown condition when
the reactor mode switch is in the shutdown mode position and no core alterations
are being performed. In this condition, a reactor scram is initiated and a rod
block is inserted directly from the mode switch. The scram can be reset after a
short time delay. 1. Hot Shutdown means conditions as above with reactor
coolant temperature greater than 212°F. 2. Cold Shutdown means conditions as
above with reactor coolant temperature equal to or less than 212°F." ITS
Section 1.1 states the definition of MODE as "A MODE shall correspond to any
one inclusive combination of mode switch position, average reactor coolant
temperature, and reactor vessel head closure bolt tensioning specified in
Table 1.1-1 with fuel in the reactor vessel.” In addition, a new Table (ITS
Table 1.1-1) has been added that defines the actual MODES. ITS Table 1.1-1
defines the different MODES as follows:

¢ MODE 1 (Power Operation) is when the reactor mode switch is in the Run
position;

¢ MODE 2 (Startup) is when the reactor mode switch is in the Refuel position
and all reactor vessel head closure bolts are fully tensioned (footnote (a)) or
when the reactor mode switch is in the Startup/Hot Standby position;

¢ MODE 3 (Hot Shutdown) is when the reactor mode switch is in the Shutdown
position, all reactor vessel head closure bolts are fully tensioned (footnote (a))
and the average reactor coolant temperature is > 212°F;

¢ MODE 4 (Cold Shutdown) is when the reactor mode switch is in the
Shutdown position, all reactor vessel head closure bolts are fully tensioned
(footnote (a)) and the average reactor coolant temperature is < 212°F; and

¢ MODE 5 (Refueling) is when the reactor mode switch is in the Shutdown or
Refuel position and one or more reactor vessel head closure bolts are less
than fully tensioned (footnote (b)).

This changes the CTS in several ways:

Monticello Page 10 of 14
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The CTS 1.0.K definition of Mode is changed by adding "average reactor
coolant temperature,” "reactor vessel head closure bolt tensioning specified
in Table 1.1-1," and "with fuel in the reactor vessel" to the definition.

This portion of the change is considered acceptable since the new definition
is consistent with the actual ITS Table 1.1-1 requirements. Any technical
changes associated with the new ITS Table 1.1-1 requirements are
discussed below as part of the discussion for each of the different MODES
(i.e., MODES 1 through 5). As such, this portion of the change is considered
administrative but is included in this more restrictive change discussion for
clarity.

The CTS 1.0.0 definition of Power Operation is being split into two distinct
MODES: MODE 1 for when the reactor mode switch is in Run position; and
MODE 2 for when the reactor mode switch is in the Startup/Hot Standby
position. Furthermore, the reference to a power level is deleted for both
MODES. Also, the CTS 1.0.B definition of Hot Standby is being combined
with the MODE 2 portion of the CTS 1.0.0 Power Operation definition. This
changes the CTS definition such that: a. when the reactor mode switch is in
Run, the unit will always be in MODE 1, even if reactor power level is < 1%
rated thermal power or the reactor is subcritical; and b. when the reactor
mode switch is in Startup/Hot Standby position, the unit will always be in
MODE 2, even if reactor power level is < 1% rated thermal power (or just
sufficient to maintain reactor pressure and temperature) or the reactor is
subcritical.

This change is acceptable since it clearly defines that MODES 1 and 2
depend on the position of the reactor mode switch, not on the power level.
This ensures that the unit is always in a MODE when the reactor mode switch
is placed in either the Run or Startup/Hot Standby position. Thus in the
individua! ITS Specifications, a CTS LCO that is applicable in the Power
Operation Mode will now be required to be OPERABLE during ITS MODES 1
and 2 and a CTS LCO applicable in the CTS Hot Standby Mode (referred to
as startup in the CTS LCOs) will now be required to be OPERABLE during
MODE 2.

ITS MODE 2 will now include the mode switch position of Refuel when the
head closure bolts are fully tensioned (as stated in ITS Table 1.1-1 footnote
(a)). Currently, this reactor mode switch and head closure bolt combination is
not defined in the CTS.

This change is considered acceptable since this is currently a plant condition
that has no corresponding MODE. The new requirement will ensure proper
and adequate Technical Specification requirements are applied when the
reactor mode switch is in the Refuel position when all head closure bolts are
fully tensioned.

The CTS 1.0.Y definition of Shutdown is being split into two distinct MODES:

MODE 3 for when the reactor mode switch is in Shutdown and (as described
in part 1 of the CTS definition) the average reactor coolant temperature is
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> 212°F; and MODE 4 for when the reactor mode switch is in Shutdown and
(as described in part 2 of the CTS definition) the average reactor coolant
temperature is < 212°F. Furthermore, for both MODE 3 and MODE 4, all
reactor vessel head closure bolts must be fully tensioned. This changes the
CTS definition such that all head bolts must be fully tensioned to be in either
MODE 3 or 4, instead of the current requirement that no CORE
ALTERATIONS are being performed.

This change is considered acceptable since it ensures that it is physically
impossible to perform CORE ALTERATIONS with all head bolts fully
tensioned. As a result of this change, in the individual ITS Specifications, a
CTS LCO that is applicable in the Shutdown/Hot Shutdown Mode will now be
required to be OPERABLE during ITS MODE 3 and a CTS LCO applicable in
the CTS Shutdown/Cold Shutdown Mode will now be required to be
OPERABLE during MODE 4.

ITS MODE 5 has been added to clearly define when the unit is in the refuel
mode. ITS MODE 5 is defined as the reactor mode switch in either the
Shutdown or Refuel position with one or more reactor vessel head closure
bolts less than full tensioned. Currently, no defined term exists in the CTS for
the Refuel Mode, even though many CTS Specifications use the term Refuel
Mode.

This change is acceptable because it clearly defines when the unit is
considered in the Refuel Mode. This precludes being in an undefined mode
and not applying the applicable Technical Specifications when the reactor
mode switch is in the Refuel position or in the Shutdown position with any
reactor vessel head closure bolt not fully tensioned.

These changes are designated as more restrictive because the applicable LCOs
must be met under more conditions in the ITS as compared to the CTS.

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

REMOVED DETAIL CHANGES

(Type 1 - Removing Details of System Design and System Description, Including
Design Limits) The CTS 1.0.Y definition of Shutdown states that with the reactor
mode switch in Shutdown, "a reactor scram is initiated...directly from the mode
switch. The scram can be reset after a short time delay.” ITS Table 1.1-1 does
not include this additional design information. This changes the CTS by moving
the functional description and logic associated with the reactor mode switch
scram to the ITS 3.3.1.1 Bases.

The removal! of these details, which are related to system design, from the
Technical Specifications is acceptable because this type of information is not
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necessary to be included in the Technical Specifications to provide adequate
protection of public health and safety. The ITS (ITS 3.3.1.1) still retains the
requirement that the reactor mode switch scram be OPERABLE. Also, this
change is acceptable because the removed information will be adequately
controlled in the ITS Bases. Changes to the Bases are controlled by the
Technical Specification Bases Control Program in Chapter 5. This program
provides for the evaluation of changes to ensure the Bases are properly
controlled. This change is designated as a less restrictive removal of detail
change because information relating to system design is being removed from the
Technical Specifications.

LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

LA

CTS 1.0.A definition of Alteration of the Reactor Core applies to the act of moving
"any component." However, the definition also states that the normal operating
functions such as control rod movement using the normal drive mechanism, tip
scans, SRM and IRM detector movements, etc., are not to be considered core
alterations. The ITS Section 1.1 definition of CORE ALTERATION will only apply
to the movement of "fuel, sources, or reactivity control components.” In addition,
the following exceptions are not considered to be CORE ALTERATIONS in the
ITS: a. Movement of source range monitors, local power range monitors,
intermediate range monitors, traversing incore probes, or special movable
detectors (including undervesse! replacement); and b. control rod movement,
provided there are no fuel assemblies in the associated core cell. This changes
the CTS by eliminating from the definition of Alteration of the Core the movement
of components that do not affect the reactivity of the core i.e., that are not fuel,
sources, or reactivity control components, and also explicitly excludes local
power range monitors and special moveable detectors from being a CORE
ALTERATION. The change in the control rod movement portion of the definition
is discussed in DOC M.2.

The purpose of the CORE ALTERATION definition is to define components that
can be moved and could result in a reactivity excursion event during refueling.
This change eliminates the movement of components that do not affect the
reactivity of the core from the definition. This change is acceptable because the
ITS definition of CORE ALTERATION and the associated Specifications which
require equipment to be OPERABLE or parameters be met during a CORE
ALTERATION will help ensure the proper controls during the movement of
components such as fuel, sources, and reactivity control components. The
movement of these components may affect the core reactivity, therefore these
controls are necessary. Movement of local power range monitors, special
movable detectors, and control rods with no fuel in the associated core cells are
explicitly excluded from the definition since the movement of these components
does not affect the reactivity of the core. This change is designated as less
restrictive because the ITS definition of CORE ALTERATION applies in fewer
circumstances than does the CTS definition.

L.2 The CTS 1.0.E definition of Instrument Functional Test requires the use of a
"simulated” signal when performing the test. The ITS Section 1.1 CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST definition allows the use of a "simulated or actual” signal
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when performing the test. This changes the CTS by allowing the use of
unplanned actuations to perform the Surveillance if sufficient information is
collected to satisfy the surveillance test requirements.

This change is acceptable because the channel itself cannot discriminate
between an "actual” or "simulated"” signal and, therefore, the results of the testing
are unaffected by the type of signal used to initiate the test. This change is
designated as less restrictive because it allows an actual signal to be credited for
a Surveillance where only a simulated signal was previously allowed.

CTS 1.0.E defines Instrument Functional Test as the injection of a simulated
signal "into the primary sensor.” ITS Section 1.1 defines CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST as the injection of a simulated or actual signal "into the
channel as close to the sensor as practicable." This changes the CTS by
allowing a signal to be injected "in the channel as close to the sensor as
practicable” instead of "into the primary sensor.”

The purpose of a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST is to ensure a channel is
OPERABLE. This change allows a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST to be
performed by injecting a signal "as close to the sensor as practicable” instead of
"into the primary sensor.” Injecting a signal into the primary sensor would, in
some cases, involve significantly increased probabilities of initiating undesired
circuits during the test since several logic channels are often associated with a
particular sensor. Performing the test by injection of a signal into the primary
sensor could also require jumpering of the other logic channels to prevent their
initiation during the test or increasing the scope of the tests to include multiple
tests of the other logic channels. Either method significantly increases the
difficulty of performing the surveillance. Allowing initiation of the signal close to
the sensor in lieu of into the sensor provides a complete test of the logic channel
while significantly reducing the probability of undesired initiation. In addition, the
sensor is still being checked during a CHANNEL CALIBRATION. This change is
designated as less restrictive because the ITS definition of CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST will allow the test to be performed injecting a signal "into the
channel as close to the sensor as practicable” instead of "into the primary
sensor.”
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€8 41 Definitions

Definitions
11

NOTE

A2 The defined terms of this section appear in capitalized type and are applicable throughout these

Technical Specifications and Bases.

Term Definition

A4

within specified Completion Times.

DoC  ACTIONS ACTIONS shall be that part of a Specification that prescribes
Required Actions to be taken under designated Conditions

poc AVERAGE PLANAR LINEAR  The APLHGR shall be applicable to a specific planar height

A% HEAT GENERATION RATE  and is equal to the sum of the[JLHGRs]

heat geperation rate |

(APLHGR) {per unit lengthof fuel rod]jfor all the fue

rods in the specified

bundle at the specified height divided by the number of fuel

rods in the fue! bundlefat the heigh(]

10F CHANNEL CALIBRATION A CHANNEL CALIBRATION shall be the adjustment, as
necessary, of the channel output such that it responds within
the necessary range and accuracy to known values of the
parameter that the channel monitors. The CHANNEL
CALIBRATION shall encompass all devices in the channel
required for channel OPERABILITY and the CHANNEL
FUNCTIONAL TEST. Calibration of instrument channels with
resistance temperature detector (RTD) or thermocouple
sensors may consist of an inplace qualitative assessment of
sensor behavior and normal calibration of the remaining
adjustable devices in the channel. The CHANNEL
CALIBRATION may be performed by means of any series of
sequential, overlapping, or total channel steps.

10x CHANNEL CHECK A CHANNEL CHECK shall be the qualitative assessment, by

observation, of channel behavior during

operation. This

determination shall include, where possible, comparison of the
channel indication and status to other indications or status
derived from independent instrument channels measuring the

same parameter.

10e  CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST A CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST shall

be the injection of a

simulated or actual signal into the channel as close to the
sensor as practicable to verify OPERABILITY of all devices in
the channel required for channel OPERABILITY. The
CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST may be performed by means
of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total channel steps.
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Definitions
1.1

104 CORE ALTERATION

1020 CORE OPERATING LIMITS
REPORT (COLR)

CORE ALTERATION shall be the movement of any fuel,
sources, or reactivity control components, within the reactor
vessel with the vessel head removed and fuel in the vessel.
The following exceptions are not considered to be CORE
ALTERATIONS:

a. Movement of source range monitors, local power range
monitors, intermediate range monitors, traversing incore
probes, or special movable detectors (including

undervessel replacement),% O
H 2

b. Control rod movement, provided there are no fuel
assemblies in the associated core cell.

Suspension of CORE ALTERATIONS shall not preclude
completion of movement of a component to a safe position.

The COLR is the unit specific document that provides cycle
specific parameter limits for the current reload cycle. These
cycle specific limits shall be determined for each reload cycle
in accordance with Specification 5.6}5., Plant operation within
these limits is addressed in individual Specifications.

: 1
10a¢ DOSE EQUIVALENTI%':

DOSE EQUIVALENT [-131 shall be that concentration of 1-131
(microcuries/gram) that alone would produce the same thyroid
dose as the quantity and isotopic mixture of I-131, 1-132, I-133,
I-134, and 1-135 actually present. The thyroid dose conversion
factors used for this calculation shall be those listed in

[Table Hl of TID-14844, AEC, 1962, "Calculation of Distance
Factors for Power and Test Reactor Sites¥or those listed in ()
Table E-7 of Regulatory Guide 1.109, Rev. 1, NRC, 1977/ or

*Coryimitted Dose Equivalent in/Target Organs or Tissues pe
Intgke of Unit Activity")

IC:E(AO, Supplement to Part 1, page 192-212, Taple titled, J

TIME

EMERGENCY CORE COOLING The ECCS RESPONSE TIME shall be that time interval from
SYSTEM (ECCS) RESPONSE when the ghonitored parameter exceed

its ECCS initiation
setpoint at the channel sensor until th¢ ECCS equipment is
capable pf performing its safety functjon (i.e., the valves travel
to their fequired positions, pump disgharge pressures reach

any series of sequential, overlapping, or total steps so that the
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1.1
1.1 Definitions
ECCS RESPONSE TIME (continued)
entire re5ponse time is measured. IryYlieu of measurement,
responée time may be verified for s¢lected components

provided that the components and/methodology for verification
have been previously reviewed and approved by the NRC.

END OF CYCLH RECIRCULA- The EOC RPT SYSTEM RESPONSE TJME shall be that time
TION PUMP TRIP (EOC RPT) initial signal generation by/[the associated turbine
SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME stop valve limit switch or from when the turbine control valve
hydraulid/oil control oil pressure dropg' below the pressure
switch sgetpoint] to complete suppression of the electric arc @
between the fully open contacts of the recirculation pump
circuit preaker. The response time may be measured by
meang of any series of sequential, pbverlapping, or total steps
so that the entire response time is/measured, [except for the
breaker arc suppression time, whjch is not measured but is
validated to conform to the manytacturer's design value].

ISOLATION SYSTEM The ISOLATION SYSTEM RESPONSE T'IME shall be that
RESPONSE TIME time interva! from when the monitored parameter exceeds its

LEAKAGE LEAKAGE shall be:
a. |dentified LEAKAGE

1. LEAKAGE into the drywell, such as that from pump
seals or valve packing that is captured and
conducted to a sump or collecting tanky or

2. LEAKAGE into the drywell atmosphere from
sources that are both specifically located and
known either not to interfere with the operation of
leakage detection systems or not to be pressure

boundary LEAKAGE.,\B @

BWR/4 STS 1.1-3 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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Definitions
1.1

LEAKAGE (continued)

[LINEAR HEAT GENERATION
RATE (LHGR)

LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL
TEST

b. Unidentified LEAKAGE
All LEAKAGE into the drywell that is not identified

LEAKAGE‘L\@ @

c. Total LEAKAGE

Sum of the identified and unidentified LEAKAGE| and

d. Pressure Boundary LEAKAGE

LEAKAGE through a nonisolable fault in a Reactor
Coolant System (RCS) component body, pipe wall, or
vessel wall.

The LHGR shall be the heat generation rate per unit length of
fuel rod. 1tis the integral of the heat fiux over the heat transfer
area associated with the unit length. | @

A LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST shall be a test of all
logic components required for OPERABILITY of a logic circuit,
from as close to the sensor as practicable up to, but not
including, the actuated device, to verify OPERABILITY. The
LOGIC SYSTEM FUNCTIONAL TEST may be performed by
means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total system
steps so that the entire logic system is tested.

[ MAXIMUM FRACTION OF
LIMITING PQWER DENSITY
(MFLPD)

by tHe specified LHGR limit for that bundie type. ]

1.04

10K

MINIMUM CRITICAL POWER
RATIO (MCPR)

MODE

The MCPR shall be the smallest critical power ratio (CPR) that
exists in the core[[for each class of fuel]. The CPR is that
power in the assembly that is calculated by application of the
appropriate correlation(s) to cause some point in the assembly
to experience boiling transition, divided by the actual assembly
operating power.

A MODE shall correspond to any one inclusive combination of
mode switch position, average reactor coolant temperature,
and reactor vessel head closure bolt tensioning specified in
Table 1.1-1 with fuel in the reactor vessel.

BWR/4 STS
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1.1

100 OPERABLE - OPERABILITY A system, subsystem, division, component, or device shall be

OPERABLE or have OPERABILITY when it is capable of
performing its specified safety function(s) and when all
necessary attendant instrumentation, controls, normal or
emergency electrical power, cooling and seal water,
lubrication, and other auxiliary equipment that are required for
the system, subsystem, division, component, or device to
perform its specified safety function(s) are also capable of
performing their related support function(s).

PHYSIS TESTS

PHYSICS TESTS shall be those tests performed to measure
the fundamiental nuclear characteristics/of the reactor core and
related instrumentation.

These tests are:

PRESSURE A
REPORT (PTLR)

TEMPERATURE LIMITS reactor vgssel pressure and temperatyre limits, including

heatup gnd cooldown rates, for the cdrrent reactor vessel @
-369

Spefification 5.6 8  W————

be defermined for each fluence pefiod in accordance with @

108 RATED THERMAL POWER RTP shall be a total reactor core heat transfer rate to the

(RTP)

] ‘r 6
reactor coolant of{[2436] MWt.

31A REACTOR PROTECTION The RPS RESPONSE TIME shall be that time interval from
SYSTEM (RPS) RESPONSE wherzme monitored parameter exceeds its RPS trip setpoint at] @

TIME

to the

initiation of any
RPS channel trip

the channel sensor until|de-energization of the scram pilot
valve solenoids. The response time may be measured by
means of any series of sequential, overlapping, or total steps
so that the entire response time is measured] In liey/of
measufement, response time r‘ry be venfied for selected

®

compgnents provided that the cgmponents and methodolog
for vérification have been previgusly reviewed and a
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Definitions
1.1

33a1 SHUTDOWN MARGIN (SDM)

pboc  STAGGERED TEST BASIS

A4

po¢  THERMAL POWER

poc [ TURBINE BYPASS SYSTEM The TURBINE BYPASS SYSTEM RESPONSE TIMEIcop?lstsm

Al RESPONSE TIME

turbine trip solenoid is

shall be that time interva
from when the main
activated

J

SDM shall be the amount of reactivity by which the reactor is
subcritical or would be subcritical assuming that:

a. Thereactor is xenon fre .

b. The moderator temperam and

¢.  All control rods are fully inserted except for the single
control rod of highest reactivity worth, which is assumed
to be fully withdrawn. With control rods not capable of

being fully inserted, the reactivity worth of these control
rods must be accounted for in the determination of SDM.

A STAGGERED TEST BASIS shall consist of the testing of
one of the systems, subsystems, channels, or other
designated components during the interval specified by the
Surveillance Frequency, so that all systems, subsystems,
channels, or other designated components are tested during
n Surveillance Frequency intervals, where n is the total
number of systems, subsystems, channels, or other
designated components in the associated function.

THERMAL POWER shall be the total reactor core heat
transfer rate to the reactor coolant.

of two onents:
SOMPNSNS." 4

a. The time ffom initial movement of the main turbine stop]
valve of control valve[until 80% of the turbine bypass
——{capacity is establlshe

b. TheAime from initial mdvement of the majn turbine stop
valve or control valvg’ until initial movemént of the turbine
ypass valve.

\ﬁhe response time may be measured by means of any series
of sequential, overlapping, or total steps so that the entire
| response time is measured. ]

®

)
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Definitions
1.1
Table 1.1-1 (page 1 of 1)
MODES
c1s
AVERAGE REACTOR
COOLANT
REACTOR MODE TEMPERATURE
MODE TITLE SWITCH POSITION (°F)
100 1 Power Operation Run NA
100 2 |Startup Refuel® or Startup/Hot Standby NA
10.¥.1 3 |Hot Shutdown® Shutdown
10.¥.2 4 |Cold Shutdown® . |Shutdown
Doc 5 |Refueling® Shutdown or Refuel NA

}-gg- (a) All reactor vessel head closure bolts fully tensioned.

ac;c (b) One or more reactor vessel head closure bolts less than fully tensioned.
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Logical Connectors
1.2

1.0 USE AND APPLICATION

1.2 Logical Connectors

PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to explain the meaning of logical
connectors.

Logical connectors are used in Technical Specifications (TS) to
discriminate between, and yet connect, discrete Conditions, Required
Actions, Completion Times, Surveillances, and Frequencies. The only
logical connectors that appear in TS are AND and OR. The physical
arrangement of these connectors constitutes logical conventions with
specific meanings.

BACKGROUND

Several levels of logic may be used to state Required Actions. These
levels are identified by the placement (or nesting) of the logical
connectors and by the number assigned to each Required Action. The
first level of logic is identified by the first digit of the number assigned to a
Required Action and the placement of the logical connector in the first
level of nesting (i.e., left justified with the number of the Required Action).
The successive levels of logic are identified by additional digits of the
Required Action number and by successive indentions of the logical
connectors.

When logical connectors are used to state a Condition, Completion Time,

~ Surveillance, or Frequency, only the first level of logic is used, and the

logical connector is left justified with the statement of the Condition,
Completion Time, Surveillance, or Frequency.

EXAMPLES

The following examples illustrate the use of logical connectors.
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Logical Connectors

1.2
-¢grs 1.2 Logical Connectors
2‘1"; EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.2-1
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. LCO not met. A1 Verify . . .
AND
A2 Restore . . .

In this example the logical connector AND is used to indicate that when in
Condition A, both Required Actions A.1 and A.2 must be completed.
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€1s 1.2 Logical Connectors

Logical Connectors
1.2

Da¢  EXAMPLES (continued)

EXAMPLE 1.2-2
ACTIONS

CONDITION

REQUIRED ACTION

COMPLETION TIME

A. LCO not met.

A1 Trip...
OR
A21 Verify...
AND
A.2.2.1 Reduce. ..
OR

A.2.2.2 Perform...
OR

A3  Align...

This example represents a more complicated use of logical connectors.
Required Actions A.1, A.2, and A.3 are alternative choices, only one of
which must be performed as indicated by the use of the logical connector
OR and the left justified placement. Any one of these three Actions may
be chosen. If A.2 is chosen, then both A.2.1 and A.2.2 must be
performed as indicated by the logical connector AND. Required

Action A.2.2 is met by performing A.2.2.1 or A.2.2.2. The indented
position of the logical connector OR indicates that A.2.2.1 and A.2.2.2 are
alternative choices, only one of which must be performed.
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Completion Times
1.3

1.0 USE AND APPLICATION

1.3 Completion Times

8 B

»
@

PURPOSE The purpose of this section is to establish the Completion Time
convention and to provide guidance for its use.

BACKGROUND Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCOs) specify minimum requirements-
for ensuring safe operation of the unit. The ACTIONS associated with an
LCO state Conditions that typically describe the ways in which the
requirements of the LCO can fail to be met. Specified with each stated
Condition are Required Action(s) and Completion Time(s).

DESCRIPTION The Completion Time is the amount of time allowed for completing a
Required Action. Itis referenced to the time of discovery of a situation
(e.g., inoperable equipment or variable not within limits) that requires
entering an ACTIONS Condition unless otherwise specified, providing the
unit is in a MODE or specified condition stated in the Applicability of the
LCO. Required Actions must be completed prior to the expiration of the
specified Completion Time. An ACTIONS Condition remains in effect and
the Required Actions apply until the Condition no longer exists or the unit
is not within the LCO Applicability.

If situations are discovered that require entry into more than one
Condition at a time within a single LCO (multiple Conditions), the
Required Actions for each Condition must be performed within the
associated Completion Time. When in multiple Conditions, separate
Completion Times are tracked for each Condition starting from the time of
discovery of the situation that required entry into the Condition.

Once a Condition has been entered, subsequent divisions, subsystems,
components, or variables expressed in the Condition, discovered to be
inoperable or not within limits, will not result in separate entry into the
Condition, unless specifically stated. The Required Actions of the
‘Condition continue to apply to each additional failure, with Completion
Times based on initial entry into the Condition.

However, when a subsequent division, subsystem, component, or
variable expressed in the Condition is discovered to be inoperable or not
within limits, the Completion Time(s) may be extended. To apply this
Completion Time extension, two criteria must first be met. The
subsequent inoperability:

a.  Must exist concurrent with the first inoperabilityand
& ®

b. Must remain inoperable or not within limits after the first inoperability
is resolved.
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Completion Times
1.3

N =
€ 1.3 Completion Times

DAC  DESCRIPTION (continued)

The total Completion Time allowed for completing a Required Action to
address the subsequent inoperability shall be limited to the more
restrictive of either: '

a. The stated Completion Time, as measured from the initial entry into
the Condition, plus an additional 24 hours,or

[ 1 2
)

b. The stated Completion Time as measured from discovery of the
subsequent inoperability.

The above Completion Time extensions do not apply to those
Specifications that have exceptions that allow completely separate re-
entry into the Condition (for each division, subsystem, component, or
variable expressed in the Condition) and separate tracking of Completion
Times based on this re-entry. These exceptions are stated in individual
Specifications.

The above Completion Time extension does not apply to a Completion
Time with a modified "time zero." This modified “time zero™ may be
expressed as a repetitive time (i.e., "once per 8 hours,” where the
v Completion Time is referenced from a previous completion of the
Required Action versus the time of Condition entry) or as a time modified

by the phrase "from discovery . . ."/Example 1.3-3 fllustrates one use of
this t¥pe of Completion Time. The 10 day Completion Time specified fo
Coyiditions A and B in Examplg 1.3-3 may not be/extended.

EXAMPLES The following examples illustrate the use of Completion Times with
different types of Conditions and changing Conditions.

BWR/4 STS 1.3-2 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 45 of 71



Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 46 of 71
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1.3
N
€8 1.3 Completion Times
N EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.3-1
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
B. Required B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Action and
associated AND
Completion
Time not met. B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

Condition B has two Required Actions. Each Required Action has its own
separate Completion Time. Each Completion Time is referenced to the
time that Condition B is entered.

The Required Actions of Condition B are to be in MODE 3 within 12 hours
AND in MODE 4 within 36 hours. A total of 12 hours is allowed for

\_- reaching MODE 3 and a total of 36 hours (not 48 hours) is allowed for
reaching MODE 4 from the time that Condition B was entered. if MODE 3
is reached within 6 hours, the time allowed for reaching MODE 4 is the
next 30 hours because the total time allowed for reaching MODE 4 is
36 hours.

If Condition B is entered while in MODE 3, the time allowed for reaching
MODE 4 is the next 36 hours.
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Completion Times

1.3
o
c1s 1.3 Completion Times
Do EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.3-2
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One pump A.1 Restore pump to 7 days
inoperable. OPERABLE status.
B. Required B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Action and :
associated AND
Completion
Time not met. B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

When a pump is declared inoperable, Condition A is entered. If the pump
. is not restored to OPERABLE status within 7 days, Condition B is also
N entered and the Completion Time clocks for Required Actions B.1

and B.2 start. If the inoperable pump is restored to OPERABLE status

after Condition B is entered, Conditions A and B are exited, and therefore,

the Required Actions of Condition B may be terminated.

When a second pump is declared inoperable while the first pump is still
inoperable, Condition A is not re-entered for the second pump.

LCO 3.0.3 is entered, since the ACTIONS do not include a Condition for
more than one inoperable pump. The Completion Time clock for
Condition A does not stop after LCO 3.0.3 is entered, but continues to be
tracked from the time Condition A was initially entered.

While in LCO 3.0.3, if one of the inoperable pumps is restored to
OPERABLE status and the Completion Time for Condition A has not
expired, LCO 3.0.3 may be exited and operation continued in accordance
with Condition A.

While in LCO 3.0.3, if one of the inoperable pumps is restored to
OPERABLE status and the Completion Time for Condition A has expired,
LCO 3.0.3 may be exited and operation continued in accordance with
Condition B. The Completion Time for Condition B is tracked from the
time the Condition A Completion Time expired.
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c1s 1.3 Completion Times

DOC  EXAMPLES (continued)

A.15

On restoring one of the pumps to OPERABLE status, the Condition A
Completion Time is not reset, but continues from the time the first pump
was declared inoperable. This Completion Time may be extended if the
pump restored to OPERABLE status was the first inoperable pump. A
24 hour extension to the stated 7 days is allowed, provided this does not
result in the second pump being inoperable for > 7 days.

EXAMPLE 1.3-3
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One A.1 Restore Function X | 7 days
Function X subsystem to
subsystem OPERABLE status. ||AND
inoperable.
10 days from
i discoverty of failure
N to megt the LCO
. One B.1 Restore Function Y 72 hours
Function Y subsystem to
subsystem OPERABLE status. ||AND
inoperable.
10 days from
discovety of failure
to megt the LCO
. One C.1 Restore Function X | 72 hours
Function X subsystem to
subsystem OPERABLE status.
inoperable.
OR
AND
C.2 Restore FunctionY | 72 hours
One subsystem to
Function Y OPERABLE status.
subsystem
inoperable.
BWR/4 STS 1.3-56 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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¢1s 1.3 Completion Times

o EXAMPLES (continued)

When one Function X subsystem and one Function Y subsystem are
inoperable, Condition A and Condition B are concurrently applicable. The
Completion Times for Condition A and Condition B are tracked separately
for each subsystem starting from the time each subsystem was declared
inoperable and the Condition was entered. A separate Completion Time
is established for Condition C and tracked from the time the second
subsystem was declared inoperable (i.e., the time the situation described
in Condition C was discovered).

if Required Action C.2 is completed within the specified Completion Time,
Conditions B and C are exited. If the Completion Time for Required
Action A.1 has not expired, operation may continue in accordance with
Condition A. The remaining Completion Time in Condition A is measured
from the time the affected subsystem was declared inoperable (i.e., initial
entry into Condition A).

The Completion Times of Conditigns A and B are modifi¢d by a logical

separate/Completion Time mogified by the phrase "frgm discovery of
failure tg meet the LCO" is degigned to prevent indefinite continued
operatign while not meeting the LCO. This Completion Time allows for an
exception to the normal "time/zero" for beginning thg Completion Time
"clock.] In this instance, the Completion Time "time/zero” is specified as
commengcing at the time the LCO was initially not mjet, instead of at the

time the associated Conditignh was entered.
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@ INSERT 1

It is possible to alternate between Conditions A, B, and C in such a manner that operation could
continue indefinitely without ever restoring systems to meet the LCO. However, doing so would
be inconsistent with the basis of the Completion Times. Therefore, there shall be administrative
controls to limit the maximum time allowed for any combination of Conditions that result in a
single contiguous occurrence of failing to meet the LCO. These administrative controls shall
ensure that the Completion Times for those Conditions are not inappropriately extended.

1.3

Insert Page 1.3-6
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Completion Times

1.3
1.3 Completion Times
EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.34
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One or more A.1 Restore valve(s) to 4 hours
valves OPERABLE status.
inoperable.
B. Required B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Action and
associated AND
Completion
Time not met. B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

A single Completion Time is used for any number of valves inoperable at
the same time. The Completion Time associated with Condition A is
based on the initial entry into Condition A and is not tracked on a per
valve basis. Declaring subsequent valves inoperable, while Condition A
is still in effect, does not trigger the tracking of separate Completion
Times.

Once one of the valves has been restored to OPERABLE status, the
Condition A Completion Time is not reset, but continues from the time the
first valve was declared inoperable. The Completion Time may be
extended if the valve restored to OPERABLE status was the first
inoperable valve. The Condition A Completion Time may be extended for
up to 4 hours provided this does not result in any subsequent valve being
inoperable for > 4 hours.

If the Completion Time of 4 hours (plus the extension) expires while one
or more valves are still inoperable, Condition B is entered.
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¢Is 1.3 Completion Times

R9¢  EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.3-5
ACTIONS

NOTE
Separate Condition entry is allowed for each inoperable valve.

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One or more A.1 Restore valve to 4 hours
valves OPERABLE status.
inoperable.
B. Required B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Action and
associated AND
Completion .
NG Time not met. | B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours

The Note above the ACTIONS Table is a method of modifying how the
Completion Time is tracked. If this method of modifying how the
Completion Time is tracked was applicable only to a specific Condition,
the Note would appear in that Condition rather than at the top of the
ACTIONS Table.

The Note allows Condition A to be entered separately for each inoperable
valve, and Completion Times tracked on a per valve basis. When a valve
is declared inoperable, Condition A is entered and its Completion Time
starts. If subsequent valves are declared inoperable, Condition A is
entered for each valve and separate Completion Times start and are
tracked for each valve.

If the Completion Time associated with a valve in Condition A expires,
Condition B is entered for that valve. If the Completion Times associated
with subsequent valves in Condition A expire, Condition B is entered
separately for each valve and separate Completion Times start and are
tracked for each valve. If a valve that caused entry into Condition B is
restored to OPERABLE status, Condition B is exited for that valve.
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€2 4.3 Completion Times

R3S EXAMPLES (continued)

Since the Note in this example allows multiple Condition entry and
tracking of separate Completion Times, Completion Time extensions do

not apply.
EXAMPLE 1.3-6
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One channel A.1 Perform SR 3.x.x.x. | Once per 8 hours
inoperable.
OR
A.2 Reduce THERMAL | 8 hours
POWER to
<50% RTP.
N B. Required B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Action and .
associated
Completion
Time not met.

Entry into Condition A offers a choice between Required Action A.1

or A.2. Required Action A.1 has a "once per" Completion Time, which
qualifies for the 25% extension, per SR 3.0.2, to each performance after
the initial performance. The initial 8 hour interval of Required Action A.1
begins when Condition A is entered and the initial performance of
Required Action A.1 must be complete within the first 8 hour interval. If
Required Action A.1 is followed and the Required Action is not met within
the Completion Time (plus the extension allowed by SR 3.0.2),

Condition B is entered. If Required Action A.2 is followed and the
Completion Time of 8 hours is not met, Condition B is entered.

If after entry into Condition B, Required Action A.1 or A.2 is met,
Condition B is exited and operation may then continue in Condition A.
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005 EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.3-7
ACTIONS
CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME
A. One A.1 Verify affected 1 hour
subsystem subsystem isolated.
inoperable. AND
Once per 8 hours
thereafter
AND
A.2 Restore subsystem 72 hours
to OPERABLE
status.
~ B. Required B.1 Be in MODE 3. 12 hours
Action and
associated AND
‘Completion
Time not met. B.2 Be in MODE 4. 36 hours
Required Action A.1 has two Completion Times. The 1 hour Completion
Time begins at the time the Condition is entered and each "Once per
8 hours thereafter” interval begins upon performance of Required
Action A1,
If after Condition A is entered, Required Action A.1 is not met within either
the initial 1 hour or any subsequent 8 hour interval from the previous
performance (plus the extension allowed by SR 3.0.2), Condition B is
entered. The Completion Time clock for Condition A does not stop after
Condition B is entered, but continues from the time Condition A was
initially entered. If Required Action A.1 is met after Condition B is
entered, Condition B is exited and operation may continue in accordance
with Condition A, provided the Completion Time for Required Action A.2
has not expired.
‘.\“«‘_
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1.3 Completion Times
c1s
oo MMEDIATE When "Immediately” is used as a Completion Time, the Required Action
COMPLETION TIME should be pursued without delay and in a controlled manner.
P
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1.0 USE AND APPLICATION
1.4 Frequenc
crs q 4
poc PURPOSE The purpose of this section is to define the proper use and application of

AlS Frequency requirements.

DESCRIPTION Each Surveillance Requirement (SR) has a specified Frequency in which
the Surveillance must be met in order to meet the associated LCO. An
understanding of the correct application of the specified Frequency is
necessary for compliance with the SR.

T

The "specified Frequency” is referred to throughout this section and eac

of the Specifications of Section 3.0[P}¥Surveillance Requirement (SR) __/ @ l
Appticability.¥ The "specified Frequency" consists of the requirements of

the Frequency column of each SR as well as certain Notes in the

Surveillance column that modify performance requirements.

Sometimes special situations dictate when the requirements of a
Surveillance are to be met. They are "otherwise stated" conditions
allowed by SR 3.0.1. They may be stated as clarifying Notes in the
Surveillance, as part of the Surveillance, or both.

Situations where a Surveillance could be required (i.e., its Frequency
could expire), but where it is not possible or not desired that it be
performed until sometime after the associated LCO is within its
Applicability, represent potential SR 3.0.4 conflicts. To avoid these
conflicts, the SR (i.e., the Surveillance or the Frequency) is stated such
that it is only "required™ when it can be and should be performed. With an
SR satisfied, SR 3.0.4 imposes no restriction.

The use of "met" or "performed"” in these instances conveys specific
meanings. A Surveillance is "met" only when the acceptance criteria are
satisfied. Known failure of the requirements of a Surveillance, even
without a Surveillance specifically being "performed,” constitutes a
Surveillance not "met." "Performance” refers only to the requirement to
specifically determine the ability to meet the acceptance criteria.

Some Surveillances contain ,ﬂotes that modify the Frequency of @
performance or the conditions during which the acceptance criteria must

be satisfied. For these Surveillances, the MODE-entry restrictions of

SR 3.0.4 may not apply. Such a Surveillance is not required to be

performed prior to entering a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability of the associated LCO if any of the following three conditions

are satisfied:
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pec  DESCRIPTION (continued)

a. The Surveillance is not required to be met in the MODE or other
specified condition to be entered; @

b. The Surveillance is required to be met in the MODE or other
specified condition to be entered, but has been performed within the
specified Frequency (i.e., it is current) and is known not to be failed;
or

c. The Surveillance is required to be met, but not performed, in the
MODE or other specified condition to be entered, and is known not
to be failed.

Examples 1.4-3, 1.4-4, 1.4-5, and 1.4-6 discuss these special situations.

EXAMPLES The following examples illustrate the various ways that Frequencies are
specified. In these examples, the Applicability of the LCO (LCO not
shown) is MODES 1, 2, and 3.

EXAMPLE 1.4-1
'\_/, SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY
Perform CHANNEL CHECK. 12 hours

Example 1.4-1 contains the type of SR most often encountered in the
Technical Specifications (TS). The Frequency specifies an interval

(12 hours) during which the associated Surveillance must be performed at
least one time. Performance of the Surveillance initiates the subsequent
interval. Although the Frequency is stated as 12 hours, an extension of
the time interval to 1.25 times the interval specified in the Frequency is
allowed by SR 3.0.2 for operational flexibility. The measurement of this
interval continues at all times, even when the SR is not required to be met
per SR 3.0.1 (such as when the equipment is inoperable, a variable is
outside specified limits, or the unit is outside the Applicability of the LCO).
If the interval specified by SR 3.0.2 is exceeded while the unitis in a
MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability of the LCO, and the
performance of the Surveillance is not otherwise modified (refer to
Examples 1.4-3 and 1.4-4), then SR 3.0.3 becomes applicable.
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DA¢  EXAMPLES (continued)

hensraaa) [ the interval as specified by SR 3.0.2 is exceeded while the unit is not in
becomes | @ MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability of the LCO for
applicable. | which performance of the SR is required¥the Surveillance must be

~asmodiied]performed within the Frequency requirements of SR 3.0.2¥prior to entry
into the MODE or other specified condition. Fai i 0 do so uou!d're’sultlf

]
or the LCO s considered not met (in]

ccorda with SR 3.0.1) and
EXAMPLE 1.4-2 EO0 3 0.4 bacomes ooulhbio.

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

Verify flow is within limits. Once within
12 hours after
2 25% RTP
AND

24 hours thereafter

Example 1.4-2 has two Frequencies. The first is a one time performance
Frequency, and the second is of the type shown in Example 1.4-1. The
logical connector "AND" indicates that both Frequency requirements must
be met. Each time reactor power is increased from a power level

< 25% RTP to 2 25% RTP, the Surveillance must be performed within

12 hours.

The use of "once” indicates a single performance will satisfy the specified
Frequency (assuming no other Frequencies are connected by "AND").
This type of Frequency does not qualify for the 25% extension allowed by
SR 3.0.2. "Thereafter” indicates future performances must be established
per SR 3.0.2, but only after a specified condition is first met (i.e., the
"once” performance in this example). If reactor power decreases to

< 25% RTP, the measurement of both intervals stops. New intervals start
upon reactor power reaching 25% RTP.
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ooc EXAMPLES (continued)

A5
EXAMPLE 1.4-3

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

NOTE
Not required to be performed until 12 hours after
2 25% RTP.

Perform channel adjustment. 7 days

The interval continues, whether or not the unit operation is < 25% RTP
between performances.

As the Note modifies the required performance of the Surveillance, it is
construed to be part of the "specified Frequency.” Should the 7 day
interval be exceeded while operation is < 25% RTP, this Note allows
12 hours after power reaches 2 25% RTP to perform the Surveillance.
The Surveillance is still considered to be within the "specified Frequency.”
Therefore, if the Surveillance ot performed within the 7 day interval
(plus the extension allowed by SR 3.0.2), but operation was < 25% RTP,
it would not constitute a failure of the SR or failure to meet the LCO.
Also, no violation of SR 3.0.4 occurs when changing MODES, even with
the 7 day Frequency not met, provided operation does not exceed

12 hours with power 2 25% RTP.

Once the unit reaches 25% RTP, 12 hours woul%‘[l_gyﬂf_og____
completing the Surveillance. If the Surveillance not performed
within this 12 hour interval, there would then be a failure to perform a
Surveillance within the specified Frequency, and the provisions of

SR 3.0.3 would apply.

BWR/4 STS 14-4 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 59 of 71



Attachment 1, Volume 3, Rev. 1, Page 60 of 71

Frequency
14
14 Frequency
boc EXAMPLES (continued)
EXAMPLE 1.4-4
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
| SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

NOTE
Only required to be met in MODE 1.

Verify leakage rates are within limits. 24 hours

Example 1.4-4 specifies that the requirements of this Surveillance do not
have to be met until the unit is in MODE 1. The interval measurement for
the Frequency of this Surveillance continues at all times, as described in
Example 1.4-1. However, the Note constitutes an "otherwise stated"
exception to the Applicability of this Surveillance. Therefore, if the
Surveillance|wgrd not performed within the 24 hour interval (plus the
extension allowed by SR 3.0.2), but the unit was not in MODE 1, there
would be no failure of the SR nor failure to meet the LCO. Therefore, no
violation of SR 3.0.4 occurs when changing MODES, even with the

24 hour Frequency exceeded, provided the MODE change was not made
into MODE 1. Prior to entering MODE 1 (assuming again that the 24 hour

Frequency wgre|not met), SR 3.0.4 would require satisfying the SR.
EXAMPLE 1.4-5

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

NOTE:
Only required to be performed in MODE 1.

Perform complete cycle of the valve. 7 days

The interval continues, whether or not the unit operation is in MODE 1, 2,
or 3 (the assumed Applicability of the associated LCO) between
performances.

BWR/4 STS 1.4-5 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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Frequency
1.4

K_/.

cts 1.4 Frequency

ggg EXAMPLES (continued)
As the Note modifies the required performance of the Surveillance, the
Note is construed to be part of the "specified Frequency.” Should the
7 day interval be exceeded while operation is not in MODE 1, this Note
allows entry into and operation in MODES 2 and 3 to perform the
Surveillance. The Surveillance is still considered to be performed within
the "specified Frequency" if completed prior to entering MODE 1.
Therefore, if the Surveillance [wgrg Tiot performed within the 7 day (plus
the extension allowed by SR 3.0.2) interval, but operation was not in
MODE 1, it would not constitute a failure of the SR or failure to meet the
LCO. Also, no violation of SR 3.0.4 occurs when changing MODES, even
with the 7 day Frequency not met, provided operation does not result in
entry into MODE 1.

Once the unit reaches MODE 1, the requirement for the Surveillance to
be performed within its specified Frequency applies and would require
that the Surveillance had been performed. If the Surveillance
performed prior to entering MODE 1, there would then be a failure to
perform a Surveillance within the specified Frequency, and the provisions
of SR 3.0.3 would apply.

\_ EXAMPLE 1.4-6
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

SURVEILLANCE FREQUENCY

NOTE
Not required to be met in MODE 3.

Verify parameter is within limits. 24 hours

Example 1.4{6] specifies that the requirements of this Surveillance do not @
have to be met while the unit is in MODE 3 (the assumed Applicability of

the associated LCO is MODES 1, 2, and 3). The interval measurement

for the Frequency of this Surveillance continues at all times, as described

in Example 1.4-1. However, the Note constitutes an "otherwise stated”
exception to the Applicability of this Surveillance. Therefore, if the @_@
Surveillance{wgre[hot performed within the 24 hour interval (plus the

extension allowed by SR 3.0.2), and the unit was in MODE 3, there would

be no failure of the SR nor failure to meet the LCO. Therefore, no

violation of SR 3.0.4 occurs when changing MODES to enter MODE 3,

BWR/4 STS 1.4-6 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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Frequency
14

cis 1.4 Frequency

bac EXAMPLES (continued)

even with the 24 hour Frequency exceeded, provided the MODE change
does not result in entry into MODE 2. Prior to entering MODE 2
(assuming again that the 24 hour Frequency|wgre|not met), SR 3.0.4
would require satisfying the SR. was

BWR/4 STS 1.4-7 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

. The brackets are removed and the proper plant specific information/value is
provided.

. These punctuation corrections have been made consistent with the Writer's Guide
for the Improved Standard Technical Specifications, NEI 01-03, Section 5.1.3.

. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

. The definitions of EOC-RPT SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME, MAXIMUM FRACTION
OF LIMITING POWER DENSITY, and PHYSICS TESTS have been deleted since
they are not used in the Monticello ITS.

. The current licensing basis definition for the RPS RESPONSE TIME has been
maintained.

. ECCS RESPONSE TIME and ISOLATION SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME definitions

have not been adopted, consistent with Monticello current licensing basis. Monticello
response time requirements reflect the industry standards and regulations to which
the plant has been committed to and licensed to since the operating license was
granted. Monticello is committed to the testing requirements contained in IEEE-279-
1968 and IEEE-338-1971. These industry standards provide guidance and
requirements for conducting periodic testing of protection systems. |[EEE-279-1968
does not address response time testing. Response time testing requirements do not
appear in IEEE-338 until the 1975 revision.

. Monticello does not propose to use a PRESSURE AND TEMPERATURE LIMITS
REPORT (PTLR) and will not relocate the Pressure and Temperature limits from the
Technical Specifications. The current limits will be retained in the ITS. Therefore,
the definition of PTLR has not been incorporated into the ITS.

. The brackets are removed and the proper plant specific information is provided. This
is consistent with current transient analysis assumptions, plant design, and the
manner in which the TURBINE BYPASS SYSTEM RESPONSE TIME is currently
measured.

. These changes are made consistent with TSTF-439, Rev. 2, which has been
incorporated by the USNRC into Revision 3.1 of NUREG-1433.

10. These changes are made consistent with TSTF-485, Rev. 0, which has been

approved by the USNRC for incorporation into Revision 3.1 of NUREG-1433 as
documented in a letter from T. H. Boyce (NRC) to the Technical Specifications Task
Force, dated 12/6/05.

Monticello ‘ Page 1 of 1
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Specific No Significant Hazards Considerations (NSHCs)
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
' ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGE L.1

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." The proposed change involves making the Current Technical Specifications
(CTS) less restrictive. Below is the description of this less restrictive change and the
determination of No Significant Hazards Considerations for conversion to NUREG-1433.

CTS 1.0.A definition of Alteration of the Reactor Core applies to the act of moving "any
component.” However, the definition also states that the normal operating functions
such as control rod movement using the normal drive mechanism, tip scans, SRM and
IRM detector movements, etc., are not to be considered core alterations. The ITS
Section 1.1 definition of CORE ALTERATION will only apply to the movement of “fuel,
sources, or reactivity control components.” In addition, the following exceptions are not
considered to be CORE ALTERATIONS in the ITS: a. Movement of source range
monitors, local power range monitors, intermediate range monitors, traversing incore
probes, or special movable detectors (including undervessel replacement); and b.
control rod movement, provided there are no fuel assemblies in the associated core cell.
This changes the CTS by eliminating from the definition of Alteration of the Core the
movement of components that do not affect the reactivity of the core i.e., that are not
fuel, sources, or reactivity control components, and also explicitly excludes local power
range monitors, special moveable detectors, and control rods with no fuel in the
associated core cells from being a CORE ALTERATION. The change in the control rod
movement portion of the definition is discussed in DOC M.2.

The purpose of the CORE ALTERATION definition is to define components that can be
moved and could result in a reactivity excursion event during refueling. This change
eliminates the movement of components that do not affect the reactivity of the core from
the definition. This change is acceptable because the ITS definition of CORE
ALTERATION and the associated Specifications which require equipment to be
OPERABLE or parameters be met during a CORE ALTERATION will help ensure the
proper controls during the movement of components such as fuel, sources, and
reactivity control components. The movement of these components may affect the core
reactivity, therefore these controls are necessary. Movement of local power range
monitors and special movable detectors are explicitly excluded from the definition since
the movement of these components does not affect the reactivity of the core. This
change is designated as less restrictive because the ITS definition of CORE
ALTERATION applies in fewer circumstances than does the CTS definition.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

Monticello Page 10of 7
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

The proposed change revises the definition of CORE ALTERATION to be only
the movement of fuel, sources, or reactivity control components rather than the
movement of any component, and also explicitly excludes local power range
monitors, special moveable detectors, and control rods with no fuel in the
associated core cells. This change will not affect the probability of an accident.
The only component assumed to be an initiator of an event previously evaluated
is an irradiated fuel assembly when it is dropped. None of the other components
are initiators of any analyzed event. As fuel is retained in the list of components
which, when moved, constitutes a CORE ALTERATION, the probability of a fuel
handling accident is not affected. The consequences of an accident are not
affected by this change as movement of the components being excluded from
the definition of CORE ALTERATION do not act to mitigate the consequences of
any accident previously evaluated. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The proposed change revises the definition of CORE ALTERATION to be the
movement of fuel, sources, or reactivity control components rather than the
movement of any component, and also explicitly excludes local power range
monitors, special moveable detectors, and control rods with no fuel in the
associated core cells. This change will not physically alter the plant (no new or
different type of equipment will be installed). The changes in methods governing
normal plant operation are consistent with current safety analysis assumptions.
Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.

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

safety?

Response: No.

The proposed change revises the definition of CORE ALTERATION to be the
movement of fuel, sources, or reactivity control components rather than the
movement of any component, and also explicitly excludes local power range
monitors, special moveable detectors, and control rods with no fuel in the
associated core cells. The margin of safety is not affected by this change
because the safety analysis assumptions are not affected. The safety analyses
do not address the movement of components within the reactor vessel other than
fuel and reactivity control components. Fuel continues to be included in the
CORE ALTERATION definition. Also, the SHUTDOWN MARGIN is unaffected
by the movement of components other than fuel, sources, and reactivity control
components because the movement of other components will not significantly
change core reactivity. No change is being proposed in the application of the
definition to the movement of components that are factors in the design basis
analyses. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

Monticello Page 2 of 7
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.

Monticello Page 3of 7
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGE L.2

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4.” The proposed change involves making the Current Technical Specifications
(CTS) less restrictive. Below is the description of this less restrictive change and the
determination of No Significant Hazards Considerations for conversion to NUREG-1433.

The CTS 1.0.E definition of Instrument Functional Test requires the use of a "simulated"
signal when performing the test. The ITS Section 1.1 CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST
definition allows the use of an "simulated or actual" signal when performing the test.
This changes the CTS by allowing the use of unplanned actuations to perform the
Surveillance if sufficient information is collected to satisfy the surveillance test
requirements.

This change is acceptable because the channel itself cannot discriminate between an
"actual” or "simulated” signal and, therefore, the results of the testing are unaffected by
the type of signal used to initiate the test. This change is designated as less restrictive
because it allows an actual signal to be credited for a Surveillance where only a
simulated signal was previously allowed.

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 60.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

1. Does the proposed change involve a significant Increase In the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated?

Response: No.

The proposed change adds an allowance that an actual as well as a simulated
signal can be credited during the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST. This change
allows taking credit for unplanned actuations if sufficient information is collected
to satisfy the surveillance test requirements. This change is acceptable because
the channel itself cannot discriminate between an "actual” or "simulated” signal,
and the proposed requirement does not change the technical content or validity
of the test. This change will not affect the probability of an accident. The source
of the signal sent to components during a Surveillance is not assumed to be an
initiator of any analyzed event. The consequence of an accident is not affected
by this change. The results of the testing, and, therefore, the likelihood of
discovering an inoperable component, are unaffected. As a result, the assurance
that equipment will be available to mitigate the consequences of an accident is
unaffected. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Monticello Page 4 of 7
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

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

Response: No.

The proposed change adds an allowance that an actual as well as a simulated
signal can be credited during the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST. This change
will not physically alter the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be
installed). The change also does not require any new or revised operator
actions. Therefore, the proposed change does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated.

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

Response: No.

The proposed change adds an allowance that an actual as well as a simulated
signal can be credited during the CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST. The margin
of safety is not affected by this change. This change allows taking credit for
unplanned actuations if sufficient information is collected to satisfy the
surveillance test requirements. This change is acceptable because the channel
itself cannot discriminate between an "actual” or "simulated” signal. As a result,
the proposed requirement does not change the technical content or validity of the
test. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in
a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration” is justified.

Monticello Page 5of 7
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

10 CFR 50.92 EVALUATION
FOR
LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGE L.3

Nuclear Management Company, LLC (NMC) is converting the Monticello Current
Technical Specifications (CTS) to the Improved Technical Specifications (ITS) as
outlined in NUREG-1433, "Standard Technical Specifications, General Electric Plants,
BWR/4." The proposed change involves making the Current Technical Specifications
(CTS) less restrictive. Below is the description of this less restrictive change and the
determination of No Significant Hazards Considerations for conversion to NUREG-1433.

CTS Section 1.0 defines Instrument Functional Test as the injection of a simulated signal
"into the primary sensor." ITS Section 1.1 defines CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST as
the injection of a simulated or actual signal "into the channel as close to the sensor as
practicable.” This changes the CTS by allowing a signal to be injected "in the channel
as close to the sensor as practicable™ instead of "into the primary sensor."

The purpose of a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST is to ensure a channel is OPERABLE.
This change allows a CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST to be performed by injecting a
signal "as close to the sensor as practicable” instead of "into the primary sensor.”
Injecting a signal into the primary sensor would, in some cases, involve significantly
increased probabilities of initiating undesired circuits during the test since several logic
channels are often associated with a particular sensor. Performing the test by injection
of a signal into the primary sensor could also require jumpering of the other logic
channels to prevent their initiation during the test or increasing the scope of the tests to
include multiple tests of the other logic channels. Either method significantly increases
the difficulty of performing the surveillance. Allowing Initiation of the signal close to the
sensor in lieu of into the sensor provides a complete test of the logic channel while
significantly reducing the probability of undesired initiation. In addition, the sensor is still
being checked during a CHANNEL CALIBRATION. This change is designated as less
restrictive because the ITS definition of CHANNEL FUNCTIONAL TEST will allow the
test to be performed injecting a signal "into the channel as close to the sensor as
practicable” instead of "into the primary sensor.”

NMC has evaluated whether or not a significant hazards consideration is involved with
these proposed Technical Specification changes by focusing on the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92, "Issuance of amendment,” as discussed below:

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

Response: No.

Testing of instrument channels such that the test signal does not include the
"sensor” will significantly reduce the complications associated with performance
of a surveillance on a sensor that provides input to multiple logic channels. The
sensor will still be checked during a CHANNEL CALIBRATION. This reduction of
complication will not affect the failure probability of the equipment but may
reduce the probability of personnel error during the surveillance. Such

reductions will not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

Monticello Page 6 of 7
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 1.0, USE AND APPLICATION

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

Response: No.

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 the proposed change involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety?

Response: No.

This change does not involve a change to the limits or limiting condition of
operation; only the method for performing a surveillance is changed. Since the
proposed method affects only a single logic channel rather than potentially
affecting multiple logic channels simultaneously, and the sensor is adequately
tested during a CHANNEL CALIBRATION, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above, NMC concludes that the proposed change presents no significant

hazards consideration under the standards set forth in 10 CFR 50.92(c), and,
accordingly, a finding of "no significant hazards consideration"” is justified.

Monticello Page 7 of 7
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Summary of Changes
ITS Chapter 2.0

Change Description Affected Pages

The changes described in the NMC response to Pages 17 and 19 of 24
Question 200601201446 have been made. Minor
editorial changes are made.
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
1. ITS Chapter 2.0
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ATTACHMENT 1
ITS Chapter 2.0, Safety Limits
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Current Technical Specification (CTS) Markup
and Discussion of Changes (DOCs)
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s ‘ ITS Chapter 2.0

2.0 SAFETY LIMITS LIMITING SAFETY SYSTEM SETTINGS
21 2.1 SAFETY LIMITS :
Limitirig Safety Systeny Settings are Incgrporated into
21.1 A. Beactor Core Satety Limits Section 3 of the Techriical Specificat!
21.1.1 1. With the reactor steam dome pressure <785 ps|g

of cora flow <10% rated core flow:

Thenmal power shall be <25% Rated Thermal
Power

21412 2. With the reactor steam dome pressure =785 psig
and core flow = 10% rated core flow:

MCPR shall be =1.10 for two recirculation loop
operation or =1.12 for single recirculation loop

operation.
2113 3. Reactor vessel water level shall be greater than the
. top of active iradiated fuel.
212 B
Reactor steam dome pressure shall be < 1332 psig.
2122 06/11/02

Amendment No. 29,-41,-84,—99;400,402.—109,—1-25, 128

Page 1 of 2
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s ITS Chapter 2.0

2.0 SAFETY LIMITS LIMITING SAFETY SYSTEM SETTINGS

22 SAFETY LIMIT VIOLATIONS

22 With any Safety Limit violation, the following actions shall be
completed within 2 hours: -

221 A. Restore compliance with all Safety Limits; and

222 B. Insert all insertable control rods.

2.1/2.2 7 06/11/02
Amendment No. 28, 128

Page 2 of 2
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DISCUSSION OF CHANGES
ITS CHAPTER 2.0, SAFETY LIMITS

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

A.1 In the conversion of the Monticello Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the
plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain changes (wording
preferences, editorial changes, reformatting, revised numbering, etc.) are made
to obtain consistency with NUREG-1433, Rev. 3, "Standard Technical
Specifications General Electric Plants, BWR/4" (ISTS).
These changes are designated as administrative changes and are acceptable
because they do not result in technical changes to the CTS.

MORE RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

None

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

None

REMOVED DETAIL CHANGES

None

LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

None

Monticello Page 1 of 1
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Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS) Markup
and Justification for Deviations (JFDs)
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21.A1
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21A3

22

22A

228
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SLs
2.0

2.0 SAFETY LIMITS (SLs)

21 SLs
2.1.1

2.1.2

Reactor Core SLs

2.1.1.1  With the reactor steam dome pressure < 785 psig or core flow < 10%
rated core flow:

THERMAL POWER shall be < 25% RTP.
2.1.1.2  With the reactor steam dome pressure = 785 psig and core flow =2 10%
rated core flow:
119 [142]
MCPR shall be >[1,87] for two recirculation loop operation or > [1,08]] @
for single recirculation loop operation.

2.1.1.3 Reactor vessel water level shall be greater than the top of active
irradiated fuel.

Reactor Coolant System Pressure SL (552
Reactor steam dome pressure shall be < [1325 psig. @

2.2 SLVIOLATIONS

With any SL violation, the following actions shall be completed within 2 hours:

2.2.1 Restore compliance with all SLs; and '
2.2.2 Insert all insertable control rods.
BWR/4 STS 2.0-1 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 2.0, SAFETY LIMITS

1. The brackets are removed and the proper plant specific information/value is
provided.

2. Changes have been made to refiect the current licensing basis value.

Monticello Page 1 of 1
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Improved Standard Technical Specifications (ISTS) Bases
Markup
and Justification for Deviations (JFDs)
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Reactor Core SLs
B2.1.1

B 2.0 SAFETY LIMITS (SLs)

B 2.1.1 Reactor Core SLs

BASES

BACKGROUND

o
LGDC 10 (Ref-A7Tequires, and|SLs ensure] that specified acceptable fuel @

design limits are not exceeded during steady state operation, normal
operational transients, and anticipated operational occurrences (AOOs).

The fuel cladding integrity SL is set such that no significant fuel damage
is calculated to occur if the limit is not violated. Because fuel damage is
not directly observable, a stepback approach is used to establish an SL,
such that the MCPR is not less than the limit specified in
Specification 2.1.1.2[for [both Generdl Electric ?gmpinuﬁﬂam_l

{ Advanced Nucleay Fuel Corporation/(ANF) fuel). MCPR greater than the
specified limit represents a conservative margin relative to the conditions
required to maintain fuel cladding integrity.

The fuel cladding is one of the physical barriers that separate the
radioactive materials from the environs. The integrity of this cladding
barrier is related to its relative freedom from perforations or cracking.
Although some corrosion or use related cracking may occur during the life
of the cladding, fission product migration from this source is incrementally
cumulative and continuously measurable. Fuel cladding perforations,
however, can result from thermal stresses, which occur from reactor
operation significantly above design conditions.

While fission product migration from cladding perforation is just as
measurable as that from use related cracking, the thermally caused
cladding perforations signal a threshold beyond which still greater thermal
stresses may cause gross, rather than incremental, cladding
deterioration. Therefore, the fuel cladding SL is defined with a margin to
the conditions that would produce onset of transition boiling (i.e.,

MCPR = 1.00). These conditions represent a significant departure from
the condition intended by design for planned operation. The MCPR fuel
cladding integrity SL ensures that during normal operation and during
AOOs, at least 99.9% of the fuel rods in the core do not experience
transition boiling.

Operation above the boundary of the nucleate boiling regime could result
in excessive cladding temperature because of the onset of transition
boiling and the resultant sharp reduction in heat transfer coefficient.
Inside the steam film, high cladding temperatures are reached, and a
cladding water (zirconium water) reaction may take place. This chemical
reaction results in oxidation of the fuel cladding to a structurally weaker
form. This weaker form may lose its integrity, resulting in an uncontrolled
release of activity to the reactor coolant. _{@

P
b e

BWR/4 STS

B21.1-1 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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@ INSERT 1

USAR Section 1.2.2 (Ref. 1) requires the reactor core and associated systems to be
designed to accommodate plant operational transients or maneuvers that might be
expected without compromising safety and without fuel damage. Therefore,

@ INSERT 1A

The reactor vessel water level SL ensures that adequate core cooling capability is
maintained during all MODES of reactor operation. Establishment of Emergency Core
Cooling System initiation setpoints higher than this SL provides margin such that the SL
will not be reached or exceeded.

B21.1

Insert Page B 2.1.1-1
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Reactor Core SLs
B2.1.1

BASES

APPLICABLE The fuel cladding must not sustain damage as a result of normal

SAFETY operation and AOOs. The reactor core SLs are established to preclude

ANALYSES violation of the fuel design criterion that af) MCPR limit is to be
established, such that at least 99.9% of the fuel rods in the core would not
be expected to experience the onset of transition boiling.

The Reactor Protection System setpoints (LCO 3.3.1.1, "Reactor

Protection System (RPS) Instrumentation™), in combination with the other
LCOs, are designed to prevent any anticipated combination of transient
conditions for Reactor Coolant System water level, pressure, and

THERMAL POWER level that would result in reachini the MCP/P, ﬂmit. @

Safety

2.1.1.1@ Fuel Cladding Integrity[General Electric Gompany (GE) Fuel]  (2)

GE critical power correlations are applicable for all critical power
calculations at pressures 2 785 psig and core flows 2 10% of rated flow.
For operation at low pressures or low flows, another basis is used, as
follows:

Since the pressure drop in the bypass region is essentially all

elevation head, the core pressure drop at low power and flows will

always be > 4.5'psi. Analyses (Ref. 2) show that with a bundle flow @

of 28 x 10° Ib/hr, bundle pressure drop is nearly independent of

bundle power and has a value of 3.5 psi. Thus, the bundle flow with

a 4.8 psi driving head will be > 28 x 10% Ib/hr. Full scale ATLAS test

0 psi data taken at pressures from [14.7 Bsialto BOQ Bsialindicate that the i

(Cose fue!l assembly critical power at this flow is approximately 3.35 MWt. (S o) @
With the design peaking factors, this corresponds to a THERMAL
POWER > 50 % RTP. Thus, a THERMAL POWER limit of 25% RTP

< o .
for reactor pressure < 785 psig,is conservative. (or<ioRooratow ) @

The use ¢f the XN-3 correlation/is valid for critical powgr calculations at
pressurep > 580 psig and bundfe mass fluxes > 0.25 ¥ 10° Ib/hr-ft?

powef and potentially can approach a critical heat flux condition. For the
ANF Px9 fuel design, the mfnimum bundle flow is 3 30 x 10° Ib/hr. For the
ANF [8x8 fuel design, the minimum bundle flow is § 28 x 10° Ib/hr. For all
designs, the coolant minimum bundle flow and maximum flow area are

BWR/4 STS B21.1-2 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
Attachment 1, Volume 4, Rev. 1, Page 14 of 24
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Reactor Core SLs
B21.1

BASES

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued)

power testg taken at pressures down to 14.7 psia indicate that the fuel
assembly critical power at 0.25 k 108 Ib/hr-ft? is approfimately 3.35 MWt. @

2.1.1.78 ®

The fuel cladding integrity SL is set such that no significant fuel damage
is calculated to occur if the limit is not violated. Since the parameters that
result in fuel damage are not directly observable during reactor operation,
the thermal and hydraulic conditions that result in the onset of transition
boiling have been used to mark the beginning of the region in which fuel
damage could occur. Although it is recognized that the onset of transition
boiling would not result in damage to BWR fuel rods, the critical power at
which boiling transition is calculated to occur has been adopted as a
convenient limit. However, the uncertainties in monitoring the core
operating state and in the procedures used to calculate the critical power
result in an uncertainty in the value of the critical power. Therefore, the
fuel cladding integrity SL is defined as the critical power ratio in the
limiting fuel assembly for which more than 99.9% of the fuel rods in the
core are expected to avoid boiling transition, considering the power
distribution within the core and all uncertainties.

The MCPR SL is determined using a statistical model that combines all

the uncertainties in operating parameters and the procedures used to

calculate critical power. The probability of the occurrence of boiling

transition is determined using the approved General Electric Critical

Power correlations. Details of the fue!l cladding integrity SL calculation

are given in Reference 2. Reference[2afsdincludes a tabulation of the [3) @
uncertainties used in the determination of the MCPR SL and of the

nominal values of the parameters used in the MCPR SL statistical

analysis.

2.1.1.2b

The MCPR SL ensures sufficiefit conservatism in the operating MCPR
limit that/in the event of an AQO from the limiting cofdition of operation, @
at least §9.9% of the fuel rody in the core would be £xpected to avoid
boiling fransition. The margif between calculated boiling transition (i.e.,
MCPR = 1.00) and the MCHR SL is based on a d¢tailed statistical

BWR/4 STS B2.1.1-3 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
Attachment 1, Volume 4, Rev. 1, Page 15 of 24
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Reactor Core SLs
B21.1

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued)

procedure that considers the uncertainties in monitoring/the core
operating gtate. One specific ungertainty included in the SL is the

practical fest data, providing a high degree of assurance that the critical
power, ag evaluated by the corjelation, is within a smgll percentage of the
actual critical power being estimated. As long as the ¢ore pressure and
flow are within the range of val|dity of the XN-3 correlation, the assumed
reactor nservatism into the
limit beqause bounding high radial power factors and/bounding flat local @
peaking distributions are used to estimate the number of rods in boiling
transitign. Still further conseryatism is induced by the tendency of the
XN-3 cprrelation to overpredi¢t the number of rods in boiling transition.
These ponservatisms and theg inherent accuracy of the XN-3 correlation
provide a reasonable degree]of assurance that therg would be no
transitfon boiling in the core ¢uring sustained operation at the MCPR SL.
If boiling transition were to ofcur, there is reason to believe that the
integrity of the fuel would nqot be compromised. Significant test data
accurpulated by the NRC and private organizationg indicate that the use
of a Qoiling transition limitatjon to protect against cladding failure is a very
conservative approach. Mych of the data indicate/that BWR fuel can
survive for an extended pefiod of time in an envirgnment of boiling
transition

3
Q.
=
o
3
]
c
w0
]
a
5
&
=
=
@
5
)
o
r
=]
§.
c
o
o

2.1.1.3 Reactor Vessel Water Level

During MODES 1 and 2 the reactor vessel water level is required to be

above the top of the activé'fuel to provide core cooling capability. With @
fuel in the reactor vessel during periods when the reactor is shut down,
consideration must be given to water level requirements due to the effect
of decay heat. If the water level should drop below the top of the active
irradiated fuel during this period, the ability to remove decay heat is
reduced. This reduction in cooling capability could lead to elevated
cladding temperatures and clad perforation in the event that the water
level becomes < 2/3 of the core height. The reactor vessel water level SL
has been established at the top of the active irradiated fuel to provide a
point that can be monitored and to also provide adequate margin for
effective action.

BWR/4 STS

B21.14 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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Reactor Core SLs
B21.1

BASES

SAFETY LIMITS The reactor core SLs are established to protect the integrity of the fuel
clad barrier td the release of radioactive materials to the environs.

SL 2.1.1.1 and SL 2.1.1.2 ensure that the core operates within the fuel
design criteria. SL 2.1.1.3 ensures that the reactor vessel water level is
greater than the top of the active irradiated fuel in order to prevent
elevated clad temperatures and resultant clad perforations.

APPLICABILITY SLs 2.1.1.1, 2.1.1.2, and 2.1.1.3 are applicable in all MODES.

SAFETY LIMIT Exceeding an SL may cause fuel damage and create a potential for

VIOLATIONS radioactive releases in excess of 10 CFR 100, "Reactor Site Criteria,”
limits (Ref. 4). Therefore, it is required to insert all insertable control rods
and restore compliance with the SLs within 2 hours. The 2 hour
Completion Time ensures that the operators take prompt remedial action
and also ensures that the probability of an accident occurring during this
period is minimal.

REFERENCES 1. [10CFR 50, Apfendix A /GDC 10.J—or Secton 122 ] ™

“General Electric Standard Application

2. NEDE-24011-P-A{lajest app(oveTr,eVisioﬂ?‘Eor Reactor Fuel" (revision specified an

Specification 5.6.3)

3. [XN- A i r @

NEDE-31152P, "General Electric Fue! Bundle I
4. 10 CFR 100. Designs,” Revision 8, April 2001.

BWR/4 STS B21.1-5 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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RCS Pressure SL
B21.2

B 2.0 SAFETY LIMITS (SLs)
B 2.1.2 Reactor Coolant System (RCS) Pressure SL

BASES

BACKGROUND The SL on reactor steam dome pressure protects the RCS against
overpressurization. In the event of fuel cladding failure, fission products
are released into the reactor coolant. The RCS then serves as the
primary barrier in preventing the release of fission products into the
atmosphere. Establishing an upper limit on reactor steam dome pressure
ensures continued RCS integrity,/ According to 10 CFR 50, Appendix A,
eactor Coolant Pressure Boundary,” and GDC 15, "Reactor
Coolant System Design” (Ref. 1), the reactor coolant presgure boundary @
(RCPB) shall be desighed with sufficient margin to ensure that the design
conditions are not exteeded during 3 , and a
operational occurrerices (AOOSs). (Forie prseirs veseT)

[ enticipated operational occurrences (AOQs)
During normal operat}it—)-nam, RCS pressure is limited from \ @
exceeding the design pressure by more than 10%, in accordance with

Section Il of the ASME Code (Ref. 2)* To ensure system integrity, all

RCS components are hydrostatically tested at 125% of design pressure,

in accordance with ASME Code requirements, prior to initial operation

when there is no fuel in the core. Any further hydrostatic testing with fuel

in the core may be done under LCO 3.10.1, "Inservice Leak and

Hydrostatic Testing Operation." Following inception of unit operation,

RCS components shall be pressure tested in accordance with the
requirements of ASME Code, Section XI (Ref. 3). (acor m,am pressurs boundary { ]

Overpressurization of the RCS could result in a breach of the RCP .
reducing the number of protective barriers designed to prevent i@
radicactive releases from exceeding the limits specified in 10 CFR 100,
"Reactor Site Criteria” (Ref. 4). If this occurred in conjunction with a fuel
cladding failure, fission products could enter the containment atmosphere.

APPLICABLE The RCS safety/relief valves and the Reactor Protection System Reactor
SAFETY Vessel Steam Dome Pressure - High Function have settings established
ANALYSES to ensure that the RCS pressure SL will not be exceeded.

The RCS pressure SL has been selected such that it is ata pressure
below which it can be shown that the integrity of the system is not

endangered. The reactor pressure vessel Is desngned[to Section lll of the
ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, [1971]Edition{, including

(1335 ] Addenda through the|[winterof 1972] (Ref. 5), which permits a maximum o
pressure transient of 110%, 1375 psig, of design pressure 1250 psig.
o [1325 psig, as measured in the reactor steam dome, is @

BWR/4 STS B 2.1.2-1 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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@ INSERT 2

According to USAR Section 4.2.1 (Ref. 1), the reactor vessel design pressure of 1250
psig was determined by an analysis of margins required to provide a reasonable range
for maneuvering during operation, with additional allowances to accommodate transients
above the operating pressure without causing operation of the safety/relief valves. In
addition, the reactor vessel was also designed for the transients that could occur during
the design life.

B21.2

Insert Page B 2.1.2-1
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RCS Pressure SL
B21.2

BASES

APPLICABLE SAFETY ANALYSES (continued)
equivalent to 1375 psig at the lowest elevation of the RCS. The RCS is
designed to the USAS Nuclear Power Piping Code, Section B31.1,

[1869 Editior], including Addenda through[[July % 1970]|(Ref. 6), for the @

reactor reeircolation piping, which permits a maximum pressure transi

=l
of [Z0% of design pressures of {250 psig for-suction pipind and

(iwserT 4} {1500 psig for-discharge pipind. The RCS pressure SL is selected to be
the lowest transient overpressure allowed by the applicable codes.

SAFETY LIMITS The maximum transient pressure allowable in the RCS pressure vessel
under the ASME Code, Section lll, is 110% of design pressure. The

(120) maximum transient pressure allowable in the RCS piping, valves, and [iNserTs
fittings is[140% of design pressures of 250 psi on piping an @

A5 The most limiting of these allowances is
110% of the [Sugfion] pipingsdesign pressuref; therefore, the SL on
[ communicating with the | maximum allowable RCS pressure is established at 1 325|psig as @
vessel steamspece | measured at the reactor steam dome.

APPLICABILITY SL 2.1.2 applies in all MODES.

SAFETY LIMIT Exceeding the RCS pressure SL may cause immediate RCS failure and

VIOLATIONS create a potential for radioactive releases in excess of 10 CFR 100,
"Reactor Site Criteria," limits (Ref. 4). Therefore, it is required to insert all
insertable control rods and restore compliance with the SL within 2 hours.
The 2 hour Completion Time ensures that the operators take prompt
remedial action and also assures that the probability of an accident
occurring during this period is minimal.

REFERENCES 1. [10 CFR 50, Appendix A-6BC€14, GDC 15, and GDC 28] @
———(

USAR, Section 4.2.1 |
2. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section Ill, Article

NB-7000.

3. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section X, Article
IW-5000.

4. 10 CFR 100. (1965 )

5. ASME, Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Section IlI,[[1971) Edition{) @
Addenda([winterof 1972]

6. ASME, USAS, Nuclear Power Piping Code, Section B31.1,[[1969] @
Edition], Addend

BWR/4 STS B 2.1.2-2 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04
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(:::) INSERT 3

1110 psig for piping communicating with the vessel steam space

(:::) INSERT 4

1136 psig for piping communicating with the bottom of the vessel

(:::) INSERT 5

1110 psig for piping communicating with the vessel steam space and 1136 psig for
piping communicating with the bottom of the vesse!

B21.2

Insert Page B 2.1.2-2
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 2.0 BASES, SAFETY LIMITS

1. Changes are made (additions, deletions, and/or changes) to the ISTS Bases, which
reflect the plant specific nomenclature, number, reference, system description,
analysis, or licensing basis description.

2. The Bases has been modified to reflect the fuel used at Monticello. The Monticello
reactor core does not contain Advanced Nuclear Fuel Corporation (ANF) Fuel.

3. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

4. A description of the reactor vessel water level SL has been added, consistent wih the
Background description of the other SLs.

5. Typographical/grammatical error corrected.

6. Editorial change made for clarity.

Monticello . Page 10of1
Attachment 1, Volume 4, Rev. 1, Page 22 of 24
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Specific No Significant Hazards Considerations (NSHCs)
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DETERMINATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
ITS CHAPTER 2.0, SAFETY LIMITS

There are no specific NSHC discussions for this Specification.

Monticello Page 1 of 1
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Summary of Changes
ITS Section 3.0

Change Description

Affected Pages

The changes described in the NMC response to
Question 200510031651 have been made.
Typographical correction to Bases JFD 7 has been
made.

Page 55 of 69

The changes described in the NMC response to
Question 200512151125 have been made.
Changes are made to be consistent with TSTF-372,
Rev. 4 (Addition of LCO 3.0.8, Inoperability of
Snubbers). In addition, the last paragraph of ITS
Bases INSERT 1 has been modified by deleting the
words "train or”, consistent with the deletion of these
words in the other paragraphs of the ITS Bases
INSERT.

Pages 11, 12, 20, 21, 29, 31, 32, 35, 37, 44, 46, 47,
48, and 55 of 69

The changes described in the NMC response to Page 42 of 69
Question 200601201446 have been made. Minor
markup correction to the Bases Markup has been
made.
Page 1 of 1
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ATTACHMENT 1
VOLUME 5
MONTICELLO
IMPROVED TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATIONS CONVERSION

ITS SECTION 3.0
LCO and SR APPLICABILITY

Revision 1
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

1. ITS Section 3.0
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ATTACHMENT 1
ITS Section 3.0, LCO and SR Applicability
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Current Technical Specification (CTS) Markup
and Discussion of Changes (DOCs)
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ITS Section 3.0

fieo) APPLICABILITYJ\ s

3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATIONY 30 | 4.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTE]
3.0

3.0/4.0

i

SR
3.04

SR D |lfitisdi red that a srveillance was plot performed
3.0 within e extended timé interval allowed by 4.0.B, then
° the affected equipmept shall be declardd inoperable,
SR E. ¢omp|lance wrth[jgﬂ?nay be delayed, from the time of (the
303 disoovery up to 24 hours or up to the limit of theftipfie] requirement

spacified whichever is greater. This delay period Is
permitted to allow performance of the gurveillance. A
risk evaluation shall be performed for any Surveillance
delayed greater than 24 hours and the risk impact shall

to declare the
LCO not met

be managed. b\
25a 05/31/02

Amendment No. 3286, 127

INSERT 11

Page 1 of 8
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LCO 3.0.1

LCO 3.0.2

LCO 3.0.3

Attachment 1, Volume 5, Rev. 1, Page 6 of 69

@ INSERT 1

LCOs shall be met during the MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability, except as provided in LCO 3.0.2 and LCO 3.0.7.

ITS Section 3.0

Upon discovery of a failure to meet an LCO, the Required Actions of the
associated Conditions shall be met, except as provided in LCO 3.0.5 and
LCO 3.0.6.

If the LCO is met or is no longer applicable prior to expiration of the specified

Completion Time(s), completion of the Required Action(s) is not required,
unless otherwise stated.

@ INSERT 2

When an LCO is not met and the associated ACTIONS are not met, an
associated ACTION is not provided, or if directed by the associated
ACTIONS, the unit shall be placed in a MODE or other specified condition in
which the LCO is not applicable. Action shall be initiated within 1 hour to
place the unit, as applicable, in:

a. MODE 2 within 7 hours;

b. MODE 3 within 13 hours; and

¢. MODE 4 within 37 hours.

Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual Specifications.
Where corrective measures are completed that permit operation in
accordance with the LCO or ACTIONS, completion of the actions required by
LCO 3.0.3 is not required.

LCO 3.0.3 is only applicable in MODES 1, 2, and 3.

Insert Page 25a (1)

Page 2 of 8
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LCO 3.04

LCO 3.05

Attachment 1, Volume 5, Rev. 1, Page 7 of 69

@ INSERT 3

When an LCO is not met, entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability shall only be made:

ITS Section 3.0

a. When the associated ACTIONS to be entered permit continued
operation in the MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability for
an unlimited period of time;

b. After performance of a risk assessment addressing inoperable systems
and components, consideration of the results, determination of the
acceptability of entering the MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability, and establishment of risk management actions, if
appropriate; exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual
Specifications; or

c.  When an allowance is stated in the individual value, parameter, or other
Specification.

This Specification shall not prevent changes in MODES or other specified
conditions in the Applicability that are required to comply with ACTIONS or
that are part of a shutdown of the unit.

@ INSERT 4

Equipment removed from service or declared inoperable to comply with
ACTIONS may be returned to service under administrative control solely to
perform testing required to demonstrate its OPERABILITY or the
OPERABILITY of other equipment. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the
system returned to service under administrative control to perform the testing
required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.

Insert Page 25a (2)
Page 3 of 8
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LCO 3.0.6

LCO 3.0.7

Attachment 1, Volume 5, Rev. 1, Page 8 of 69

INSERT 5

When a supported system LCO is not met solely due to a support system LCO not
being met, the Conditions and Required Actions associated with this supported
system are not required to be entered. Only the support system LCO ACTIONS are
required to be entered. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the supported system.
In this event, an evaluation shall be performed in accordance with

Specification 5.5.10, "Safety Function Determination Program (SFDP)." If a loss of
safety function is determined to exist by this program, the appropriate Conditions and
Required Actions of the LCO in which the loss of safety function exists are required to
be entered.

ITS Section 3.0

When a support system's Required Action directs a supported system to be declared
inoperable or directs entry into Conditions and Required Actions for a supported
system, the applicable Conditions and Required Actions shall be entered in
accordance with LCO 3.0.2.

INSERT 6

Special Operations LCOs in Section 3.10 allow specified Technical Specifications
(TS) requirements to be changed to permit performance of special tests and
operations. Unless otherwise specified, all other TS requirements remain
unchanged. Compliance with Special Operations LCOs is optional. When a Special
Operations LCO is desired to be met but is not met, the ACTIONS of the Special
Operations LCO shall be met. When a Special Operations LCO is not desired to be
met, entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability shall only be
made in accordance with the other applicable Specifications.

INSERT 7

during the MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability for individual LCOs, unless
otherwise stated in the SR. Failure to meet a Surveillance, whether such failure is experienced
during the performance of the Surveillance or between performances of the Surveillance, shall be
failure to meet the LCO. Failure to perform a Surveillance within the specified Frequency shall be
failure to meet the LCO except as provided in SR 3.0.3. Surveillances do not have to be performed
on inoperable equipment or variables outside specified limits.

Insert Page 25a (3)

Page 4 of 8
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ITS Section 3.0

INSERT 8

The specified Frequency for each SR is met if the Surveillance is performed within 1.25 times the
interval specified in the Frequency, as measured from the previous performance or as measured
from the time a specified condition of the Frequency is met.

kS

For Frequencies specified as "once,” the above interval extension does not apply.

!

If a Completion Time requires periodic performance on a "once per . . ." basis, the above Frequency
extension applies to each performance after the initial performance.

®

Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual Specifications.

@ INSERT 9

SR 3.04 Entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability of an
LCO shall only be made when the LCO's Surveillances have been met within
their specified Frequency, except as provided by SR 3.0.3. WhenanLCOQO s
not met due to Surveillances not having been met, entry into a MODE or other
specified condition in the Applicability shall only be made in accordance with
LCO 3.04.

5

This provision shall not prevent entry into MODES or other specified
conditions in the Applicability that are required to comply with ACTIONS or
that are part of a shutdown of the unit.

INSERT 10

If it is discovered that a Surveillance was not performed within its specified Frequency, then

Insert Page 25a (4)

Page 5 of 8
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ITS Section 3.0

INSERT 11

If the Surveillance is not performed within the delay period, the LCO must immediately be declared
not met, and the applicable Condition(s) must be entered.

When the Surveillance is performed within the delay period and the Surveillance is not met, the
LCO must immediately be declared not met, and the applicable Condition(s) must be entered.

Insert Page 25a (5)

Page 6 of 8
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ITS Section 3.0
as
3.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS FOR OPERATION 4,0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS
H.” Snubbers H. Snubbers
1. Except as permitted below, all safety related The following surveillance requirements apply to afl
snubbers shall be operable whenever the supported safety related snubbers.
system is required to be Operable. 1. Visual inspections:
LCO 3.08
2. Withjona or more snubbers made or found to be Snubbers are categorized as inaccessible or
inopprable for any re son when Operability is

accassible during reactor operation. Each of these
categories (inaccessible or accessible) may be
inspected independently according to the schedule
determined by Table 4.6-1. The visual inspection
intesval for each type of snubber shall be
determined based upon the criteria provided in
Tablse 4.6-1. The initial inspection interval for new

types of snubbers shall be established at 18 months
Determine throligh engineering evaluation that +25%. |

the as-found condition of the sniibber had no

adverse effect jon the supported, components

and that they would retain their structurat @

integrity in thejevent of design Basis seismic [ See CTS 3,4,3..4}
event, or

Declare the supported system Jnoperable and
take the actign required by thel Technical
Specifications for inoperability jof that system.

3.6/4.6 129 08/01/01

Amendment No. 6,-39-45,82; 122

Page 7 of 8
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ITS Section 3.0

@w

LCO 3.0.8 When one or more required snubbers are unable to perform their associated support
function(s), any affected supported LCO(s) are not required to be declared not met
solely for this reason if risk is assessed and managed, and:

a. The snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s) are
associated with only one subsystem of a multiple subsystem supported system or
are associated with a single subsystem supported system and are able to perform
their associated support function within 72 hours; or

b. The snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s) are
associated with more than one subsystem of a multiple subsystem supported
system and are able to perform their associated support function within 12 hours.

At the end of the specified period the required snubbers must be able to perform their

associated support function(s), or the affected supported system LCO(s) shall be
declared not met.

Insert Page 129
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ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

A1

A2

In the conversion of the Monticello Current Technical Specifications (CTS) to the
plant specific Improved Technical Specifications (ITS), certain changes (wording
preferences, editorial changes, reformatting, revised numbering, etc.) are made
to obtain consistency with NUREG-1433, Rev. 3, "Standard Technical
Specifications General Electric Plants, BWR/4" (ISTS).

These changes are designated as administrative changes and are acceptable
because they do not result in technical changes to the CTS.

ITS LCO 3.0.1 and LCO 3.0.2 are added to the CTS to provide guidance
regarding LCOs and ACTIONS. ITS LCO 3.0.1 states "LCOs shall be met during
the MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability, except as provided
in LCO 3.0.2 and LCO 3.0.7." ITS LCO 3.0.2 states "Upon discovery of a failure
to meet an LCO, the Required Actions of the associated Conditions shall be met,
except as provided in LCO 3.0.5 and LCO 3.0.6. If the LCO is met or is no
longer applicable prior to expiration of the specified Completion Time(s),
completion of the Required Action(s) is not required, unless otherwise stated.”
The changes to the CTS are:

. CTS 3/4.0 does not include any general LCO/ACTION guidance
requirements. However, in general the CTS LCOs require either the
equipment to be OPERABLE or parameters to be met during the
specified conditions. This is consistent with ITS LCO 3.0.1. In addition, if
the LCO is not met, the applicable CTS Specification provides the
appropriate actions to take. ITS LCO 3.0.2 states, in part, "Upon
discovery of a failure to meet an LCO, the Required Actions of the
associated Conditions shall be met." This statement is consistent with the
current application of CTS actions. The second sentence of ITS
LCO 3.0.2 states, in part, "If the LCO is met or is no longer applicable
prior to expiration of the specified Completion Time(s), completion of the
Required Action(s) is not required.” This statement is also consistent with
the current application of the CTS actions. The second sentence of
ITS LCO 3.0.2 includes the phrase, "unless otherwise stated” at the end
of the sentence. There are some ITS ACTIONS, which must be
completed, even if the LCO is met or is no longer applicable. While this is
a new requirement, the technical aspects of these changes are discussed
in the appropriate ITS Specifications.

This change is acceptable because the intent of the CTS requirements is
preserved and results in no technical changes to the Technical
Specifications.

. LCO 3.0.2 includes exceptions for LCO 3.0.5 and LCO 3.0.6. LCO 3.0.5
is a new allowance, for a system returmned to service under administrative
control to perform the testing required to demonstrate OPERABILITY, that
takes exception to the ITS LCO 3.0.2 requirement. LCO 3.0.6 is a new
allowance that takes exception to the ITS LCO 3.0.2 requirement to take
the Required Actions of a supported system LCO when the inoperability is
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only associated with a support system LCO. These exceptions are
included in LCO 3.0.2 to avoid conflicts between the applicability
requirements.

This change is acceptable because it includes a reference to new items in
the ITS. Changes resulting from the incorporation of LCO 3.0.5 are
discussed in DOC L.2 while changes resulting from the incorporation of
LCO 3.0.6 are discussed in DOC A.3.

. ITS LCO 3.0.1 includes a statement that exceptions to ITS LCO 3.0.1 are
provided in LCO 3.0.2 and LCO 3.0.7. ITS LCO 3.0.2 describes the
appropriate actions to be taken when ITS LCO 3.0.1 is not met. LCO
3.0.7 describes Test Exception LCOs, which are exceptions to other
LCOs. :

This change is acceptable because adding the exception for LCO 3.0.2
and LCO 3.0.7 prevents a conflict within the Applicability section. This
addition is needed for consistency in the ITS requirements and does not
change the intent or application of the Technical Specifications. Changes
resulting from the incorporation of LCO 3.0.2 are discussed in DOC A.2
while changes resulting from the incorporation of LCO 3.0.7 are
discussed in DOC A 4.

These changes are designated administrative because they are editorial and
result in no technical changes to the Technical Specifications.

ITS LCO 3.0.6 is added to the CTS to provide guidance regarding the
appropriate ACTIONS to be taken when a single inoperability (a support system)
also results in the inoperability of one or more related systems (supported
system(s)). LCO 3.0.6 states "When a supported system LCO is not met solely
due to a support system LCO not being met, the Conditions and Required
Actions associated with this supported system are not required to be entered.
Only the support system LCO ACTIONS are required to be entered. This is an
exception to LCO 3.0.2 for the supported system. In this event, an evaluation
shall be performed in accordance with Specification 5.5.10, "Safety Function
Determination Program (SFDP)." If a loss of safety function is determined to
exist by this program, the appropriate Conditions and Required Actions of the
LCO in which the loss of safety function exists are required to be entered. When
a support system's Required Action directs a supported system to be declared
inoperable or directs entry into Conditions and Required Actions for a supported
system, the applicable Conditions and Required Actions shall be entered in
accordance with LCO 3.0.2." In the CTS, based on the intént and interpretation
provided by the NRC over the years, there has been an ambiguous approach to
the combined support/supported inoperability. Some of this history is
summarized below:

. Guidance provided in the June 13, 1979, NRC memorandum from Brian
K. Grimes (Assistant Director for Engineering and Projects) to Samuel E.
Bryan (Assistant Director for Field Coordination) would indicate an
intent/interpretation consistent with the proposed LCO 3.0.6, without the
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necessity of also requiring additional ACTIONS. That is, only the
inoperable support system ACTIONS need be taken.

. Guidance provided by the NRC in their April 10, 1980, letter to all
Licensees, regarding the definition of OPERABILITY and its impact as a
support system on the remainder of the CTS, would indicate a similar
philosophy of not taking ACTIONS for the inoperable supported
equipment. However, in this case, additional actions (similar to the
proposed Safety Function Determination Program actions) were
addressed and required.

. Generic Letter 91-18 and a plain-English reading of the CTS provide an
interpretation that inoperability, even as a result of a Technical
Specification support system inoperability, requires all associated
ACTIONS to be taken.

. Certain CTS contain ACTIONS such as "Declare the {supported system}
inoperable and take the ACTIONS of {its Specification}.” In many cases,
the supported system would likely already be considered inoperable. The
implication of this presentation is that the ACTIONS of the inoperable
supported system would not have been taken without the specific
direction fo do so.

Considering the history of misunderstandings in this area, the BWR/4 ISTS,
NUREG-1433, Rev. 3, was developed with Industry input and approval of the
NRC to include LCO 3.0.6 and a new program, Specification 5.5.10, "Safety
Function Determination Program (SFDP)." This change is acceptable since its
function is to clarify existing ambiguities and to maintain actions within the realm
of previous interpretations. This change is designated as administrative because
it does not technically change the Technical Specifications.

ITS LCO 3.0.7 is added to the CTS. LCO 3.0.7 states "Special Operations LCOs
in Section 3.10 allow specified Technical Specification (TS) requirements to be
changed to permit performance of special tests and operations. Unless
otherwise specified, all other TS requirements remain unchanged. Compliance
with Test Exception LCOs is optional. When a Special Operations LCO is
desired to be met but is not met, the ACTIONS of the Special Operations LCO
shall be met. When a Special Operations LCO is not desired to be met, entry
into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability shall be made in
accordance with the other applicable Specifications.” This changes the CTS by
adding specific guidance concerning the use of special test exception type LCOs.

The purpose of ITS LCO 3.0.7 is to provide guidance on the use of Special
Operations LCOs. This change is acceptable because the CTS contain test
exception Specifications (CTS 3.10.A and CTS 3.10.E) that allow certain LCOs to
not be met for the purpose of special tests and operations. However, the CTS
does not contain the equivalent of ITS LCO 3.0.7. As a result, there could be
confusion regarding which LCOs are applicable during special tests and
operations. LCO 3.0.7 was crafted to avoid that possible confusion. LCO 3.0.7
is consistent with the use and application of CTS test exception Specifications
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and does not provide any new restriction or allowance. This change is
designated as administrative because it does not technically change the
Technical Specifications.

CTS 4.0.A states "The surveillance requirements of this section shall be met.
Each surveillance requirement shall be performed at the specified times except
as allowed in B and C below.” CTS 4.0.C states, in part, "Whenever the plant
condition is such that a system or component is not required to be operable the
surveillance testing associated with that system or component may be
discontinued." CTS 4.0.D states "If it is discovered that a surveillance was not
performed within the extended time interval allowed by 4.0.B, then the affected
equipment shall be declared inoperable.” ITS SR 3.0.1 states "SRs shall be met
during the MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability for individual
LCOs, unless otherwise stated in the SR. Failure to meet a Surveillance,
whether such failure is experienced during the performance of the Surveillance or
between performances of the Surveillance, shall be failure to meet the LCO.
Failure to perform a Surveillance within the specified Frequency shall be failure
to meet the LCO except as provided in SR 3.0.3. Surveillances do not have to
be performed on inoperable equipment or variables outside specified limits.” The
changes to the CTS are:

¢ CTS 4.0.A states, in part, "The surveillance requirements of this section shall
be met.” CTS 4.0.A also states, in part, "Each surveillance requirement shall
be performed at the specified times except as allowed in . . . C below.”
CTS 4.0.C states "Whenever the plant condition is such that a system or
component is not required to be operable the surveillance testing associated
with that system or component may be discontinued." The first sentence of
ITS SR 3.0.1 states "SRs shall be met during the MODES or other specified
conditions in the Applicability for individual LCOs, unless otherwise stated in
the SR." This changes the CTS by combining the two CTS requirements into
a single cogent requirement.

This change is acceptable because the requirements are identical. ITS

SR 3.0.1 and CTS 4.0.A both state that SRs shall be met. ITS SR 3.0.1 also
states when the SRs are required to be met (i.e., during the MODES or other
specified conditions in the Applicability), while CTS 4.0.C states when SRs
are not required to be met. This change combines the requirements of CTS
4.0.C with CTS 4.0.A (ITS SR 3.0.1) and describes the requirements in a
positive way. In the ITS, certain SRs may not be required to be met in all
MODES or conditions specified in the Applicability therefore, the phrase
"unless otherwise stated” has been added. Changes to the Applicability of
any SR will be discussed in the Discussion of Changes for the applicable ITS
LCO.

¢ The second sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1 includes the statement, "Failure to
meet a Surveillance, whether such failure is experienced during the
performance of the Surveillance or between performances of the
Surveillance, shall be failure to meet the LCO." This changes the CTS by
adding the clarification "whether such failure is experienced during the
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performance of the Surveillance or between performances of the
Surveillance.”

This change is acceptable because it is consistent with the current use and
application of the Technical Specifications.

e CTS 4.0.A states, in part, "Each surveillance requirement shall be performed
at the specified times except as allowed in B ... below.” CTS 4.0.D states "If
it is discovered that a surveillance was not performed within the extended
time interval allowed by 4.0.B, then the affected equipment shall be declared
inoperable.” The third sentence of ITS SR 3.0.1 states "Failure to perform a
Surveillance within the specified Frequency shall be failure to meet the
LCO except as provided in SR 3.0.3." This changes the CTS by replacing
the CTS phrases "except as allowed in B ... below™ and "within the extended
time interval allowed by 4.0.B" with the ITS phrase "within the specified
Frequency" and the CTS statement "then the affected equipment shall be
declared inoperable" with the ITS statement "shall be failure to meet the
LCO." In addition, a reference to ITS SR 3.0.3 (CTS 4.0.E) has been added.
The CTS is also changed by combining CTS 4.0.A and CTS 4.0.D.

The change associated with the replacement of the phrases "except as
allowed by B ... below" and "within the extended time interval allowed by
4.0.B" is acceptable because the words "specified Frequency” imply that the
allowance of CTS 3.0.B (ITS SR 3.0.2) still applies and the explicit reference
to it not needed. The change associated with the replacement of the phrase
"then the affected equipment shall be declared inoperable” with "shall be
failure to meet the LCO" is acceptable because the intent of the CTS
requirement has not changed. This change also provides the clarification
"except as provided in SR 3.0.3." This change is acceptable since CTS 4.0.E
(ITS SR 3.0.3) currently references CTS 4.0.B via a reference to CTS 4.0.D.
Therefore this change simply places the reference in the proper location. The
change associated with combining CTS 4.0.D with CTS 4.0.A is acceptable
since the requirements are related to one another and their discussion in one
Specification is more appropriate.

These changes are acceptable and designated administrative because they
move and clarify information within the Technical Specifications.

CTS 4.0.B states, in part, "Specific time intervals between tests may be extended
up to 25% of the surveillance interval.” ITS SR 3.0.2 states "The specified
Frequency for each SR is met if the Surveillance is performed within 1.25 times
the interval specified in the Frequency, as measured from the previous
performance or as measured from the time a specified condition of the
Frequency is met. For Frequencies specified as "once," the above interval
extension does not apply. If a Completion Time requires periodic performance
on a "once per . . ." basis, the above Frequency extension applies to each
performance after the initial performance. Exceptions to this Specification are
stated in the individual Specifications.” This results in several changes to the
CTS.
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ITS SR 3.0.2 adds to the CTS "For Frequencies specified as ‘once,’ the
above interval extension does not apply.” This change is described in DOC
M.2.

ITS SR 3.0.2 adds to the CTS "If a Completion Time requires periodic
performance on a "once per . . ." basis, the above Frequency extension
applies to each performance after the initial performance.” This is described
in DOC L.3.

CTS 4.0.B states, in part, "Specific time intervals between tests may be
extended up to 25% of the surveillance interval." ITS SR 3.0.2 states, in part, -
"The specified Frequency for each SR is met if the Surveillance is performed
within 1.25 times the interval specified in the Frequency.” This change to the
CTS is made to be consistent with the ITS terminology and to clarify the
concept of the specified SR Frequency being met.

The change is acceptable since it does not change the intent of the
requirements.

ITS SR 3.0.2 is also more specific regarding the start of the Frequency by
stating "as measured from the previous performance or as measured from
the time a specified condition of the Frequency is met." This direction is
consistent with the current use and application of the Technical
Specifications.

This change is acceptable because the ITS presentation has the same intent
as the CTS requirement.

ITS SR 3.0.2 adds to the CTS the statement "Exceptions to this Specification
are stated in the individual Specifications.”

This change is acceptable because it reflects practices used in the ITS that
are not used in the CTS. Any changes to a Technical Specification, by
inclusion of such an exception, will be addressed in the affected Technical
Specification.

These changes are designated as administrative because they reflect
presentation and usage rules of the ITS without making technical changes to the
Technical Specifications.

These changes to CTS 4.0.B are provided in the Monticello ITS consistent with
the Technical Specifications Change Request submitted to the NRC for approval
in NMC letter L-MT-04-036, from Thomas J. Palmisano (NMC) to USNRC, dated
June 30, 2004. As such, these changes are administrative.

MORE RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

M.1

Monticello

The CTS does not include any general LCO/ACTION guidance requirements.
ITS LCO 3.0.3 is added to the CTS to provide guidance when an LCO is not met
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and the associated ACTIONS are not met, an associated ACTION is not
provided, or if directed by the associated ACTIONS. ITS LCO 3.0.3 states
"When an LCO is not met and the associated ACTIONS are not met, an
associated ACTION is not provided, or if directed by the associated ACTIONS,
the unit shall be placed in a MODE or other specified condition in which the

LCO is not applicable. Action shall be initiated within 1 hour to place the unit, as
applicable, in: a. MODE 2 within 7 hours; b. MODE 3 within 13 hours; and c.
MODE 4 within 37 hours. Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the
individual Specifications. Where corrective measures are completed that permit
operation in accordance with the LCO or ACTIONS, completion of the actions
required by LCO 3.0.3 is not required. LCO 3.0.3 is only applicable in MODES 1,
2, and 3." This changes the CTS by adding ITS LCO 3.0.3.

The purpose of ITS LCO 3.0.3 is to ensure a set of actions exists for all plant
conditions when an LCO is not met. This change is acceptable since it provides
the appropriate actions to take under certain conditions. These conditions are an
associated Required Action and Completion Time is not met and no other
Condition applies or the condition of the unit is not specifically addressed by the
associated ACTIONS. This means that no combination of Conditions stated in
the ACTIONS can be made that exactly corresponds to the actual condition of
the unit. Sometimes, possible combinations of Conditions are such that entering
LCO 3.0.3 is warranted; in such cases, the ACTIONS specifically state a
Condition corresponding to such combinations and also that LCO 3.0.3 be
entered immediately. This Specification also delineates the time limits for placing
the unit in a safe MODE or other specified condition when operation cannot be
maintained within the limits for safe operation as defined by the LCO and its
ACTIONS. Upon entering LCO 3.0.3, 1 hour is allowed to prepare for an orderly
shutdown before initiating a change in unit operation. This includes time to
permit the operator to coordinate the reduction in electrical generation with the
load dispatcher to ensure the stability and availability of the electrical grid. The
time limits specified to reach lower MODES of operation permit the shutdown to
proceed in a controlied and orderly manner that is well within the specified
maximum cooldown rate and within the capabilities of the unit, assuming that

. only the minimum required equipment is OPERABLE. A unit shutdown required
in accordance with LCO 3.0.3 may be terminated and LCO 3.0.3 exited if any of
the following occurs: a. The LCO is now met; b. A Condition exists for which the
Required Actions have now been performed; or c. ACTIONS exist that do not
have expired Completion Times. The time limits of LCO 3.0.3 allow 37 hours for
the unit to be in MODE 4 when a shutdown is required during MODE 1 operation.
In MODES 1, 2, and 3, LCO 3.0.3 provides actions for Conditions not covered in
other Specifications. The requirements of LCO 3.0.3 do not apply in MODES 4
and 5 because the unit is already in the most restrictive Condition required by
LCO 3.0.3. The requirements of LCO 3.0.3 do not apply in other specified
conditions of the Applicability (unless in MODE 1, 2, or 3) because the ACTIONS
of individual Specifications sufficiently define the remedial measures to be taken.
Exceptions to LCO 3.0.3 are provided in instances where requiring a unit
shutdown, in accordance with LCO 3.0.3, would not provide appropriate remedial
measures for the associated condition of the unit. The ITS LCO 3.0.3 Bases
describes examples for this situation. This change is designated as more
restrictive because explicit requirements have been included in the Technical
Specifications to cover conditions not currently addressed in the CTS.
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CTS 4.0.B states, in part, "Specific time intervals between tests may be extended
up to 25% of the surveillance interval.” ITS SR 3.0.2 includes a similar
requirement, but adds the following restriction: "For Frequencies specified as
"once," the above interval extension does not apply.” This changes the CTS by
adding a restriction that Frequencies specified as "once" do not receive a 25%
extension.

The purpose of the 1.25 extension allowance to Surveillance Frequencies is to
allow for flexibility in scheduling tests. This change is acceptable because
Frequencies specified as "once" are typically condition-based one-time only
Surveillances in which the performance demonstrates the acceptability of the
current condition and are not required to be repeated until the condition again
applies. Such demonstrations should be accomplished within the specified
Frequency without extension in order to avoid operation in unacceptable
conditions. This change is designated as more restrictive because an allowance
to extend Frequencies by 25% is eliminated from some Surveillances.

CTS 3.6.H.2 provides the actions for inoperable snubbers, and requires one of
the following (a, b, or c) within 72 hours when one or more snubbers are
inoperable: a) replace or restore the inoperable snubbers to OPERABLE status
and perform an engineering evaluation or inspection of the supported
components; b) determine through an engineering evaluation that the as-found
condition of the snubber had no adverse effect on the supported components
and that they would retain their structural integrity in the event of design basis
seismic event; or c) declare the supported system inoperable and take the action
required by the Technical Specifications for inoperability of that system. In the
ITS, the actions for inoperable snubbers are incorporated into ITS LCO 3.0.8.
When one or more required snubbers are unable to perform their associated
support function(s), any affected supported LCO(s) are not required to be
declared not met solely for this reason if risk is assessed and managed, and
either: a) the snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s)
are associated with only one subsystem of a multiple subsystem supported
system or are associated with a single subsystem supported system and are able
to perform their associated support function within 72 hours; or b) the snubbers
not able to perform their associated support function(s) are associated with more
than one subsystem of a multiple subsystem supported system and are able to
perform their associated support function within 12 hours. At the end of the
specified period (i.e., 12 hours or 72 hours) snubbers must be able to perform
their associated function(s), or the affected system LCO(s) shall be declared not
met. This changes the CTS by requiring the risk associated with inoperable
snubbers to be assessed and managed and requires the snubbers to restored to
OPERABLE status in all cases, and in certain cases within a more restrictive
Completion Time.

The purpose of CTS 3.6.H.2 is to provide a short time (72 hours) prior to
requiring the affected systems to be declared inoperable, to either restore or
replace inoperable snubbers or to perform an engineering analyses to assess
whether the inoperable snubbers affect the OPERABILITY of the supported
components. ITS LCO 3.0.8 requires the risk associated with inoperable
required snubbers to be assessed and managed in all instances of snubber
inoperability. ITS LCO 3.0.8 also requires all "required" inoperable snubbers to
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be restored to OPERABLE status within the specified Completion Times. It does
not provide an explicit option to perform an engineering evaluation to assess
whether the as-found condition of the snubber had no adverse effect on
supported components. However, the wording of ITS LCO 3.0.8 (i.e., one or
more "required" snubbers) continues to allow this evaluation to be performed.
ITS LCO 3.0.8.a2 applies when one or more snubbers are not capable of
providing their associated support function(s) to a single subsystem of a multiple
subsystem supported system or to a single subsystem supported system. ITS
LCO 3.0.8.a allows 72 hours to restore the snubber(s) before declaring the
supported system inoperable, provided only a single subsystem is affected. This
72 hour time is consistent with the CTS. However, ITS LCO 3.0.8.b applies
when one or more snubbers are not capable of providing their associated support
function(s) to more than one subsystem of a multiple subsystem supported
system, and allows 12 hours to restore the snubber(s) before declaring the
supported system inoperable. This 12 hour time is more restrictive than the CTS.
The 12 hour Completion Time is acceptable based on the low probability of a
seismic event concurrent with an event that would require operation of the
supported system occurring while the snubber(s) are not capable of performing
their associated support function. Furthermore, ITS LCO 3.0.8 requires that risk
be assessed and managed. This risk assessment is not required in all cases in
the CTS. The Bases for ITS LCO 3.0.8 provides guidance on how the risk must
be assessed. Industry and NRC guidance on the implementation of

10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) (the Maintenance Rule) does not address seismic risk.
However, use of ITS LCO 3.0.8 should be considered with respect to other plant
maintenance activities, and integrated into the existing Maintenance Rule
process to the extent possible so that maintenance on any unaffected train or
subsystem is properly controlled, and emergent issues are properly addressed.
The risk assessment need not be quantified, but may be a qualitative awareness
of the vulnerability of systems and components when one or more snubbers are
not able to perform their associated support function. This change is designated
as more restrictive because inoperable snubbers must be restored to
OPERABLE status under certain conditions within a more restrictive Completion
Time and the risk associated with inoperable snubbers must always be assessed
and managed.

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

REMOVED DETAIL CHANGES

LA.1 (Type 3 - Removing Procedural Details for Meeting TS Requirements or

Reporting Requirements) CTS 4.0.B states that the purpose of the 25%
extension of the specified surveillance interval is "to accommodate normal test
schedule.” ITS SR 3.0.2 does not include this detail. This changes the CTS by
moving details of the purpose of the 25% surveillance time interval extension
from the CTS to the ITS Bases.
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The removal of these details for meeting TS requirements from the Technical
Specifications is acceptable because this type of information is not necessary to
be included in the Technical Specifications to provide adequate protection of
public health and safety. The ITS still retains the requirement that the specified
Frequency for each SR is met if the Surveillance is performed within 1.25 times
the interval specified in the Frequency. Also, this change is acceptable because
these types of procedural details will be adequately controlled in the ITS Bases.
Changes to the Bases are controlled by the Technical Specification Bases
Control Program in Chapter 5. This program provides for the evaluation of
changes to ensure the Bases are properly controlled. This change is designated
as a less restrictive removal of detail change because procedural details for
meeting Technical Specification requirements are being removed from the CTS.

LESS RESTRICTIVE CHANGES

LA

The CTS does not include any general LCO/ACTION guidance requirements.
However, CTS 3.6.D.2 provides an explicit allowance that entry into a MODE is
allowed when either a drywell floor drain sump monitoring system or the drywell
particulate radioactivity monitoring system is inoperable. Thus, it is implicit that
for all other Specifications, entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability of a Specification is not allowed. ITS LCO 3.0.4 is added to provide
guidance when an LCQ is not met and entry into a MODE or other specified
condition in the Applicability is desired. ITS LCO 3.0.4 states "When an LCO is
not met, entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability shall
only be made: a. When the associated ACTIONS to be entered permit continued
operation in the MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability for an
unlimited period of time; b. After performance of a risk assessment addressing
inoperable systems and components, consideration of the results, determination
of the acceptability of entering the MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability, and establishment of risk management actions, if appropriate;
exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual Specifications; or c.
When an allowance is stated in the individual value, parameter, or other
Specification. This Specification shall not prevent changes in MODES or other
specified conditions in the Applicability that are required to comply with ACTIONS
or that are part of a shutdown of the unit." This changes the CTS by providing
explicit guidance for entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability when an LCO is not met.

The purpose of LCO 3.0.4 is to provide guidance when an LCO is not met and
entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability is desired. The
change is acceptable because LCO 3.0.4 provides the appropriate guidance to
enter the Applicability when an LCO is not met. LCO 3.0.4 establishes limitations
on changes in MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability when an
LCO is not met. It allows placing the unit in a MODE or other specified condition
stated in that Applicability (e.g., the Applicability desired to be entered) when unit
conditions are such that the requirements of the LCO would not be met, in
accordance with LCO 3.0.4.a, LCO 3.0.4.b, or LCO 3.0.4.c. LCO 3.0.4.a allows
entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability with the LCO
not met when the associated ACTIONS to be entered permit continued operation
in the MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability for an unlimited
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period of time. Compliance with Required Actions that permit continued
operation of the unit for an unlimited period of time in a MODE or other specified
condition provides an acceptable level of safety for continued operation. This is
without regard to the status of the unit before or after the MODE change.

LCO 3.0.4.b allows entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability with the LCO not met after performance of a risk assessment
addressing inoperable systems and components, consideration of the results,
determination of the acceptability of entering the MODE or other specified
condition in the Applicability, and establishment of risk management actions, if
appropriate. The risk assessment may use quantitative, qualitative, or blended
approaches, and the risk assessment will be conducted using the plant program,
procedures, and criteria in place to implement 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4), which
requires that risk impacts of maintenance activities to be assessed and
managed. The risk assessment, for the purposes of LCO 3.0.4.b, must take into
account all inoperable Technical Specification equipment regardiess of whether
the equipment is included in the normal 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) risk assessment
scope. The risk assessments will be conducted using the procedures and
guidance endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.182, "Assessing and Managing Risk
Before Maintenance Activities at Nuclear Power Plants." Regulatory Guide 1.182
endorses the guidance in Section 11 of NUMARC 93-01, "Industry Guideline for
Monitoring the Effectiveness of Maintenance at Nuclear Power Plants." These
documents address general guidance for conduct of the risk assessment,
quantitative and qualitative guidelines for establishing risk management actions,
and example risk management actions. These include actions to plan and
conduct other activities in a manner that controls overall risk, increased risk
awareness by shift and management personnel, actions to reduce the duration of
the condition, actions to minimize the magnitude of risk increases (establishment
of backup success paths or compensatory measures), and determination that the
proposed MODE change is acceptable. Consideration should also be given to
the probability of completing restoration such that the requirements of the LCO
would be met prior to the expiration of ACTIONS Completion Times that would
require exiting the Applicability. LCO 3.0.4.b may be used with single, or multiple
systems and components unavailable. NUMARC 93-01 provides guidance
relative to consideration of simultaneous unavailability of multiple systems and
components. The results of the risk assessment shall be considered in
determining the acceptability of entering the MODE or other specified condition in
the Applicability, and any corresponding risk management actions. The

LCO 3.0.4.b risk assessments do not have to be documented. The Technical
Specifications allow continued operation with equipment unavailable in MODE 1
for the duration of the Completion Time. Since this is allowable, and since in
general! the risk impact in that particular MODE bounds the risk of transitioning
into and through the applicable MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability of the LCO, the use of the LCO 3.0.4.b allowance should be
generally acceptable, as long as the risk is assessed and managed as stated
above. However, there is a small subset of systems and components that have
been determined to be more important to risk and use of the LCO 3.0.4.b
allowance Is prohibited. The LCOs goveming these systems and components
contain Notes prohibiting the use of LCO 3.0.4.b by stating that LCO 3.0.4.b is
not applicable. These systems are the High Pressure Coolant Injection System,
Reactor Core Isolation Cooling System, and emergency diesel generators

(ITS 3.5.1, ITS 3.5.3, and ITS 3.8.1, respectively). LCO 3.0.4.c allows entry into
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a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability with the LCO not met
based on a Note in the Specification which states LCO 3.0.4.c is applicablé.
These specific allowances permit entry into MODES or other specified conditions
in the Applicability when the associated ACTIONS to be entered do not provide
for continued operation for an unlimited period of time and a risk assessment has
not been performed. This allowance may apply to all the ACTIONS orto a
specific Required Action of a Specification. The risk assessments performed to
justify the use of LCO 3.0.4.b usually only consider systems and components.
For this reason, LCO 3.0.4.c is typically applied to Specifications that describe
values and parameters. The provisions of LCO 3.0.4 shall not prevent changes
in MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability that are required to
comply with ACTIONS. In addition, the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 shall not prevent
changes in MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability that result
from any unit shutdown. In this context, a unit shutdown is defined as a change
in MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability associated with
transitioning from MODE 1 to MODE 2, MODE 2 to MODE 3, and MODE 3 to
MODE 4. Upon entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability with the LCO not met, LCO 3.0.1 and LCO 3.0.2 require entry into
the applicable Conditions and Required Actions until the Condition is resolved,
until the LCO is met, or until the unit is not within the Applicability of the Technical
Specifications. Surveillances do not have to be performed on the associated
inoperable equipment (or on variables outside the specified limits), as permitted
by SR 3.0.1. Therefore, utilizing LCO 3.0.4 is not a violation of SR 3.0.1 or

SR 3.0.4 for Surveillances that have not been performed on inoperable
equipment. However, SRs must be met to ensure OPERABILITY prior to
declaring the associated equipment OPERABLE (or variable within limits) and
restoring compliance with the affected LCO. This change is designated as less
restrictive because entry into MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability of a Specification might be made with an LCO not met as long as the
plant is in compliance with LCO 3.0.4.

ITS LCO 3.0.5 has been added to establish allowances for restoring equipment
to service. ITS LCO 3.0.5 states "Equipment removed from service or declared
inoperable to comply with ACTIONS may be returned to service under
administrative control solely to perform testing required to demonstrate its
OPERABILITY or the OPERABILITY of other equipment. This is an exception to
LCO 3.0.2 for the system returned to service under administrative control to
perform the testing required to demonstrate OPERABILITY." This changes the
CTS by adding the explicit allowance stated in LCO 3.0.5.

The purpose of LCO 3.0.5 is to establish an allowance for restoring equipment to
service under administrative controls when it has been removed from service or
declared inoperable to comply with ACTIONS. The change is acceptable since
its sole purpose is to provide an exception to LCO 3.0.2 (e.g., to not comply with
the applicable Required Action(s)) to allow the performance of required testing to
demonstrate: a. The OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to service;
or b. The OPERABILITY of other equipment. The administrative controls ensure
the time the equipment is returned to service in conflict with the requirements of
the ACTIONS is limited to the time absolutely necessary to perform the required
testing to demonstrate OPERABILITY. This Specification does not provide time
to perform any other preventive or corrective maintenance. Many Technical
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Specification ACTIONS require an inoperable component to be removed from
service, such as maintaining an isolation valve closed, disarming a control rod, or
tripping an inoperable instrument channel. To allow the performance of
Surveillance Requirements to demonstrate the OPERABILITY of the equipment
being returned to service, or to demonstrate the OPERABILITY of other
equipment or variables within limits, which otherwise could not be performed
without returning the equipment to service, an exception to these Required
Actions is necessary. ITS LCO 3.0.5 is necessary to establish an allowance that,
although informally utilized in restoration of inoperable equipment, is not formally
recognized in the CTS. Without this allowance, certain components could not be
restored to OPERABLE status and a plant shutdown would ensue. Clearly, it is
not the intent or desire that the Technical Specifications preclude the return to
service of a suspected OPERABLE component to confirm its OPERABILITY.
This allowance is deemed to represent a more stable, safe operation than
requiring a plant shutdown to complete the restoration and confirmatory testing.
This change is designated as less restrictive because LCO 3.0.5 will allow the
restoration of equipment to service under administrative controls when it has
been removed from service or declared inoperable to comply with ACTIONS.

CTS 4.0.B states, in part, "Specific time intervals between tests may be extended
up to 25% of the surveillance interval.” ITS SR 3.0.2 includes a similar
requirement, but adds the following: "If a Completion Time requires periodic
performance on a "once per . . ." basis, the above Frequency extension applies
to each performance after the initial performance.” This changes the CTS by
adding an allowance that if a Required Action's Completion Time requires
periodic performance on a "once per . . ." basis, the 25% Frequency extension
applies to each performance after the initial performance.

This change is acceptable because the 25% Frequency extension given to
provide scheduling flexibility for Surveillances is equally applicable to Required
Actions that must be performed periodically. The initial performance is excluded
because the first performance demonstrates the acceptability of the current
condition. Such demonstrations should be accomplished within the specified
Completion Time without extension in order to avoid operation in unacceptable
conditions. This change is designated as less restrictive because additional time
is provided to perform some periodic Required Actions.

CTS 4.0.C states "Discontinued surveillance tests shall be resumed less than
one test interval before establishing plant conditions requiring operability of the
associated system or component.” TS SR 3.0.4states "Entry into a MODE or
other specified condition in the Applicability of an LCO shall only be made when
the LCO's Surveillances have been met within their specified Frequency, except
as provided by SR 3.0.3. When an LCO is not met due to Surveillances not
having been met, entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability shall only be made in accordance with LCO 3.0.4. This provision
shall not prevent entry into MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability that are required to comply with ACTIONS or that are part of a
shutdown of the unit." This changes the CTS by allowing a discontinued
Surveillance (a Surveillance discontinued due to being outside the Applicability of
the LCO) to be met if the Surveillance is performed within 1.25 times the interval
specified in the Frequency, as measured from the previous performance or as
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measured from the time a specified condition of the Frequency is met. This also
changes the CTS by allowing a change in MODES or other specified conditions
in the Applicability when a Surveillance is not current, provided the change in
MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability are allowed by

LCO 3.0.4, are required to comply with ACTIONS, or are part of a shutdown of
the unit.

The purpose of CTS 4.0.C is to ensure that system and component
OPERABILITY requirements and variable limits are met before entry into
MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability for which these systems
and components ensure safe operation of the plant. This change allowing use of
the 25% Frequency extension allowance prior to changes in MODES or other
specified conditions in the Applicability is acceptable because the 25%
Frequency extension given to provide scheduling fiexibility for Surveillances is
equally applicable to discontinued Surveillance tests. The acceptability of a
Surveillance test should not be affected by plant conditions. If the unit is
operating, CTS 3.0.B (ITS SR 3.0.2) considers a Surveillance to be acceptable if
the Surveillance is performed within 1.25 times the interval specified in the
Frequency. The OPERABILITY of a system is normally not affected by plant
conditions; therefore this change is appropriate and acceptable. The change that
allows a change in MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability when
a Surveillance is not current, provided the change in MODES or other specified
conditions in the Applicability are allowed by LCO 3.0.4, is acceptable because
LCO 3.0.4 provides the proper guidance to enter the Applicability of an LCO
when the LCO's Surveillance are not performed. Furthermore, failure to perform
the Surveillance does not necessarily mean that the affected system or
component is inoperable; just that it has not been demonstrated OPERABLE.
The change that allows a change in MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability when a Surveillance is not current, provided the change in MODES
or other specified conditions in the Applicability is required to comply with
ACTIONS or are a part of a shutdown of the unit is also acceptable. Normal
shutdowns may be shutdowns required by Technical Specifications that are
commenced early (e.g., prior to the absolutely required shutdown, such as day 2
of an allowed 7 day Completion Time) or shutdowns for other purposes such as
refueling. Normal shutdowns would typically be performed with a full
complement of OPERABLE safety systems consistent with the Bases of ITS
LCO 3.0.4, which states "The provisions of this Specification should not be
interpreted as endorsing the failure to exercise the good practice of restoring
systems or components to OPERABLE status before entering an associated
MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability." The addition of the
allowance to perform a normal shutdown while relying on ACTIONS is
appropriate because the Technical Specifications contain appropriate controls to
ensure the safety of the unit in these conditions. As the unit transitions to lower
MODES, less equipment is required to be OPERABLE. In addition, the
Technical Specifications themselves are actually forcing the unit shutdown due to
inoperability of safety system equipment, thus the shutdown should not be

. delayed just to perform routine, required Surveillances of other Technical
Specification required equipment that is not otherwise known to be inoperable.
This change is designated as less restrictive because changes in MODES or
other specified conditions of the Applicability will be allowed under more
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conditions if a Surveillance is not current and will allow use of the 25%
Frequency extension allowed under more conditions.
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3.0

3.0 LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY

¢ LCO 3.0.1

LCOs shall be met during the MODES or other specified condltlons in the :

Applicability, except as provided in LCO 3.0.28AdILCO 3.0.7 ‘I

@

ooc LCO 3.0.2 Upon discovery of a failure to meet an LCO, the Required Actions of the
A2 associated Conditions shall be met, except as provided in LCO 3.0.5 and
LCO 3.0.6.
If the LCO is met or is no longer apblicable prior to expiration of the
specified Completion Time(s), completion of the Required Action(s) is not
required, unless otherwise stated.
poc LCO 3.0.3 When an LCO is not met and the associated ACTIONS are not met, an
M associated ACTION is not provided, or if directed by the associated
ACTIONS, the unit shall be placed in a MODE or other specified condition
in which the LCO is not applicable. Action shall be initiated within 1 hour
to place the unit, as applicable, in:
a. MODE 2 within[}7] hou ®
b. MODE 3 within 13 hoursg and
¢. MODE 4 within 37 hours.
Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual Specifications.
Where corrective measures are completed that permit operation in
accordance with the LCO or ACTIONS, completion of the actions required
by LCO 3.0.3 is not required.
LC0O 3.0.3is only applicablé in MODES 1, 2, and 3.
£ REVIEWER'S NOTE VA
The brackets around the time pfovided to reach MODE 2 allow a plant to
extend fhe time from 7 hours 16 a plant specific time. /Before the time can @
be chahged, plant specific data must be provided to/support the extended
time.
ooc LCO 3.04 When an LCO is not met, entry into a MODE or other specified condition

L1

in the Applicability shall only be made:

a. When the associated ACTIONS to be entered permit continued
operation in the MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability for an unlimited period of time;
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3.0

poc LCO 3.0.4 (continued)

LA

b. After performance of a risk assessment addressing inoperable
systems and components, consideration of the results,
determination of the acceptability of entering the MODE or other
specified condition in the Applicability, and establishment of risk
management actions, if appropriate; exceptions to this Specification

are stated in the individual Speclﬁcatlons.L@ @

c. When an allowance is stated in the individual value, parameter, or
other Specification.

This Specification shall not prevent changes in MODES or other specified
conditions in the Applicability that are required to comply with ACTIONS
or that are part of a shutdown of the unit.

pec LCO 3.05

Equipment removed from service or declared inoperable to comply with
ACTIONS may be returned to service under administrative control solely
to perform testing required to demonstrate its OPERABILITY or the
OPERABILITY of other equipment. This is an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for
the system retumed to service under administrative control to perform the
testing required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.

poc  LCO 3.0.6
A3

When a supported system LCO is not met solely due to a support system

LCO not being met, the Conditions and Required Actions associated with

this supported system are not required to be entered. Only the support

system LCO ACTIONS are required to be entered. This is an exception

to LCO 3.0.2 for the supported system. In this event, an evaluation shall

be performed in accordance with Specification 5.5 {7, "Safety Functio
Determination Program (SFDP).” If a loss of safety function is determined

to exist by this program, the appropriate Conditions and Required Actions

of the LCO in which the loss of safety function exists are required to be
entered.

When a support system's Required Action directs a supported system to
be declared inoperable or directs entry into Conditions and Required
Actions for a supported system, the applicable Conditions and Required
Actions shall be entered in accordance with LCO 3.0.2.

BWR/4 STS

3.0-2 Rev. 3.0, 03/31/04

Attachment 1, Volume 5§, Rev. 1, Page 30 of 69



Attachment 1, Volume 5, Rev. 1, Page 31 of 69
LCO Applicability
3.0

LCO Applicability

poc LCO 3.0.7 Special Operations LCOs in Section 3.10 allow specified Technical

’ Specifications (TS) requirements to be changed to permit performance of-
special tests and operations. Unless otherwise specified, all other TS
requirements remain unchanged. Compliance with Special Operations
LCOs is optional. When a Special Operations LCO is desired to be met
but is not met, the ACTIONS of the Speciat Operations LCO shall be met.
When a Special Operations LCO is not desired to be met, entry into a
MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability shall only be made
in accordance with the other applicable Specifications.

— (NSERT 1} _O iy |
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INSERT 1

When one or more required snubbers are unable to perform their
associated support function(s), any affected supported LCO(s) are not
required to be declared not met solely for this reason if risk is assessed
and managed, and:

3.0

a. The snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s)
are associated with only onellzdin/or subsystem of a multiplefrdir/on
subsystem supported system or are associated with a single fizZin/or}
subsystem supported system and are able to perform their associated
support function within 72 hours; or

b. The snubbers not able to perform their associated support function(s)
are associated with more than one[trdin/or subsystem of a multiple
{rZin/or subsystem supported system and are able to perform thelr
associated support function within 12 hours.

At the end of the specified period the required snubbers must be able to

perform their associated support function(s), or the affected supported
system LCO(s) shall be declared not met.

Insert Page 3.0-3
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SR Applicability
3.0

3.0 SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENT (SR) APPLICABILITY

SR 3.0.1

SRs shall be met during the MODES or other specified conditions in the
Applicability for individual LCOs, unless otherwise stated in the SR.
Failure to meet a Surveillance, whether such failure is experienced during
the performance of the Surveillance or between performances of the
Surveillance, shall be failure to meet the LCO. Failure to perform a
Surveillance within the specified Frequency shall be failure to meet the
LCO except as provided in SR 3.0.3. Surveillances do not have to be
performed on inoperable equipment or variables outside specified limits.

SR 3.0.2

The specified Frequency for each SR is met if the Surveillance is
performed within 1.25 times the interval specified in the Frequency, as
measured from the previous performance or as measured from the time a
specified condition of the Frequency is met.

For Frequencies specified as "once," the above interval extension does
not apply.

if a Completion Time requires periodic performance on a "once per. . ."
basis, the above Frequency extension applies to each performance after
the initial performance.

Exceptions to this Specification are stated in the individual Specifications.

SR 3.0.3

If it is discovered that a Surveillance was not performed within its
specified Frequency, then compliance with the requirement to declare the
LCO not met may be delayed, from the time of discovery, up to 24 hours
or up to the limit of the specified Frequency, whichever is greater. This
delay period is permitted to allow performance of the Surveillance. A risk
evaluation shall be performed for any Surveillance delayed greater than
24 hours and the risk impact shall be managed.

If the Surveillance is not performed within the delay period, the LCO must
immediately be declared not met, and the applicable Condition(s) must be
entered.

When the Surveillance is performed within the delay period and the
Surveillance is not met, the LCO must immediately be declared not met,
and the applicable Condition(s) must be entered.

SR 3.04

Entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability of an
LCO shall only be made when the LCO's Surveillances have been met
within their specified Frequency, except as provided by SR 3.0.3. When
an LCO is not met due to Surveillances not having been met, entry into a
MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability shall only be made
in accordance with LCO 3.0.4.
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3.0

cIs
SR Applicability

40€ SR 3.0.4 (continued)

This provision shall not prevent entry into MODES or other specified
conditions in the Applicability that are required to comply with ACTIONS
or that are part of a shutdown of the unit.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR DEVIATIONS
ITS SECTION 3.0, LCO AND SR APPLICABILITY

. The brackets have been removed and the proper plant specific information/value has
been provided.

2. These punctuation corrections have been made consistent with the Writer's Guide
for the Improved Standard Technical Specifications, NEI 01-03, Section 5.1.3.

3. The Reviewer's Note is deleted as it is not part of the plant specific ITS.
4. Changes have been made to reflect changes in other Specifications.

5. Changes have been made for consistency with other Specifications (the term "trains”
is not used).
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LCO Applicability
B 3.0
B 3.0 LIMITING CONDITION FOR OPERATION (LCO) APPLICABILITY
BASES
LCOs LCO 3.0.1 through LCO 3.0Jf|establish the general requirements
applicable to all Specifications and apply at all times, unless otherwise
stated. , in Sections 3.1 through 3.10] @
LCO 3.0.1 LCO 3.0.1 establishes the Applicability statement within each individual

Specification as the requirement for when the LCO is required to be met
(i.e., when the unit is in the MODES or other specified conditions of the
Applicability statement of each Specification).

LCO 3.0.2 LCO 3.0.2 establishes that upon discovery of a failure to meet an LCO,
the associated ACTIONS shall be met. The Completion Time of each
Required Action for an ACTIONS Condition is applicable from the point in
time that an ACTIONS Condition is entered. The Required Actions
establish those remedial measures that must be taken within specified
Completion Times when the requirements of an LCO are not met. This
Specification establishes that:

a. Completion of the Required Actions within the specified Completion

Times constitutes compliance with a Speciﬁcation*and : C

b. Completion of the Required Actions is not required when an LCO is
met within the specified Completion Time, unless otherwise specified.

There are two basic types of Required Actions. The first type of Required
Action specifies a time limit in which the LCO must be met. This time limit
is the Completion Time to restore an inoperable system or component to
OPERABLE status or to restore variables to within specified limits. If this
type of Required Action is not completed within the specified Completion
Time, a shutdown may be required to place the unit in a MODE or
condition in which the Specification is not applicable. (Whether stated as
a Required Action or not, correction of the entered Condition is an action
that may always be considered upon entering ACTIONS.) The second
type of Required Action specifies the remedial measures that permit
continued operation of the unit that is not further restricted by the
Completion Time. In this case, compliance with the Required Actions
provides an acceptable level of safety for continued operation.

Completing the Required Actions is not required when an LCO is met or
is no longer applicable, unless otherwise stated in the individual
Specifications.
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LCO Applicability
B3.0

BASES

LCO 3.0.2 (continued)

The nature of some Required Actions of some Conditions necessitates
that, once the Condition is entered, the Required Actions must be
completed even though the associated Condltlons no longer exist. The
individual LCO's ACTIONS specufy the Required Actions where this is the
case. An example of this is in LCO 3.4.14), "RCS Pressure and
Temperature (P/T) Limits."

The Completion Times of the Required Actions are also applicable when
a system or component is removed from service intentionally. The
reasons for intentionally relying on the ACTIONS include, but are not
limited to, performance of Surveillances, preventive maintenance,
corrective maintenance, or investigation of operational problems.
Entering ACTIONS for these reasons must be done in a manner that
does not compromise safety. Intentional entry into ACTIONS should not
be made for operational convenience. Additionally, if intentional entry into
ACTIONS would result in redundant equipment being inoperable,
alternatives should be used instead. Doing so limits the time both
subsystems/divisions of a safety function are inoperable and limits the
time conditions exist which may result in LCO 3.0.3 being entered.
Individual Specifications may specify a time limit for performing an

SR when equipment is removed from service or bypassed for testing. In
this case, the Completion Times of the Required Actions are applicable
when this time limit expires, if the equipment remains removed from
service or bypassed.

When a change in MODE or other specified condition is required to
comply with Required Actions, the unit may enter a MODE or other
specified condition in which another Specification becomes applicable. In
this case, the Completion Times of the associated Required Actions
would apply from the point in time that the new Specification becomes
applicable, and the ACTIONS Condition(s) are entered.

LCO 3.0.3 LCO 3.0.3 establishes the actions that must be implemented when an
LCO is not met and:

a. An associated Required Action and Completion Time is not met and
no other Condition applies or
O—0
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LCO 3.0.3 (continued)

b. The condition of the unit is not specifically addressed by the
associated ACTIONS. This means that no combination of Conditions
stated in the ACTIONS can be made that exactly corresponds to the
actual condition of the unit. Sometimes, possible combinations of
Conditions are such that entering LCO 3.0.3 is warranted; in such
cases, the ACTIONS specifically state a Condition corresponding to
such combinations and also that LCO 3.0.3 be entered immediately.

This Specification delineates the time limits for placing the unit in a safe
MODE or other specified condition when operation cannot be maintained
within the limits for safe operation as defined by the LCO and its
ACTIONS. ltis not intended to be used as an operational convenjence
that permits routine voluntary removal of redundant systems or
components from service in lieu of other altematives that would not result
in redundant systems or components being inoperable.

Upon entering LCO 3.0.3, 1 hour is allowed to prepare for an orderly
shutdown before initiating a change in unit operation. This includes time
to permit the operator to coordinate the reduction in electrical generation
with the load dispatcher to ensure the stability and availability of the
electrical grid. The time limits specified to reach lower MODES of
operation permit the shutdown to proceed in a controlled and orderly
manner that is well within the specified maximum cooldown rate and
within the capabilities of the unit, assuming that only the minimum
required equipment is OPERABLE. This reduces thermal stresses on
components of the Reactor Coolant System and the potential for a plant
upset that could challenge safety systems under conditions to which this
Specification applies. The use and interpretation of specified times to
complete the actions of LCO 3.0.3 are consistent with the discussion of

Section 1.3,]4Eompletion Times. 4—\
{7 ©)

A unit shutdown required in accordance with LCO 3.0.3 may be
terminated and LCO 3.0.3 exited if any of the following occurs:

a. ThelLCOis now met.,\

b. A Condition exists for which the Required Actions have now been

performedm‘or\
{)

c. ACTIONS exist that do not have expired Completion Times. These
Completion Times are applicable from the point in time that the
Condition is initially entered and not from the time LCO 3.0.3 is
exited.
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LCO 3.0.3 (continued)

The time limits of LCO 3.0.3 allow 37 hours for the unit to be in MODE 4
when a shutdown is required during MODE 1 operation. If the unitis in a
lower MODE of operation when a shutdown is required, the time limit for
reaching the next lower MODE applies. If a lower MODE is reached in
less time than allowed, however, the total allowable time to reach

MODE 4, or other applicable MODE, is not reduced. For example, if
MODE 2 is reached in 2 hours, then the time allowed for reaching

MODE 3 is the next 11 hours, because the total time for reaching

MODE 3 is not reduced from the allowable limit of 13 hours. Therefore, if
remedial measures are completed that would permit a return to MODE 1,
a penalty is not incurred by having to reach a lower MODE of operation in
less than the total time allowed.

In MODES 1, 2, and 3, LCO 3.0.3 provides actions for Conditions not
covered in other Specifications. The requirements of LCO 3.0.3 do not
apply in MODES 4 and 5 because the unit is already in the most
restrictive £ondition required by LCO 3.0.3. The requirements of

LCO 3.0.3 do not apply in other specified conditions of the Applicability
(unless in MODE 1, 2, or 3) because the ACTIONS of individual
Specifications sufficiently define the remedial measures to be taken.

Exceptions to LCO 3.0.3 are provided in instances where requiring a unit
shutdown, in accordance with LCO 3.0.3, would not provide appropriate
remedial measures for the associated condition of the unit. An example
of this is in LCO 3.7.8, "Spent Fuel Storage Pool Water Level." LCO 3.7.8
has an Applicability of "During movement of irradiated fuel assembilies in
the spent fuel storage pool." Therefore, this LCO can be applicable in
any or all MODES. If the LCO and the Required Actions of LCO 3.7.8 are
not met while in MODE 1, 2, or 3, there is no safety benefit to be gained
placing the unit in a shutdown condition. The Required Action of
"Suspend movement of irradiated fuel assemblies in the
spent fuel storage poo!" is the appropriate Required Action to complete in
lieu of the actions of LCO 3.0.3. These exceptions are addressed in the
individua! Specifications.

LCO 3.04 LCO 3.0.4 establishes limitations on changes in MODES or other
. specified conditions in the Applicability when an LCO is not met, [t allows
placing the unit in a MODE or other specified condition stated in that
Applicability (e/d., the Applicability desired to be entered) when unit
conditions are such that the requirements of the LCO would not be met, in
accordance with LCO 3.0.4.a, LCO 3.0.4.b, or LCO 3.04.c.
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LCO 3.0.4 (continued)

LCO 3.0.4.a allows entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability with the LCO not met when the associated ACTIONS to be
entered permit continued operation in the MODE or other specified
condition in the Applicability for an unlimited period of time. Compliance
with Required Actions that permit continued operation of the unit for an
unlimited period of time in a MODE or other specified condition provides
an acceptable level of safety for continued operation. This is without
regard to the status of the unit before or after the MODE change.
Therefore, in such cases, entry into a MODE or other specified condition
in the Applicability may be made in accordance with the provisions of the
Required Actions.

LCO 3.0.4.b allows entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability with the LCO not met after performance of a risk assessment
addressing inoperable systems and components, consideration of the
results, determination of the acceptability of entering the MODE or other
specified condition in the Applicability, and establishment of risk
management actions, if appropriate.

The risk assessment may use quantitative, qualitative, or blended
approaches, and the risk assessment will be conducted using the plant
program, procedures, and criteria in place to implement

10 CFR 50.65(a)(4), which requires that risk impacts of maintenance
activities to be assessed and managed. The risk assessment, for the
purposes of LCO 3.0.4.b, must take into account all inoperable Technical
Specification equipment regardless of whether the equipment is included
in the normal 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4) risk assessment scope. The risk
assessments will be conducted using the procedures and guidance
endorsed by Regulatory Guide 1.182, “Assessing and Managing Risk
Before Maintenance Activities at Nuclear Power Plants." Regulatory
Guide 1.182 endorses the guidance in Section 11 of NUMARC 93-01,
“Industry Guideline for Monitoring the Effectiveness of Maintenance at
Nuclear Power Plants.” These documents address general guidance for
conduct of the risk assessment, quantitative and qualitative guidelines for
establishing risk management actions, and example risk management
actions. These include actions to plan and conduct other activities in a
manner that controls overall risk, increased risk awareness by shift and
management personnel, actions to reduce the duration of the condition,
actions to minimize the magnitude of risk increases (establishment of
backup success paths or compensatory measures), and determination
that the proposed MODE change is acceptable. Consideration should
also be given to the probability of completing restoration such that the
requirements of the LCO would be met prior to the expiration of ACTIONS
Completion Times that would require exiting the Applicability.
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LCO 3.0.4 (continued)

LCO 3.0.4.b may be used with single, or multiple systems and
components unavailable. NUMARC 93-G1 provides guidance relative to
consideration of simultaneous unavailability of multiple systems and
components.

The results of the risk assessment shall be considered in determining the
acceptability of entering the MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability, and any corresponding risk management actions. The
LCO 3.0.4.b risk assessments do not have to be documented.

The Technical Specifications allow continued operation with equipment
unavailable in MODE 1 for the duration of the Completion Time. Since
this is allowable, and since in general the risk impact in that particular
MODE bounds the risk of transitioning into and through the applicable
MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability of the LCO, the
use of the LCO 3.0.4.b allowance should be generally acceptable, as long
as the risk is assessed and managed as stated above. However, there is
a small subset of systems and components that have been determined to
be more important to risk and use of the LCO 3.0.4.b allowance is
prohibited. The LCOs governing these systems and components contain

' Notes prohibiting the use of LCO 3.0.4.b by stating that LCO 3.0.4.b is not
applicable.

LCO 3.0.4.c allows entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the
Applicability with the LCO not met based on a Note in the Specification
which states LCO 3.0.4.c is applicable. These specific allowances permit
entry into MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability when
the associated ACTIONS to be entered do not provide for continued
operation for an unlimited period of time and a risk assessment has not
been performed. This allowance may apply to all the ACTIONS orto a
specific Required Action of a Specification. The risk assessments
performed to justify the use of LCO 3.0.4.b usually only consnder systems
and components. For this reason, LCO 3.0.4.c is typically applied to
Specifications which describe values and parameters (e.g., h ontainment @
Air Temperature, Contdinment Presstire] MCPR], Moderator-Ter Femperature

[Coefficient]), and may be applied to other\Specifications based on NRC
plant specific approval. (o]

The provisions of this Specification should not be interpreted as
endorsing the failure to exercise the good practice of restoring systems or
components to OPERABLE status before entering an associated MODE
or other specified condition in the Applicability.
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LCO 3.0.4 (continued)

The provisions of LCO 3.0.4 shall not prevent changes in MODES or
other specified conditions in the Applicability that are required to comply
with ACTIONS. In addition, the provisions of LCO 3.0.4 shall not prevent
changes in MODES or other specified conditions in the Applicability that
result from any unit shutdown. In this context, a unit shutdown is defined
as a change in MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability
associated with transitioning from MODE 1 to MODE 2, MODE 2 to
MODE 3, and MODE 3 to MODE 4.

Upon entry into a MODE or other specified condition in the Applicability r—
with the LCO not mefit, LCO 3.0.1[ARO LCO 3.0.2 require entry into &D@
applicable Conditions and Required Actions until the Condition is

resolved, until the LCO is met, or until the unit is not within the

Applicability of the Technical Specifications.

Surveillances do not have to be performed on the associated inoperable
equipment (or on variables outside the specified limits), as permitted by
SR 3.0.1. Therefore, utilizing LCO 3.0.4 is not a violation of SR 3.0.1 or
SR 3.0.4 for Surveillances that have not been performed on inoperable
equipment. However, SRs must be met to ensure OPERABILITY prior to
declaring the associated equipment OPERABLE (or variable within limits)
and restoring compliance with the affected LCO.

LCO 3.0.5

l primary |

LCO 3.0.5 establishes the allowance for restoring equipment to service
under administrative controls when it has been removed from service or
declared inoperable to comply with ACTIONS. The sole purpose of this
Specification is to provide an exception to LCO 3.0.2 (e.g., to not comply
with the applicable Required Action(s)) to allow the performance of
required testing to demonstrate:

a. The OPERABILITY of the equipment being returned to service or :
b. The OPERABILITY of other equipment.

The administrative controls ensure the time the equipment is returned to
service in conflict with the requirements of the ACTIONS is limited to the

time absolutely necessary to perform the required testing to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. This Specification does not provide time to perform any

other preventive or corrective maintenance.

An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of the equipment being

retumed to service is reopening a¥containment isolation valve that has
been closed to comply with Required Actions and must be reopened to
perform the required testing.
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LCO 3.0.5 (continued)
An example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is
taking an inoperable channel or trip system out of the tripped condition to
prevent the trip function from occurring during the performance of
required testing on another channel in the other trip system. A similar
example of demonstrating the OPERABILITY of other equipment is taking
an inoperable channel or trip system out of the tripped condition to permit
the logic to function and indicate the appropriate response during the
performance of required testing on another channel in the same trip
system.

[ed]
LCO 3.06 - LCO 3.0.6 establishes an exception to LCO 3.0.2 for support'égtems that I
LCO specified in the Technical Specifications (TS). This
exception is provided because LCO 3.0.2 would require that the
Conditions and Required Actions of the associated inoperable supported
system LCO be entered solely due to the inoperability of the support
system. This exception is justified because the actions that are required
to ensure the plant is maintained in a safe condition are specified in the
support system LCO's Required Actions. These Required Actions may
include entering the supported systenf® Conditions and Required Actions @
or may specify other Required Actions.

\_ When a support system is inoperable and there is an LCO specified for it
in the TS, the supported system(s) are required to be declared inoperable
if determined to be inoperable as a result of the support system
inoperability. However, it is not necessary to enter into the supported
systems’ Conditions and Required Actions unless directed to do so by the
support system's Required Actions. The potential confusion and
inconsistency of requirements related to the entry into multiple support
and supported systems' LCOs? Conditions and Required Actions are
eliminated by providing all the actions that are necessary to ensure the
plant is maintained in a safe condition in the support system's Required
Actions.

However, there are instances where a support system's Required Action
may either direct a supported system to be declared inoperable or direct
entry into Conditions and Required Actions for the supported system.
This may occur immediately or after some specified delay to perform
some other Required Action. Regardless of whether it is immediate or
after some delay, when a support system's Required Action directs a
supported system to be declared inoperable or directs entry into
Conditions and Required Actions for a supported system, the applicable
Conditions and Required Actions shall be entered in accordance with
LCO 3.0.2.
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LCO 3.0.6 (continued) m///@ @
Specification 5.5.12, "Safety Function Determination Program (SFDP),"

ensures loss of safety function is detected and appropriate actions are
taken. Upon entry into LCO 3.0.6, an evaluation shall be made to
determine if loss of safety function exists. Additionally, other limitations,
remedial actions, or compensatory actions may be identified as a result of
the support system inoperability and corresponding exception to entering
supported system Conditions and Required Actions. The SFDP
implements the requirements of LCO 3.0.6.

Cross division checks to identify a loss of safety function for those support
systems that support safety systems are required. The cross division

check verifies that the supported systems of the redundant OPERABLE
support system are OPERABLE, thereby ensuring safety function is

retained. [ A loss of safety function may exist when a support system is @
inoperable, and:

a. A required system redundant to system(s) supported by the
inoperable support system is also inoperable (EXAMPLE B 3.0.6-1)

b. A required system redundant to system(s) in turn supported by the
inoperable supported system is also inoperable (EXAMPLE

B 3.0.6-2) or

c. Arequired system redundant to support system(s) for the supported
systems (a) and (b) above is also inoperable (EXAMPLE B 3.0.6-3).

EXAMPLE B 3.0.6-1 Division @
If System 2 of Mnoperable and System 5 of Bis

inoperable, a loss of safety function exists in supported System 5.

EXAMPLE B 3.0.6-2 Giviion ®
If System 2 oflfﬁnoperable, and System 11 of Bis

inoperable, a loss of safety function exists in System 11 which is in tumn
supported by System 5.

EXAMPLE B 3.0.6-3 - Bivison ®
If System 2 of Eﬁ]ﬁnopemble, and System 1 of Bis

inoperable, a loss of safety function exists in Systems 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10 and
1.0

®
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LCO 3.0.6 (continued)

If this evaluation determines that a loss of safety function exists, the
appropriate Conditions and Required Actions of the LCO in which the loss
of safety function exists are required to be entered.

,_l Division }

mE tem o

System 8 System 8

System 4 System 4
System § System 9
System 2 Systom 2
System 10 System 10
move to end of System 8 System §
section System 11 System 11

System 1 System 1

System 12 Systom 12
System 8 System 6
System 13 System 13

System 3 System 3
System 14 System 14
Systsm 7 System 7

Systam 18 Systom 18

. (%)
[ Figure B 3.0-1
Configuration of [Trdins and Systems [ @

This loss of safety function does not require the assumption of additional
single failures or loss of offsite power. Since operations |
restricted in accordance with the ACTIONS of the support system, any
resulting temporary loss of redundancy or single failure protection is taken
into account. Similarly, the ACTIONS for inoperable offsite circuit(s) and
inoperable diesel generator(s) provide the necessary restriction for cross
train inoperabilities. This explicit cross train verification for inoperable AC
electrical power sources also acknowledges that supported system(s) are
not declared inoperable solely as a result of inoperability of a normal or
emergency electrical power source (refer to the definition of
OPERABILITY).
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LCO 3.0.6 (continued)

When loss of safety function is determined to exist, and the SFDP
requires entry into the appropriate Conditions and Required Actions of the
LCO in which the loss of safety function exists, consideration must be
given to the specific type of function affected. Where a loss of function is
solely due to a single Technical Specification support system (e.g., loss of
automatic start due to inoperable instrumentation, or loss of pump suction
source due to low tank level) the appropriate LCO is the LCO fo