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SUMMARYDESCRIPTION of ITS/BASKS CHANGES
ITS SECTION 3.4 - REACTOR COOLANTSYSTEM (RCS)

TVA is submitting a proposed supplement to TS-362 to ITS
Section 3.4, Reactor Coolant System (RCS), as described
below.

Fi ure 3.4.9-1

In response to a TVA comment, portions of the descriptive
text in ITS Figure 3.4.9-1 (Pressure/Temperature Limits) are
proposed to be deleted. The portions of text are included in
current TS.

~ The descriptive text for Curve No. 1, which states the
minimum temperature required for test pressure of 1100
psig, is proposed to be deleted since this information is
provided by Curve No.1 in the Figure itself.

~ The descriptive text for Curve No. 3, which states the
curve includes additional margin required for 10 CFR 50,
Appendix G, Par. IV.A.3, is proposed to be deleted since
Paragraph IV.A.3 no longer exists in 10 CFR 50, Appendix
G, and the Bases for ITS 3.4.9 provide adequate reference
to 10 CFR 50, Appendix G requirements for the
Pressure/Temperature Limits.
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BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT- IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.4
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

UNIT 1 CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.4.9 page 6 of 8 (page 3.6/4.6-24) Rev. 0 with page 6 of 8 (page 3.6/4.6-24) Rev. 3

UNIT2 CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.4.9 page 8 of8 (page 3.6/4.6-24) Rev. 0 with page 8 of8 (page 3.6/4.6-24) Rev. 3

UNIT3 CUIutENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.4.9 page 6 of 8 (page 3.6/4.6-24) Rev. 0 with page 6 of 8 (page 3.6/4.6-24) Rev. 3
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BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - MPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.4

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

CUIUKNTTECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES (Revised pages marked
Revision 3)

Replaced ITS 3.4.9 pages I tluu 3 Revision 2 with ITS 3.4.9 pages I thru 4 Revision 3





JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

BFN ISTS 3.4.9 - RCS PRESSURE AND TENPERATURE (P/T) LIMITS

ADNIN ISTRATIVE

Al Reformatting and renumbering are in accordance with the BWR Standard
Technical Specifications, NUREG 1433. As a result the Technical
Specifications should be more readily readable, and therefore,
understandable by plant operators as well as other users. The

reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process involves no technical
changes to existing Technical Specifications.

Editorial rewording (either adding or deleting) is done to make

consistent with NUREG-1433. During ISTS development certain wording
preferences or English language conventions were adopted which resulted
in no technical changes (either actual or interpretational) to the
Technical Specifications. Additional information has also been added to
more fully describe each subsection. This wording is consistent with
the BWR Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1433. Since the design
is already approved, adding more detail does not result in a technical
change.

A2 These surveillances are a duplication of the regulations found in 10 CFR

50 Appendix H. These regulations require licensee compliance and can

not be revised by the licensee. Therefore, these details of the
regulations within the Technical Specifications are repetitious and

unnecessary. Furthermore, approved exemptions to the regulations, and

exceptions presented within the regulations themselves, are also details
which are adequately presented without repeating the details within the
Technical Specifications. Therefore, retaining the requirement to meet

the requirements of 10 CFR 50 Appendix H, as modified by approved
exemptions, and eliminating the Technical Specification details that are
also found in Appendix H, is considered a presentation preference which
is administrative in nature.

A3 For clarity, the terms "prior to and during startup" and "prior to" have

been replaced with "15 minutes". This Frequency is effectively the same

since the proposed Surveillance now must be performed no more than 15

minutes prior to startup of the idle recirculation loop. This is
essentially equivalent to the current requirements.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, & 3 1of4 Revision 3





JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

BFN ISTS 3.4.9 - RCS PRESSURE AND TEMPERATURE (P/T) LIMITS

A4 Proposed SR 3.4.9.4 requires verification that the difference between
the reactor coolant temperature in the recirculation loop to be started
and the RPV coolant temperature are within 50'F of each other. CTS

3.6.A.6/4.6.A.6 requires verification that the temperatures between the
idle and operating recirculation loops are within 50'F of each other.
The temperature of the "operating recirculation loop" is considered
equivalent to the RPV temperature. Therefore, this change is considered
administrative.

A5 Not Used.

A6 Proposed SRs 3.4.9.5, 6 & 7 require the reactor vessel flange and head
flange temperatures be verified > 80'F (Ul), 82'F (U2), 70'F (U3), while
CTS 4.6.A.5 requires the reactor vessel shell temperature immediately
below the head flange be recorded. The BFN procedure that implements
this requirement requires the vessel flange and head flange temperature
be verified and requires the shell temperature be recorded. Since the

'ntent of the surveillance is to verify vessel flange and head flange
temperature to satisfy CTS 3.6.A.5 and both the current and the proposed
SRs do this, the two are considered equivalent. As such, the proposed
change is administrative.

A7 Portions of the descriptive text in CTS Figure 3.6-1 have been deleted.
The descriptive text for Curve No. 1, which states the minimum
temperature required for test pressur e of 1100 psig, has been deleted
since this information is provided by Curve No. 1 in the Figure itself.
The descriptive text for Curve No. 3, which states the curve includes
additional margin required for 10 CFR 50, Appendix G, Par. IV.A.3, has
been deleted since Paragraph IV.A.3 no longer exists in 10 CFR 50,
Appendix G, and the Bases for ITS 3.4.9 provide adequate reference to
10 CFR 50, Appendix G requirements for the Pressure/Temperature Limits.
Based on the nature of the changes as described above, these changes are
considered to be administrative.

TECHNICAL CHANGE - NORE RESTRICTIVE

A new Surveillance Requirement has been added. SR 3.4.9.2 ensures the
RCS pressure and temperature are within the criticality limits once
within 15 minutes prior to control rod withdrawal for the purpose of
achieving criticality. This is an additional restriction on plant
operation.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, & 3 2of4 Revision 3





JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

BFN ISTS 3.4.9 - RCS PRESSURE AND TEMPERATURE (P/T) LIMITS

M2

M3

Three new Surveillance Requirements have been added. SR 3.4.9.5 ensures
the vessel head is not tensioned at too low a temperature every 30
minutes. SRs 3.4.9.6 and 3.4.9.7 ensure the vessel and head flange
temperatures do not exceed the minimum allowed temperature. These are
additional restrictions on plant operation since the current
requirements have no times specified.

ACTIONS have been added (proposed ACTIONS A, B, and C) to provide
direction when the LCO is not met. Currently, no real ACTIONS are
provided. These ACTIONS are consistent with the BWR Standard Technical
Specification, NUREG 1433, and are additional restrictions on plant
operation.

TECHNICAL CHANGE - LESS RESTRICTIVE

"Generic"

LA1 Details of the methods for performing Surveillances, and any requirement
to record data, are relocated to the Bases and procedures. Logging of
data required for the performance of surveillance tests is considered
routine practice which is required by Plant testing instructions and
quality assurance program requirements. Therefore, it is not required
to retain a specific requirement to record data in the equivalent ITS
SR. Changes to the .Bases will be controlled by the provisions of the
proposed Bases Control Process in Chapter 5 of the Technical
Specifications. Changes to the procedures will be controlled by plant
administrative processes which include a review for 10 CFR 50.59
applicability. Changes to the guality Assur ance Program are controlled
in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54.

"Specific"

Ll The Frequency of this Surveillance has been changed from 15 minutes to
30 minutes. Verification that RCS temperature is within limits every 30
minutes when RCS pressure and temperature conditions are undergoing
planned changes is reasonable in view of the control room indication
available to monitor RCS status. Also, since temperature rate of change
limits are specified in hourly increments, 30 minutes permits a

reasonable time for assessment and correction of minor deviations. In
addition, this new Frequency is consistent with the BWR Standard
Technical Specification, NUREG 1433.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, & 3 3of4 Revision 3



JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

BFN ISTS 3.4.9 - RCS PRESSURE AND TEMPERATURE (P/T) LIMITS

L2 The Frequency of this Surveillance has been changed from 15 minutes to
30 minutes. The metal temperature is not expected to change rapidly due
to its large mass, thus a 30 minute Frequency is adequate. In addition,
this new Frequency is consistent with the BWR Standard Technical
Specification, NUREG l433.

BFN-UNITS l, 2, 5 3 4of4 Revision 3



BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.4
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

NUREG-1433 BWR/4 STS MARK-UP

Replaced page 217a of478 Rev. I with page 217a of478 Rev. 3

Replaced page 217b of478 Rev. I with page 217b of478 Rev. 3

Replaced page 217c of478 Rev. 1 with page 217c of478 Rev. 3
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SUMMARYDESCRIPTION of ITS/BASES CHANGES
ITS SECTION 3.5.2 - ECCS - SHUTDOWN

TVA is submitting a proposed supplement to TS-362 for
Section 3.5.2, ECCS — SHUTDOWN as described below.

LCO 3.5.2 A licabilit And Associated Bases

, ~ In response to an NRC comment, the OPDRV provision in the
LCO 3.5.2 Applicability statement is being deleted. This
requirement is a carryover from the footnote to CTS LCO
3.5.A.5. This change is made for consistency with
NUREG-1433.



BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.5
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

UNIT I ITS SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced 3.5-8 Revision I with 3.5-8 Revision 3

UNIT2 ITS SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced 3.5-8 Revision 1 with 3.5-8 Revision 3

UNIT3 ITS SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced 3.5-8 Revision 1 with 3.5-8 Revision 3





ECCS —Shutdown
3.5.2

3.5 EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEMS (ECCS) AND REACTOR CORE ISOLATION
COOLING (RCIC) SYSTEM

3.5.2 ECCS —Shutdown

LCO 3.5.2 Two low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems shall be

OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: NODE 4,
MODE 5, except with the spent fuel storage pool gates

removed and water level a 22 ft over the top of the
reactor pressure vessel flange.

ACTIONS

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem inoperable.

A.l Restore required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

4 hours

B. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

B.l Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

C. Two required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystems inoperable.

C.l Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

AND

C.2 Restore one ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

Immediately

4 hours

(continued)

BFN-UNIT I 3.5-8 Amendment *R3





ECCS —Shutdown
3.5.2

~ '.5 EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEMS (ECCS) AND REACTOR CORE ISOLATION
COOLING (RCIC) SYSTEM

3.5.2 ECCS —Shutdown

LCO 3.5.2 Two low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems shall be
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODE 4,
MODE 5, except with the spent fuel storage pool gates

removed and water level a 22 ft over the top of the
reactor pressure vessel flange.

ACTIONS

CONDITION RE(UIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem inoperable.

A.l Restore required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

4 hours

B. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

B. I Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

C. Two required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystems inoperable.

C.I

AND

C.2

Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Restore one ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

Immedi ately

4 hours

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 2 3. 5-8 Amendment *R3



ECCS —Shutdown
3.5.2

3.5 EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEMS (ECCS) AND REACTOR CORE ISOLATION
COOLING (RCIC) SYSTEM

3.5.2 ECCS —Shutdown

LCO 3.5.2 Two low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems shall be
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODE 4,
MODE 5, except with the spent fuel storage pool gates

removed and water level a 22 ft over the top of the
reactor pressure vessel flange.

ACTIONS

CONDITION RE(UIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem inoperable.

A.l Restore required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

4 hours

B. Required Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

B.l Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

C. Two required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystems inoperable.

C.I

AND

Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

Immediately

C.2 Restore one ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

4 hours

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 3 3.5-8 Amendment *R3





BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.5
REVISION 3

LISTOF REVISED PAGES

UNIT 1 ITS BASES SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced B 3.5-19 Revision 1 with B 3.5-19 Revision 3

UNIT2 ITS BASES SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced B 3.5-19 Revision 1 with B 3.5-19 Revision 3

UNIT3 ITS BASES SECTION (Revised pages marked ~R3)

Replaced B 3.5-19 Revision 1 with B 3.5-19 Revision 3



ECCS —Shutdown
B 3.5.2

BASES

LCO
(continued)

to provide appropriate cooling to each required ECCS

subsystem.

An LPCI subsystem may be aligned for decay heat removal and
considered OPERABLE for the ECCS function, if it can be
manually realigned (remote or local) to the LPCI mode and is
not otherwise inoperable. Because of low pressure and low
temperature conditions in MODES 4 and 5, sufficient time
will be available to manually align and initiate LPCI
subsystem operation to provide core cooling prior to
postulated fuel uncovery.

APPLICABILITY OPERABILITY of the low pressure ECCS injection/spray
subsystems is required in MODES 4 and 5 to ensure adequate
coolant inventory and sufficient heat removal capability for
the irradiated fuel in the core in case of an inadvertent
draindown of the vessel. Requirements for ECCS OPERABILITY
during MODES 1, 2, and 3 are discussed in the Applicability
section of the Bases for LCO 3.5. 1. ECCS subsystems are -not
required to be OPERABLE during MODE 5 with the spent fuel
storage pool gates removed and the water level maintained at) 22 ft above the RPV flange. This provides sufficient
coolant inventory to allow operator action to terminate the
inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in case of an
inadvertent draindown.

The Automatic Depressurization System is not required to be
OPERABLE during MODES 4 and 5 because the RPV pressure is
z 150 psig, and the CS System and the LPCI subsystems can
provide core cooling without any depressurization of the
primary system.

The High Pressure Coolant Injection System is not required
to be OPERABLE during MODES 4 and 5 since the low pressure
ECCS injection/spray subsystems can provide sufficient flow
to the vessel.

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 1 B 3.5-19 Amendment *R3



ECCS —Shutdown
B 3.5.2

LCO
(continued)

Cooling Water System are also required to provide adequate
cooling to each required ECCS subsystem.

An LPCI subsystem may be aligned for decay heat removal and
considered OPERABLE for the ECCS function, if it can be
manually realigned (remote or local) to the LPCI mode and is
not otherwise inoperable. Because of low pressure and low
temperature conditions in NODES 4 and 5, sufficient time
will be available to manually align and initiate LPCI
subsystem operation to provide core cooling prior to
postulated fuel uncovery.

~ i

APPLICABILITY OPERABILITY of the low pressure ECCS injection/spray
subsystems is required in MODES 4 and 5 to ensure adequate
coolant inventory and sufficient heat removal capability for
the irradiated fuel in the core in case of an inadvertent
draindown of the vessel. Requirements for ECCS OPERABILITY
during NODES 1, 2, and 3 are discussed in the Applicability
section 'of the Bases for LCO 3.5. 1. ECCS subsystems are not
required to be OPERABLE during NODE 5 with the spent fuel
storage pool gates removed and the water level maintained at
a 22 ft above the RPV flange. This provides sufficient
coolant inventory to allow operator action to terminate the
inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in case of an
inadvertent draindown.

The Automatic Depressurization System is not required to be
OPERABLE during NODES 4 and 5 because the RPV pressure is
a 150 psig, and the CS System and the LPCI subsystems can
provide core cooling without any depressurization of the
primary system.

The High Pressure Coolant Injection System is not required
to be OPERABLE during NODES 4 and 5 since the low pressure
ECCS injection/spray subsystems can provide sufficient flow
to the vessel.

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 2 B 3.5-19 Amendment *R3



ECCS- Shutdown
8 3.5.2

LCO

(continued)
Cooling Water System are also required to provide adequate
cooling to each required ECCS subsystem.

An LPCI subsystem may be aligned for decay heat removal and
considered OPERABLE for the ECCS function, if it can be
manually realigned (remote or local) to the LPCI mode and is
not otherwise inoperable. Because of low pressure and low
temperature conditions in HODES 4 and 5, sufficient time
will be available to manually align and initiate LPCI
subsystem operation to provide core cooling prior to
postulated fuel uncovery.

~ i

APPLICABILITY OPERABILITY of the low pressure ECCS injection/spray
subsystems is required in HODES 4 and 5 to ensure adequate
coolant inventory and sufficient heat removal capability for
the irradiated fuel in the core in case of an inadvertent
draindown of the vessel. Requirements for ECCS OPERABILITY
during HODES 1, 2, and 3 are discussed in the Applicability
section of the Bases for LCO 3.5. 1. ECCS subsystems are not
required to be OPERABLE during HODE 5 with the spent fuel
storage pool gates removed and the water level maintained at
a 22 ft above the RPV flange. This provides sufficient
coolant inventory to allow operator action to terminate the
inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in case of an
inadvertent draindown.

The Automatic Depressurization System is not required to be
OPERABLE during HODES 4 and 5 because the RPV pressure is
< 150 psig, and the CS System and the LPCI subsystems can
provide core cooling without any depressurization of the
primary system.

The High Pressure Coolant Injection System is not required
to be OPERABLE during HODES 4 and 5 since the low pressure
ECCS injection/spray subsystems can provide sufficient flow
to the vessel.

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 3 B 3.5-19 Amendment *R3



BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.5
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

UNIT 1 CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.5.2 page 3 of7 (page 3.5/4.5-3) Rev. 1 with page 3 of7 (page 3.5/4.5-3) Rev. 3

UNIT2 CUIUKNTTECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MAIUGUP

Replaced 3.5.2 page 3 of7 (page 3.5/4.5-3) Rev. I with page 3 of7 (page 3.5/4.5-3) Rev. 3

UNIT3 CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MAIUGUP

Replaced 3.5.2 page 3 of7 (page 3.5/4.5-3) Rev. 1 with page 3 of7 (page 3.5/4.5-3) Rev. 3
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BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.5

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES (Revised pages marked
Revision 3)

Replaced ITS 3.5.2 pages I thru 6 Revision 2 with ITS 3.5.2 pages I thru 6 Revision 3



JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

BFN ISTS 3.5.2 - ECCS - SHUTDOWN

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

Al Reformatting and renumbering are in accordance with the BWR Standard
Technical Specifications, NUREG 1433. As a result the Technical
Specifications should be more. readily readable, and therefore,
understandable by plant operators as well as other users. The
reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process involves no technical
changes to existing Technical Specifications.

Editorial rewording (either adding or deleting) is done to make
consistent with NUREG-1433. During ISTS development certain wording
preferences or English language conventions were adopted which resulted
in no technical changes (either actual or interpretational) to the
Technical Specifications. Additional informati'on has also been added to
more fully describe each subsection. This wording is consistent with
the'WR Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1433. Since the design
is already approved, adding more detail does not result in a technical
change.

A2 Surveillance Requirements for MOV operability that are required by the
Inservice Testing (IST) Program have been removed from individual
Specifications. This change is considered administrative in nature
since these requirements remain in the IST Program which is defined by
proposed Specification 5.5.6.

A3 CTS 3.9.C.4 requires one 480 V reactor motor operated valve (RMOV) board
motor-generator (MG)'et for each RMOV board required to support the RHR

System in accordance with CTS 3.5.B.9. The 480-V AC RMOV boards provide
motive power to valves associated with the LPCI mode of the RHR system.
The MG sets act as electrical isolators to prevent a fault propagating
between electrical divisions due to an automatic transfer. The
inability to provide power to the inboard injection valve and the
recirculation pump discharge valve from either 4 kV board associated
with an inoperable MG set would result in declaring the associated LPCI
subsystems inoperable and entering the Actions required for LPCI.
Therefore, the deletion of the operability requirement associated with
the MG sets in CTS 3.9.C.4 is considered administrative.
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TECHNICAL CHANGE - MORE RESTRICTIVE

Ml Proposed ACTIONS A, B, C and D have been added to provide required
actions be taken when LCO requirements can not be met. CTS 3.5.A.4 and
3.5.B.9 provide minimum requirements for ECCS subsystems when in MODE 4
and 5 (except with the spent fuel pool gates removed and water level z .

the low level alarm setpoint of the spent fuel pool) but no action if
these requirements are not met. Therefore, technical specifications are
violated when these requirements can not be met and the default to TS

1.0.C. 1 requires no action since the plant is already in Cold Shutdown.
While from a compliance standpoint the proposed ACTIONS are less
restrictive, from an operational perspective they are more restrictive
since actions are required where there were none before. Proposed
ACTION A allows 4 hours to restore a subsystem when only one of the
required subsystems is inoperable and then proposed ACTION B requires
action be initiated to suspend operations with a potential for draining
the reactor vessel (OPDRVs) immediately. The 4 hour Completion Time is
considered acceptable based on engineering judgment that considers the
remaining available subsystem and the low probability of a vessel
draindown event during this period. With no required ECCS injection
spray subsystems inoperable, proposed ACTION C requires action to be
initiated immediately to suspend OPDRVs and at least one required
subsystem be restored to OPERABLE status within 4 hours. If one
subsystem can not be restored within four hours then Proposed ACTION D

requires action be initiated immediately to restore secondary
containment to OPERABLE status, to restore two standby gas treatment
systems to OPERABLE status, and to restore isolation capability in each
required secondary containment penetration flow path not isolated.
These actions must be immediately initiated to minimize the probability
of a vessel draindown and the subsequent potential for fission product
release.

Proposed SR 3.5.2.1 has been added. SR 3.5.2.1 requires the suppression
pool water be verified a a minimum level every 12 hours. CTS 3.7.A. 1 (&
4.7.A. I.a) requires the suppression pool be verified a -6.25" with no
differential pressure control once per day at any time irradiated fuel
is in the reactor vessel, and the nuclear system is pressurized or work
is being done which has the potential to drain the vessel. Therefore,
proposed SR 3.5.2. 1 is more restrictive since the frequency of
performance has been increased from once per 24 hours to once per 12
hours. In addition, CTS only requires performance during atmospheric
conditions when work is being done that has the potential to drain the
vessel. Therefore, the proposed SR is more restrictive since it
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

BFN ISTS 3.5.2 - ECCS - SHUTDOWN

requires performance during MODES 4, and 5, except with the spent fuel
storage pool gates removed and water greater than or equal to minimum
level over the top of the reactor pressure vessel flange. The CTS

requirement to check the maximum level during OPDRVs has not been
included since Specification 3.5.2 concerns the ability to maintain
reactor water level using the suppression pool as a source of water.
This level check is required for proposed Specifications 3.6.2. 1 and
3.6.2.2 as it relates to Containment Systems.

M3 Proposed SR 3.5.2.3, which requires a verification every 31 days that
ECCS injection/spray valves are in their correct position, has been
added. This provides assurance that the proper flow paths will exist
for ECCS operation. This is more restrictive since BFN currently only
requires this check during MODES 1, 2 and 3.

M4 An SR has been added to require a system flow rate test for the Core
Spray System during atmospheric conditions. While CTS (4.5.B.9)
requires flow rate testing of the RHR pumps during atmospheric
conditions as well as during MODES 1, 2, and 3, it only requires CSS

flow rate testing during MODES 1, 2, and 3. The addition of this
requirement is more restrictive.

Proposed SR 3.5.2.5 requires verification every 18 months that each
required ECCS subsystem actuates on an actual or simulated automatic
initiation signal. Addition of this SR is considered to be more
restrictive since CTS requires the test be performed each operating
cycle. This difference would only be of consequence if a.plant was
shutdown for a prolonged period in which case ITS would require more
frequent testing. Since prolonged outages are uncommon, TVA does not
consider it likely this new requirement will cause additional testing,
particularly considering that ITS 3.0.2 allows a 25% interval variance.

M6 Deleted (Revision 3).

TECHNICAL CHANGE - LESS RESTRICTIVE

"Generic"

LA1 Deleted (Reference NRC RAI Item 3.5.2-2).
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LA2 Any time the OPERABILITY of a system or component has been affected by
repair, maintenance or replacement of a component, post maintenance
testing is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY of the system or
component. Therefore, explicit post maintenance Surveillance
Requirements have been deleted from the Specifications. Also, proposed
SR 3.0. 1 and SR 3.0.4 require Surveillances to be current prior to
declaring components operable.

LA3 Details of the methods of performing surveillance test requirements and
routine system status monitoring have been relocated to the Bases and
procedures. Changes to the Bases will be controlled in accordance with
ISTS Section 5.5. 10 and changes to the procedures will be controlled by
the licensee controlled programs.

"Specific"

~
'l CTS 3.5.A.5 requires manual initiation capability of either 1 CSS Loop

or 1 RHR pump with capability of injecting water into the reactor vessel
when work is in progress which has the potential to drain the vessel.
The proposed Specification would not require the CSS or RHR (LPCI and
containment cooling mode) system to be operable since LCO 3.5.2
applicability does not apply when the fuel pool gates are open and the
fuel pool water level is maintained 22 feet above the top of the reactor
vessel flange. Therefore, the deletion of this requirement is
considered less restrictive. With the water level greater than 22 feet
above the top of the reactor vessel flange, there is a large volume of
water inventory in the reactor vessel cavity and fuel pool, and there is
sufficient time to allow operator action to terminate the inventory loss
prior to fuel uncovery in case of an inadvertent draindown. In ITS, LCO

3.5.2 Required Actions A. 1, B. 1, and C.2 would require that ECCS

injection/spray subsystems be returned to an operable status within four
hours and a suspension of OPDRVs if the water level is below 22 feet:
These provisions provide limitations on the duration that the ECCS

injection/spray subsystems can be inoperable and are justified based on
the low probability of a vessel draindown event during this period.
Therefore, the deletion of this CTS requirement is acceptable.
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L2 The proposed LCO for ECCS-Shutdown is less restrictive since it only
requires two low pressure ECCS subsystems to be OPERABLE. This can be

fulfilled with any combination of RHR and CS subsystems. That is, two
CS subsystems (a CS subsystem for Specification 3.5.2 consists of at
least one pump in one loop), two RHR subsystems (RHR subsystem for
Specification 3.5.2 consists of one pump in one loop), or one RHR

subsystem and one CS subsystem OPERABLE. CTS 3.5.B.9 requires one RHR

loop with two pumps or two RHR loops with one pumps per loop to be

OPERABLE. CTS 3.5.B.4 requires one CS loop with one pump per loop to be

OPERABLE. Per CTS 3.5.A Bases the minimum requirement at atmospheric
pressure is for one supply of makeup water to the core. Therefore,
requiring two RHR pumps and one CS pump to be OPERABLE provides excess
redundancy. In addition, since only one supply of makeup water is
required, sufficient makeup water can be provided by two CS subsystems,
two RHR subsystems, or one CS and one RHR subsystem. As such, the
proposed Specification ensures redundancy by requiring any two low
pressure ECCS subsystems to be OPERABLE.

L3 This proposed change eliminates the existing requirement in CTS 4.5.H.1
to vent and verify water fill of the RHR and CS discharge piping "prior
to testing." These requirements are considered operational details for
operating the LPCI system to ensure the system is completely filled with
water prior to operating or testing. Under the provisions of proposed
ITS SR 3.5.2.2, the venting and verification of water fill for the ECCS

discharge piping is performed every 31 days. Hence, the requirement to
vent and verify water fill "prior to testing" will be controlled by

plant procedures. Operating Instructions (OIs) require the systems to
be filled and vented prior to manual initiation. Similarly, any test
instruction which requires manual initiation will require the system to
be filled and vented. Changes to these plant instructions are
controlled by site administrative procedures which require a review for
10 CFR 50.59 applicability. Since testing other than that explicitly
required by TS may be performed, this change is considered less
restrictive.

L4 Under CTS 3.5.A.5, Core Spray is allowed to be removed from service
during refueling operations if a Residual Heat Removal Service Water
System (RHRSW) pump is available through the cross-connection, provided
the fuel pool gates are removed and level normal. The RHR/RHRSW cross-
connection provides a redundant source of makeup water for fuel pool as

discussed in Section 10.5.5 of the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR).
It is considered a backup source since it is raw water (river water)
that would be used only if all other normal sources were unavailable.
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BFN ISTS 3.5.2 - ECCS - SHUTDOWN

The need for the availability of a RHRSW pump through the cross-connect
as a prerequisite for the allowing the core spray system to be
inoperable is not included in ITS 3.5.2 for the same refuelling
conditions. This is consistent with the application of 10 CFR 50.36
criteria in that this feature of the RHRSW system is not credited as a

primary system for mitigation of transients or accidents. We also
consider that the provisions of proposed BFN ITS 3.5.2, which are
consistent with NUREG-1433, provide adequate requirements for ensuring
adequate water inventory is maintained during refueling activities.
Accordingly, this change has been recategorized as Less Restrictive and
a new DOC L4 generated. As noted above, this design feature will
continue to be described in the FSAR. Changes to the FSAR are
controlled in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

Rl Replaced by L4 (Reference NRC RAI item 3.5.2-5).

R2 CTS 3.5.H/4.5.H.4 requires daily monitoring of the Core Spray (CS) and
Residual Heat Removal (RHR) discharge line pressure indicators (48 psig
minimum) to ensure the discharge piping is full of water whenever CS and
RHR are required to be operable. After further review, TVA has
determined that these CTS requirements will be relocated to the
Technical Requirements Manual (TRM). Changes to the TRH are controlled
by 10 CFR 50.59.

Improper water fill is not considered likely since alignment to the
Pressure Suppression Chamber (PSC) head tank is maintained with locked
open valves. Also, under the provisions of proposed ITS SR 3.5.2.2,
venting and verification of water fill for the Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) discharge piping is performed every 31 days as a formal
surveillance test. The 31-day frequency is adequate to ensure that

the'aterfill requirements are met and is based on the gradual nature of
void buildup in the Emergency Core Cooling Systems (ECCS) piping,
procedural controls governing system operation, and industry operating
experience. Relocation to the TRN is acceptable based on the criteria
of 10 CFR 50.36.
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Verify the automatic transfer
of the power supply from the normal
source to the alternate source for +he
4
~ach LPCI subsystem inboard injection
valve and each recirculation pump
discharge valve.

18 months



E S —Shutdown
3.5.2

3.5 EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEMS (ECCS) AND REACTOR CORE ISOLATION
COOLING (RCIC) SYSTEM

3.5.2 ECCS —Shutdown

LCO 3.5.2 Two low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems shall be
OPERABLE.

APPLICABILITY: MODE 4,
MODE 5, except with the spent fidel storage pool gates

removed and water level ) +83 ft+over the top of the (Ql
reactor pressure vessel flang .

ACTION

CONDITION REQUIRED ACTION COMPLETION TIME

A. One required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem inoperable.

A.l Restore required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

4 hours

B. Requir ed Action and
associated Completion
Time of Condition A
not met.

B.l Initiate action to
suspend operations
with a potential for
draining the reactor
vessel (OPDRVs).

Immedi ately

C. Two required ECCS

injection/spray
subsystems inoperable.

C.l Initiate action to
suspend OPDRVs.

AND

-C.2 Restore one ECCS

injection/spray
subsystem to OPERABLE
status.

Immediately

4 hours

(continued)
PAGE~SO OF~
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(continued)
A~LPCI subsystem may be aligned for decay heat removal and

considered OPERABLE for the ECCS function, if it can be
manually realigned (remote or local) to the LPCI mode and is
not otherwise inoperable. Because of low pressure and low
temperature conditions in HODES 4 and 5, sufficient time
will be available to manually align and initiate LPCI
subsystem operation to provide core cooling prior to
postulated fuel uncovery.

APPLICABILITY OPERABILITY of the low pressure ECCS injection/spray
subsystems is required in MODES 4 and 5 to ensure. adequate
coolant inventory and sufficient heat removal capability for
the irradiated fuel in the core in case of an inadvertent
draindown of the vessel. Requirements for ECCS OPERABILITY
during MODES 1, 2, and 3 are discussed in the Applicability
section of the Bases for LCO 3.5. 1. ECCS subsystems are not
required to be OPERABLE during MODE 5 with the spent fuel
storage pool gates removed and the water level maintained atft above the RPV flan . This provides sufficient
oolant inventory to a ow operator action to terminate the

inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in case of an
inadvertent draindown.

The Automatic Depressurization System is not required to be
OPERABLE during HODES 4 and 5 because the RPV pressure is
6 150 psig, and the CS System and the LPCI subsystems can
provide core cooling without any depressurization of the
primary system.

The High Pressure Coolant Injection System is not required
to be OPERABLE during MODES 4 and 5 since the low pressure
ECCS injection/spray subsystems can provide sufficient flow
to the vessel.

ACTIONS .1 and B.1

I
If any one required low'ressure ECCS injection/spray
subsystem is inoperable, the inoperable subsystem must be
restored to OPERABLE status in 4 hours. In this gondition,
the remaining OPERABLE subsystem can provide sufficient
vessel flooding capability to recover from an inadvertent
vessel draindown. However, overall system reliability is

pAGE SO/ OF ~>~ .

(continued)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES TO NUREG-1433
SECTION 3.5 - ECCS AND RCIC SYSTEM

BRACKETED PLANT SPECIFIC INFORMATION

Bl Brackets removed and optional values/wording preferences revised as
necessary to reflect appropriate plant specific requirements.

B2 Brackets removed and optional wording deleted since BFN has only one
sol,enoid for each ADS valve.

'3

The BFN plant specific design does not use inverters for powering LPCI
subsystem components. Instead, an automatic transfer of the power
supply is provided to ensure a single failure of a power supply will not
result in the inoperability of two LPCI pumps due to an LPCI inboard
injection valve failing to open and a recirculation pump discharge valve
failing to close. Therefore, SR 3.5. 1.5 of NUREG-1433 has been deleted
and a new Surveillance {SR 3.5. 1.12) has been added to verify the
automatic transfer capability.

B4 Brackets removed and optional Surveillance deleted since BFN does not
have recirculation bypass valves.

85 Brackets removed and optional words deleted since BFN is not licensed
for single loop operation. As such, deenergizing these valves serves no
purpose since shutdown would be required by Specification 3.4. 1.

NON-BRACKETED PLANT SPECIFIC CHANGES

Pl Renumbered subsequent surveillances due to deletion of NUREG-1433 SR

3.5.1.5 and SR 3.5.2.2.

P2 Provides plant specific information regarding the sequencing and timing
of CS and LPCI pump starts upon the receipt of an initiation signal.

P3 BFN Unit 2 has 13 S/RVs of which 6 are ADS valves. Only 5 ADS valves
are required to operate to provide the required depressurization.

Renumbered references to account for deletion of BWR/STS reference 7,
which does not apply to BFN.

P5 The drywell pressure requirements for ADS actuation are not specified in
the LOCA analysis. This requirement is specified in Section 3. 1. 1{1) of
BFN System Design Criteria BFN-50-7032, Control Air System - Units 1, 2,
and 3. Therefore, this document has been added as Reference 10.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES TO NUREG-1433
SECTION 3.5 - ECCS AND RCIC SYSTEH

p6

P7

BFN has three 50% SGTS subsystems, therefore, two must be operable to
have an operable SGTS system.

Generic change BWR-18, C.58 changed the Completion Time from immediately
to 1 hour. However, due to the mechanics of how Completion Times work,
the 1 hour allowance can probably never be used. For example, if HPCI

is inoperable, LCO 3.5. 1, Condition C is 'entered, and the 1 hour
verification of Required Action C.l is performed. If RCIC is operable
at this time, the Required Action is met. However, since the Completion
Time starts upon entry into the Condition, if RCIC later becomes
inoperable, the 1 hour time in the HPCI Action has already expired.
Thus, a unit shutdown would be required immediately upon discovery of
RCIC being inoperable, even though the RCIC Action (LCO 3.5.3, Required
Action A. 1) appears to allow 1 hour to verify HPCI operability. To
avoid this confusion, the original time allowed by the NUREG has been
used.

P8 Revised to reflect the BFN specific design, licensing bases, and
nomenclature.

P9 Revised to reflect the BFN specific design and analyses for ADS.

P10 Corrects typographical/grammatical errors.

Pll Deleted (See TVA response to NRC RAI comment 3.5. 1-12).

P12 These changes have been made since the actions discussed are not
certainties, but "could" or "may be" allowed.

P13 This discussion has been deleted since it discusses RCIC, which is not
part of this LCO.

P14 The bases have been revised to clarify that the CS and RHR minimum flow
valves do not automatically open like the HPCI System. Instead the
valves are already open and close when design flow is approached.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES TO NUREG-1433
SECTION 3.5 - ECCS AND RCIC SYSTEH

P15 These words have been modified since the basis for the Frequencies is
not specifically in accordance with the IST Program. The IST Program 92

day Frequencies are based on single pump tests. The LPCI test is a dual
pump test. Also, the HPCI test is 92 days and not in accordance with
the IST Program. Thus, "in accordance" was changed to "consistent",
which is more accurate.

P16 Revised for consistency with bracketed changes made to the
Specification.

P17 The proper reference has been provided.

P18 The proper criterion from the Final Policy Statement has been used. The

current wording was developed prior to the issuance of the Final Policy
Statement, which now uses Criterion 4 for the current words in the
NUREG.

P19 Editorial changes (i.e., punctuation, spelling, minor rewording, etc.)
were made to make the Bases more understandable.

P20

P21

Wording added to clarify that the HPCI/RCIC low pressure Surveillance
tests can be done prior to startup using an auxiliary steam supply.

The Surveillance Note and Frequency have been modified to state that the
Surveillance is only required to be performed prior to entering NODE 2

from NODE 3 or 4, when in NODE 4 > 48 hours. This is consistent with
the current BFN licensing basis; Therefore, the Frequency proposed by
NUREG-1433, Rev. 1, has not been adopted.

P22 BFN has flow requirements for both one pump and two pump operation in
the same loop since analysis taken credit for either configuration.
Therefore, the acceptance criteria for one pump operation has been
included in this Surveillance Requirement.

P23 The HPCI turbine stop and control valves do not necessarily open
together in simultaneous fashion. The bases have been revised to more
accurately state that the valves simply open. The control valve is
almost full open when the stop valve begins to move causing the control
valve to begin closing before it synchronizes with the ramp generator
signal.
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P24 Deleted (See TVA response to NRC RAI comment 3.5.1-6).

P25 At BFN, the LPCI and CS discharge lines are kept full of water by either
the pressure suppression chamber head tank or the condensate head tank
and do not use a "keep fill"system per se. Deleted sentence stating
that HPCI and RCIC do not require "keep fill"systems since this
provides no useful information.

P26 At BFN, the Condensate Storage Tank (CST) is non safety related.
Therefore, the Core Spray pumps cannot be considered OPERABLE if the
suction path is aligned to the CST. Therefore, the options related to
the CST do not apply to BFN and the proposed Specification and Bases
have been reworded accordingly.

P27

P28

Deleted (See TVA response to NRC RAI comment 3.5.3-5).

Revised the Background for Specification 3.5.2 Bases to clarify the
difference between an OPERABLE subsystem in LCO 3.5. 1 versus an OPERABLE

subsystem in LCO 3.5.2. Currently, the Background discussion for 3.5.2
refers the reader to the Background discussion for 3.5.1. However,
Background for 3.5. 1 describes a Core Spray or LPCI subsystem as a loop
with two OPERABLE pumps. An OPERABLE subsystem as defined by LCO 3.5.2
Bases discussion is a loop with one OPERABLE pump.

P29 A manual shutoff valve is installed between the two LPCI loops on Unit
3. This valve provides equivalent assurance to that provided by the
power operated valve in ensuring that the two loops are isolated.
Therefore, for Unit 3, the option has been added to verify either the
manual shutoff valve is closed or the LPCI cross tie valve is closed
with power removed from its valve operator.

P30 Deleted.

P31 The Bases for SR 3.5. 1.4 has been revised to include disconnecting the
motor leads for the LPCI cross tie valve as an acceptable method of
removing power to the operator. This is the method which BFN currently
uses to disable the LPCI cross tie valves and is acceptable since it
effectively prevents power operation of the valves equivalent to racking
out or removing the breaker.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.5.1 - ECCS - OPERATING

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the automatic initiation signal,
has been added to the system functional test surveillance test
description. This does not impose a requirement to create an "actual"
signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an "actual"
signal. While creating an "actual" signal could increase the
probability of an event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of
revisions to them, dictate the acceptability of generating this signal.
The proposed change does not affect the procedures governing plant
operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it simply
would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance
criteria for the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the intent of
the present system functional test remains unaffected, the change does
not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant. The system will perform its
intended function regardless of the origin of the test signal.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement which limits
use to a simulated signal, will not affect the performance of the
surveillance test. OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either
case since the system itself can not discriminate between "actual" or
"simulated." Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. ECCS systems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed
event. . The change will not allow continuous operation such that a

single failure will preclude the affected component's function from
being performed. This change allows an additional 12 hours to reach
NODE 4 or < 150 psig, as applicable, which provides a reasonable amount
of time to perform an orderly shutdown, thus further minimizing a

potential upset from a too rapid decrease in plant power. Additionally,
the consequences of an event occurring while the unit is being shutdown
during the extra 12 hours is the same as the consequences of an event
occurring in the current 12 hours. Therefore, the proposed change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.
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The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching MODE 4 or < 150 psig, as
applicable, with inoperable ECCS components is acceptable based on the
small probability of an event requiring the inoperable ECCS components
to function and the desire to minimize plant transients. The requested
12 hour extension will provide sufficient time for the unit to reach
MODE 4 or < 150 psig in an orderly manner. As a result, the potential
for human error will be reduced. In addition, the unit is now required
to be in MODE 3 within 12 hours (a shutdown condition). As such, any
reduction in a margin of safety will be insignificant and offset by the
benefit gained from providing sufficient time to reach MODE 4 or 150

psig, thus avoiding potential plant transients from attempting to reach
MODE 4 or < 150 psig in the current time and the benefit of being
subcritical (MODE 3) in a shorter required time. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit ot conse uences of an accident revious1 evaluated.

ECCS equipment is used to mitigate the consequences of an accident, but
is not considered as the initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
As such, the inoperability of ECCS systems will not increase the
probability of any accident previously evaluated. The proposed new
ACTION is bounded by the analysis summarized in NEDC-32484P, "Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant Units 1, 2, and 3, SAFER/GESTR-LOCA Loss-of-Coolant
Analysis," therefore, it does not involve a significant increase to the
consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change does involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the combination of inoperable ECCS has been previously
evaluated and the length of time permitted is consistent with other
combinations of inoperable ECCS systems which are comparable to this
combination.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(I), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit ot conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

ECCS equipment is used to mitigate the consequences of an accident, but
is not considered as the initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
As such, the inoperability of ECCS systems will not increase the
probability of any accident previously evaluated. The proposed 14 day
Completion Time is based on a reliability study (Memorandum from R. L.
Baer (NRC) to V. Stello, Jr. (NRC), "Recommended Interim Revision to
LCOs for ECCS Components, December I, 1975.) that evaluated the impact
on ECCS availability, assuming various components and subsystems were
taken out of service. The results were used to calculate the average
availability of ECCS equipment needed to mitigate the consequences of a
LOCA as a function of allowed outage times (AOTs). Therefore, based on
this study, the increase in AOT from 7 days to 14 days does not involve
a significant increase to the consequences of any accident previously
evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change does involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the combination of inoperable ECCS has been previously
evaluated and the length of time permitted is consistent with other
combinations of inoperable ECCS systems which are comparable to this
combination.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in IO CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change raises the minimum pressure at which ADS is required to be
operable to 150 psig. ADS is not assumed to be an initiator of any
previously analyzed accidents. Therefore, this change will not affect
the probability of such an event. ADS is assumed to function to
mitigate the consequences of a loss of coolant accident which occurs at
high reactor vessel pressure. It is not assumed in the mitigation of
low pressure events since its function is to lower the pressure to
within the capabilities of the low pressure makeup systems. Since this
capability is not affected, there is no significant increase in thet consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

Changing the minimum pressure for required ADS operability does involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety since the ADS will
continue to be capable of performing its function at high reactor
pressures as designed.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

ECCS equipment is used to mitigate the consequences of an accident, but
is not considered as the initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
As such, the inoperability of ECCS systems will not increase the
probability of any accident previously evaluated. The proposed new
ACTION is bounded by the analysis summarized in NEDC-32484P, "Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant Units 1, 2, and 3, SAFER/GESTR-LOCA Loss-of-Coolant
Analysis," therefore, it does not involve a significant increase to the
consequences of any accident previously evaluated.t 2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change does involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the combination of inoperable ECCS has been previously
evaluated and the length of time permitted is consistent with other
combinations of inoperable ECCS systems which are comparable to this
combination.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not invo1ve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident revious1 evaluated.

LPCI is used to mitigate the consequences of an accident, but is not
considered as the initiator of any previously analyzed accident. As
such, the inoperability of two RHR pumps for LPCI operation will not
increase the probability of any accident previously evaluated. Current
BFN LOCA analyses demonstrate that following postulated single failures,
adequate core cooling can be provided by one loop of Core Spray (two
pumps) and two RHR (LPCI) pumps (either two pumps in one loop or one
pump in two loops) in conjunction with HPCI and ADS. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant increase to the
consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3 ~ The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety since two operable RHR (LPCl) pumps in conjunction with other
ECCS will not allow the fuel to exceed its maximum PCT limit.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change does not involve a hardware change. The time frame
and parameters in which the ADS valves are tested is not assumed in the
initiation of any analyzed event. The role of surveillance testing is
to verify Operability. The proposed change effectively extends the
Surveillance Frequency until 12 hours after reactor steam pressure and
flow are adequate to perform the test. This allows time after the
appropriate conditions are established to perform the Surveillance. If
proper conditions are not established it may be difficult to perform the
Surveillance and maintain stable plant conditions. In addition, the
usual outcome of the performance of a Surveillance is demonstrating that
the acceptance criteria are met. As a result, the consequences of an
accident are not affected by this change. This change will not alter
assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not reduced by this change since the proposed
change to the Surveillance Frequency provides the necessary assurance
that the ADS valves have been tested at the earliest opportunity. This
change extends the initial performance of the Surveillance Requirement
to within 12 hours after reactor steam pressure and flow are adequate to
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perform the test. This is considered acceptable since the usual outcome of
the performance of a Surveillance is the demonstration that the component is
indeed Operable. In addition, this change provides the benefit of allowing
the Surveillance to be postponed until appropriate plant conditions exist for
performing the Surveillance while maintaining stable plant conditions. The
safety analysis assumptions will still be maintained, thus no question of
safety exists. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in IO CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change allows decreasing the pressure for performing the high
pressure test on the HPCI and RCIC pumps from "at normal reactor vessel
operating pressures" to a range between 920 psig and 1030 psig. The
probability of an accident is not increased because the proposed change
will not Involve any physical changes to plant systems, structures, or
components (SSC), or the manner in which these SSC are operated,
maintained, modified, tested, or inspected. In addition, the pressure
at which the HPCI and RCIC Systems are tested Is not assumed to be an
initiator of any analyzed event. The role of the HPCI System is in the
mitigation of accident consequences. The consequences of an accident
are not increased because a small decrease in the pressure at which the
HPCI and RCIC pumps performance to design specifications are verified
will not affect the validity of the test to determine that the pumps and
turbines are still operating at the design specifications. In addition,It is overly conservative to assume a component is inoperable when a
surveillance is not performed. In fact, in most cases it is a matter of
component Operability not yet being demonstrated since the usual outcome
of the performance of a surveillance is the validation of conformance
with surveillance requirements. Therefore, this change will not involve
a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not reduced. This change allows decreasing the
pressure for doing the high pressure test on the HPCI and RCIC pumps
from "at normal reactor vessel operating pressure" to a range between
920 psig and 1010 psig. Since this test adequately verifies that the
HPCI and RCIC pumps and turbines are operating to the design
specification, the change does not affect the current accident analysis
assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

l. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change increases the maximum pressure for performing the low
pressure test on the HPCI pump from approximately 150 psig to 165 psig.
HPCI pump testing must be performed when the Electro-Hydraulic Control
(EHC) System for the main turbine is available and capable of regulating
reactor pressure. Operating experience has demonstrated that reactor
pressures as high as 165 psig may be required before the EHC system is
capable of maintaining stable pressure during the performance of the
HPCI test. The probability of an accident is not increased because the
proposed change will not involve any physical changes to plant systems,
structures, or components (SSC), or the manner in which these SSC are
operated, maintained, modified, or inspected. In addition, the pressure
at which the HPCI System is tested is not assumed to be an initiator of
any analyzed event. The role of the HPCI System is in the mitigation of
accident consequences. The consequences of an accident are not
increased because a small increase in the pressure at which the HPCI
pump performance to design specifications is verified will not
significantly delay or otherwise affect the validity of the test to
determine that the pump and turbine are still operating at the design
specifications. In addition, it is overly conservative to assume a
component is inoperable when a surveillance has not been performed. In
fact, in most cases, it is a matter of component Operability not yet
being demonstrated since the usual outcome of the performance of a
surveillance is the validation of conformance with surveillance
requirements. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
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does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not reduced. This change increases the pressure
for performing the low pressure test on the HPCI pump from approximately
150 psig to 165 psig. For reasons stated above, the ability of the HPCI

pump to perform at the lowest required pressure 150 psig has already
been demonstrated. A small increase in the pressure at which the
performance to design specifications is verified will not significantly
delay or affect the validity of the test to determine that the pump and
turbine are still operating at the design specifications. This change
effectively extends the initial entry into the applicable condition
prior to performing the surveillance. However, this is considered
acceptable since the most common outcome of the performance of a

surveillance is the successful demonstration that the acceptance
criteria are satisfied. In addition, the change provides the benefit of
allowing the surveillance to be postponed until plant conditions exist
where performance of the surveillance is unlikely to result in a

pressure transient. The change does not affect the current analysis
assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in iO CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The potential slight delay in confirming HPCI operability during plant
startup should not result in any change to the expected satisfactory
completion of the required surveillance tests. Surveillance tests which
are conducted during plant shutdown provide reasonable assurance that
HPCI will function when required. Under the proposed change, plant test
conditions would be no different since testing is currently not begun
until both steam flow and pressure are adequate. The proposed change
merely provides relief for reactor operators and clarification
concerning when the 12 hour test period begins relative to adequate
conditions for performing the test. The resultant reduction of operator
stress during plant startup evolutions and procedures should have a net
positive effect on safe operation of the facility. Therefore, the
proposed change will not increase the probability or consequences of any
accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change has no impact on the operability/performance
requirements for HPCI. As previously discussed, the negligible effect
of the delayed starting point of the time clock should not affect
completion of the required tests. HPCI availability will not be
significantly affected by the proposal change. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. ECCS systems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed
event. The change will not allow continuous operation such that a

single failure will preclude the affected component's function from
being performed. This change allows an additional 13 hours to reach
MODE 4 or < 150 psig, as applicable, (and an additional hour to reach
MODE 3 for ADS only) which provides a reasonable amount of time to
perform an orderly shutdown, thus further minimizing a potential upset
from a too rapid decrease in plant power. Additionally, the
consequences of an event occurring while the unit is being shutdown
during the extra 13 hours is the same as the consequences of an event
occurring in the current 13 hours. Therefore, the proposed change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching MODE 4 or < 150 psig, as
applicable, with inoperable ECCS components is acceptable based on the
small probability of an event requiring the inoperable ECCS components
to function and the desire to minimize plant transients. The requested
13 hour extension will provide sufficient time for the unit to reach
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HODE 4 or < 150 psig in. an orderly manner. As a result, the potential
for human error will be reduced. In addition, the unit is now required
to be in HODE 3 within 13 hours (a shutdown condition)(except for the
case of ADS which already required the unit to be in Hot Shutdown in 12

hours). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be
insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing sufficient
time to reach NODE 4 or 150 psig, thus avoiding potential plant
transients from attempting to reach HODE 4 or < 150 psig in the current
time and the benefit of being subcritical (HODE 3) in a shorter required
time. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. ECCS systems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed
event. The proposed change will provide an alternate method (manual
shutoff valve) of ensuring the LPCI cross tie is isolated. Since the
manual shutoff valve will ensure that each LPCI subsystem remains
independent and a failure of the flow path in one subsystem will not
affect the flow path of the other subsystem, the proposed change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.t 2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

Use of the manual shutoff valve installed between the two LPCI loops to
isolate the loops provides the same level of assurance that the power
operated valve provides for the same function. Therefore, verifying
that either is closed will ensure each LPCI subsystem remains
independent and a failure of the flow path in one subsystem will not
affect the flow path of the other subsystem Therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in iO CFR 50.92.

l. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change eliminates the requirement to vent and verify waterfill of the RHR and CS discharge piping "prior to ECCS testing." This
vent and fill provision minimizes the potential to damage the discharge
piping (i.e., due to water-hammer) in the systems. SR 3.5. 1. 1 requires
vent and filling be performed every 31 days. The 31-day surveillance
frequency is adequate for maintaining the. discharge piping full.
Therefore, it is not necessary to have a specific ITS provision for
verifying the ECCS "prior to testing" for tests other than those
associated with the monthly performance test of the ECCS system. RHR
and CS are used to mitigate the consequences of an accident, but are not
considered as the initiator of any previously analyzed accident. The
proposed change will not increase the potential for void development and
prevent the RHR or CS from performing properly. Therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant increase to consequences of any
accident previously evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefore, it does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

Since the "prior to testing" provision falls within the 31-day
surveillance window ther e will be no affect on the performance of the
low pressure ECCS systems as a result of this change. The proposed
change will not increase the potential for void development or prevent
the RHR or CS from performing properly. The 31-day surveillance
frequency is adequate for ensuring continued operability of the RHR and
CS systems. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set

, forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems are not precursors to
any accidents previously evaluated at BFN, therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. The proposed change deletes the
requirement for manual initiation capability of either one CSS or one
RHR pump with capability for injecting into the core when the fuel pool
gates are open and the fuel pool water level is maintained above the low
level alarm setpoint. Since the coolant inventory represented by this
water level is sufficient to allow operator action to terminate the
inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in case of an inadvertent
draindown, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase
in the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant. The system will perform its
intended function regardless of the origin of the test signal.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety since the coolant inventory when the fuel pool gates are open
and the fuel pool water level is maintained above the low level alarm
setpoint is sufficient to allow operator action to terminate the
inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in case of an inadvertent
draindown.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems are not precursors to
any accidents previously evaluated'at BFN, therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. The proposed amendment changes the
minimum required operable low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystems
from three to two and allows any two subsystems to fulfill this
function. Since any one low pressure subsystem (CS or RHR) is
sufficient to terminate the inventory loss prior to fuel uncovery in
case of an inadvertent draindown, the proposed change does not involve a

significant increase in the consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant. The system will perform its
intended function regardless of the origin of the test signal.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety since one low pressure ECCS injection/spray subsystem is
adequate to maintain reactor vessel water level in the event of an
inadvertent draindown. Therefore, any two low pressure ECCS subsystems
provide sufficient redundancy.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabi1it or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change eliminates the requirement to vent and verify waterfill of the RHR and CS discharge piping "prior to ECCS testing." This
vent and fill provision minimizes the potential to damage the discharge
piping (i.e., due to water-hammer) in the systems. SR 3.5.2.2 requires
vent and filling be performed every 31 days. The 31-day surveillance
frequency is adequate for maintaining the discharge piping full.
Therefore, it is not necessary to have a specific ITS provision for
verifying the ECCS "prior to testing" for tests other than those
associated with the monthly performance test of the ECCS system. RHR
and CS are used to mitigate the consequences of an accident, but are not
considered as the initiator of any previously analyzed accident. The
proposed change will not increase the potential for void development and
prevent the RHR or CS from performing properly. Therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant increase to consequences of any
accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new ot
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefore, it does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.
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The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

Since the "prior to testing" provision falls within the 31-day
surveillance window there will be no affect on the performance of the
low pressure ECCS systems as a result of this change. The 31-day
frequency .is adequate for ensuring continued operability of the RHR and
CS systems. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a) (I), of the three standards
set forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

Under CTS 3.5.A.5, Core Spray is allowed to be removed from service
during refueling operations if a Residual Heat Removal Service Water
System (RHRSW) pump is available through the cross-connection, provided
the fuel pool gates are removed and fuel pool level normal. The
RHR/RHRSW cross-connection provides a redundant source of make-up water
for fuel pool as discussed in Section 10.5.5 of the Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR). It is considered a back-up source since it is
raw water (river water) that would be used only if all other normal
sources were unavailable.

I

The need for the availability of a RHRSW pump through the cross-connect
as a prerequisite for the allowing the core spray system to be
inoperable is not included in ITS 3.5.2 for the same refueling
conditions. This feature of the RHRSW system is not credited as a

primary system for mitigation of transients or accidents. It is
considered that the provisions of proposed BFN ITS 3.5.2, which are
consistent with NUREG-1433, provide adequate requirements for ensuring
adequate water inventory is maintained during refueling activities.
This design feature of the RHR/RHRSW will continue to be described in
the FSAR. Changes to the FSAR are'controlled in accordance with
10 CFR 50.59.

Based on the above, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase to the probability or consequences of any accident previously
evaluated.
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2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibi1it of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident revious1 eva1uated.

The change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefore, it does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not invo1ve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This feature of the RHRSW system is not credited as a primary system for
mitigation of transients or accidents. It is also considered that the
provisions of proposed BFN ITS 3.5.2, which are consistent with NUREG-
1433, provide adequate requirements for ensuring adequate water
inventory is maintained during refueling activities. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the automatic initiation signal,
has been added to the system functional test surveillance test
description. This does not impose a requirement to create an "actual"
signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an "actual"
signal. While creating an "actual" signal could increase the
probability of an event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of
revisions to them, dictate the acceptability of generating this signal.
The proposed change does not affect the procedures governing plant
operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it simply
would not allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the
acceptance criteria for the system functional test requirements.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase
in the probability of an accident previously evaluated. Since the
intent of the present system functional test remains unaffected, the
change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident ft om an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant. The system will perform its
intended function regardless of the origin of the test signal.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement, which
limits use to a simulated signal, will not affect the performance of the
surveillance test. OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either
case since the system itself can not discriminate between "actual" or
"simulated." Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change proposes to increase the allowed outage time when the RCIC
System is inoperable. The HPCI System is the only credited system for
Design Basis Accidents (DBAs) and transients at high pressure.
Extending the allowed outage time for the RCIC from 7 days to 14 days
will not increase the probability of accidents since the RCIC is not
assumed in the initiation of any accident. The RCIC System is not
credited in the mitigation of DBAs and transients. The consequences of
accidents will be unaffected because the HPCI System will be actuated on
low reactor level for events at high pressure (provides the same
function as the RCIC with greater flow; therefore, the requirement to
verify HPCI is Operable when RCIC is inoperable is provided). The
consequences of an event occurring during the proposed 14 day period are
the same as the consequences of an event occurring for the current 7 day
period. This change will not alter assumptions relative to the
mitigation of an accident or transient event. This change will not
alter the operation of process variables, structures, systems, or
components as described in the safety analysis. Therefore, this change
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossi bi lit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change extends the allowed outage time for the RCIC System
from 7 days to 14 days. The completion time of 14 days is contingent on
the HPCI System being Operable. No new accident will be created because
the HPCI System is designed to maintain level in the RPV at high
pressures. The proposed change also does not involve a physical
alteration of the plant (no new or different type of equipment will be
installed). The change still ensures a high pressure coolant injection
system is available (the HPCI System). The changes in methods governing
normal plant operation are consistent with the current safety analysis
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assumptions. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change proposes to increase the allowed outage time of the RCIC
System from 7 days to 14 days. The HPCI System is required to be
Operable during the time the RCIC System in inoperable. A margin of
safety will not be significantly reduced because the RCIC is not
credited in any DBAs or transients. The HPCI system can provide the
same function as the RCIC except at a higher capacity. The safety
analysis is unaffected because the current analysis assumptions will
still be maintained. As such, no question of safety exists. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50..91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident revious1 eva1uated.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The RCIC system is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. The change will not allow continuous operation such
that a single failure will preclude the affected component's function
from being performed. This change allows an additional 12 hours to
reach < 150 psig, which provides a reasonable amount of time to perform
an orderly shutdown, thus further minimizing a potential upset from a
too rapid decrease in plant power. Additionally, the consequences of an
event occurring while the unit is being shutdown during the extra 12
hours is the same as the consequences of an event occurring in the
current 12 hours. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching < 150 psig with inoperable RCIC
components is acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the inoperable RCIC components to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The requested 12 hour extension will provide
sufficient time for the unit to reach < 150 psig in an orderly manner.
As a result, the potential for human error will be reduced. In
addition, the unit is now required to be in MODE 3 within 12 hours (a
shutdown condition). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will
be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing
sufficient time to reach 150 psig, thus avoiding potential plant
transients from attempting to reach < 150 psig in the current time and
the benefit of being subcritical (MODE 3) in a shorter required time.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change allows decreasing the pressure for performing the high
pressure test on the RCIC pumps from "at normal reactor vessel operating
pressures" to a range between 920 psig and 1030 psig. The probability
of an accident is not increased because the proposed change will not
involve any physical changes to plant systems, structures, or components
(SSC), or the manner in which these SSC are operated, maintained,
modified, tested, or inspected. In addition, the pressure at which the
RCIC System is tested is not assumed to be an initiator of any analyzed
event. The role of the RCIC System is in the mitigation of accident
consequences. The consequences of an accident are not increased because
a small decrease in the pressure at which the RCIC pumps performance to
design specifications are verified will not affect the validity of the
test to determine that the pumps and turbines are still operating at the
design specifications. In addition, it is overly conservative to
assume a component is inoperable when a surveillance is not performed.
In fact, in most cases it is a matter of component Operability not yet
being demonstrated since the usual outcome of the performance of a

surveillance is the validation of conformance with surveillance
requirements. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not reduced. This change allows decreasing the
pressure for doing the high pressure test on= the RCIC pumps from "at
normal reactor vessel operating pressure" to a range between 920 psig
and 1010 psig. Since this test adequately verifies that the RCIC pumps
and turbines are operating to the design specification, the change does
not affect the current accident analysis assumptions. Therefore, this
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change increases the maximum pressure for performing the low
pressure test on the RCIC pump from approximately 150 psig to 165 psig.
RCIC pump testing must be performed when the Electro-Hydraulic Control
(EHC) System for the main turbine is available and capable of regulating
reactor pressure. Operating experience has demonstrated that reactor
pressures as high as 165 psig may be required before the EHC system is
capable of maintaining stable pressure during the performance of the
RCIC test. The probability of an accident is not increased because the
proposed change will not involve any physical changes to plant systems,
structures, or components (SSC), or the manner in which these SSC are
operated, maintained, modified, or inspected. In addition, the pressure
at which the RCIC System is tested is not assumed to be an initiator of
any analyzed event. The role of the RCIC System is in the mitigation of
accident consequences. The consequences of an accident are not
increased because a small increase in the pressure at which the RCIC
pump performance to design specifications is verified will not
significantly delay or otherwise affect the validity of the test to
determine that the pump and turbine are still operating at the design
specifications. In addition, it is overly conservative to assume a
component is inoperable when a surveillance has not been performed. In
fact, in most cases, it is a matter of component Operability not yet
being demonstrated since the usual outcome of the performance of a
surveillance is the validation of conformance with surveillance
requirements. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
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does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar 'in of safet .

The margin of safety is not reduced. This change increases the pressure
for performing the low pressure test on the RCIC pump from approximately
150 psig to 165 psig. For reasons stated above, the ability of the RCIC

pump to perform at the lowest required pressure 150 psig has already
been demonstrated. A small increase in the pressure at which the
performance to design specifications is verified will not significantly
delay or affect the validity of the test to determine that the pump and
turbine are still operating at the design specifications. This change
effectively extends the initial entry into the applicable condition
prior to performing the surveillance. However, this is considered
acceptable since the most common outcome of the performance of a
surveillance is the successful demonstration that the acceptance
criteria are satisfied. In addition, the change provides the benefit of
allowing the surveillance to be postponed until plant conditions exist
where performance of the surveillance is unlikely to result in a

pressure transient. The change does not affect the current analysis
assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The potential slight delay in confirming RCIC operability during plant
startup should not result in any change to the expected satisfactory
completion of the required surveillance tests. Surveillance tests which
are conducted during plant shutdown provide reasonable assurance that
RCIC will function when required. Under the proposed change, plant test
conditions would be no different since testing is currently not begun
until both steam flow and pressure are adequate. The proposed change
merely provides relief for reactor operators and clarification
concerning when the 12 hour test period begins relative to adequate
conditions for performing the test. The resultant reduction of operator
stress during plant startup evolutions and procedures should have a net
positive effect on safe operation of the facility. Therefore, the
proposed change will not increase the probability or consequences of any
accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change has no impact on the operability/performance
requirements for RCIC. As previously discussed, the negligible effect
of the delayed starting point of the time clock should not affect
completion of the required tests. RCIC availability will not be
significantly affected by the proposal change. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 38 of 38 Revision 3





Enclosure 3.0

ITS Section 3.6
Containment Systems

Enclosure Contents

~ Summary Description of ITS/ITS BASES Changes
~ ITS BASES Revised Pages
~ CTS Mark-up Revised Pages
~ Justifications for Changes to CTS (DOCs) Revised Pages
~ NUREG-1433 BWR/4 STS Bases Mark-up Revised Pages
~ No Significant Hazards Considerations Revised Pages





SUMMARYDESCRIPTION of ITS BASES CHANGES
ITS SECTION 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARYCONTAINMENTISOLATION

VALVES(PCIVs)

TVA is submitting a proposed supplement to TS-362 for
Section 3.6.1.3, PCIVs as described below.

Bases — Surveillance Re irements (SR) 3.6.1.3.2 and SR
3.6.1.3.3

In response to NRC comments, the Bases for SRs 3.6.1.3.2 and
3.6.1.3.3 have been modified to clarify the application of
Note 3 for the subject SRs.
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PCIYs
8 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.1.3.2 (continued)

performance of the SR is not required for instrument panel
valves, vent and drain valves, leak-off lines, and test
connection valves. These valves are required to be closed,
are not routinely manipulated during operation, and are
administratively controlled by plant programs (i.e., System
and Equipment Status Control, Equipment Clearance, test
procedures, and maintenance procedures). The passive
isolation valves under the scope of this SR are those
specifically listed in Reference 7.

SR 3.6.1.3.3

This SR verifies that each primary containment manual
isolation valve and blind flange that is located inside
primary containment and not locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured, and is required to be closed during accident
conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that post
accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside the
primary containment boundary is within design limits. For
PCIVs inside primary containment, the Frequency defined as
"prior to entering MODE 2 or 3 from NODE 4 if primary
containment was de-inerted while in MODE 4, if not performed
within the previous 92 days" is appropriate since these
PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. This SR does not
apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in the closed position, since these were verified to
be in the correct position upon locking, sealing, or
securing.

Three Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note
allows valves and blind flanges located in high radiation
areas to be verified by use of administrative controls.
Allowing verification by administrative controls is
considered acceptable since the primary containment is
inerted and access to these areas is typically restricted
during MODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A
second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are
open under administrative controls are not required to meet
the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open. A third

(continued)
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PCIVs
B 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE
RE(UIREMENTS

SR 3.6.1.3.3 (continued)

note states that the performance of the SR is not required
for vent and drains valves, leak-off lines, and test
connection valves. These valves are required to be closed,
are not routinely manipulated during operation, and are
administratively controlled by plant programs (i.e., System
and Equipment Status Control, Equipment Clearance, test
procedures, and maintenance procedures). The passive
isolation valves under the scope of this SR are those
specifically listed in Reference 7.

SR 3.6.1.3.4

The traversing incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valves are
actuated by explosive charges. Surveillance of explosive
charge continuity provides assurance that TIP valves will
actuate when required. Other administrative controls, such
as those that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges,
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability
of the explosive charge continuity.

SR 3.6.1.3.5

Verifying the isolation time of each power operated,
automatic .PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. HSIVs may be excluded from this SR since HSIV
full closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6. 1.3.6.
The isolation time test ensures that the valve will isolate
in a time period less than or equal to that assumed in the
safety analyses. The isolation time and Frequency of this
SR are in accordance with the requirements of the Inservice
Testing Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.6

Verifying that the isolation time of each HSIV is within the
specified limits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.
The isolation time test ensures that the HSIV will isolate
in a time period that does not exceed the times assumed in
the OBA analyses. This ensures that the calculated

(continued)
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B 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE
RE(UIREHENTS

SR 3.6. 1.3.6 (continued)

radiological consequences of these events remain within
10 CFR 100 limits. The Frequency of this SR is in
accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing
Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.7

i ~

Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation
signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from
primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that
each automatic PCIV will actuate to its isolation position
on a primary containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEH
FUNCTIONAL TEST in LCO 3.3.6. 1 overlaps this SR to provide
complete testing of the safety function. The 18 month
Frequency was developed considering it is prudent that this
Surveillance be performed only during a unit outage since
isolation of penetrations would eliminate cooling water flow
and disrupt the normal operation of many critical
components. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

SR 3.6.1.3.8

This SR re'quires a demonstration that each reactor
instrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is
OPERABLE by verifying that the valve actuates to the
isolation position on an actual or simulated instrument line
break signal. This SR provides assurance that the
instrumentation line EFCVs will perform so that the
radiological consequences will not exceed the predicted
radiological consequences during events evaluated in
Reference 5. The 18 month Frequency is based on the need to
perform this Surveillance under the conditions that apply
during a plant outage and the potential for an unplanned
transient if the Surveillance were performed with the
reactor at power. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

(continued)
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B 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

(continued)

SR 3.6. 1.3.9

The TIP shear isolation valves are actuated by explosive
charges. An in place functional test is not possible with
this design. The explosive squib is removed and tested to
provide assurance that the valves will actuate when
required. The replacement charge for the explosive squib
shall be from the same manufactured batch as the one fired
or from another batch that has been certified by having one
of the batch successfully fired. The Frequency of 18 months
on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the
administrative controls on replacement charges and the
frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3.6. 1.3.4).

SR 3.6.1.3.10

The analyses in References 1 and 5 are based on leakage that
is less than the specified leakage rate. Leakage through
each HSIV must be ~ 11.5 scfh when tested at a P, (25 psig).
This ensures that HSIV leakage is properly accounted for in
determining the overall primary containment leakage rate.
The Frequency is specified in the Primary Containment
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.11

Surveillance of water tested lines ensures that sufficient
inventory will be available to provide a sealing function
for at least 30 days at a pressure of 1. 1 Pa. Sufficient
inventory ensures there is no path for leakage of primary
containment atmosphere to the environment following a DBA.
Leakage from containment isolation valves that terminate
below the suppression pool water level may be excluded from
the total leakage provided a sufficient fluid inventory is
available as described in 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B.

Leakage through valves in closed loop seismic class I lines
that are considered as extensions of primary containment
present no potential for leakage to the environment.
Leakage from these valves will be measured, but will be
excluded when computing the total leakage. This leakagewill be reported as required by the Primary Containment
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

(continued)
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B 3.6.1.3

SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6.1.3.2 (continued)

performance of the SR is not required for instrument panel
valves, vent and drain valves, leak-off lines, and test
connection valves. These valves are required to be closed,
are not routinely manipulated during operation, and are
administratively controlled by plant programs (i.e., System
and Equipment Status Control, Equipment Clearance, test
procedures, and maintenance procedures). The passive
isolation valves under the scope of this SR are those
specifically listed in Reference 7.

SR 3.6.1.3.3

This SR verifies that each primary containment manual
isolation valve and blind flange that is located inside
primary containment and not locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured, and is required to be closed during accident
conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that post
accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside the
primary containment boundary is within design limits. For
PCIVs inside primary containment, the Frequency defined as
"prior to entering NODE 2 or 3 from NODE 4 if primary
containment was de-inerted while in MODE 4, if not performed
within the previous 92 days" is appropriate since these
PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. This SR does not
apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in the closed position, since these were verified to
be in the correct position upon locking, sealing, or
securing.

Three Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note
allows valves and blind flanges located in high radiation
areas to be verified by use of administrative controls.
Allowing verification by administrative controls is
considered acceptable since the primary containment is
inerted and access to these areas is typically restricted
during NODES 1, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A
second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are
open under administrative controls are not required to meet
the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open. A third

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE
REgUIREHENTS

SR 3.6.1.3.3 (continued)

note states that the performance of the SR is not required
for vent and drains valves, leak-off lines, and test
connection valves. These valves are required to be closed,
are not routinely manipulated during operation, and are
administratively controlled by plant programs (i.e., System
and Equipment Status Control, Equipment Clearance, test
procedures, and maintenance procedures). The passive
isolation valves under the scope of this SR are those
specifically listed in Reference 7.

SR 3.6.1.3.4

The traversing incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valves are
actuated by explosive charges. Surveillance of explosive
charge continuity provides assurance that TIP valves will
actuate when required. Other administrative controls, such
as those. that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges,
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability
of the explosive charge continuity.

SR 3.6.1.3.5

Verifying the isolation time of each power operated,
automatic PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. HSIVs may be excluded from this SR since HSIVfull closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6. 1.3.6.
The isolation time test ensures that the valve will isolate
in a time period less than or equal to that assumed in the
safety analyses. The isolation time and Frequency of this
SR are in accordance with the requirements of 'the Inservice
Testing Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.6

Verifying that the isolation time of each HSIV is within the
specified limits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.
The isolation time test ensures that the HSIV will isolate
in a time period that does not exceed the times assumed in
the DBA analyses. This ensures that the calculated

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SR 3.6. 1.3.6 (continued)

radiological consequences of these events remain within
10 CFR 100 limits. The Frequency of this SR is in
accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing
Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.7

Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation
signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from
primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that
each automatic PCIV will actuate to its isolation position
on a primary containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM
FUNCTIONAL TEST in LCO 3.3.6. 1 overlaps this SR to provide
complete testing of the safety function. The 18 month
Frequency was developed considering it is prudent that this
Surveillance be performed only during a unit outage since
isolation of penetrations would eliminate cooling water flow
and disrupt the normal operation of many critical
components. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

SR 3.6.1.3.8

This SR re'quires a demonstration that each reactor
instrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is
OPERABLE by verifying that the valve actuates to the
isolation position on an actual or simulated instrument line
break signal. This SR provides assurance that the
instrumentation line EFCVs will perform so that the
radiological consequences will not exceed the predicted
radiological consequences during events evaluated in
Reference 5. The 18 month Frequency is based on the need to
perform this Surveillance under the conditions that apply
during a plant outage and the potential for an unplanned
transient if the Surveillance were performed with the
reactor at power. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE
RE(UIREHENTS

(continued)

SR 3.6.1.3.9

The TIP shear isolation valves are actuated by explosive
charges. An in place functional test is not possible with
this design. The explosive squib is removed and tested to
provide assurance that the valves will actuate when
required. The replacement charge for the explosive squib
shall be from the same manufactured batch as the one fired
or from another batch that has been certified by having one
of the batch successfully fired. The Frequency of 18 months
on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the
administrative controls on replacement charges and the
frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3.6. 1.3.4).

SR 3.6.1.3.10

The analyses in References 1 and 5 are based on leakage that
is less than the specified leakage rate. Leakage through
each HSIV must be x 11.5 scfh when tested at a P, (25 psig).
This ensures that HSIV leakage is properly accounted for in
determining the overall primary containment leakage rate.
The Frequency is specified in the Primary Containment
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.11

Surveillance of water tested lines ensures that sufficient
inventory will be available to provide a sealing function
for at least 30 days at a pressure of 1. 1 Pa. Sufficient
inventory ensur es there is no path for leakage of primary
containment atmosphere to the environment following a DBA.
Leakage from containment isolation valves that terminate
below the suppression pool water level may be excluded from
the total leakage provided a sufficient fluid inventory is
available as described in 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option B.

Leakage through valves in closed loop seismic class I lines
that are considered as extensions of primary containment
present no potential for leakage to the environment.
Leakage from these valves will be measured, but will be
excluded when computing the total leakage. This leakage
will be reported as required by the Primary Containment
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

(continued)
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SURVEILLANCE
REgUIREHENTS

SR 3.6.I.3.2 (continued)

performance of the SR is not required for instrument panel
valves, vent and drain valves, leak-off lines, and test
connection valves. These valves are required to be closed,
are not routinely manipulated during operation, and are
administratively controlled by plant programs (i.e., System
and Equipment Status Control, Equipment Clearance, test
procedures, and maintenance procedures). The passive
isolation valves under the scope of this SR are those
specifically listed in Reference 7.

SR 3.6.1.3.3

This SR verifies that each primary containment manual
isolation valve and blind flange that is located inside
primary containment and not locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured, and is required to be closed during accident
conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that post
accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside the
primary containment boundary is within design limits. For

"PCIVs inside primary containment, the Frequency defined as
"prior to entering HODE 2 or 3 from NODE 4 if primary
containment was de-inerted while in HODE 4, if not performed
within the previous 92 days" is appropriate since these
PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low. This SR does not
apply to valves that are locked, sealed, or otherwise
secured in the closed position, since these were verified to
be in the correct position upon locking, sealing, or
securing.

Three Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note
allows valves and blind flanges located in high radiation
areas to be verified by use of administrative controls.
Allowing verification by administrative controls is
considered acceptable since the primary containment is
inerted and access to these areas is typically restricted
during HODES I, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in their proper position, is low. A
second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are
open under administrative controls are not required to meet
the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open. A third

(continued)
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SR 3.6.1.3.3 (continued)

note states that the performance of the SR is not required
for vent and drains valves, leak-off lines, and test
connection valves. These valves are required to be closed,
are not routinely manipulated during operation, and are
administratively controlled by plant programs (i.e., System
and Equipment Status Control, Equipment Clearance, test
procedures, and maintenance procedures). The passive
isolation valves under the scope of this SR are those
specifically listed in Reference 7.

SR 3.6.1.3.4

The traversing incore probe (TIP) shear isolation valves are
actuated by explosive charges. Surveillance of explosive
charge continuity provides assurance that TIP valves will
actuate when required. Other administrative controls, such
as those that limit the shelf life of the explosive charges,
must be followed. The 31 day Frequency is based on
operating experience that has demonstrated the reliability
of,the explosive charge continuity.

SR 3.6.1.3.5

Verifying the isolation time of each power operated,
automatic.PCIV is within limits is required to demonstrate
OPERABILITY. HSIVs may be excluded from this SR since MSIV
full closure isolation time is demonstrated by SR 3.6. 1.3.6.
The isolation time test ensures that the valve will isolate
in a time period less than or equal to that assumed in the
safety analyses. The isolation time and Frequency of this
SR are in accordance with the requirements of the Inservice
Testing Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.6

Verifying that the isolation time of each HSIV is within the
specified limits is required to demonstrate OPERABILITY.
The isolation time test ensures that the HSIV will isolate
in a time period that does not exceed the times assumed in
the DBA analyses. This ensures that the calculated

(continued)
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SR 3.6. 1.3.6 (continued)

radiological consequences of these events remain within
10 CFR 100 limits. The Frequency of this SR is in
accordance with the requirements of the Inservice Testing
Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.7

Automatic PCIVs close on a primary containment isolation
signal to prevent leakage of radioactive material from
primary containment following a DBA. This SR ensures that
each automatic PCIV will actuate to its isolation position
on a primary containment isolation signal. The LOGIC SYSTEM
FUNCTIONAL TEST in LCO 3.3.6. 1 overlaps this SR to provide
complete testing of the safety function. The 18 month
Frequency was developed considering it is prudent that this
Surveillance be performed only during a unit outage since
isolation of penetrations would eliminate cooling water flow
and disrupt the normal operation of many critical
components. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

SR 3.6.1.3.8

This SR requires a demonstration that each reactor
instrumentation line excess flow check valve (EFCV) is
OPERABLE by verifying that the valve actuates to the
isolation position on an actual or simulated instrument line
break signal. This SR provides assurance that the
instrumentation line EFCVs will perform so that the
radiological consequences will not exceed the predicted
radiological consequences during events evaluated in
Reference 5. The 18 month Frequency is based on the need to
perform this Surveillance under the conditions that apply
during a plant outage and the potential for an unplanned
transient if the Surveillance were performed with the
reactor at power. Operating experience has shown that these
components usually pass this Surveillance when performed at
the 18 month Frequency. Therefore, the Frequency was
concluded to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint.

0
BFN-UNIT 3 B 3.6-26
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(continued)

SR 3.6.1.3.9

The TIP shear isolation valves are actuated by explosive
charges. An in place functional test is not possible with
this design. The explosive squib is removed and tested to
provide assurance that the valves will actuate when
required. The replacement charge for the explosive squib
shall be from the same manufactured batch as the one fired
or from another batch that has been certified by having one
of the batch successfully fired. The Frequency of 18 months
on a STAGGERED TEST BASIS is considered adequate given the
administrative controls on replacement charges and the
frequent checks of circuit continuity (SR 3 .6. 1.3 .4) .

SR 3.6.1.3.10

The analyses in References 1 and 5 are based on leakage that
is less than the specified leakage rate. Leakage through
each HSIV must be a 11.5 scfh when tested at ~ P, (25 psig).
This ensures that HSIV leakage is properly accounted for in
determining the overall primary containment leakage rate.
The Frequency is specified in the Primary Containment
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

SR 3.6.1.3.11

Surveillance of water tested lines ensures that sufficient
inventory will be available to provide a sealing function
for at least 30 days at a pressure of 1. 1 Pa. Sufficient
inventory ensures there is no path for leakage of primary
containment atmosphere to the environment following a DBA.
Leakage from containment isolation valves that terminate
below the suppression pool water level may be excluded from
the total leakage provided a sufficient fluid inventory is
available as described in 10 CFR 50, Appendix J, Option 8.

Leakage through valves in closed loop seismic class I lines
that are considered as extensions of primary containment
present no potential for leakage to the environment.
Leakage from these valves will be measured, but will be
excluded when computing the total leakage. This leakagewill be reported as required by the Primary Containment
Leakage Rate Testing Program.

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 3 8 3.6-27 Amendment *R3



BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT- IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.6
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

UNIT 1 CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.6.4.3 page 3 of5 (page 3.7/4.7-15) Rev. 2 with page 3 of5 (page 3.7/4.7-15) Rev. 3

UNIT2 CUIUKNTTECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.6.4.3 page 3 of 5 (page 3.7/4.7-15) Rev. 2 with page 3 of 5 (page 3.7/4.7-15) Rev. 3

UNIT3 CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS MARK-UP

Replaced 3.6.4.3 page 4 of5 (page 3.7/4.7-15) Rev. 2 with page 4 of5 (page 3.7/4.7-15) Rev. 3





q3
(CifaCaHOn Z. C ~ I ~

7» se

P~ eoSCL( rOCW

A3

Prl P~ QCQaL o~S'mule+~
jr> e Q QhOr1 eSe

~ a V ~ %

5gZ< WeZ I
d. ach train shall be

operated a ot of at
least 10 hours every
month.

gpss

Test sealing of g ets
or h using door .s

pe ozme uti z
emic smo g er

to s du ~ e ch t st
p orm for
co ian vi Spe i
fica ion 7.B. .a
peci

3»aom ana» ace coca o Lao pa»ac ~4+

one train of the standby gas
treatment system is made or
found to be inoperable for
any reason, KLCTOR POSER

Qy[og OPERATOR and fuel handling
is permissible only during
the succeeding 7 days unless
such circuit is soonez made
OPERhBLZ, provided thai
dazing such 7 days all
active components of the
other tvo standby gas
treatment trains shall be
operable.

(AoPoSCg hJO4C jiO Requiem
'o oF '0

f'Aop5c5( u'ir nL
lkAon Q,/

sg z.cu,
»: ~ Qc pe

automac. c ta.at on of
each branch of the stand-
by'as creatmenc system

emo crace
from e unit'%contr iso

5~ %+

st ozl e
op ab

a v ve orlt co b
d nst at

c. Rhea oao cocoon'f cho
s by tre tmen

-sy tern be omes per ble
the othe o tr
sha 1 be d onstr ed
tob 0 vi 2
hours and daily
the eafter.

4. Zf these conditions cannot
be met:

ACT)'o AS

C+E
Suspend all fuel
handling operations,
core alterations, and
activities arith che
potent'al to drain
any reactor vessel
containing fuel

rt

3.7/4.7-15

doc'g m~i e<t og;Isaac(~ak.l ~
arcs, lic5 ih 4+ sc'co dang (o-W n~~
der:g <ORE kuE&TIDPp ~4urall pffft

4»5&< de»a~)»
5'g p

ig»cled

ac»a
AMEHDMERT NP. I V g

(o f g < ~+ ( >5 i+I



7
J

~ oc ~
Pre r

Pi opera ACV/ag Q
sR 3.co.

~ )

Bach train sha 1 be
operated a total of at
least 10 haurs every
month.

,„,„o,gPo~ s,'.M
goo o4IOI'~ >5] t+

g3 Pro+Stoj PloV55t ~
5 <5< ~ Ia~4~ o$ g g g.l

PrOPOgCQ g(g,to) r~~ (owC,J

4. If these conditions cannot
be me :

Aevi o AJ$ a. Suspend all fuel
handling operations,
'core alterations, end
activities with the
potential to drain
any reactor vessel
containing fue

3. Fram and after the date that
ane train af the standby gas
treatment system is made ar
found to be inoperable for
any reason, REACTOR POWER

OPERATION and fuel handling
Iog is permissible only during

the succeeding 7 days unless
such circuit is sooner made
uEERLBLE, provided that,
during such 7 days all
active components of the
other two standby gas
treatment trains shall be .
perable.

C ~

~ a ~

Test scaling of gaskets
for housing daors s all
be perfoMd utilizi

emical s kc genera
t s during ch test
per rmed- for
compl ce with Speci-
ficatian 4.7.B.2.a end
Specification 3.7.B.2.a.

(Qs
ce pcr ~i'E

aatooatio iaitiatio of
each branch of the stand-
by gas treatment system
shall be demonstrated

hatt'(

fram unit 'nt" s.

ea
u op rab it of

th byp ss lve for
ltc cao ing ha b

dem tr ted
M'3

'.

Rien one tra o the
tandby gps trcatm t

s stem bcchaes inope abl e
th other trains
s 1 be demo trated
ta b OPERABLE within 2

hours d daxiy
thereafter.

lktor
Q oacooVQ ~at Q

45Sg al gg ttt ~ Sg~~o *
taRQ 8C 7Kj~ ooIIIIAcIS Or Cl~ OpC g ~

5Ic» c l c cI ace~

%($ (4a(gt-.Ct g ~ ')(c',( 4. I t g A

+I

BHf
Unit 2

3.7/4.7-13 AMBDMERTHD. g 7 7
PAGE g .F 5 (



0



COHTAjHPKHT S YSTOMS
SPecig'cafhn '3. G.Q,3 ~ 3 p

A ) ~~~a

4oIoal ACA'on D
~ ~ ~ ~

sR3.4,. f.7.i lN2.

'perated ota of at
least 10 hours every
month.

Oh cLYL clc~a{ oc 5 ~ raulQ
s ns tg Jan signa )

3. From and after the date that
one train of the standby gas
treatment system is made or
found to be inoperable for
any reason, REACTOR POWER
OPERATIOH and fuel handling
is permissible only during
the succeeding 7 days unless
such circuit is sooner made
OPERABLE, provided that
during such 7 days all
active components of the
other two standby gas
trcatmcnt trains shall bc
operable.

gofbscg Qg Q gyp,.+ kWns
o4'.+E.i

hop Ical'inc'dI
4Hon 4l

4. If these conditions cannot
be met:

e. Test sealing of gaskets
r ho ing do s shall

be perfo ed uti izing
ch ical moke ge era-
tors duri each t st
perfo ed f r
compli ce w th Spec
ficatio 4.7. .2.a and
Specification .7.B.2.a.

s'R Z.h 'i h
a. Once per

automatic initiation of
each branch of the stand-
by gas treatment system

J p2 al e emcqlstra~
rom ca unit F contro

a o e r
u o ra 0

't ssaefil r c 1 al e
d ons ra d.

c. n one train of the
st dby g s tre ment
sys em bec mcs i perable
the ther t o tra s
shall bc d nstra ed
to bc PERABL with> 2
hours d dail
hereafter.

BFH
Unit 3

<lng ra~ oak oP
lrrad'aft'kSCn

bliec '<n ~C ~~p Coebin~a~
e J~« ~9 C ~~as.7=W7S~S ai A..;->

o>t %Vs

a. Suspend all fuel
RHo<s handling operations,
C.>E core alterations, and

activities with the
potential to drain
any reactor vessel
containing fuc 'MCiale Iq

"qa e S( 't elec

cl 5 4*tye gA m $
c u a. g e

AMENDMENTNO, g 4 Q+~e roc( ~~+ qoX jiOP
3.7/4.7-15



BROWNS FERRY NUCLEARPLANT- MPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 3.6
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

CURRENT TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS JUSTIFICATIONFOR CHANGES (Revised pages marked
Revision 3)

Replaced ITS 3.6.4.3 pages I of 5 thru 5 of5 Revision 2 with ITS 3.6.4.3 pages I titru 5 Revision 3



JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGESt BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEN

ADNINISTRATIVE CHANGES

A1

A2

Reformatting and renumbering are in accordance with the BWR Standard
Technical Specifications, NUREG 1433. As a result the Technical
Specifications should be more readily readable, and therefore,
understandable by plant operators as well as other users. The
reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process involves no technical
changes to existing Technical Specifications.

Editorial rewording (either adding or deleting) is done to make
consistent with NUREG-1433. During ISTS development certain wording
preferences or English language conventions were adopted which resulted
in no technical changes (either actual or interpretational) to the
Technical Specifications. Additional information has also been added to
more fully describe each subsection. This wording is consistent with
the BWR Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1433. Since the design
is already approved, adding more detail does not result in a technical
change.

The technical content of this requirement is being moved to Section 5.0
of the proposed Technical Specifications in accordance with the format
of the BWR Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG 1433. Any technical
changes to this requirement will be addressed within the content of
proposed Specification 5.5.7. A surveillance requirement (proposed SR
3.6.4.3.2) is added to clarify that the tests of the Ventilation Filter
Testing Program must also be completed and passed for determining
operability of the SGT System. Since this is a presentation preference
that maintains current requirements, this change is considered
administrative.

A3

A4

A5

The description of the signal used to automatically initiate the SGT
System "actual or simulated initiation signal" has been added for
clarity. This is consistent with the BWR Standard Technical
Specifications, NUREG 1433, and no change is intended.

A new ACTION is proposed (ACTION D) which directs entry into LCO 3.0.3if two or more required standby gas treatment subsystems are inoperable
in Nodes 1, 2, or 3. This avoids confusion as to the proper action if
in Nodes 1, 2, or 3 and simultaneously handling fuel, conducting CORE
ALTERATIONS, or operations with the potential for draining the reactor
vessel. Since the proposed ACTION effectively results in the same
action as the current specification, this change is considered
administrative.

The Frequency for verifying SGTS automatic initiation has been changed
to 18 months from once per operating cycle. The BFN operating cycle is
currently defined as 18 months. As such this is a change in
presentation only and is therefore administrative.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Revision 3



JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGESt BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

A6 Deleted (Revision 3).

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE

The items identified as More Restrictive (MR) are those which contain
requirements that are more restrictive than Current Technical Specifications.
These MR requirements are based on the Standard Technical Specifications for
BMR/4, NUREG-1433, modified to reflect BFN specific design, and have been
determined to be appropriate and safe for BFN based on a review of current
design bases.

Ml This change requires the movement of irradiated fuel in secondary
containment and CORE ALTERATIONS to be "Immediately" suspended if
secondary containment is inoperable. In addition, action must be
"Immediately" initiated to suspend operations with the potential to
drain the reactor vessel in this Condition. The current specification
does not establish a time limit to suspend these activities.
Immediately suspending these activities minimizes the probability of a
fission product release if a reactivity event occurs while the
secondary containment is inoperable. Also, immediately initiating
action to suspend operation with the potential to drain the reactor
vessel will minimize the potential for reactor vessel draindown and
subsequent potential. for fission release. Imposing a time limit to
suspended these activities is a more restrictive change.

M2 CTS 4.7.B.2.d requires each train to be operated a total of at least 10
hours each month with heaters operating to reduce the relative humidity
of the influent to less than 70 percent. The heater is energized
automatically with the startup of the Standby Gas Treatment System and
remains energized throughout operation. Proposed SR 3.6.4.3. 1 requires
each train to be operated continuously for 10 hours. As such, the
proposed SR is considered more restrictive.

M3 CTS 3.7.B. 1 requires three trains of Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System
be Operable "at all times" when secondary containment integrity is
required. CTS 3.7.C requires maintaining secondary containment
integrity "at all times" except as noted. ITS 3.6.4.3 APPLICABILITY is
MODES 1, 2, and 3, during movement of irradiated fuel, during CORE

ALTERATIONS, and during Operations with the Potential for Draining the
Reactor Vessel, and does not provide the noted CTS exceptions.

The proposed BFN ITS are consistent with STS, and provide appropriate
requirements for SGT operability for all anticipated operational
activities. Therefore, BFN is agreeable to adopting the STS
APPLICABILITY verbatim as the ITS 3.6.4.3 APPLICABILITY.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, L 3 Revision 3



a3USTIFICATION FOR CHANGESt BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

"Generic"

LAl Details on methods of testing gasket seals for housing doors will be
relocated to the Bases. These provisions are considered test details
that need not be included in the ITS. Changes to the Bases are
controlled in accordance with ITS 5.5. 10 which includes a 10 CFR 50.59
review.

LA2

LA3

The CTS 4.7.B.3.a provision "from each unit's control" has been deleted
since testing of the SGT is dictated by the SGT system design. There
are two test handswitches in the Unit I control room which provide
simulated PCIS signals to the A and B trains, respectively. There are
two test handswitches in the Unit 2 control room which provide a
simulated PCIS signal to the C train. There are no test handswitches in
the Unit 3 control room and, hence, no automatic testing can be
performed from this unit. These test handswitches are currently used to
test the three trains by providing an "automatic initiation" and may be
used under ITS to provide an "actual or simulated initiation signal" for
performing SR 3.6.4.3.3. The simulated signal for testing under SR
3.6.4.3.3 can be performed with the above described test switches or by
tripping the PCIS logic proper. The mechanical control diagram for the
SGT system is provided in UFSAR Figure 5.3-9. Changes to the UFSAR or
the SGT system design are controlled by lOCFR50.59.

Deleted in 3.6, Revision 2.

"Specific"

Ll The proposed change will delete the requirement to test the other SGT
subsystems when one subsystem is inoperable. The requirement for
demonstrating operability of the redundant subsystems was originally
chosen because there was a lack of plant operating history and a lack of
sufficient equipment failure data. Since that time, plant operating
experience has demonstrated that testing of the redundant subsystems
when one subsystem is inoperable is not necessary to provide adequate
assurance of system operability.

This change will allow credit to be taken for normal periodic
surveillances as a demonstration of operability and availability of the
remaining components. The periodic frequencies specified to demonstrate
operability of the remaining components have been shown to be adequate
to ensure equipment operability. As stated in NRC Generic Letter 87-09,"It is overly conservative to assume that systems or components are
inoperable when a surveillance requirement has not been performed. The
opposite is in fact the case; the vast majority of surveillances

BFN-UNITS I, 2, 5 3 Revision 3





JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATHENT SYSTEM

L2

demonstrate the systems or components in fact are operable." Therefore,
reliance on the specified surveillance intervals does not result in a
reduced level of confidence concerning the equipment availability.
Also, the current Standard Technical Specifications (STS) and, more
specifically,'ll the Technical Specifications approved for recently
licensed BWRs accept the philosophy of system operability based on
satisfactory performance of monthly, quarterly, refueling interval, post
maintenance or other specified performance tests without requiring
additional testing when another system is inoperable (except for diesel
generator testing, which is not being changed).

An alternative is proposed to suspending operations if a SGT subsystem
cannot be returned to OPERABLE status within seven days, and movement of
irradiated fuel assemblies, CORE ALTERATIONS, or operations with the
potential for draining the reactor vessel are being conducted. The
alternative is to initiate two OPERABLE subsystems of SGT and continue
to conduct the operations. Since two subsystems are sufficient for any
accident, the risk of failure of the subsystems to perform their
intended function is significantly reduced if they are running. This
alternative is less restrictive than the existing requirement. However,
the proposed alternative ensures that the remaining subsystems are
Operable, that no failures that could prevent automatic actuation have
occurred, and that any other failure would be readily detected. This
change is consistent with NUREG-1433.

The Required Actions of C and E. I have been modified by a Note stating
that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable. If moving irradiated fuel assemblies
while in NODE 4 or 5, LCO 3.0.3 would not specify any action. If moving
irradiated fuel assemblies while in NODE I, 2, or 3, the fuel movement
is independent of reactor operation and the inability to suspend
movement of irradiated fuel assemblies would not be a sufficient reason
to require a reactor shutdown. By adding an exception to LCO 3.0.3 for
the failing to suspend irradiated fuel movement, an LCO 3.0.3 required
reactor shutdown is avoided in MODE I, 2, or 3. However, the plant
would still be required to shutdown per proposed Required Actions B.l
and 8.2 in addition to suspending fuel movement per Required Actions C.l
and E. I. However, this shutdown is considered less restrictive since
Required Action B. I allows the plant to be in Hot Shutdown within 12
hours versus Hot Standby within 6 hours as required by CTS 1.0.C. 1.
Both CTS and the proposed Required Action B.2 require the plant to be in
Cold Shutdown within 36 hours.

'dt I

BFN-UNITS I, 2, & 3 Revision 3



JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

L4 CTS 4.7.B.3.b text is modified for consistency with plant procedures and
nomenclature. In the plant operating instructions, the bypass valve(s)
for filter cooling are titled as the SGT "Decay Heat Discharge Dampers"
for the three SGT trains. In ITS SR 3.6.4.3.4, operability is
demonstrated by verifying these SGT Decay Heat Discharge Dampers are intheir correct (locked) position for system service. This change is less
restrictive since in ITS operability is demonstrated by position
verification; whereas, CTS 4.7.B.3.b requires demonstration of manual
operability. This is acceptable because physical operation of the Decay
Heat. Discharge Dampers is not required to place the filter cooling mode
in service. Therefore, verification that valves are in the correct
position is an appropriate surveillance method.

Revision 3
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t each primary containment isolation
manual valve and blind flange that is located outside
primar con en and is required to be closed during
accident conditions is closed. The SR helps to ensure that
post accident leakage of radioactive fluids or gases outside
the primary containment boundary is within design limits. (
This SR does not require any testing or valve manipulation.
Rather, it involves verification that those PCIVs outside
primary containment, and capable of being mispositioned, are
in the correct position. Since verification of valve
position for PCIVs outside primary containment is relatively
easy, the 31 day Frequency was chosen to provide added

surance that the PCIVs are in the correct positions.

Notes have been added to this SR. The first Note allows
valves and blind flanges located in high radiation areas to
be verified by use of administrative controls. Allowing
verification by administrative controls is considered pzc,
acceptable since
access to these areas is typically restricted during
MODES I, 2, and 3 for ALARA reasons. Therefore, the
probability of misalignment of these PCIVs, once they have
been verified to be in the proper position, is low. A
second Note has been included to clarify that PCIVs that are
open under administrative controls are not required to meet
the SR during the time that the PCIVs are open.

This SR verifies that each primary containment manual
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PCIVs are operated under administrative controls and the
probability of their misalignment is low.(——~
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The phrase "actual or," in reference to the automatic isolation signal,
has been added to the system functional test surveillance test
description. This does not impose a requirement to create an "actual"
signal, nor does it eliminate any restriction on producing an "actual"
signal. While creating an "actual" signal could increase the
probability of an event, existing procedures and 10 CFR 50.59 control of
revisions to them, dictate the acceptability of generating this signal.
The proposed change does not affect the procedures governing plant
operations and the acceptability of creating these signals; it simply
would allow such a signal to be utilized in evaluating the acceptance
criteria for the system functional test requirements. Therefore, the
change does not involve a significant increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated.

Since the function of the system functional test remains unaffected, the
change does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 1 of 72 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVELii
3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

Use of an actual signal instead of the existing requirement which limits
use .to a simulated signal, will not affect the performance of the
surveillance test. OPERABILITY is adequately demonstrated in either
case since the system itself can not discriminate between "actual" or
"simulated." Therefore, the change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

BFN-UNITS I, 2, & 3 Page 2 of 72 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L2

Srowns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
10 CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident revious1 evaluated.

This change would allow an isolated primary containment penetration to
be opened under administrative controls. Primary containment isolation
is not considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the probability
of such accidents. The proposed administrative controls provide an
acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated in
the event of an accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously
analyzed event that may occur during the opening of the isolated line
would not be significantly increased.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
di fferent kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

This change provides an additional acceptable compensatory action
following failure of other equipment. The current requirements are
based on providing a single active failure proof boundary to compensate
for the loss of one of the two active boundaries. The proposed change
provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original failure criteria, i.e., a single active failure or an operator
error. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory
action is also based on providing the single active failure proof
boundary. Since the proposed compensatory boundary essentially meets
the original criteria and provides leakage characteristics essentially
similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the change does
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.

BFN-UNITS I, 2, 5 3 Page 3 of 72 Revision 3





NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRINRY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L3

Browns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
10 CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change would allow additional methods of isolation for a primary
containment penetration. Primary containment isolation is not
considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the probability
of such accidents. The additional methods of isolation are a
deactivated automatic valve, manual valve, blind flange or a check valve
(only for penetrations with two containment isolation valves) with the
flow through the valve secured. These methods would provide a boundary
which would essentially fulfill the assumptions of the current analysis
for leakage. Therefore, the consequences of a previously analyzed event
that may occur using this isolation method would not be significantly
increased beyond those determined using the currently allowed isolation
methods.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
di fferent kind of acci dent from an acci dent revi ousl evaluated.

This change provides additional acceptable compensatory actions
following failure of other equipment. The current requirements are
based on providing a single active failure proof boundary to compensate
for the loss of one of the two active boundaries. The proposed change
also fulfills this criteria. Therefore, this change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any previously
analyzed accident.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L3

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory
action is also based on providing the single active failure proof
boundary. Since the proposed compensatory boundaries meet this criteria
and provide leakage characteristics essentially similar to currently
approved compensatory boundaries, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

Page 5 of 72 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CMANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L4

Browns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
10 CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

C

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in therobabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change would allow additional time to isolate a primary containment
penetration for main steam lines (8 hours) if one isolation valve is
inoperable and allows 4 hours to isolate a line with a single isolation
valve (12 hours for reactor instrumentation lines with excess flow check
valves). Primary containment isolation is not considered as aninitiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change
does not significantly increase the probability of such accidents. The
proposed change allows additional temporary operation with less than the
required isolation capability. The isolation capability is still
maintained by another operable valve or credited intact piping system.
The Completion Time of 8 hours for HSLs allows a period of time to
restore the HSIVs to OPERABLE status given the fact that the HSIV
closure, will result in an isolation of the HSL and a potential plant
shutdown. Since one valve is operable on a line for ACTION A.l, then
the penetration is isolable and therefore the consequences are not
increased. ACTION C. I, which applies to penetration flow paths of
closed systems with only one PCIV, provides a 4 hour completion time.
This is reasonable considering the relative stability of the closed
system (hence reliability) to act as a penetration isolation boundary
and the relative importance of supporting primary containment
OPERABILITY in MODES I, 2, and 3. The 12 hour completion time to
isolate reactor instrumentation lines with EFCVs does not significantly
increase the consequences since these lines are small and orificed thus
reducing consequences. Therefore, this change does not significantly
increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the required action completion time for the system

Page 6 of 72 Revision 3
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRINRY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
L4 continued

and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The. proposed amendment does not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

This change impacts only the required action completion time for
inoperable valves that provide containment isolation. During the
allowed outage time, a limiting event would still be within the bounds
of the safety analyses (assuming no additional failures). The
methodology 'and limits of the accident analysis are not affected, nor is
the containment response. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.1.3 - PRIMARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~LS

Browns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
10 CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change would allow additional time to isolate a primary containment
penetration if both isolation devices are inoperable. Primary
containment isolation is not considered as an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The proposed
change allows additional temporary operation of I hour with less than
the required isolation capability. The I hour time frame is
insignificant in terms of probability of an event occurring and allows
adequate time for an orderly and proper operator response in light of
potential for a plant transient due to an immediate shutdown.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the consequences
of any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the required action completion time for the system
and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change impacts only the required action completion time for
inoperable valves that provide containment isolation. The I hour allows
time for the operator to attempt to isolate a line before requiring a
shutdown. The methodology and limits of the accident analysis are not
affected, nor is the containment response. Therefore, the change does
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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~L6

Browns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
10 CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

~

'his
change would increase the surveillance interval for verifying the

position of at least one other valve in each line having an inoperable
valve from daily to every 31 days. The proposed change does not affect
the PCIV design or function. Additionally, a failure of a PCIV is not
identified as the initiator of any event. Therefore, this proposed
change does not involve an increase in the probability of an accident
previously evaluated. Further, since the change impacts only the
frequency of verification and does not result in any change in the
response of the equipment to an accident, the change does not increase
the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the frequency of verification and does not result in
any change in the response of the equipment to an accident, the change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change impacts only the frequency of verification of the isolated
PCIV. Since the PCIVs are administratively controlled and their
oper ation is a non-routine event, and industry experience has shown the
valves are, with few exceptions, always found to be in the correct
position, the 31 day surveillance frequency will provide the same
assur ance as the daily verification. Therefore, the change does not
involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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Browns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
lO CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The proposed change does not involve any hardware change. The reasons
that the large primary containment purge and exhaust isolation valves
may be opened are not assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event.
Expanding the reasons these valves may be opened does not affect any
assumptions of the accident analyses and still ensures the time period
these valves may be opened in Modes I, 2, and 3 is limited. In
addition, these purge and exhaust valves are capable of closing in the
environment following a design basis accident. Thus, the consequences
of an accident are not affected by this change. This change will not
alter assumptions relative to an accident or transient event. This
change will not alter the operation of process variables, structures,
systems, or components as described in the safety analysis. Therefore,
this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change will not involve any physical change to plant
systems, structures, or components (SSC), or the manner in which these
SSC are maintained, modified, tested, or inspected. The change in
methods governing normal plant operation is consistent with the current
safety analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change will not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.
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~L7 (continued)

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change expands the reasons the primary containment purge
and .exhaust isolation valves may be opened in Modes 1, 2, and 3. This
change does not involve a reduction in the margin of safety since these
valves are capable of closing in the environment following a design
basis accident. This change does not affect the current safety analysis
assumptions. As such, no question of safety exists. Therefore, this
change does not Involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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~LB

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change involves only the time 'allowed to shutdown the plant when
the required actions are not met. The time allowed to place the reactor
"in the COLD SHUTDOWN CONDITION within 24 hours" has been changed to "in
MODE 3 (Hot Shutdown) in 12 hours and MODE 4 (Cold Shutdown) within 36
hours." The proposed change does not affect the actual leakage limit,
therefore, it does not involve an increase in the probability of an
accident previously evaluated. Further, since the change impacts only
the time allowed to shutdown the plant when the LCO cannot be met, the
change does not increase the consequences of any previously analyzed
accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the time allowed to shutdown when the LCO or ACTIONS
cannot be met, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching MODE 4 when the leakage rate
cannot be restored within limits is acceptable based on the small
probability of an event during this time period and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The requested 12 hour extension will provide
sufficient time for the unit to reach MODE 4 in an orderly manner. As
a result, the potential for human error will be reduced. In addition,
the unit is now required to be in MODE 3 within 12 hours (a shutdown
condition). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be
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TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing sufficient
time to reach MODE, thus avoiding potential plant transients from
attempting to reach MODE 4 in the current time and the benefit of being
subcritical (MODE 3) in a shorter required time. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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Browns Ferry has evaluated this proposed Technical Specification change and
has determined that it involves no significant hazards consideration. This
determination has been performed in accordance with the criteria set forth in
10 CFR 50.92. The following evaluation is provided for the three categories
of the significant hazards consideration standards:

1. The ro osed amendment does not invo1ve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

This change provides an allowed time of 4 hours to reduce leakage or
isolate the affected penetration(s) if one HSIV leakage in one or more
penetrations is not within limits. The proposed change does not
increase the probability of an accident. The time allowed to reduce
leakage or isolate the penetration by use of de-activated automatic
valve, blind flange, etc. is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. The MSIVs will isolate, along with the other PCIVs to
control leakage from the primary containment during accidents. Allowing
4 hours to reduce leakage or isolate the HSIVs will not significantly
increase the consequences of an accident. Shutting down the plant is a
transient which puts thermal stress on components which could increase
the chances of challenging safety systems. This change will not alter
assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change will not create the possibility of an accident. This change
provides an allowed time of 4 hours for reducing leakage or isolating
the affected penetration(s) if one NSIV in one or more penetrations has
excess leakage. The 4 hours that the NSIVs are not isolated will not
create the possibility of an accident. The chance of an event occurring
which would require the HSIVs to be isolated and a failure occurring
which would prevent the operable HSIV to close is remote. Also, 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 the current safety analysis
assumptions. Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change provides an allowed time of 4 hours for reducing leakage
or'solatingthe affected penetration(s) if one MSIV is in excess of limits

in one or more penetrations. The margin of safety is not significantly
reduced because the chances of an event occurring in 4 hours is small.
Also, the time allowed to isolate penetrations or reduce leakage is not
assumed in any safety analysis and current safety analysis assumptionswill be maintained. Isolating the MSIV penetrations, will require a
reduction in power and has the potential for tripping the plant. A
reduction in power or a plant trip is considered a transient due to the
thermal effects it has on plant equipment. During the additional time
allowed, a limiting event would still be assumed to be within the boundsof the safety analysis, assuming no single active failure. Therefore,this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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REACTOR BUILDING-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER VACUUM BREAKERS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

l. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident r eviousl evaluated.

The proposed change involves the number of reactor
building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers that may be inoperable
and the associated allowed outage times (AOTs) before a reactor shutdown
is required. The proposed change will make a distinction between loss
of function (containment integrity and venting capability) which still
requires initiating action within one hour and loss of redundancy for a
function which must be recovered within 72 hours. The existing
specification fails to make this distinction between loss of function
and loss of redundancy. The probability of an accident is not increased
because these vacuum breakers are not considered the initiators of any
accIdents previously evaluated. In addition, the proposed change will
not involve any physical changes to plant systems, structures, or
components (SSC), or the manner in which these SSC are operated,
maintained, modified, tested, or inspected. The consequences of an
accident will not be increased because the proposed change will provide
assurance that both the containment integrity and venting capability
functions are available or restored within one hour. The proposed
change could allow continued operation for up to 72 hours without
redundant capability for these functions; however, the 72 hour
Completion Time takes into account the redundant capability afforded by
the remaining breakers, the fact that the Operable breaker in each line
is closed, and the low probability of an event that would require the
vacuum breakers to be Operable during this period. Therefore, this
change will not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
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L1 CONTINUED

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3.

This proposed change will not involve any physical changes to plant
systems, structures, or components (SSC), or the manner in which these
SSC are operated, maintained, modified, tested, or inspected.
Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not reduced. The proposed change involves the
number of reactor building-to-suppression chamber vacuum breakers that
may be inoperable and the associated AOTs before a reactor shutdown is
requ'ired. The proposed change will make a distinction between loss of
function (containment integrity and venting capability) which still
requires initiating action within one hour and loss of redundancy for a
function which must be recovered within 72 hours. The existing
specification fails to make this distinction between loss of function
and loss of redundancy. This change will not reduce the margin of
safety because the proposed change will provide assurance that both the
containment integrity and venting capability functions are available or
restored within one hour.
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Deleted (Response to NRC comment 3.6. 1.5-6 and 3.6. 1.5-7).
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

~ z.

3.

This change would allow an additional 72 hours to restore one required
vacuum breaker when it is found to be inoperable. The vacuum breakers
are not considered initiators of any previously analyzed accidents.
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. The proposed change
would allow additional temporary operation with less than the required
vacuum breaker capability but still retains necessary vacuum relief
capacity to respond to a design basis accident. Since the safety
analysis assumptions are met, this change does not increase the
consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefore, the change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change increases the allowed outage time. The margin of safety
considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on
engineering judgement and the probability of occurrence of an event
requiring the unavailable capabilities. In addition, the vacuum
breakers can still provide 100% relief capacity, assuming no additional
single failure. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant
reduction in the margin of safety.
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~L2

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change would allow a short time to close an open vacuum breaker
since there is low probability of an event that would pressurize primary
containment. The vacuum breakers are not considered initiators of any
previously analyzed accidents. Therefore, this proposed change does not
involve an increase in the probability of an accident previously
evaluated. The 1 hour allows the operator time to respond in an orderly
manner and lessens the probability of a transient brought on by a rushed
response. This change does not increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident since continued oper ation is not allowed
with both lines open.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefor e, the change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change is acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the vacuum breakers and the desire to minimize plant
transients. Any reduction in the margin of safety will be insignificant
and offset by the benefit gained from providing some time to restore the
vacuum breaker.
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~L3

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The proposed change eliminates a requirement to demonstrate the
OPERABILITY of the remaining vacuum breakers whenever a vacuum breaker
is declared inoperable. The probability of an accident is not increased
because the elimination of an unscheduled performance of surveillance
test is not considered as an initiator of any accidents previously
evaluated. In addition, the proposed change does not involve any
physical changes to plant systems, structures, or components (SSC), or
the manner in which these SSC are operated, maintained, modified, or
tested. The consequences of an accident will not be increased because
there is adequate assurance that the remaining vacuum breakers are
OPERABLE and will perform their design function. This change
acknowledges that the inoperability of a vacuum breaker is not
automatically indicative of a similar condition in the remaining vacuum
breakers unless a generic failure is suspected and that the periodic
frequencies specified to demonstrate OPERABILITY have been shown to be
adequate to ensure equipment OPERABILITY. Therefore, this change allows
credit to be taken for normal periodic surveillance as a demonstration
of OPERABILITY and availability of the remaining components. Therefore,
this change will not involve a significant increase in the probability
or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefore, the change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change eliminates the requirement to demonstrate the
OPERABILITY of the remaining vacuum breakers whenever a vacuum breaker
is declared inoperable. This change acknowledges that the inoperability
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L3 CONTINUED

of a vacuum breaker is not automatically indicative of a similar
condition in the remaining vacuum breakers unless a generic failure is
suspected and that the periodic frequencies specified to demonstrate
OPERABILITY have been shown to be adequate to ensure equipment
OPERABILITY. This change allows credit to be taken for normal periodic
surveillance as a demonstration of OPERABILITY and availability of the
remaining components and reduces unnecessary challenges and wear to
redundant components. As stated in NRC Generic Letter 87-09, "It is
overly conservative to assume that systems or components are inoperable
when a surveillance requirement has is not been performed. The oppositeis in fact the case; the vast majority of surveillance demonstrate that
systems or components in fact are operable." Therefore, reliance on
the specified surveillance intervals does not result in a reduced level
of confidence concerning this equipments availability. As a result, the
change does not affect the current analysis assumptions. Therefore,
this change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant inct ease in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

This change allows an additional 12 hours to place the unit in Cold
Shutdown if the conditions of the LCO cannot be met. Since the vacuum
breaker s are not considered initiators of any previously analyzed
accidents, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. The additional time
will allow the plant to be brought from full power conditions in an
orderly manner and without challenging plant systems, which further
minimizes a potential upset from to rapid decrease in plant power. The
consequences of the event occurring during the extra 12 hours are the
same as the consequences of an event occurring in the current 12 hours.
Therefore, this change does not increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Therefore, the change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time for reaching MODE 4 is acceptable based on the small
probability of an event requiring the inoperable components to function
and the desire to minimize plant transients. The requested 12 hour
extension will provide sufficient time for the unit to reach MODE 4 in
an orderly manner . As a result, human error will be reduced. In
addition, the unit is now required to be in MODE 3 within 12 hours (a
shutdown condition). As such any reduction in the margin of safety will
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be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing
sufficient time to reach MODE 4, thus avoiding potential plant
transients from attempting to reach NODE 4 in the current time and the
benefit of being subcritical (MODE 3) in a shorter period of time.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)()), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated

2 ~

The proposed change involves a modification to the Applicability of LCO
3.6.2.1 so that a lower suppression pool temperature limit applies if
any Operable IRN channel is on Range 7 or above. The probability of an
accident is not increased because the temperature of the suppression
pool is not considered an initiator of any accidents previously
evaluated. In addition, the proposed change does not involve any
physical changes to plant systems, structures, or components (SSC), or
the manner in which these SSC are operated, maintained, modified, or
tested. The consequences of an accident will not be increased because
the suppression pool is designed to absorb the decay heat and sensible
energy released during a reactor blowdown via safety/relief valves or
from a OBA LOCA when the reactor has been operating continuously at full
power for a considerable period of time. Any event initiated with
reactor power or reactor power history less than these conditions will
place considerably less heat load on the suppression pool than a DBA
LOCA. Therefore, if reactor power is below IRN'ange 7, the reactor is
below the point of adding heat and it is not necessary to maintain the
suppression pool temperature less than 95'F to avoid exceeding the
containment design pressure and temperature during a DBA LOCA.
Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident. previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
di fferent kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This proposed change will not involve any physical changes to plant
systems, structures, or components (SSC), or the manner in which these
SSC are operated, maintained, modified, tested, or inspected.
Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any ac'cident previously evaluated.
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Ll continued

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change involves a modification to the Applicability of LCO
3.6.2. 1 so that a lower suppression pool temperature limit applies if
any Operable IRH channel is on Range 7 or above. This change does not
involve a significant reduction in margin of safety because the
modification to the requirements for suppression pool temperature still
ensure that suppression pool temperature meets the initial conditions
used as assumptions in the LOCA analysis and the change does not affect
the current analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
vobabi1it ov conse uences of an accident revious1 evaluated

The proposed change involves limiting the applicability of maintaining
the suppression pool temperature within limits to periods when the
reactor is not in the cold shutdown condition. LCO 3.6.2. 1 is
applicable in MODES 1, 2, and 3. CTS states that suppression pool
temperature shall be maintained within limits anytime there is
irradiated fuel in the vessel and the nuclear system is pressurized
above atmospheric pressure or OPDRVs are in progress. Thus, CTS would
require suppression pool temperature to be maintained in the equivalent
of ITS MODE 4 if the reactor was pressurized (mechanically). The
probability of an accident is not increased by this change because the
temperature of the suppression pool is not considered an initiator of
any accidents previously evaluated. In addition, the proposed change
does not involve any physical changes to plant systems, structures, or
components (SSC), or the manner in which these SSC are operated,
maintained, modified, or tested. The consequences of an accident will
not be increased because the suppression pool is designed to absorb the
decay heat and sensible energy released during a reactor blowdown via
safety/relief valves or from a DBA LOCA when the reactor has been
operating continuously at full power for a considerable period of time.
Any event initiated with reactor power or reactor power history less
than these conditions will place considerably less heat load on the
suppression pool than a DBA LOCA. Therefore, when the nuclear system is
pressurized during MODE 4, it is by mechanical energy since no steam is
present. In the event of a breach of the reactor coolant boundary while
in a MODE 4 pressurized condition, the pressure would vapidly return to
atmospheric with a small loss of reactor coolant and provide little heat
input to the suppression pool. Therefore, under MODE 4 conditions only
minimum suppression chamber water levels would apply as specified in ITS
3.5.2. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.
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2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This proposed change will not involve any physical changes to plant
systems, structures, or components (SSC), or the manner in which these
SSC are operated, maintained, modified, tested, or inspected.
Therefore, this change will not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The proposed change involves a modification to the Applicability of
CTS 3.7.A. 1 so that maintaining suppression pool temperature within
limits is not required in NODE 4. This change does not involve a

significant reduction in margin of safety because the modification to
the requirements for suppression pool temperature still ensure that
suppression pool temperature meets the initial conditions used as
assumptions in the LOCA analysis and the change does not affect the
current analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a

significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change allows 2 hours to restore suppression pool water
level where CTSs allowed no time prior to initiating a shutdown. The
suppression pool water level is not assumed to be an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the proposed change cannot
increase the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The
proposed change allows temporary operation with less than the required
suppression pool water level for only a short period of time. The
consequences of an event occurring during this brief allowed outage time
would not be any different than the consequences of the event occurring
during the first two hours of the shutdown specification. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

The proposed change does not result in any changes to plant equipment
design or capabilities, but does allow operation of the plant with
equipment not capable of performing is safety function. However, loss
of the pressure suppression function does not impact the reactor coolant
pressure boundary or its support systems, and therefore, does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The change provides an allowed outage time of two hours. The margin of
safety is considered in determining the allowed outage time is based on
engineering judgement and probability of occurrence of an event
requiring the unavailable capabilities. The two hours, which allows
time to take appropriate actions without undo haste and prevents an
unnecessary shutdown, are not considered to impact the relative risk to
the public. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The proposed change requires the plant to be placed in NODE 3 (Hot
Shutdown) within 12 hours and MODE 4 (Cold Shutdown) within 36 hours of
not meeting the required action (restoring water level within limits in
2 hours). This is less restrictive than CTSs which require the plant be
placed in Hot Standby within 6 hours and Cold Shutdown with the
following 30 hours. The suppression pool water level is not assumed to
be an initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the
proposed change cannot increase the probability of an accident
previously evaluated. The proposed change allows an additional 6 hours
to take action. However, this is partially offset by the fact that the
specific action required is more restrictive (place in Hot Shutdown
versus CTS requirement of Hot Standby). As such, the proposed change
does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new modes of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change is less stringent than current requirements.
However, any reduction in the margin of safety will be insignificant and
offset by the benefit gained from allowing an additional 6 hours to
complete an action, thus avoiding potential plant transients from
attempting to reach Hot Standby (NODE 2) in the current time.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

'ignificant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabi1it or conse uences of. an accident r eviousl evaluated.

2.

The proposed change eliminates the requirement to not exceed a maximum
suppression chamber water level formerly contained in CTS 3.7.A.l when
not in NODE 1, 2, or 3. ITS 3.5.2 specifies a minimum suppression pool
water level in NODES 4 and 5. In NODES 4 and 5, reactor temperature is
limited to ( 212'F. When the reactor is pressurized in MODE 4, it is by
mechanical energy since no steam is present. In the event of a breach
of the reactor coolant pressure boundary while in NODE 4, the pressure
would rapidly return to atmospheric with a small loss of reactor
coolant. This pressurized condition is not capable of causing large
amounts of reactor coolant to be lost. Thus, under MODE 4 only minimum
suppression chamber water levels would apply as specified in ITS 3.5.2.
A maximum suppression chamber water level is applicable only at power
operation to ensure design limits are not exceeded during a reactor
blowdown post-LOCA. In NODE 4, primary containment is not required and
suppression pool, water is needed only as a source of make-up to the
reactor. The suppression pool water level is not assumed to be an
initiator of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the proposed
change cannot increase the probability of an accident previously
evaluated. As such, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new modes of plant operation and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change involves a modification to the applicability of CTS
3.7.A.l so that maintaining suppression pool level below a maximum valve
is not applicable in MODES other than MODE I, 2, and 3. This change
does not involve a significant reduction in margin of safety because the
modification to the requirements for suppression pool level still ensure
that suppression pool level meets the initial conditions used as
assumptions in the LOCA analysis and the change does not affect the
current analysis assumptions. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

I. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) suppression pool cooling (SPC)
subsystems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event. This
change allows an additional 8 hours to restore required RHR suppression
pool cooling subsystem(s) prior to requiring the initiation of a unit
shutdown. The proposed 8 hour Completion Time provides some time to
restore required subsystem(s) to Operable status, yet is short enough
that operating an additional 8 hours is not a significant risk. If the
required subsystem(s) are restored prior to expiration of the 8 hours, a
unit shutdown will be averted. Thus, the potential of a unit scram
occurring while shutting the unit down, which then could result in a
need for a subsystem when it is inoperable, has been decreased.
Additionally, the consequences of an event occurring while the unit is
being operated during the 8 hour Completion Time of proposed ACTION C

are the same as the consequences of an event occurring in the first 8
hours of a unit shutdown currently required by CTS 3.5.B.8. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for restoring required inoperable RHR SPC
subsystems is acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the inoperable subsystems to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The additional 8 hours allowed to restore
required subsystems will provide a short period of time for restoration
prior to requiring the initiation of a plant shutdown. Averting a plant
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shutdown will minimize the potential for a scram which then could result
in a need for a subsystem when it is inoperable. As such, any reduction
in a margin of safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit
gained from providing additional time to restore the required subsystem,
thus avoiding potential plant transients during shutdown. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated

2 ~

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) Suppression Pool Cooling (SPC)
subsystems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event. The

change will not allow continuous operation such that a single failure
will preclude the affected component's function from being performed.
This change allows an additional 12 hours to reach NODE 4 , which
provides a reasonable amount of time to perform an orderly shutdown,
thus further minimizing a potential upset from a too rapid decrease in
plant power. Additionally, the consequences of an event occurring while
the unit is being shutdown during the extra 12 hours are the same as the
consequences of an event occurring in the current 12 hours. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching NODE 4 with inoperable RHR SPC

subsystem components is acceptable based on the small probability of an

event requiring the inoperable components to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The requested 12 hour extension will provide
sufficient time for the unit to reach NODE 4 in an orderly manner. As

a result, the potential for human error will be reduced. In addition,
the unit is now required to be in NODE 3 within 12 hours (a shutdown
condition). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be
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insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing sufficient
time to reach NODE 4, thus avoiding potential plant transients from
attempting to reach NODE 4 in the current time and the benefit of being
subcritical in a shorter required time. Therefore, the proposed change
does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident r eviousl evaluated

20

The proposed change eliminates the requirement for RHR suppression pool
cooling operability when in MODE 4 with the reactor pressurized
(mechanically) above atmospheric. When the reactor is pressurized in
MODE 4, it is by mechanical energy since no steam is present. In the
event of a breach of the reactor coolant pressure boundary while in
MODE 4, the pressure would rapidly return to atmospheric with a small
loss of reactor coolant. This pressurized condition is not capable of
causing large amounts of reactor coolant to be lost., There is no

mechanism to produce significant heating of the suppression pool and,
accordingly, no need to have suppression pool cooling OPERABLE. In MODE

4, primary containment is not required and the suppression pool is
needed only as a source of make-up to the reactor per ITS 3.5.2.
Therefore, the proposed change cannot increase the probability of an

accident previously evaluated. As such, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new modes of plant operation, and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The proposed change involves a modification to the applicability of
CTS. 3.5.B. I so that suppression pool cooling is not applicable in MODE 4

with the vessel pressure above atmospheric. This change does not
involve a significant reduction in margin of safety because the
modification to the requirements for suppression pool level still
ensures that suppression pool level meets the initial conditions used as
assumptions in the LOCA analysis. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

20

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) suppression pool spray
subsystems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event. This
change allows an additional 8 hours to restore required RHR suppression
pool spray subsystem(s) prior to requiring the initiation of a unit
shutdown. The proposed 8 hour Completion Time provides some time to
restore required subsystem(s) to Operable status, yet is short enough
that operating an additional 8 hours is not a significant risk. If the
required subsystem(s) are restored prior to expiration of the 8 hours, a

unit shutdown will be averted. Thus, the potential of a unit scram
occurring while shutting the unit down, which then could result in a

need for a subsystem when it is inoperable, has been decreased.
Additionally, the consequences of an event occurring while the unit is
being operated during the 8 hour Completion Time of proposed ACTION C

are the same as the consequences of an event occurring in the first 8

hours of a unit shutdown currently required by CTS 3.5.B.8. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for restoring required inoperable RHR SPC

subsystems is acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the inoperable subsystems to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The additional 8 hours allowed to restore
required subsystems will provide a short period of time for restoration
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prior to requiring the initiation of a plant shutdown. Averting a plant
shutdown will minimize the potential for a scram which then could result
in a need for a subsystem when it is inoperable. As such, any reduction
in a margin of safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit
gained from providing additional time to restore required subsystem(s),
thus avoiding potential plant transients during shutdown. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) suppression pool spray (SPS)
subsystems are not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event. The
change will not allow continuous operation such that a single failure
will preclude the affected component's function from being performed.
This change allows an additional 12 hours to reach MODE 4, which
provides a reasonable amount of time to perform an orderly shutdown,
thus further minimizing a potential upset from a too rapid decrease in
plant power. Additionally, the consequences of an event occurring while
the unit is being shutdown during the extra 12 hours is the same as the
consequences of an event occurring in the current 12 hours. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching MODE 4 with inoperable RHR SPS
components are acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the inoperable components to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The requested 12 hour extension will provide
sufficient time for the unit to reach MODE 4 in an orderly manner. As
a result, the potential for human error will be reduced. In addition,
the unit is now required to be in MODE 3 within 12 hours (a shutdown
condition). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be
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insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing sufficient
time to reach MODE 4, thus avoiding potential plant transients from
attempting to reach MODE 4 in the current time and the benefit of being
subcritical (MODE 3) in a shorter required time. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The proposed change eliminates the requirement for RHR suppression pool
spray operability when in NODE 4 with the reactor pressurized
(mechanically) above atmospheric. When the reactor is pressurized in
NODE 4, it is by mechanical energy since no steam is present. In the
event of a breach of the reactor coolant pressure boundary while in
NODE 4, the pressure would rapidly return to atmospheric with a small
loss of reactor coolant. This pressurized condition is not capable of
causing large amounts of reactor coolant to be lost. There is no

mechanism to produce significant heating of the suppression pool air
space and, accordingly, no need to have suppression pool spray OPERABLE.

In NODE 4, primary containment is not required and the suppression pool
is needed only as a source of make-up to the reactor per ITS 3.5.2.
Therefore, the proposed change cannot increase the probability of an

accident previously evaluated. As such, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new modes of plant operation, and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, does

not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change involves a modification to the applicability of CTS
3.5.B.l so that suppression pool spray is not applicable in NODE 4 .with
the vessel pressure above atmospheric. This change does not involve a
significant reduction in margin of safety because the modification to
the requirements for suppression pool level still ensures that
suppression pool level meets the initial conditions used as assumptions
in the LOCA analysis and the change does not affect the current analysis
assumptions. Therefore, this change does not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) drywell spray subsystems are
not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event. This change allows
an additional 8 hours to restore required RHR drywell sp~ay subsystem(s)
prior to requiring the initiation of a unit shutdown. The proposed 8
hour Completion Time provides some time to restore required subsystem(s)
to Operable status, yet is short enough that operating an additional 8
hours is not a significant risk. If the required subsystem(s) are
restored prior to expiration of the 8 hours, a unit shutdown will be
averted. Thus, the potential of a unit scram occurring while shutting
the unit down, which then could result in a need for a subsystem when it
is inoperable, has been decreased. Additionally, the consequences of an
event occurring while the unit is being operated during the 8 hour
Completion Time of proposed ACTION C are the same as the consequences of
an event occurring in the first 8 hours of a unit shutdown currently
required by CTS 3.5.B.8. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for restoring required inoperable RHR SPC

subsystems is acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the inoperable subsystems to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The additional 8 hours allowed to restore
required subsystems will provide a short period of time for restoration
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prior to requiring the initiation of a plant shutdown. Averting a plant
shutdown will minimize the potential for a scram which then could result
in a need for a subsystem when it is inoperable. As such, any reduction
in a margin of safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit
gained from providing additional time to restore required subsystem(s),
thus avoiding potential plant transients during shutdown. Therefore,
the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin
of safety.
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~L2

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consider ation. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The Residual Heat Removal (RHR) drywell spray subsystems are
not assumed to be initiators of any analyzed event. The change will not
allow continuous operation such that a single failure will preclude the
affected component's function from being performed. This change allows
an additional 12 hours to reach NODE 4, which provides a reasonable
amount of time to perform an orderly shutdown, thus further minimizing a

potential upset from a too rapid decrease in plant power. Additionally,
the consequences of an event occurring while the unit is being shutdown
during the extra 12 hours is the same as the consequences of an event
occurring in the current 12 hours. Therefore, the proposed change does
not involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for reaching NODE 4 with inoperable RHR SPS

components are acceptable based on the small probability of an event
requiring the inoperable components to function and the desire to
minimize plant transients. The requested 12 hour extension will provide
sufficient time for the unit to reach NODE 4 in an orderly manner. As
a result, the potential for human error will be reduced. In addition,
the unit is now required to be in NODE 3 within 12 hours (a shutdown
condition). As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be
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insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing sufficient
time to reach NODE 4, thus avoiding potential plant transients from
attempting to reach NODE 4 in the current time and the benefit of being
subcritical (NODE 3) in a shorter required time. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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~L3

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The proposed change eliminates the requirement For RHR Drywell Spray
operability when in NODE 4 with the reactor pressurized (mechanically)
above atmospheric. When the reactor is pressurized in NODE 4, it is by
mechanical energy since no steam is present. In the event of a breach
of the reactor coolant pressure boundary while in NODE 4, the pressure
would rapidly return to atmospheric with a small loss of reactor
coolant. This pressurized condition is not capable of causing large
amounts of reactor coolant to be lost. There is no mechanism to produce
significant heating of the drywell and, accordingly, no need to have
drywell spray OPERABLE. In NODE 4, primary containment is not required
and the suppression pool is available as a source of make-up to the
reactor per ITS 3.5.2. Therefore, the proposed change cannot increase
the probability of an accident previously evaluated. As such', the
proposed change does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new modes of plant operation, and it
does not involve a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed change involves a modification to the applicability of
CTS 3.5.8.1 so that drywell spray is not applicable in NODE 4 with the
vessel pressure above atmospheric. This change does not involve a
significant reduction in margin of safety because the modification to
the requirements for drywell spray do not affect the initial conditions
used as assumptions in the LOCA analysis and the changes does not affect
the current analysis assumptions. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 49 of 72 Revision 3





NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.2.6

DRYMELL-TO-SUPPRESSION CHAMBER DIFFERENTIAL PRESSURE

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

I. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change allows the drywell-suppression chamber differential
pressure (DP) to be established within 24 hours of achieving 15% RTP
following a startup from shutdown and may be reduced to less than 1. 1

psid prior to a scheduled shutdown to less than 15% RTP. The present
requirements are more restrictive because they require establishment of
the l. 1 psid drywell DP within 24 hours of achieving operating
temperature and pressure. Drywell DP is established by the use of the
nitrogen inerting system, which is also used to reduce the oxygen
concentration to less than 4% during reactor operation with reactor
coolant pressure greater than 100 psig. Inerting the primary
containment is an operational problem because it prevents plant access
without an appropriate breathing apparatus. The proposed change will
require the DP to be established in the Run Node (NODE 1) when the
probability is highest for an event that could impose large loads on the
primary containment. As long as the reactor is below 15% RTP, the
potential for an event that could impose large loads on the containment
is low. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change maintains the necessary provisions to ensure that
the DP is established in the run mode (MODE 1) when the probability is
highest for an event that could impose large structural loads on the
primary containment. The proposed change provides operational
improvements by requiring the DP to be established after the drywell and
suppression chamber have reached thermal equilibrium during a startup
and by delaying establishment of the DP as late as possible to allow
drywell entries without the use of a breathing apparatus. Therefore,
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The change will relax present requirements on when to establish the DP
but will not change the DP requirement of l. 1 psid. The proposed change
will require the DP to be established when the probability is highest
for an event that could impose large loads on the primary containment.
Even though the proposed change is a relaxation from present provisions,
these relaxations have been evaluated and found to require establishment
of DP limits when needed to ensure mitigation of events that could
impose excessive loads on the primary containment. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The proposed change to the requirements of the action statement (CTS
3.7.A.6.b) will allow eight hours to restore Drywell DP versus the
present six hours. If not restored, the proposed action requires
reactor thermal power to be reduced to a 15% RTP within 12 hours versus
current provisions to initiate an orderly shutdown and to be in the Cold
Shutdown condition within 24 hours. The 8 hour completion time provides
sufficient time to restore the DP to within limits and takes into
account the low probability of an event occurring during this time
period. The proposed 12 hour time to reduce to a 15% RTP is considered
reasonable, based on operating experience, to reduce reactor power from
full power in an orderly manner without challenging plant systems.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change maintains the necessary provisions to ensure that
the DP is established in the run mode (MODE 1) when the probability is
highest for an event that could impose large structural loads on the
primary containment. The proposed change provides operational
improvements by allowing an additional two hours to restore DP and only
requiring a reduction in power to 15% of RTP in 12 hours instead of a
shutdown in 24 hours. In addition, the proposed change does not involve
a physical modification to the plant. Therefore, the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any previously evaluated is not
created

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The proposed Action A will allow an additional two hours to restore
Drywell DP prior to initiating further action and this action (Proposed
Action B) only requires the plant to be reduced to 15% RTP in 12 hours
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rather than be brought to Cold Shutdown in 24 hours. Even though the
proposed change is a relaxation from present provisions, these
relaxations have been evaluated and found to require establishment of DP

limits when needed to ensure mitigation of events that could impose
excessive loads on the primary containment. Therefore, the proposed
change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS

BFN ISTS 3.6.3.1 - CONTAINMENT AIR DILUTION SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGE - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

~ 2.

This change would decrease the surveillance frequency of the nitrogen
tank volume verification so that it is only required to be performed
every 31 days instead of twice per week. The proposed change does not
affect the nitrogen tank design or function. Additionally, a failure of
the nitrogen tank is not identified as the initiator of any event.
Therefore, this proposed change does not involve an increase in the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. Further, since the
change impacts only the frequency of verification and does not result in
any'hange in the response of the equipment to an accident, the change
does not increase the consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the frequency of verification and does not result in
any change in the response of the equipment to an accident, the change
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any previously analyzed accident.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

This change impacts only the frequency of verification of the nitrogen
tank volume. Since the system is manually actuated, tank volume should
not change unless monitored by plant personnel during use. Thus, there
are very positive means to ensure nitrogen tank volume does not
unaccountably decrease. Therefore, the change does not involve a

significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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BFN ISTS 3.6.3.2

PRIMARY CONTAINMENT OXYGEN CONCENTRATION

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The proposed change allows 24 hours after exceeding 15% RTP instead of
,the current Run Mode (approximately 5% RTP) requirement to inert the
drywell and allows 24 hours prior to reducing below 15% RTP instead of
the current provision that allows de-inerting the drywell 24 hours prior
to shutdown. The oxygen concentr ation is not assumed to be an initiator
of any previously analyzed accidents. Therefore, the probability of an
accident previously evaluated is not significantly increased. The
consequences of an accident previously evaluated are not significantly
increased since the hydrogen generation rate at 15% RTP is only slightly
higher than the generation rate at 5% RTP, and the CAD system is still
OPERABLE and can remove hydrogen and oxygen if needed.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3.

The proposed changes do not involve any design changes, plant
modifications, or changes in plant operation. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not significantly reduced since the hydrogen
generation is only slightly higher at 15% RTP as opposed to 5% RTP and
the CAD system and the capability to vent and purge are available to
reduce combustible gas concentration, if needed. Also, the probability
of an accident occurring that generates hydrogen is very low.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The proposed change allows operation for a limited time with primary
containment oxygen concentration not within limits. Oxygen
concentration is not assumed to be an initiator of any previously
analyzed accidents. Therefore, the probability of an accident
previously evaluated is not significantly increased. The CAD system and
the Primary Containment Purge System are adequate to perform the safety
function required for each previously evaluated accident. This change
will not alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or
transient event. This change will not alter the operation of process
variables, structures, systems, or components as described in the safety
analysis. Therefore, the consequences of previously evaluated accidents
are not significantly increased.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and does
not involve a physical modification to the plant. Since normal
operation of the plant does not involve any manipulation of the oxygen
concentration limit, the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated is not created.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety is not significantly reduced since the CAD system
and Primary Containment Purge System are still available to reduce
combustible gas concentration, if need and the probability of an
accident occurring that generates hydrogen is very low. Additionally,
the proposed change will prevent unnecessary shutdowns and the
associated risk of potential transients.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change would decrease the surveillance frequency for
checking primary containment oxygen concentration so that it is required
once every 7 days instead of daily. Since the primary containment is
inerted during normal operating conditions, oxygen concentration changes
will be slow to occur. Primary containment leak rates are established
at the beginning of each operating cycle and do not change rapidly under
normal operating conditions. Abnormal conditions, such as PCIV
inoperability, are handled by separate technical specifications. Oxygen
concentration in the primary containment is not identified as the
initiator of any event. Therefore, the probability of an accident
previously evaluated is not significantly increased. Further, since the
change impacts only the frequency of verification and does not result in
any change in the response of the primary containment to an accident,
the change does not increase the consequences of any previously
evaluated accident.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the frequency of verification and does not result in
any change in the response of the primary containment to an accident,
the change does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.
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L3 continued

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change only impacts the frequency of verification of the oxygen
concentration in the primary containment. Since the primary containment
is inerted during normal operation and leak rates are required to be
established each cycle of operation, changes in oxygen concentration
will occur very slowly. Large changes in primary containment integrity
are determined by means other than oxygen concentration changes. The
proposed 7 day frequency for verification of primary containment oxygen
concentration will provide the same assurance as daily verification.
Therefore, the change does not involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.
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SECONDARY CONTAINMENT

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

This change would remove a specific restriction to perform a
surveillance of the secondary containment at each refueling outage prior
to refueling. Secondary containment is not considered as an initiator
of any previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The appropriate
plant conditions for performance of the surveillance will continue to be
controlled to assure the potential consequences are not significantly
increased. This control method has been previously determined to be
acceptable as indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. Performance of the
surveillance at an 18 month frequency has been demonstrated by operating
experience to be acceptable from a reliability standpoint. Therefore,
this change does not significantly increase the consequences of any
previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change removes a specific restriction on the plant conditions for
performing a surveillance, but does not change the method of
performance. Removal of the specific restriction also effectively
extends the surveillance interval since the secondary containment is
common to all three units at BFN. The appropriate plant conditions for
performance of the surveillance will continue to be controlled to assure
the possibility for a new or different kind of accident are not created.
This control method has been previously determined to be acceptable as
indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. Therefore, this change does not
create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed accident.
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3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The margin of safety considered in determining the appropriate plant
conditions for performing the surveillance will continue to be
controlled to assure that there is no significant reduction. This
control method has been previously determined to be acceptable as
indicated in Generic Letter 91-04. The frequency of performance has
been determined acceptable from a reliability standpoint based on
operating experience. Therefore, the change does not involve a

significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The secondary containment system is not assumed to be an
initiator of any analyzed event. This change allows an additional 4
hours to restore secondary containment integrity prior to a plant
shutdown required by CTS 1.0.C. 1 that would be prompted by failure to
suspend irradiated fuel movement as required by CTS 3.7.C.2.a. Required
Action C.l is modified by a Note stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not
applicable to failure to suspend irradiated fuel movement. While this
allows avoidance of an LCO 3.0.3 required reactor shutdown in .NODE 1, 2,
or 3, the plant would still be required to shutdown after 4 hours per
proposed Required Actions B. 1 and B.2 in addition to suspending fuel
movement per Required Action C. l. The proposed change allows an
additional four hours to restore secondary containment prior to
initiating a unit shutdown. If secondary containment is restored prior
to expiration of the 4 hours, a unit shutdown will be averted. Thus,
the potential of a unit scram occurring while shutting the unit down,
which then could result in a need for a secondary containment when it is
inoperable, has been decreased. Additionally, the consequences of an
event occurring while the unit is being operated during the 4 hour
Completion Time of proposed ACTION A are the same as the consequences of
an event occurring in the first 4 hours of a unit shutdown currently
required by CTS 1.0.C. l. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

2. The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a

physical modification to the plant.
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L2 continued

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for restoring secondary containment is
acceptable based on the small probability of an event requiring
secondary containment and the desire to minimize plant transients. The

additional 4 hours allowed to restore secondary containment will provide
a short period of time for restoration prior to requiring the initiation
of a plant shutdown. Averting a plant shutdown will minimize the
potential for a scram which then could result in a need for secondary
containment when it is inoperable. As such, any reduction in a margin
of safety will be insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from
providing additional time to restore secondary containment, thus
avoiding potential plant transients during shutdown. Therefore, the
proposed change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.
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TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

This change would allow additional time to isolate a secondary
containment penetration if one isolation device is inoperable.
Secondary containment isolation is not considered as an initiator of any
previously analyzed accident. Therefore, this change does not
significantly increase the frequency of such accidents. The proposed
change allows additional temporary operation with less than the required
isolation capability. The isolation capability is still maintained by
another operable valve. With one valve or device operable then
secondary containment is maintained and the consequences are not
increased. Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the
consequences of any previously analyzed accident.

This change would also allow an isolated secondary containment
penetration to be opened under administrative controls similar to most
other primary containment penetrations. Secondary containment isolation
is not considered as an initiator of any previously analyzed accident.
Therefore, this change does not significantly increase the frequency of
such accidents. The proposed administrative controls provide an
acceptable compensatory action to assure the penetration is isolated in
the event of an accident. Therefore, the consequences of a previously
analyzed event that may occur during the opening of the isolated line
would not be significantly increased.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change does not result in any changes to the equipment design or
capabilities or to the operation of the plant. Further, since the
change impacts only the required action completion time for the system
and does not result in any change in the response of the equipment to an
accident, the change does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.
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Ll continued

3 ~

This change also provides an additional acceptable compensatory action
following failure of other equipment. The current requirements are
based on providing a single active failure proof boundary to compensate
for the loss of one of the two active boundaries. The proposed change
provides an alternative which essentially returns the system to its
original failure criteria, i.e., a single active failure or an operator
error. Therefore, this change does not create the possibility of a new
or different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change impacts the required action completion time for inoperable
valves that provide secondary containment isolation. During the 8 hour
completion time allowed for isolating the flow path, the secondary
containment boundary can still be established with the remaining
operable secondary containment isolation valve. The methodology and
limits of the accident analysis are not affected, nor is the secondary
containment response. Therefore, the change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The margin of safety considered in determining the required compensatory
action is also based on providing the single active failure proof
boundary. Since the proposed compensatory boundary essentially meets
the original criteria and provides leakage characteristics essentially
similar to currently approved compensatory boundaries, the change does
not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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SECONDARY CONTAINNENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L2

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards conside} ation. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The secondary containment system is not assumed to be an
initiator of any analyzed event. This change allows some additional
time to initiate a plant shutdown as compared to the time allotted by
CTS 1.0.C. 1 (that would be prompted by failure to suspend activities
addressed by CTS 3.7.C.2.a). Required Action D. 1 is modified by a Note
stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable to failure to suspend
irradiated fuel movement. While this allows avoidance of an LCO 3.0.3
(equivalent to CTS 1.0.C. 1) required reactor shutdown in NODE 1, 2, or
3, the plant would still be required to shutdown per proposed Required
Actions C. 1 and C.2 in addition to performing Required Action D.l. The
proposed change allows some additional time to restore secondary
containment prior to initiating a unit shutdown, thus possibly averting
the initiation of a plant shutdown if secondary containment is restored
during this time period. Thus, the potential of a unit scram occurring
while shutting the unit down, which then could result in a need for
secondary containment when it is inoperable, has been decreased.
Additionally, the consequences of an event occurring while the unit is
being operated during this additional time are the same as the
consequences of an event occurring during a unit shutdown currently
required by CTS 1.0.C. 1. Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.2

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT ISOLATION VALVES

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The. increased time allowed for restoring secondary containment is
acceptable based on the small probability of an event requiring
secondary containment and the desire to minimize plant transients. This
provides some additional time to restore secondary containment prior to
requiring the initiation of a plant shutdown. Averting a plant shutdown
will minimize the potential for a scram which then could result in a
need for secondary containment when it is inoperable. As such, any
reduction in a margin of safety will be insignificant and offset by the
benefit gained from providing additional time to restore secondary
containment, thus avoiding potential plant transients during shutdown.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant reduction
in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L1

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

This change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The SGT System is not assumed to be an initiator of any
analyzed event. This change redefines the method for demonstrating
OPERABILITY of the remaining equipment when a component is declared
inoperable. Since the equipment remains OPERABLE, redefining the method
by which the equipment is demonstrated OPERABLE does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

The proposed change does not necessitate a physical alteration of the
plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed) or
changes in parameters governing normal plant operation. The proposed
change will only redefine the method by which remaining equipment is
verified OPERABLE when a component is declared inoperable. Redefining
the method by which equipment is demonstrated OPERABLE does not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change eliminates the requirement to perform surveillances on
equipment when a component is declared inoperable. This change now
allows credit to be taken for normal periodic surveillances as a
demonstration of OPERABILITY and availability of the remaining
components. The periodic frequencies specified to demonstrate
OPERABILITY of the remaining components have been shown to be adequate
to ensure equipment OPERABILITY. As stated in NRC Generic Letter 87-09,"It is overly conservative to assume that systems or components are
inoperable when a surveillance requirement has not been performed. The
opposite is in fact the case; the vast majority of surveillances
demonstrate the systems or components in fact are operable." Therefore,
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATHENT SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

reliance on the specified surveillance intervals does not result in a
reduced level of confidence concerning the equipment availability. In
addition, the current surveillance requirements for the affected
components are more comprehensive than the current testing requirements
being deleted. Therefore, the normal surveillance requirement approach
can be judged to be an equivalent or more reliable testing program as
compared to the requirements being deleted. Thus, this change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEH

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L2

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabiljt or conse uences of an accident r eviousl evaluated.

An alternative is proposed to suspending operations if a standby gas
treatment subsystem cannot be returned to operable status that would
allow continued movement of irradiated fuel assemblies, core
alterations, or operations with the potential for draining the reactor
vessel. The alternative is to initiate two operable subsystems of
Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System and continue to conduct the
operations. Operation of the SGT System is not considered as an
initiator of a previously analyzed accident. Therefore, the operation
does not significantly increase the probability of an accident
previously identified. Since two subsystems are sufficient to mitigate
the consequences of previously evaluated accidents, the consequences of
any previously evaluated accident not significantly increased.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

This change provides for continued performance of previously evaluated
operations. Since these operations have been previously considered,
their continued performance does not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any previously analyzed accident.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The margin of safety considered in performance of these operations is
maintained by starting and running the system that would be required to
initiate should an accident occur. Operation of the system
significantly reduces the risk that the system may not perform its
intended function when required. Therefore, the change does not involve
a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L3

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The change does not result in any hardware or operating procedure
changes. The standby gas treatment system is not assumed to be an
initiator of any analyzed event. This change allows some additional
time to initiate a plant shutdown as compared to the time allotted by
CTS 1.0.C. 1 (that would be prompted by failure to suspend activities
addressed by CTS 3.7.B.4.a). Required Actions C. 1 through C.4 and E.l
are modified by a Note stating that LCO 3.0.3 is not applicable to
failure to place two OPERABLE SGT subsystems in operation (pertains to
Required Action C. 1 only) or suspend irradiated fuel movement, suspend
CORE ALTERATIONS, and initiate action to suspend OPDRVs. While this
allows avoidance of an LCO 3.0.3 (equivalent to CTS 1.0.C. 1) required
reactor shutdown in MODE 1, 2, or 3, the plant would still be required
to shutdown per proposed Required Actions B. 1 and 8.2 in addition to
performing Required Actions D. 1 through D.4. The proposed change allows
some additional time to restore the SGT system prior to initiating a
unit shutdown, thus possibly averting the initiation of a plant shutdownif the SGT system is restored during this time period. Thus, the
potential of a unit scram occurring while shutting the unit down, which
then could result in a need for a subsystem when it is inoperable, has
been decreased. Additionally, the consequences of an event occurring
while the unit is being operated during this additional time are the
same as the consequences of an event occurring during a unit shutdown
currently required by CTS 1.0.C. l. Therefore, the proposed change does
not involve a significant incr ease in the probability or consequences of
an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation and it does not involve a
physical modification to the plant.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
L3 continued

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The increased time allowed for restoring the SGT system is acceptable
based on the small probability of an event requiring the SGT system and
the desire to minimize plant transients. This provides some additional
time to restore the SGT system prior to requiring the initiation of a
plant shutdown. Averting a plant shutdown will minimize the potential
for a scram which then could result in a need for the SGT system when it
is inoperable. As such, any reduction in a margin of safety will be
insignificant and offset by the benefit gained from providing additional
time to restore the SGT system, thus avoiding potential plant transients
during shutdown. Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a
significant reduction in a margin of safety.

BFN-UNITS I, 2, 5 3 Page 71 of 72 Revision 3



t NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 3.6.4.3 - STANDBY GAS TREATMENT SYSTEM

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L4

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consider ation. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

A surveillance requirement change is proposed to verify the position of
the Decay Heat Discharge Dampers. These valves are locked in place and
are not required to be operated to place the SGT filter cooling bypass
system in service. Hence, the revised surveillance is appropriate since
the valves are verified to be in correct position for system service.
Therefore, the proposed change does not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

The possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated is not created because the proposed change
introduces no new mode of plant operation.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

The revised surveillance verifies the Decay Heat Discharge Dampers are
in the correct position for system operation. This ensures the system
will perform the intended function when required. Therefore, the change
does not involve a significant reduction in the margin of safety.
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SUMMARYDESCRIPTION of ITS/BASES CHANGES
ITS SECTION 5.0 - ADMINISTRATIVECONTROLS

TVA is submitting a proposed supplement to TS-362 for
Sections 5.3, Unit Staff Qualifications, and 5.6, Reporting
Requirements, as described below.

ITS 5.3.1 - Unit Staff Qualifications

In ITS Section 5.3.1, the direct reference to the Nuclear
Quality Assurance Plan (TVA-NQA-PLN89-A) for unit staff
qualifications is replaced by the actual requirements stated
in TVA-NQA-PLN89-A. This change is being made in response
to NRC staff comments on TS-372, submitted June 6, 1996,
which is a parallel change to Section 6.0, Administrative
Controls, of current TS (CTS). Since ITS Section 5.0 is
premised on the approval of TS-372, the same change is
required to ITS.

ITS 5.6.4 — Monthl eratin Re ort
In the conversion to ITS, BFN had previously proposed
deletion of the CTS 6.9.1.2.b requirements for including in
the Annual Operating Report, a report of any main steam
relief valve (S/RV) that opens in response to reaching its
setpoint or due to operator action to control reactor
pressure. The NRC has indicated that the BFN proposed
change represents a generic change to NUREG-1433 and must be
approved as a TS Task Force (TSTF) item. Since approval of
a TSTF can not be accommodated in the short term, BFN is
adding back the CTS 6.9.1.2.b requirements into ITS 5.6.4.

5.5.7 - Ventilation Filter Test Pro ram (VFTP)

In response to a TVA comment, in ITS 5.5.7.e (Standby Gas
Treatment System heater testing for the Ventilation Filter
Testing Program) replaced Standby Gas Treatment System
heater output requirement of 40 kW + 10% with the current TS
section 4.7.B.1.b requirement (i.e., > 40 kW output).
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BROWSES FERRY NUCLEARPLANT - IMPROVED TECHNICALSPECIFICATIONS
SECTION 5.0
REVISION 3

LIST OF REVISED PAGES

UNIT I ITS SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced 5.0-5 Revision 0 with 5.0-5 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-13 Revision 1 with 5.0-13 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-19 Revision 1 with 5.0-19 Revision 3

Rcplaccd 5.0-20 Revision 1 with 5.0-20 Revision 3

UNIT2 ITS SECTION {Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced 5.0-5 Revision 0 with 5.0-5 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-13 Revision 1 with 5.0-13 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-19 Revision 1 with 5.0-19 Revision 3
Replaced 5.0-20 Revision I with 5.0-20 Revision 3

UNIT3 ITS SECTION (Revised pages marked *R3)

Replaced 5.0-5 Revision 0 with 5.0-5 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-13 Revision I with 5.0-13 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-19 Revision I with 5.0-19 Revision 3

Replaced 5.0-20 Revision 1 with 5.0-20 Revision 3
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Unit Staff qualifications
5.3

5. 0 ADH IN ISTRATI VE CONTROLS

5.3 Unit Staff qualifications

5.3.1 Each member of the unit staff shall meet or exceed the minimum
qualifications referenced for comparable positions in Regulatory
Guide 1.8, Revision 2 (April 1987) for all new personnel
qualifying on positions identified in regulatory position C. 1
after January 1, 1990. Personnel qualified on these positions
prior to this date will still meet the requirements of Regulatory
Guide 1.8, Revision 1-R (Hay 1977).

BFN-UNIT 1 5.0-5 Amendment *R3





Programs and Hanuals
5.5

5.5 Programs and Hanuals

5.5.7 Ventilation Filter Testin Pro ram VFTP (continued)

d. Once every 18 months demonstrate for each of the ESF systems
that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA filters, the
prefilters, and the charcoal adsorbers is less than the
value specified below at the system flowrate specified
below, a 10/o.

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System

CREV System

Delta P

(inches water)
Flowrate

(cfm)

9000

3000

e. Once every 18 months demonstrate that the heaters for the
SGT System dissipate a 40 kW when tested in accordance with
ANSI N510-1975.

5.5.8 Ex losive Gas and Stora e Tank Radioactivit Honitorin Pro ram

This program provides controls for potentially explosive gas
mixtures contained downstream of the offgas recombiners, and the
quantity of radioactivity contained i'n unprotected outdoor liquid
storage tanks.

The program shall include:

a. The limits for concentrations of hydrogen downstream of the
offgas recombiners and a surveillance program to ensure the
limits are maintained. Such limits shall be appropriate to
the system's design criteria (i.e., whether or not the
system is designed to withstand a hydrogen explosion); and

b. A surveillance program to ensure that the quantity of
radioactivity contained in all outdoor liquid radwaste tanks'hat are not surrounded by liners, dikes, or walls capable
of holding the tanks'ontents and that do not have tank
overflows and surrounding area drains connected to the
liquid radwaste treatment system is less than the amount
that would result in concentrations less than the limits of
10 CFR 20, Appendix B, Table 2, Column 2, at the nearest
potable water supply and the nearest surface water supply in

(continued)
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Reporting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.2 Annual Radiolo ical Environmental 0 eratin Re ort (continued)

the objectives outlined in the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual
(ODCH), and in 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, Sections IV.B.2, IV.B.3,
and IV.C.

5.6.3 Radioactive Effluent Release Re ort

------NOTE
A single submittal may be made for a multiple unit station. The
submittal shall combine sections common to all units at the
station; however for units with separate radwaste systems, the
submittal shall specify the releases of radioactive material from
each unit.

The Radioactive Effluent Release Report covering the operation of
the unit during the previous year shall be submitted prior to May
1 of each year in accordance with 10 CFR 50.36a. The report shall
include a summary of the quantities of radioactive liquid and
gaseous effluents and solid waste released from the unit. The
material provided shall be consistent with the objectives outlined
in the ODCH and Process Control Program and in conformance with
10 CFR 50.36a and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I, Section IV.B.1.

5.6.4 Monthl 0 eratin Re orts

Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown
experience shall be submitted on a monthly basis no later than the
15th of each month following the calendar month covered by the
report. Annually, in the monthly report for Harch, any mainsteam
relief valve that opens in response to reaching its setpoint or
due to operator action to control reactor pressure shall be
reported.

5.6.5 CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT COLR

a. Core operating limits shall be established prior to each
reload cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of a reload
cycle, and shall be documented in the COLR for the
following:

(continued)
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Reporting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.5 CORE OPERATING LIHITS REPORT COLR (continued)

(1) The APLHGRs for Specification 3.2.1;

(2) The LHGR for Specification 3.2.3;

(3) The HCPR Operating Limits for Specification 3.2.2; and

(4) The RBH setpoints and applicable reactor thermal power
ranges for each of the setpoints for Specification
3.3.2.1, Table 3.3.2.1-1.

b. The analytical methods used to determine the core operating
limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved by
the NRC, specifically those described in NEDE-24011-P-A,
"General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel,"
(latest approved version for BFN).

c. The core operating limits shall be determined such that all
applicable limits (e.g., fuel thermal mechanical limits,
core thermal hydraulic limits, Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) limits, nuclear limits such as SDH, transient
analysis limits, and accident analysis limits) of the safety
analysis are met.

d. The COLR, including any midcycle revisions or supplements,
shall be provided upon issuance for each reload cycle to the
NRC.

5.6.6 PAH Re ort

When a report is required by Condition 8 or G of LCO 3.3.3.1,
"Post Accident Honitoring (PAH) Instrumentation," a report shall
be submitted within the following 14 days. The report shall
outline the preplanned alternate method of monitoring, the cause
of the inoperability, and the plans and schedule for restoring the
instrumentation channels of the Function to OPERABLE status.

BFN-UNIT 1 5.0-20 Amendment *R3





Unit Staff qualifications
5.3

5. 0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

5.3 Unit Staff qualifications

5.3.1 Each member of the unit staff shall meet or exceed the minimum
qualifications referenced for comparable positions in Regulatory
Guide 1.8, Revision 2 (April 1987) for all new personnel
qualifying on positions identified in regulatory position C. 1

after January 1, 1990. Personnel qualified on these positions
prior to this date will still meet the requirements of Regulatory
Guide 1.8, Revision 1-R (Hay 1977).

BFN-UNIT 2 5.0-5 Amendment *R3



Programs and Hanuals
5.5

5.5 Programs and Hanuals

5.5.7 Ventilation Filter Testin Pro ram VFTP (continued)

d. Once every 18 months demonstrate for each of the ESF systems
that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA filters, the
prefilters, and the charcoal adsorbers is less than the
value specified below at the system flowrate specified
below, i 10/:

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System

CREV System

Delta P

(inches water)
Flowrate

(cfm)

9000

3000

e. Once every 18 months demonstrate that the heaters for the
SGT System dissipate a 40 kW when tested in accordance with
ANSI N510-1975.

5.5.8 Ex losive Gas and Stora e Tank Radioactivit Honitorin Pro ram

This program provides controls for potentially explosive gas
mixtures contained downstream of the offgas recombiners, and the
quantity of radioactivity contained in unprotected outdoor liquid
storage tanks.

The program shall include:

a. The limits for concentrations of hydrogen downstream of the
offgas recombiners and a 'surveillance program to ensure the
limits are maintained. Such limits shall be appropriate to
the system's design criteria (i.e., whether or not the
system is designed to withstand a hydrogen explosion); and

b. A surveillance program to ensure that the quantity of
radioactivity contained in all outdoor liquid radwaste tanks
that are not surrounded by liners, dikes, or walls capable
of holding the tanks'ontents and that do not have tank
overflows and surrounding area drains connected to the
liquid radwaste treatment system is less than the amount
that would result in concentrations less than the limits of
10 CFR 20, Appendix B, Table 2, Column 2, at the nearest
potable water supply and the nearest surface water supply in

(continued)

BFN-UNIT 2 5.0-l3 Amendment *R3





Reporting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.2 Annual Radiolo ical Environmental 0 eratin Re ort (continued)

the objectives outlined in the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual
(ODCM), and in 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, Sections IV.B.2, IV.B.3,
and IV.C.

5.6.3 Radioactive Effluent Release Re ort

NOTE
A single submittal may be made for a multiple unit station. The
submittal shall combine sections common to all units at the
station; however for units with separate radwaste systems, the
submittal shall specify the releases of radioactive material from
each unit.

The Radioactive Effluent Release Report covering the operation of
the unit during the previous year shall be submitted prior to Hay
I of each year in accordance with 10 CFR 50.36a. The report shall
include a summary of the quantities of radioactive liquid and
gaseous effluents and solid waste released from the unit. The
material provided shall be consistent with the objectives outlined
in the ODCH and Process Control Program and in conformance with
10 CFR 50.36a and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I, Section IV.B.I.

5.6.4 Honthl 0 eratin Re orts

Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown
experience shall be submitted on a monthly basis no later than the
15th of each month following the calendar month covered by the
report. Annually, in the monthly report for March, any mainsteam
relief valve that opens in response to reaching its setpoint or
due to operator action to control reactor pressure shall be
reported.

5.6.5 CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT COLR

a. Core operating limits shall be established prior to each
reload cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of a reload
cycle, and shall be documented in the COLR for the
following:

(continued)
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Reporting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.5 CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT COLR (continued)

(1) The APLHGRs for Specification 3.2. 1;

(2) The LHGR for Specification 3.2.3;

(3) The MCPR Operating Limits for Specification 3.2.2; and

(4) The RBM setpoints and applicable reactor thermal power
ranges for each of the setpoints for Specification
3.3.2.1, Table 3.3.2.1-1.

b. The analytical methods used to determine the core operating
limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved by
the NRC, specifically those described in NEDE-24011-P-A,
"General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel,"
(latest approved version for BFN).

c. The core operating limits shall be determined such that all
applicable limits (e.g., fuel thermal mechanical limits,
core thermal hydraulic limits, Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) limits, nuclear limits such as SDM, transient
analysis limits, and accident analysis limits) of the safety
analysis are met.

d. The COLR, including any midcycle revisions or supplements,
shall be provided upon issuance for each reload cycl'e to the
NRC.

5.6.6 PAM Re ort

When a report is required by Condition 8 or G of LCO 3.3.3. 1,
"Post Accident Monitoring (PAM) Instrumentation," a report shall
be submitted within the following 14 days. The report shall
outline the preplanned alternate method of monitoring, the cause
of the inoperability, and the plans and schedule for restoring the
instrumentation channels of the Function to OPERABLE status.

BFN-UNIT 2 5.0-20 Amendment *R3



Unit Staff gualifications
5.3

5. 0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

5.3 Unit Staff equal ificati ons

5.3.1 Each member of the unit staff shall meet or exceed the minimum
qualifications referenced for comparable positions in Regulatory
Guide 1.8, Revision 2 (April 1987) for all new personnel
qualifying on positions identified in regulatory position C.l
after January 1, 1990. Personnel qualified on these positions
prior to this date will still meet the requirements of Regulatory
Guide 1.8, Revision 1-R (Hay 1977).

BFN-UNIT 3 5.0-5 Amendment *R3



Programs and Manuals
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals

5.5.7 Ventilation Filter Testin Pro ram VFTP (continued)

d. Once every 18 months demonstrate for each of the ESF systems
that the pressure drop across the combined HEPA filters, the
prefilters, and the charcoal adsorbers is less than the
value specified below at the system flowrate specified
below, 2 10Ã:

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System

CREY System

Delta P

(inches water)
Flowrate

(cfm)

9000

3000

e. Once every 18 months demonstrate that the heaters for the
SGT System dissipate a 40 kW when tested in accordance with
ANSI N510-1975.

5.5.8 Ex losive Gas and Stora e Tank Radioactivit Monitorin Pro ram

This program provides controls for potentially explosive gas
mixtures contained downstream of the offgas recombiners, and the
quantity of radioactivity contained in unprotected outdoor liquid
storage tanks.

The program shall include:

a. The limits for concentrations of hydrogen downstream of the
offgas recombiners and a surveillance program to ensure the

, limits are maintained. Such limits shall be appropriate to
the system's design criteria (i.e., whether or not the
system is designed to withstand a hydrogen explosion); and

b. A surveillance program to ensure that the quantity of
radioactivity contained in all outdoor liquid radwaste tanks
that are not surrounded by liners, dikes, or walls capable
of holding the tanks'ontents and that do not have tank
overflows and surrounding area drains connected to the
liquid radwaste treatment system is less than the amount
that would result in concentrations less than the limits of
10 CFR 20, Appendix B, Table 2, Column 2, at the nearest
potable water supply and the nearest surface water supply in

(continued)
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Reporting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.2 Annual Radiolo ical Environmental 0 eratin Re ort (continued)

the objectives outlined in the Offsite Dose Calculation Hanual
(ODCH), and in 10 CFR 50, Appendix I, Sections IV.B.2, IV.B.3,
and IV.C.

5.6.3 Radioactive Effluent Release Re ort

NOTE-
A single submittal may be made for a multiple unit station. The
submittal shall combine sections common to all units at the
station; however for units with separate radwaste systems, the
submittal shall specify the releases of radioactive material from
each unit.

The Radioactive Effluent Release Report covering the oper ation of
the unit during the previous year shall be submitted prior to Hay
I of each year in accordance with 10 CFR 50.36a. The report shall
include a summary of the quantities of radioactive liquid and
gaseous effluents and solid waste released from the unit. The
material provided shall be consistent with the objectives outlined
in the ODCH and Process Control Program and in conformance with
10 CFR 50.36a and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I, Section IV.B.l.

5.6.4 Honthl 0 eratin Re orts

Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown
experience shall be submitted on a monthly basis no later than the
15th of each month following the calendar month covered by the
report. Annually, in the monthly report for Har ch, any mainsteam
relief valve that opens in response to reaching its setpoint or
due to operator action to control reactor pressure shall be
reported.

5.6.5 CORE OPERATING LIHITS REPORT COLR

a. Core operating limits shall be established prior to each
reload cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of a reload
cycle, and shall be documented in the COLR for the
following:

(continued)
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Reporting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.5 CORE OPERATING LIMITS REPORT COLR (continued)

(I) The APLHGRs for Specification 3.2. 1;

(2) The LHGR for Specification 3.2.3;

(3) The NCPR Operating Limits for Specification 3.2.2; and

(4) The RBH setpoints and applicable reactor thermal power
ranges for each of the setpoints for Specification
3.3.2.1, Table 3.3.2.1-1.

b. The analytical methods used to determine the core operating
limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved by
the NRC, specifically those described in NEDE-24011-P-A,
"General Electric Standard Application for Reactor Fuel,"
(latest approved version for BFN).

c ~ The core operating limits shall be determined such that all
applicable limits (e.g., fuel thermal mechanical limits,
core thermal hydraulic limits, Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) limits, nuclear limits such as SDN, transient
analysis limits, and accident analysis limits) of the safety
analysis are met.

d. The COLR, including any midcycle revisions or supplements,
shall be provided upon issuance for each reload cycle to the
NRC.

5.6.6 PAN Re ort

When a report is required by Condition B or G of LCO 3.3.3.1,
"Post Accident Honitoring (PAN) Instrumentation," a report shall
be submitted within the following 14 days. The report shall
outline the preplanned alternate method of monitoring, the cause
of the inoperability, and the plans and schedule for restoring the
instrumentation channels of the Function to OPERABLE status.
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Each member of the unit's staff shall meet or exceed the minimum

qualifications for comparable positions
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6.7.1 The following actions shall be taken in the event a Safety Limit
is violated:

a. The NRC Operations Center shall be notified by telephone as

soon as possible and in all cases within 1 hour. The

President, TVA Nuclear and Chief Nuclear Officer, and the NSRB I

shall be notified within 24 hours.

b. A Safety Limit Violation Report shall be prepared. The report
shall be reviewed by the PORC. This report shall describe (1)

applicable circumstances preceding the violation, (2) effects
of the violation upon facility components, systems, or
structures, and (3) corrective action taken to prevent
recurrence.

c. The Safety Limit Violation Report shall be submitted to the

Commission, the NSRB, and the President, TVA Nuclear and Chief

Nuclear Officer, within 14 days of the violation.
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mainste m relief v ve that'opens in response toPr
reac ing its etpoint or due to op ator a tion to
cont' reactor ressure s 11 be re orted.

S,4. 9
MONTHLY OPERATING REPORT GPOtf + ~ ~Lc)4

t

Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown experience

shall be submitted on a monthly basis o the S. Nuc ear

Regu a o o ssxon, ATTN: Document ntrol sk, Wa hington,

~ ~D.. 20, with a opy to the egional 0 ice t be submitted

no later than the fifteenth of each month following the calendar

month covered by the report. narrat e summa of op rating
experie e shal e submitted i the abo e schedul

6. 9. l. 4 REPORTABLE EVENTS

Reportab events, i luding corr ive actions d meas s to

prevent re- currence, s 11 be report to the NRC 'n acco nce

with Section 50.73 to 10 CFR 50.

~ @9~ N8~
~Ms'he

Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report covering

the operation he unit during the previous calendar year shall

be submitted May 1$ f each year. A single submitta may

made for a multi-unit station The report shall include
5

summaries, interpretations, and analysis of trends of the results

of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program for the

reporting period. The material provided shall be consistent with

the objectives outlined in (1) the ODCM and (2) Sections ZV.B.2,

IV.B.3, and Df.C of Appendix I to 10 CFR Part 50.
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$ .6. 5
CORE OP TING LIMITS REPORT { (OLRQ

a. Coze operating limits shall be established
T prior to

each >posae4ag cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of
an apez~g cycle, for the following:

(1) The APLHGR for Specification~~ 'g,g] ~

(2) The LHGR for Specification ~ 3'.V.3
>

(3) The MCPR Operating Limit for Specification

4) The AP Flow Biased d Block Trip Sett,ing f
l~ecifica on 2.1.A.l.c, Table 3.2.C, and Speci cation

3. .L

The RBM Upscale (Flow Bias) Trip Setting and clipped
value for this setting for Table ~~ '3.7.2,l-I

S wlAcrHo~ 3.W '2iJ

b. The analytical methods used to determine the core operating
limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved by

the NRC, specifically those described in Gcncral Electric
Licensing Topical Report NEDE-24011-P-A, "Gcncral Electric
Standazd Application for Reactoz Fuel" (latest approved

version).
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6.9.2 SPECIAL REPORTS

Repo s on the ollowing eas shall e submitte in wri 'ng to
the Di ctor of Re 'onal Offi , Divisio Reactor ojects.

1. Fat' Usag 6. 10 .. q Annual

Ope ting
ort

2. Re 'ef Valve Tail ' 3.2.F .Wi '0 days
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one valve.

Seis c Instrumentation 3.2.J. 3

Ino rabilit
Within 10 days

after days of
inop rability.

4. Me eorologi 1 Monitoring
Inst entati n

Inoper ility

3.2.$2 Within 10 days

afte 7 da of
inoperab lity.

1 be r trieva free e sais 'nst antsy
ev nt and lyz to de rmxne

6. D as
actua ed dur' a se'ic
the magnit e of t e vibr ory gro d mo ion. A pecial
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effec upon plant fe ures import t to sa ety.
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further procedural, hardware or operational changes to
be inco rated into the si diesel gener or
improvement rogram and the sc dule for implementation
of those changes.

FW neer
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9. High Range Primary
Containment Radiation
Monitors and Recorders

Wx e ange Gaseous

Ef nt Radiation
Monitor an Recorder

3 '.F

3.2.F

Withi days

after 7 days of
inoperability.

Within 7 days

afte 7 days of
inoperability.
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6. 12

Changes to the ODCM:

Shall be documented and records shall be kept in a
manner'onvenientfor review. This documentation shall contain:

a. Sufficient information to support the change together with the

appropriate analyses or evaluations justifying the change.
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~ 7.1 The following actions shall be taken in thc event a Safety Limit
is violated:

a. Thc NRC Opezations Center shall be notified by telephone as

soon as possible and in all cases within 1 hour. The

Prcsidcnt, TVA Nuclear and Chief Nuclear Officer, and the
NSRB shall bc notified within 24 hours.

b. A Safety Limit Violation Rcport shall be prepared. The

zcport shall he reviewed by the PORC. This report shall
desczihe (1) applicable circumstances preceding the

violation, (2) effects of thc violation upon facility
components, systems, or structures, and (3) cozrcctive
action taken to prevent recurrence.

c. The Safety Limit Violation Report shall hc submitted to:.".~

Commission, thc NSRB, and the President, TV% Nuclear and

Chief Nuclear Officer, within 14 days of the violation.

d. Critical operation of the unit shall not be resumed unt;.
authorized by the Comma.ssion.
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Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown experience
shall be submitted on a monthly basis co the U.S. N c ear

Regula Commission, : Document ntrol Desk, Was 'on,
D C 20555 fice to be submitted
no later than the fifteenth of each month following the calendar
month oovsrsd hy the report. a narrati sutnLazy of o erat
sapor~a shall h~uhmitte aaa-the shove so edule.

ie.~ ~veIad W ~ah
) (g

~IWep-, c-.S 6. f.l.z.b.6.9.1.4 REPORTABLE EVENTS

LA2
Re table events including corzect've actions and meas es to
prevent -occurrence hall be zeported the NRC in accordance

with Section 50.73 to 10 CFR 50.

S'4.Z.

The Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report covering
the operation of the unit during the previous calendaz year shall
be submitted y f each year. A single submittal mapo4.*

fC,.2,~ be made for a multi-unit station. The report shall include
summazies, interpretations, and analysis of trends of the results
of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program for the

reporting period. The material provided shall be consistent, with
the objectives outlined in (1) the ODCM and (2) Sections ZV.B.2.

ZV.B.3, and ZV.C of Appendix Z to 10 CFR Part 50.
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6. 9. l. 6 SOURCE TESTS

Result f required lea tests per armed sources x the tests
reveal the esence of 0.00 icrocurie. or. more of removabl~

contamination

S'.G.S
CORE OPERATZNG LZMZTS REPORT COUR

a. Core operating limits shall be established
prior to each

opeleeeeg cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of anrclIW
cycle, for the following:

(I) The APLHGR for Specification ~~3.2. ( ~

(2) The LHGR for Specification M~3.2.3>

/+20 2e/

(4) e APRM Flow Bi ed Rod Black ip Setting fo
Spec ication 2.I.A. .c, Table 3.2. and Specifi tion
3.5.L

b.

) The RBM Upscale (Flow Bias) Trip Setting and clipped
value for this setting for Table 4 ~ Z3,2.l-]

5 ~licg~l0% X3 X)

The analytical methods used to determine the core operating
limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved by

the NRC, specifically those described in General Electric
Licensing Topical Report. NEDE-24011-P-A, "General Electr "

Standard Application for Reactor Fuel" (latest approved

version).

BFN
Unit 2

6. 0-16

PAGE~lpp
%~. r





1 Fata Usage . 10. 1. q Annual

Ope ing
Report

2. Relic alve Tailpipe Within 30 days
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one valve.

3. Sei ic Znstrumentatio 3.2.J.3

Inoper ity
W than 10 days

aft 30 day f
inoperability.

4. teorological Monitoring

Inoperability

3 .2.Z.2 Within 10 days

after 7 da of
inoperability.

Data s retrieved from all seismic instruments actuate

ing a seismic event analyzed to determine e

ma 'ude of the vibratory ound motion. A Special epor"

shall submitted within 10 day after the event describing

the magnitu frequency spectrum, and resultant effect po"..

plant features important to safety.

7. Diesel Generator Reliability Improvement Progr Repor" s.".a ..

be 'tted within 30 d s of meeting failure c 'teria

Table 9.A. As a minimum, e Reliability Improvement

Program re ort for NRC audit shall include:
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Changes to the ODCM:

1. Shall be documented and records shall be kept in a manner convenient
for review. This documentation shall contain:

a.. Sufficient information to support the change together with the

appropriate analyses or evaluations justifying the change.

b. A determination that the change will maintain the level of
radioactive effluent control pursuant to 10 CFR 20.1302, 40 CFR

Part 190, 10 CFR 50.36a, and Appendix I to 10 CFR Part 50 and

not adversely impact the accuracy or reliability of effluent,
dose, or setpoint calculations.

2. Shall become effective after review and acceptance by the process

described in TVA-NQA-PLN89-A.
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6.7

6.7.1 The following actions shall be taken in the event a Safety
Limit is violated:

a. The NRC Operations Center shall be notified by telephone
as soon as possible and in all cases within 1 hour. The

President, TVA Nuclear and Chief Nuclear Officer, and the
NSRB shall be notified within 24 hours.

b. A Safety Limit Violation Report shall be prepared. The

report shall be reviewed by the PORC. This report shall
describe (1) applicable circumstances preceding the

violation, (2) effects of the violation upon facility
components, systems, or structures, and (3) corrective
action taken to prevent recurrence.

c. The Safety Limit Violation Report shall be submitted to
the Commission, the NSRB, and the President, TVA Nuclear

and Chief Nuclear Officer, within 14 days of the

violation.

d. Critical operation of the unit shall not be resumed un

authorized by the Commission.
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Routine reports of operating statistics and shutdown experience
shall be submitted on a monthly basis to the .S. Nuc ear

n, ATTN: Do ent Control esk, Wa ington,Regulator Commiss

D.C. 2055%, with a c e Re 'onal Office be s mitte
no later than the fifteenth of each month following the calendar
month covered by the report.
experi ce shall b submitte

Aparrative gummary of crating
in the above schedule.

6. 9. l. 4 REPORTABLE EVENTS
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Re rtable event, including orrective actiqns and mea es to
preve t re-occurr ce, shall be eported to tQ NRC in
accordance with Section 50.73 to CFR 50.
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The Annual Radiological Environmental Operating Report covering

he operation of th un't during the previous calendar year
shall be submitted May~f each year. A sang

submittal may be made for a -unxt station. e report
Q~g.

shall include summaries, interpretations, and analysis of trends

of the results of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring
Program for the reporting period. The material provided shall
be consistent with the objectives outlines in (1) the ODCM and

(2) Sections IV.B.2, IV.B.3, and IV.C of Appendix I to 10 CFR

Part 50.

BFN
Unit 3

6.0-15 PAGE BOF

R~~ 3



6. 9. 1. 6 SOURCE TESTS

TS gyp
~w~r

C.«~f~ e~ ~i) qP
1

Resu ts of requi d leak tests performed on sour s if the tests
reveal e presence f 0.005 microcu 'r more of vable
contaminat n.

S.C.S'ORE
OPERATING L RT C&LR)

a. Core operating limits shall be established
prior to each

oper~p cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of anrely/
opeeaaaag ycle, for the following:

(1) The APLHGR for Specification~~ g. Z,.( ~

(2) The LHGR for Specification ~~ 3,Z.3 ~

(3) The MCPR Operating Limit for Specification
3.2'. 2. ~

(h) he APRM Flo Biased Rod B ock Trip Set 'ng for
S cification 2 .A.l.c, Tab 3.2.C, and cific .on

3.5.L

The RBM Upscale (Flow Bias) Trip Setting and clipped
value for this setting for Table ~~ 3.g,q,( -(

caC'ash'en Z,3,2,[

b.'he analytical methods used to determine the core opera

limits shall be those previously reviewed and approved "y

the NRC, specifically those described in General Electr;=
Licensing Topical Report NEDE-24011-P-A, "General Elec "..:

Standard Application for Reactor Fuel" (latest approved

version)
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4. M eorological M itoring 3.2..2
Inst entatj.on
Inoperability

Withi 10 days

after days of
inoperability.

tuated during a sexsau.c e ent
th magnitude of e vibratory groun motion. Special
Repo shall be sub 'tted within 10 day after the vent

descri 'ng the magnitude, frequency spcct and resultant

6. Data shall be retrieved from all seismic instruments
v an anal cd determine

effect u on lant features i ort afet

criteria 'able 4.9.A.
Improvement Program report for NRC audit shall include:

7. Diesel Generator Reliability Improvement Pxogram Report

shall e submitted with'0 days of mcctin failure
a minimum, the Re ability
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High Range Primary
Containment Radiation
Monitors and Recorders

3„2.F Within days

after 7 days of
inoperability.

10.. Wi Range Gaseous

L~~ ~ Eff1uen diation
Monitor and Recorder

.2.F Within 7 days

after 7 ys of
inopcrabila
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l
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Changes to the ODCM:

1. Shall be documented and records shall be kept in a manner convenient
for review. This documentation shall contain:

a. Sufficient information to support the change together with the

appropriate analyses or evaluations justifying the change.

b, A determination that the change will maintain the level of
radioactive effluent control pursuant to 10 CFR 20.1302,

40 CFR Part 190, 10 CFR 50.36a, and Appendix I to
10 CFR Part 50 and not adversely impact the accuracy or
reliability of effluent, dose, or setpoint calculations.

2. Shall become effective after review and acceptance by the process

escribcd in TV%-NQA-PLN89-A.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES
SECTION 5.6 - REPORTING REgUIREHENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES

A1

A2

Reformatting and renumbering are in accordance with the BWR Standard
Technical Specifications, NUREG 1433. As a result the Technical
Specifications should be more readily readable, and therefore,
understandable by plant operators as well as other users. The
reformatting, renumbering, and rewording process involves no technical
changes to existing Technical Specifications.

Editorial rewording (either adding or deleting) is done to make
consistent with NUREG-1433. During ISTS development certain wording
preferences or English language conventions were adopted which resulted
in no technical changes (either actual or interpretational) to the
Technical Specifications. Additional information has also been added to
more fully describe each subsection. This wording is consistent with
the BWR Standard Technical Specifications, NUREG-1433. Since the design
is already approved, adding more detail does not result in a technical
change.

CTS 6.9. 1.8 specifies a submittal date of "by April 1 of each calendar
year" for the Radiological Effluent Release Report. Proposed BFN ISTS
5.6.3 states the submittal shall be .in accordance with 10 CFR 50.36a.
Since requirements for submitting this information are contained in 10

CFR 50.36a, specifying a specific submittal date is not necessary.
Therefore, the proposed changes that eliminates the specific submittal
date is considered administrative.

A3

A4

Proposed Specification 5.6. 1 requires the Occupation Radiation Exposure
Report to be submitted by April 30 of every year. Since 10 CFR 20.2206
specifies this date and CTS 6.9. 1.2.a is in place to ensure these
requirements are met, the proposed addition of the date is considered
administrative. Current BFN procedures require the Annual Report, which
contains this information, to be submitted within 45 days after the end

of the calendar year.

Current Technical Specification 6.9.1.5 requires the Annual Radiological
Environmental Operating Report to be submitted before Hay 1 of each
year. Proposed Specification 5.6.2 requires the report to be submitted
by May 15 of each year consistent with NUREG 1433, Revision 1. The

proposed change still imposes the same requirement. As such, the minor
adjustment in the submittal date is considered administrative.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, & 3 Revision 3





JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES
SECTION 5.6 - REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

A5
I
I
I
I
I

Current Technical Specification 6.9. 1.2 requires that any relief valve
that opens in response to reaching its setpoint or due to operator
action to control reactor pressure be reported as part of the Annual
Operating Report. The Proposed Specifications do not require an annual
operating report. Therefore, the CTS requirement will be included in
Proposed Specification 5.6.4.

TECHNICAL CHANGES - MORE RESTRICTIVE

Hl CTS Table 3.2.F, Note 7, and CTS 6.9.2.9 requires a Special Report be
submitted within 7 days after 7 days of inoperability of the High Range
Primary Containment Radiation Honitors and Recorders. Proposed BFN ISTS
5.6.6 requires a Special Report be submitted within 14 days, as required
by Condition B or G of proposed BFN ISTS 3.3.3. 1, when other PAH
Instrumentation is inoperable. Since a Special Report is currently not
required for other PAH instrumentation, the addition of this required is
more restrictive.

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

"Generic"

LAl

LA2

LA3

Deleted (Replaced by DOC L2. See response to NRC Comment 5.6-1.).

This change relocates the requirements for Reportable Events. These
requirements are duplicated in 10 CFR 50.73. These requirements are
relocated to plant procedures. The NRC and Industry have agreed to
remove requirements from the Administrative Controls Section which are
duplicated by other regulatory requirements.

The requirements contained in CTS 6.9. l.b regarding reporting source .

test results that exceed allowable limits have been relocated to the
Technical Requirements Hanual (TRH) for standardization and consistency
with NUREG-1433, Rev. l. Reporting this information is an
administrative requirement which does not affect the operation of the
facility. Therefore, relocation to the TRH is acceptable and
appropriate. Changes to the TRH are controlled in accordance with
10 CFR 50.59.

LA4

LA5

Deleted (Replaced by DOC L3.).

Deleted (Replaced by DOC L4).

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Revision 3
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JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES

SECTION 5.6 - REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

LA6 The requirements contained in CTS 6.9.2.3 regarding the reporting of
Seismic Instrumentation inoperability have been relocated to the
Technical Requirements Manual (TRH) for standardization and consistency
with NUREG-1433, Rev. 1. Reporting this information is an
administrative requirement which does not affect the operatiqn of the
facility. Therefore, relocation to the TRH is acceptable and
appropriate. Changes to the TRH are controlled in accordance with 10

CFR 50.59.

LA7 The requirements contained in CTS 6.9.2.4 regarding the reporting of
Meteorological Monitoring Instrumentation inoperability have been
relocated to the TRM for standardization and consistency with NUREG-

1433, Rev. 1. Reporting this information is an administrative
requirement which does not affect the operation of the facility.
Therefore, relocation to the TRH is acceptable and appropriate. Changes
to the TRH are controlled in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.

LAS The requirements contained in CTS 6.9.2.2 regarding Relief Valve
Tailpipe Instrumentation and those contained in CTS 6.9.2. 10 regarding
the Wide Range Gaseous Effluent Monitor and Recorder have been relocated
to the TRH for standardization and consistency with NUREG-1433, Rev. l.
Reporting this information is an administrative requirement which does
not affect the operation of the facility. Therefore, relocation to the
TRH is acceptable and appropriate. Changes to the TRH are controlled in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.

LA9 The requirement contained in CTS 6.9. 1.7.a(4) to establish core
operating limits for the APRH flow biased rod block trip setting have
been relocated to the TRH since the CTS LCO and SR requirements related
to this control rod block function have been relocated to the TRH.

Changes to the TRH are controlled in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59.

"Specific"

Ll

L2

CTS Table 3.2.F, Note 7, and CTS 6.9.2.9 requires a Special Report be
submitted within 7 days after 7 days of inoperability of the High Range

Primary Containment Radiation Monitors and Recorders. Proposed BFN ISTS

5.6.6 will require a Special Report be submitted within 14 days of the
allowed period of inoperability. The proposed change is less
restrictive since 7 additional days are provided to prepare and submit
the Special Report. Since the additional time has no affect on the safe
operation of the plant and is consistent with NUREG-1433, the proposed
change is considered acceptable.

Deleted (Replaced by A5).

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 8L 3 Revision 3





JUSTIFICATION FOR CHANGES
SECTION 5.6 - REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

L3 CTS 6.9.2. 1 requires that a Special Report of fatigue usage be included
in the annual operating report. However, there is no other specific
regulatory requirement to report this information which appears to be of
limited value for reporting purposes. Therefore, the requirements
specified by CTS 6.9.2. 1 are being deleted to reduce administrative
burden.

L4 The requirements for the Diesel Generator Reliability Improvement
Program Report in CTS 6.9.2.7 have been deleted. This report is
currently required by the accelerated DG testing requirements in CTS
Table 4.9.A. The CTS accelerated DG testing requirements have been
deleted based on BFN's implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, Haintenarice Rule,
for the diesel generators. Deletion of the accelerated testing program
and replacement with the monitoring and actions required by 10 CFR 50.65
is consistent with the guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.60 and will ensure
continued DG reliability.

RELOCATED SPECIFICATIONS

Rl Deleted (Revision 3).

R2 Deleted (Revision 3).

R3 Deleted (Revision 3).

R4 Deleted (Revision 3).

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Revision 3
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Unit Staff gualifications
5.3

5. 0 ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROLS

5.3 Unit Staff g'ualifications

Reviewer's Pote: Minimum qualifications f members of the unit staff shall
be specifidd by use of an overall quali 'cation statement refer cing an ANSI
Standard cceptable to the NRC staff by specifying individ position
qualifi tions. Generally, the firs method is preferable; owever, the
second ethod is adaptable to those unit staffs requiring ecial
qualification statements because of unique organizational structures.

5.3.1 Each m f the unit staff shall meet or exceed the minimum
a ifications egu a ory us e . , evsss n , , or more

ecen revisions, or ANSI tandard acceptable to he NRC staff].
The st f not covered by [Re latory Guide 1.8] sh meet or
exceed t minimum qualificati s of )Regulations, Regulatory
Guides, or SI Standards acceptable to NRC staff)

Zdl COMPO~ 4I+ POSe le~ J

I> ~ ~~ sK Qesesi~ e. (~ <peg) ~ ~
8 jecrY~ 'g~,+,„~ P M~,IJ~ t 8W f~~'~ ~kM e ~e.se P~M~m p~~Ms

Bitsy~~ I P- QQ I<1?3 .

ARAN-.'RS 5.0-5



Programs and Manuals
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals

5. 5@7p ilation Filt r Testin ro ra VFTP (continued)

Review 's Note: Allowable p etration [10% - me hyl iodide
effic ency for charcoal cred'd in staff safety e luation]/
(sa ty factor).

fety factor [5] for ystems with heaters.
[7] for systems without heaters.

Oelta Pfi~Q Flowrate CeC ~Pa

d. ~onstrate for each of the ESF systems that the pressure
drop across the combined HEPA filters, the prefilters, and
the charcoal adsorbers is less than the value specified
below when tested 't

the system flowrate
specified ~<A+owe fa lira

/JAN~~ ESF Ventilation System
P5

I )~M

SG'

<@san~

c,RCV Stfgp~

e. )demonstrate that the heaters
di *v t
accordance with

'fQOO

~isa 8Z

SCr
T'orthe ~ +stem

/when tested in
4ok

~4Bge

MevC. has

Pep ~
5-0~I I

g 5.5

he provisions of SR 3.0.2 and SR 3.0.3 are applicable to the V
test fre uencies.

Jo~wsSlrCd~ oC +id.'55% s S fata~ barn('iS

x losive Gas and Stora e Tank Radioactivit Monitorin Pro ram

/This program rovides controls for potentially explosive as
mixtures conta>ne n e as e as o up quan >ty

ra y c tained i as8" ff a tre an the quantity of radioactivit
contained in unprotected outdoor liquid storage tanksP- giCl

BRATS 5.0-13

(continued)
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Repor ting Requirements
5.6

5.6 Reporting Requirements

5.6.4

5.6.5

Monthl 0 eratin Re orts (continued)

Noises,+shall be submitted on a monthly basis no later than the
15th of each month following the calendar month covered by the .
report. ~~, tFh ~ ~ ~ +v ~td, ~ ~~~s~ ~i~~
VAtVC.~~ l~ +yb ~ Q4 ~Pjd-~ ~ W CPae4br~~

~eke~ gas
COR OP RAT NG M TS R PORT CO R

a. Core operating limits shall be established prior to each
reload cycle, or prior to any remaining portion of a reload
cycle, and shall be documented in the COLR for the
following:

The i 'dual specifi"cCctions that ackh~ss core op~+inglimits mus be referenced her .

he ana y ica method used to determi the core operating
limi shall be those pr 'sly reviewed approved by
the NR , ecifically those scribed in the ollowing
documents:

>NSCd T
S:O-gdy 8

I tify the Topical Repo (s) by number, title, date, an
NRC s ff approval document, r identify the st f Safety
Evaluati Report for a plant cific methodology NRC
letter and date.

C. The core operating limits shall be determined such that all
applicable limits (e.g., fuel thermal mechanical limits,
core thermal hydraulic limits, Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) limits, nuclear limits such as SDM, transient
analysis limits, and accident analysis limits) of the safety
analysis are met.

d. The COLR, including any midcycle revisions or supplements,
shall be provided upon issuance for each reload cycle to the
NRC.

5.6.6

CB

eactor Coolant S stem RCS PRESSURE AND TEMPERATURE LIMITS
R ORT PTLR

a. R pressure and tempera e limits for heatup, c ldown,
low mperature operation, itically, and hydrosta 'c
testin s well as heatup and ldown rates shall be
establish and documented in the PTLR for the following:

PAGE
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.2 - ORGANIZATION

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE LI

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation,, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change proposes to reduce the minimum required staffing level for
non-licensed operators by one for the following conditions: when all
three units are shutdown or defueled, when one unit is operating, and
when two units are operating. This change will not significantly alter
assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. The level of manning does not affect the probability of an
accident. Therefore, the proposed change will not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

~ 'he ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant
(no new or different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in
methods governing plant operation. Therefore, the proposed change does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change will continue to ensure that
non-licensed operator manning levels will be adequate.

Page 1 of 13 Revision 3





NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.2 - ORGANIZATION

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L2

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

This change proposes to delete the CTS requirement for increased
licensed operator staffing during cold startups, plant shutdowns, and
recovery from trips. This change will not significantly alter
assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. The level of manning does not affect the probability of an
accident. Therefore, the proposed change will not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2 ~ The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
di fferent kind of accident from an revi ousl evaluated.

3.

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change will continue to ensure that the
licensed operator manning requirements set forth in 10 CFR 50.54 (k),
(1), and (m) are met.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 8L 3 Page 2 of 13 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.2 - ORGANIZATION

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L3

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

This change proposes to allow the shift crew composition to be less than
the minimum requirement of 10 CFR 50.54(m)(2)(i), ITS 5.2.2.a and ITS
5.2.2.g for a period of time not to exceed two hours. This two hours is
allowed to accommodate unexpected absence of on-duty shift crew members.
The proposed change does not affect the probability of an accident. The
temporary reduction in the shift crew composition is for a short defined
timeframe and does not affect the staffing requirements for licensed
personnel in the control room contained in ITS 5.2.2.b (1 licensed RO

when fuel is in the reactor and 1 licensed SRO in Modes 1, 2, and 3).

The probability is small of an accident occurring during the time the on
shift crew composition is reduced. This change will not significantly
alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an accident or transient
event. Therefore, this change will not involve a significant increase
in the probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

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

The r o osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change will continue to ensure that the
licensed operator manning requirements set forth in 10 CFR 50.54 (k),
(1), and (m) are met.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 3 of 13 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.2 - ORGANIZATION

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L4

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

This change proposes to delete the requirement that does not permit any
shift crew position to be unmanned upon shift change. This change will
not significantly alter assumptions relative to the mitigation of an
accident or transient event. The level of manning does not affect the
probability of an accident. Therefore, the proposed change will not
involve a significant increase in the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

3.

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change will continue to ensure that the
licensed operator manning requirements set forth in 10 CFR 50.54 (k),
(l), and (m) are met.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 4 of 13 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.5 - PROGRAMS AND MANUALS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The Radioactive Effluents Control Program is contained in the ODCM and
is implemented by plant procedures. The term "operability" is a
Technical Specifications defined term and can be confusing when used for
programs located outside the Technical Specifications. The use of the
term "functional capability" is a more accurate term. Functional
capability means that the equipment can perform its intended function in
the manner called for by the plant procedure. The proposed change will
maintain the function of necessary equipment in order to implement the
Radioactive Effluents Control Program. Therefore, the proposed change
will not increase the probability or consequences of any accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3.

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change will continue to ensure that
instrumentation and systems are functionally capable of performing
radioactive environmental monitoring in accordance with Technical
Specifications requirements. Technical Specifications programmatic
requirements on these instruments and systems ensure that surveillance
tests and setpoint determinations are performed.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 5 of 13 Revision 3
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.5 - PROGSNS AND MANUALS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L2

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant inct ease in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

This change proposes to delete the requirement for air distribution
testing specified in CTS 4.7.B. l.c. Eliminating testing is not an
initiator of any analyzed accident. Therefore, the proposed change does
not affect the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The
proposed change follows the recommendations of ANSI N510-1975, which
only requires this testing to be done on initial installation.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change does not affect system or personnel
response to an accident.

BFN-UNITS I) 2) 5 3 Page 6 of 13 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.5 - PROGRANS AND MANUALS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L3

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

This change proposes to increase the standby gas treatment system test
interval for pressure drop testing and inlet heater testing. The change
to these testing frequencies is not an initiator of any analyzed
accident. Therefore, the proposed change does not affect the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. The proposed change
follows the recommendations of ASIDE N510-1989, for establishing test
frequencies for this system. The proposed change to the test intervals
from once per year to once every 18 months will maintain system
efficiency, based on test history. Therefore, this change does not
involve a significant increase in the consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

3.

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change does not affect system or personnel
response to an accident.

BFN-UNITS 1, 2, 5 3 Page 7 of 13 Revision 3



NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.5 - PROGRAMS AND MANUALS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L4

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(1), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

This change proposes to increase the allowable pressure drop for the
standby gas treatment system from 6 inches of water to 7 inches of water
to account for the inclusion of the prefilter into the test boundaries.
The change to this testing requirement is not an initiator of any
analyzed accident. Therefore, the proposed change does not affect the
probability of an accident previously evaluated. Therefore, this change
does not involve a significant increase in the consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

3.

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change does not affect system or personnel
response to an accident.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.5 - PROGRAMS AND MANUALS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L5

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

~ z.

This proposed change will change the test frequencies for the standby
gas treatment system and the control room emergency ventilation system.
The requirement to test after 720 hours of operation will no longer be
applied to the in-place testing of the HEPA filter or the charcoal
adsorber. The CTS requirement to perform laboratory testing of the
charcoal after 720 hours of system operation is included in the proposed
ITS 5.5.7.c. The change to these testing frequencies is not an
initiator. of any analyzed accident. Therefore, the proposed change does
not affect the probability of an accident previously evaluated. The
proposed change to the test intervals will not impair system efficiency.
Therefore, this change does not involve a significant increase in the
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

The proposed change does not involve a physical alteration of the plant
(no new or different type of equipment will be installed) or changes in
methods governing plant operation. Therefore, the proposed change does
not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident from
any previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change does not affect system or personnel
response to an accident.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.6 - REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2.

The proposed change relaxes the time allowed to submit a Special Report
after the inoperability of the primary containment radiation monitor
from within 7 days to within 14 days. This change will not result in
operation that will increase the probability of initiating an analyzed
event since the time frame for submitting an Special Report is not
assumed in the initiation of any analyzed event. This change only
affects the time frame for submitting the report after an equipment
inoperability. This change will not alter assumptions relative to
mitigation of an accident or transient event. This change will not
alter the operation of process variables, structures, systems, or
components as described In the safety analyses. Therefore, this change
will not involve a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident reviousl evaluated.

3.

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 or eliminate any new or different requirements. Thus, this
change does not cr eate the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

This change proposes to relax the time required for submittal of the
Special Report following a period of inoperability of the primary
containment radiation monitor from 7 to 14 days. Increasing the time
for submitting a report does not affect the margin of safety since this
change will not impact any safety analysis assumptions. As such, no
question of safety is involved. Therefore, this change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.6 - REPORTING RE(UIREHENTS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L2

Deleted.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.6 - REPORTING RE(UIRENENTS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE L3

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a

significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
forth in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl evaluated.

2 ~

This change proposes to delete the requirement to report fatigue usage
annually. The submittal of any report does not affect the probability
of an accident. Therefore, the proposed change will not increase the
probability or consequences of any accident previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an reviousl evaluated.

3 ~

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

The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a

mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the proposed change does not affect system or personnel
response to an accident.
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NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATIONS
BFN ISTS 5.6 - REPORTING REgUIRENENTS

TECHNICAL CHANGES - LESS RESTRICTIVE
~L4

TVA has concluded that operation of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant in accordance
with the proposed change to technical specifications does not involve a
significant hazards consideration. TVA's conclusion is based on its
evaluation, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.91 (a)(l), of the three standards set
for th in 10 CFR 50.92.

1. The ro osed amendment does not invo1ve a si nificant increase in the
robabilit or conse uences of an accident reviousl eva1uated.

2.

The proposed change involves the deletion of the Diesel Generator
Reliability Improvement Program Report which is required to be submitted
to the NRC within 30 days of meeting failure criteria in CTS Table
4.9.A. The DGs are used to support mitigation of the consequences of an
accident, but they are not considered as the initiator of any previously
analyzed accident. As such, the removal of reliability testing and
associated reporting requirements from the Technical Specifications will
not increase the probability of any accident previously evaluated. The
proposal to monitor DG reliability using 10 CFR 50.65 Maintenance Rule
requirements provides adequate assur ance of reliable DGs based on
guidelines established by the NRC Staff. Therefore, the proposed change
does not involve any increase to the consequences of any accident
previously evaluated.

The ro osed amendment does not create the ossibilit of a new or
different kind of accident from an accident revsousl evaluated.

The proposed change introduces no new mode of plant operation and it
does not involve physical modification to the plant. Therefore, it
does not create the possibility of a new or different kind of accident
from any accident previously evaluated.

3. The ro osed amendment does not involve a si nificant reduction in a
mar in of safet .

This change does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety since the reliability of the DGs continues to be monitored in the
same manner as is required under current technical specifications. The
criteria used to satisfy the Haintenance Rule reliability requirements
are similar to the current Technical Specification requirements and is
bounded by the Probabilistic Safety Assessment performed specific to .

BFN.
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